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The Grammar of Clause Type and the Pragmatics of I l l c c u t i o n Type 

Dietmar Zaefferer 
Stanford U n i v e r s i t y and U n i v e r s i t y o f Minien 

1. Introduction 

Theories o f speech acts u s u a l l y take notions l i k e d e c l a r a t i v e 
sentence, imperative sentence, e t c . as in p u t , i . e . they t r e a t notions o f 
sentence type (form t y p e ) , as p r i m i t i v e s , and then they t r y t o c o r r e l a t e 
them adequately w i t h notions o f i l l o c u t i o n type ( f u n c t i o n t y p e ) . 
L i n g u i s t s , on the other hand, are i n t e r e s t e d i n t a k i n g the former apart 
and determining the grammatical p r o p e r t i e s o f the sentence types as form 
types. 

The h i s t o r y o f t h e o r i e s o f sentence type i s f u l l o f controversies, 
and i t seems t o me t h a t so f a r , no gene r a l l y accepted 'standard view' 
has emerged y e t from these q u a r r e l s . About 16 years ago, the so-called 
Performative Hypothesis was fashionable, and many young l i n g u i s t s were 
busy t r y i n g t o f i n d new data supporting i t . But then i t collapsed, and 
the c o l l e c t e d data remained orphans, since the o n l y v i s i b l e a l t e r n a t i v e 
t o the Performative Hypothesis, the Pragmatic Analysis, kept people wai­
t i n g . 

What I am t r y i n g t o do here i s give the l i n g e r i n g theory o f sen­
tence types a new push towards i t s goal: Meeting the c r i t e r i a o f adequa­
cy t h a t the d i f f e r e n t p a r t i e s involved want i t t o meet. 

Philosophers o f language and students o f l i n g u i s t i c connunication 
t y p i c a l l y want an account o f the l i n g u i s t i c meaning o f sentences t h a t 
provides the proper i n p u t f o r t h e i r analyses o f what i s communicated. 

L i n g u i s t s t y p i c a l l y want an account t h a t captures the r i g h t genera­
l i z a t i o n s , c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c a l l y , but a l s o across constructions i n one 
language. 

I n t r y i n g t o push the theory o f sentence types towards t h a t goal, I 
w i l l mainly make use o f two t o o l s : Transparent terminology and a 
f l e x i b l e formal semantics. I f e e l s t r o n g l y t h a t the lack o f both has 
c o n t r i b u t e d considerably t o the present not very s a t i s f y i n g s t a t e o f the 
theory o f sentence types. 

So l e t me f i r s t make c l e a r t h a t by sentence type, I mean a s p e c i a l 
case o f clause type, namely the type o f non-embedded, s y n t a c t i c a l l y 
independent (main) clauses, and by clause type, I mean a s y n t a c t i c a l l y , 
i . e . s t r u c t u r a l l y defined subcategory o f the s y n t a c t i c a l category o f a 
clause, taken i n i t s broadest sense t h a t allows f o r complex clauses, 
hence an i n s t a n t i a t i o n o f what i s standardly c a l l e d a c o n s t r u c t i o n type. 
So my n o t i o n o f sentence type i s more general than t h a t o f Sadock and 
Zwicty (Sadock/Zwicky 1985), who define sentence type as a p a i r i n g o f 
grammatical s t r u c t u r e and conventional conversational use. The decision 
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t o conceive o f sentence type as o f a form type makes i t possible f o r the 
not i o n o f sentence mood t o p l a y a s p e c i a l r o l e : I c a l l sentence mood 
t h a t p a r t o f the s t r u c t u r a l meaning o f a sentence type t h a t i s 
c o r r e l a t e d w i t h i t s conventional use i n the performance o f i l l o c u t i o n a r y 
a c t s , i . e . the s t r u c t u r a l l i n g u i s t i c c o n t r i b u t i o n t o t h e determination 
o f i l l o c u t i o n type. 

P u t t i n g t h i n g s t h a t way we can say t h a t d i f f e r e n t sentence types 
can express the same sentence mood (a n o n - t r i v i a l example are English 
a u x i l i a r y f i r s t i n t e r r o g a t i v e s and wh-interrogatives, a t r i v i a l one 
si n g l e and conjoined d e c l a r a t i v e clauses), and one sentence type can ex­
press d i f f e r e n t sentence moods ( i n sequence, as i n a conjunction o f a 
d e c l a r a t i v e clause w i t h an i n t e r r o g a t i v e one, but p o s s i b l y also a t once, 
i n the sense o f ambiguity). 

The f l e x i b l e formal semantics I was a l l u d i n g t o i s taken from s i t u ­
a t i o n t h e o r y and can hence be regarded as a v a r i e t y o f s i t u a t i o n seman­
t i c s , w i t h two major m o d i f i c a t i o n s : F i r s t , u n l i k e 'regular* s i t u a t i o n 
semantics, I do not analyze l i n g u i s t i c meaning as a r e l a t i o n between 
utterance s i t u a t i o n and described s i t u a t i o n , but as a r e l a t i o n between 
utterance s i t u a t i o n o r utterance a c t and i l l o c u t i o n a r y s i t u a t i o n or 
i l l o c u t i o n a r y a c t . Second, I w i l l make more use o f algebraic s t r u c t u r e s 
than 'standard' s i t u a t i o n semantics ( i f there i s any). 

The main m o t i v a t i o n f o r the f i r s t m o d i f i c a t i o n i s t h a t i t seems 
unwise f o r a theory t h a t i s meant t o provide t h e input f o r analyses o f 
i l l o c u t i o n a r y a c ts o f a l l kinds t o presuppose t h a t there i s such a t h i n g 
as a described s i t u a t i o n a t a l l , which i s o f course a n a t u r a l assumption 
as long as only a s s e r t i v e speech acts are considered. 

The m o t i v a t i o n f o r the second m o d i f i c a t i o n w i l l become cl e a r l a t e r 
(or so I hope). 

2. Desiderata for a Theory of Sentence Mood 

2.1 Some Generalizations t o Be Captured 

I b e l i e v e t h a t there are a t l e a s t three groups o f data, g i v i n g r i s e 
t o t hree kinds o f c r i t e r i a o f adequacy, t h a t are re l e v a n t f o r a theory 
o f sentence mood. The f i r s t group o f data i s t h e s t r i k i n g main clause/ 
embedded clause p a r a l l e l i s m t h a t can be observed i n many languages a t 
l e a s t f o r d e c l a r a t i v e s , i n t e r r o g a t i v e s , and exclanatives. The second 
group o f data i s the occurrence o f c o n s t r u c t i o n types t h a t are cross-
c l a s s i f i e d w i t h t h e mood-related clause types, e.g. wh-constructions i n 
r e l a t i v e s , pseudo-clefts, i n t e r r o g a t i v e s , exclanatives, no-matter-condi-
t i o n a l antecedents. The t h i r d group o f data i s c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c s i m i l a ­
r i t i e s i n the i n t e r n a l s t r u c t u r e o f clause types. E.g. both p o l a r i t y i n ­
t e r r o g a t i v e s w i t h an i n d e f i n i t e and c o n s t i t u e n t i n t e r r o g a t i v e s are b u i l t 
i n many languages from the same elements: an i n d e f i n i t e and an i n t e r r o ­
g a t i v e marker, the d i s t i n c t i o n being made only through d i f f e r e n t scope 
markings. 

2.2 Main Clause/Bribedded Clause Parallelisms 

f o r an example o f such a main clause/embedded clause s i m i l a r i t y 
witness English, where they can be even s u r f a c e - i d e n t i c a l i n seme cases: 
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(a) Declaratives 
( l a ) You are happy. 
( l b ) I know you are happy. 
(b) Interrogatives 
(2a) Who i s happy? 
(2b) I wonder who i s happy. 
( c ) Exclanatives 
(3a) ffcw happy you a r e l 
(3b) I am amazed how happy you are. 

Here, a s p e c i a l i z a t i o n o f Occam's Razor: 'Avoid the s t i p u l a t i o n o f 
unnecessary ambiguities I ' , leads t o what I would l i k e t o c a l l the 
Karttunen c r i t e r i o n (he used i t i n Karttunen, 1977, q u i t e s u c c e s s f u l l y ) : 
The s t r u c t u r a l meaning o f an embedded clause type should be compatible 
w i t h a l l embedding contexts and w i t h t h a t o f the non-embedded counter­
p a r t . 

I n o ther words, sentence type should be t r e a t e d as a special case 
o f clause type, and the s t r u c t u r a l meaning o f sentence type i n d i c a t o r s 
should be i d e n t i c a l w i t h o r c l o s e l y r e l a t e d t o the s t r u c t u r a l meaning o f 
the embedded counte r p a r t . 

2.3 C r o s s - c l a s s i f i c a t i o n o f Construction Types 

An example o f a c o n s t r u c t i o n type t h a t i s c r o s s - c l a s s i f i e d w i t h the 
mood-related sentence types are t h e wh-constructions. 

Consider (4) through ( 9 ) , where the non-bracketed p a r t s are almost 
s u r f a c e - i d e n t i c a l , although t h e r e are major and minor d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
s t r u c t u r a l meaning: 

(4) [ l h e book] t h a t you brought [ i s b e a u t i f u l ] . 
(5) I l i k e ] what you brought. 
(6) I wonder] what you brought. 
(7) I t i s amazing] what you brought I 
(8) What you brought [ i s a book]. 
(9) What you see [ i s ] what you brought. 

I n ( 4 ) , we have an a t t r i b u t i v e adnominal r e l a t i v e clause, i n (5) a 
f r e e r e l a t i v e , i n (6) a c o n s t i t u e n t i n t e r r o g a t i v e , i n (7) a c o n s t i t u e n t 
exclamatory, i n (8) a pseudo-cleft s u b j e c t , and i n ( 9 ) , i n a d d i t i o n , a 
pseudo-cleft p r e d i c a t e nominal. 

The desideratum t o be d e r i v e d i s a proper account o f the d i f f e r e n ­
ces between the s t r u c t u r a l meanings o f these forms t h a t a l s o shows t h e i r 
s i m i l a r i t i e s and common dencminators. 

2.4 C r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c R e g u l a r i t i e s 

The example I would l i k e you t o consider here has t o do w i t h the 
r e l a t i o n o f e x i s t e n t i a l q u a n t i f i c a t i o n and c o n s t i t u e n t i n t e r r o g a t i v e 
formation. Semantic considerations have l e d t o the assumption t h a t the 
l a t t e r involves the former ( c f . e.g. Karttunen, 1977), even i n English, 
where t h e surface i s not t r a n s p a r e n t t o t h a t connection ( c f . ( 1 0 ) ) . Sen­
tences (11) through (13) show t h a t other languages are much more t r a n s ­
parent i n t h a t respect: At l e a s t i n German, Guarani, and Korean, the 
combination o f an i n d e f i n i t e proform and an i n t e r r o g a t i v e marker i n the 
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same clause can r e s u l t i n two d i f f e r e n t t h i n g s - a yes-no i n t e r r o g a t i v e 
w i t h an i n d e f i n i t e and a w h - i n t e r r o g a t i v e - according t o where t h e scope 
marker goes: 

(The a-examples are the yes-no i n t e r r o g a t i v e s , t h e b-exanples the 
wh-interrogatives; INDEF stands f o r '-HSIP, -»-Pro, -Def, -Person') 

English: 
(10a) Did you b r i n g anything? 

ΓINDEF, - I n t ] 
(10b) What a i d you bring? 

[ INDEF, + I n t ] 
German: 
( I I a ) Hast du was mitgebracht? 

Did you [INDEF] bring? 
( l i b ) Was h a s t du mitgebracht? 

^INDEF] d i d you b r i n g ? 
Guarani: 
(12a) r e - r u -pa mbae? 

2psg b r i n g INT [ INDEF] 
(12b) mbae -pa r e - ru? 

[INDEF] IOT 2psg b r i n g 
Korean: 
(13a) ne -ka muet - u l k a z j e ο - n u n — y a ? 

you Subj [INDEF] Obj have come I n s INT 
(13b) ne -ka muet - u l k a z j e ο -nun ya? 

you Subj [INDEF] Obj have come I r i s IOT 
(13c) muet - u l ne -ka k a z j e ο - n u n — y a ? 

[INDEF] Obj you Subj have come Tns INT 

Note t h a t i n Korean, the d i f f e r e n c e between t h e two cases i s not 
e v e n v i s i b l e i n the orthographic r e p r e s e n t a t i o n , since i t c o n s i s t s o n l y i n 
the f a c t t h a t the i n d e f i n i t e pronoun i s unstressed i n t h e f i r s t case and 
stressed i n the second. I n t e r e s t i n g l y enough, (13c), the v a r i a n t w i t h 
the sentence i n i t i a l i n d e f i n i t e , a l l o w s o n l y f o r t h e wh-reading, even i f 
t h e r e i s no special s t r e s s on the i n d e f i n i t e . 

I n German, the r e l a t i v e scopes o f i n d e f i n i t e and i n t e r r o g a t i o n are 
determined by the p o s i t i o n o f the i n d e f i n i t e , and i n Guarani by the po­
s i t i o n o f the i n t e r r o g a t i v e s u f f i x . 

Semantically, the e x i s t e n t i a l q u a n t i f i e r i s i n s i d e the scope o f 
the i n t e r r o g a t i v e operator i n the (a)-oases, and o u t s i d e w i t h the wh-in­
t e r r o g a t i v e s . 

The corresponding desideratum i s o f course a proper account o f such 
c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c r e g u l a r i t i e s . 

A synopsis o f the desiderata shows t h a t they can be regarded as i n ­
stances o f one s i n g l e p r i n c i p l e : l a k e l i n g u i s t i c form s e r i o u s l y ! I d e n t i ­
t y and s i m i l a r i t y i n form tends t o p o i n t a t i d e n t i t y and s i m i l a r i t y i n 
meaning. 

3. Capturing the General -iga+inns 
3.1 O u t l i n e o f an Algebraic Speech Act Semantics 
3.1.1 ABE-Propositions 

Since the formal framework t o be used here i s b u i l t on t o p o f 
Barwise and Etchemendy's r e c o n s t r u c t i o n o f A u s t i n i a n p r o p o s i t i o n s (Bar-
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wise/Etchemendy, 1986), i t seems appropriate t o s t a r t t h i s section by 
o u t l i n i n g t h e i r basic assumptions. 

According t o the ABE-view (ABE stands f o r Austin-Barwise-Etchemen-
dy ) , a p r o p o s i t i o n ρ consists o f two p a r t s : About(p), the s i t u a t i o n the 
p r o p o s i t i o n i s about, provided by demonstrative conventions, and 
Type(p), the type o f which t h i s s i t u a t i o n i s , according t o p, provided 
by d e s c r i p t i v e conventions. Since the type i s determined by a set o f 
states o f a f f a i r s ( s h o r t : soas), a soa consists o f an issue and a p o l a ­
r i t y , and an issue o f a r e l a t i o n w i t h the f i t t i n g arguments (here i n 
SÖV-order), we get the f o l l o w i n g p i c t u r e f o r the one-place case ( w i t h 
the obvious g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s ) : 

(14a) {s;[a,R?£]} 

Here, the whole t h i n g denotes an ABE-propos i t i o n , i t s l e f t side a 
s i t u a t i o n , i t s r i g h t side a type, the t h i n g i n s i d e the square brackets a 
s t a t e o f a f f a i r s , i t s l e f t p a r t an issue, i t s r i g h t side a p o l a r i t y , and 
a i s a f i t t i n g argument o f the r e l a t i o n JR. The f i r s t semicolon 
stands f o r the ' i s o f ' - r e l a t i o n , the second one can be read as 'has po­
l a r i t y ' . 

The dual o f such a p r o p o s i t i o n i s c a l l e d a d e n i a l by Barwise and 
Etchemendy and w r i t t e n as f o l l o w s : 

(14b) {s;[a,R;pJ} 

Since propositions can be arguments, e s p e c i a l l y also arguments o f a 
r e l a t i o n i n t h e i r own type, c i r c u l a r propositions can occur, and t h a t i s 
the case Barwise and Etchemendy are i n t e r e s t e d i n . So the o n l y speech 
acts they consider are a s s e r t i o n and d e n i a l . 

My i n t e r e s t here i s a q u i t e d i f f e r e n t one: To t r e a t speech acts o f 
any k i n d , and a t the same time t o account f o r c r o s s - i l l o c u t i o n a r y s i m i ­
l a r i t i e s . For t h a t purpose, a r i c h e r semantic s t r u c t u r e i s c a l l e d f o r . 

Before g i v i n g an o u t l i n e o f t h i s , I w i l l introduce two r o t a t i o n a l 
m o d i f i c a t i o n s t h a t should increase the r e a d a b i l i t y o f the semantic r e ­
presentations. F i r s t , I replace the p o l a r i t y symbol by a p o s i t i v e o r ne­
g a t i v e p r e f i x o f the r e l a t i o n symbol. Second, I v i s u a l i z e the f a c t t h a t 
a p r o p o s i t i o n i s a s p e c i a l case o f a soa fcy w r i t i n g i t i n the same way 
(except t h a t square brackets are replaced by c u r l y ones): The f i r s t a r ­
gument i s a s i t u a t i o n , the second one a soa, and t h e r e l a t i o n i s the 
'holds i n ' - r e l a t i o n , w r i t t e n as _H. 

So, t h e modified n o t a t i o n f o r both (14a) and (14b) looks l i k e 
f o l l o w s ('jg' and 'ja' ' stand f o r e i t h e r '+' or ' - ' ) : 

(15) { s , [ a , ^ ] , p ' H } 

3.1.2 Adding s t r u c t u r e t o the ABE-view 

lh e main p a r t o f my extension o f the ABE-view has been i n s p i r e d 
mainly by Godehard Link's l a t t i c e - t h e o r e t i c a l approach t o t h e semantics 
o f number and mass terms (Link, 1983). I t consists i n a ' B o o l i f i c a t i o n ' 
o f the whole domain and i s t h e r e f o r e , as i t t u r n s out, c l o s e r t o the 
Keenan/Faltz approach than t o Link's. 

I assume t h a t ordinary as w e l l as p o l a r i z e d o b j e c t s (the l a t t e r are 
the soas and p r o p o s i t i o n s ) form complete (atomic or non-Satanic, 
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acxording t o the kind) Boolean algebras w i t h j o i n and meet operations, 
w r i t t e n as J o i n and Meet. The induced p a r t i a l o r d e r i n g i s w r i t t e n as 
Leg, and i s defined as usual ( w i t h Bql standing f o r the i d e n t i t y r e l a ­
t i o n ) : 

(16) [a,b,+Leq]= ^ e f [ a J o i n b,b,+Bql] 

_H stands f o r the r e l a t i o n o f h o l d i n g - i n between a s i t u a t i o n and a 
soa, which can be i n t e r p r e t e d as the element-of r e l a t i o n , i f we model 
s i t u a t i o n s as sets o f soas. A j o i n o f two soas i s i n t e r p r e t e d as t h e i r 
d i s j u n c t i o n and a meet as t h e i r conjunction; correspondingly the genera­
l i z e d j o i n , the supremum, as e x i s t e n t i a l , and the generalized meet, the 
i n f i n u m , as u n i v e r s a l q u a n t i f i c a t i o n . The p r i n c i p l e d r e l a t i v i z a t i o n o f 
A u s t i n i a n p r o p o s i t i o n s t o the s i t u a t i o n £ they are about makes i t p o s s i ­
b l e t o r e l a t i v i z e the domain o f q u a n t i f i c a t i o n t o the objects t h a t are 
p a r t o f s. 

Suprema (and infima) can be d i s t i n g u i s h e d acoording t o the k i n d o f 
c o n d i t i o n a l l o bjects they are b u i l t from must meet. Normally, they are 
e x t e r i o r c o n d i t i o n s , g i v i n g r i s e t o what I would l i k e t o c a l l e x t e r i o r 
supremum, as i n (17), which represents the supremum o f a l l o b j e c t s t h a t 
have p r o p e r t y R: 

(17) ( x ) : [x,+R] 

But suprema can also be b u i l t from a l l o b jects t h a t meet an i n t e r i ­
o r c o n d i t i o n , farming an i n t e r i o r supremum as i n (18), which represents 
the supremum o f a l l o b j e c t s φ_' t h a t come from £ through proper anchor-
ings o f χ i n j ^ . (19) i s an i n s t a n t i a t i o n o f t h i s , expressing the e x i s t ­
e n t i a l q u a n t i f i c a t i o n t h a t i s normally w r i t t e n as i n (20). 

(18) x.Sup φ [χ] 
(19) x.Sup fx,+R ] 
(20) Vx"[R(xT] 

The d i s t i n c t i o n between i n t e r i o r and e x t e r i o r suprema w i l l become 
r e l e v a n t i n sections 3.4 and 3.5 below. 

3.1.3 The Basic Constraint o f L i n g u i s t i c A c t i o n 

The w o r l d i s f u l l o f s i t u a t i o n s t h a t i n v o l v e other s i t u a t i o n s : 
Every walking involves some moving, and, as should be known by now, 
every k i s s i n g involves touching. L i n g u i s t i c meaning i s j u s t a s p e c i a l 
case o f such an involvement? i t conventionally c o r r e l a t e s perceivable 
a c t i o n t o i n f e r r a b l e a c t i o n . U t t e r i n g " I t ' s r a i n i n g " under appropriate 
circumstances conventionally involves claiming t h a t i t i s r a i n i n g . 

I h i s i s almost t r i v i a l t o say, but i t i s less t r i v i a l t o p o i n t c u t 
t h a t ABE-propos i t ions encode i n t h e i r very s t r u c t u r e a view t h a t A u s t i n 
used t o s t r e s s , v i z . t h a t i t i s two basic k i n d o f conventions t h a t de­
termine the c o r r e c t and successful use o f language: d e s c r i p t i v e conven­
t i o n s , and demonstrative conventions. 

Since ' d e s c r i p t i v e ' seems t o me t o o narrow a term, and 'demonstra­
t i v e ' has a narrower use i n l i n g u i s t i c s , I replace these notions by L-se-
mantic conventions and C-^aboutness conventions, where L i s a language, 
and C a connunioative community, since I assume t h a t aboutness conven­
t i o n s are p a r t o f the oartirunicative conventions i n a ccratunity. This 
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allows f o r the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t d i f f e r e n t communicative communities use 
the same language ( i n t h e sense o f grammar), and t h a t t h e same communi­
c a t i v e conventions are v a l i d f o r d i f f e r e n t groups o f language users. 

Now i t i s possible t o i n f o r m a l l y s t a t e the basic c o n s t r a i n t o f l i n ­
g u i s t i c a c t i o n : 

Suppose a s i t u a t i o n si where a given set o f C-aboutness conventions 
and L-semantic conventions are v a l i d . Then the performance o f an a c t o f 
u t t e r i n g L-expression ̂  i n s_ CL-involves the performance o f an a c t o f 
expressing the CL-meaning o f i n s, i f seriousness and l i t e r a l n e s s con­
d i t i o n s h o l d i n s, and i t involves the performance o f an act o f express­
i n g something c - r e l a t e d t o the CL-meaning o f i n s, i f sane other con­
d i t i o n s c h o l d i n s. 

3.2 Main/Bribedded Clause C o r r e l a t i o n s : Mood-related Clause lypes i n Ko­
rean 

Korean e x h i b i t s an e s p e c i a l l y nice system o f marking mood-related 
clause types: A verb- and sentence-final a f f i x marks t h e mood, and the 
absence o r presence o f the complementizer ko marks the status (non-em­
bedded or embedded) o f the clause. Without f u r t h e r discussion, I w i l l 
g i ve a s e t o f t e n t a t i v e semantic representations f o r twelve clause types 
o f Korean, where the meanings o f the main clauses are given i n the f o r ­
mat o f the c o n s t r a i n t stated above, and the meanings o f the embedded 
counterparts are what i s t o the r i g h t o f the colon. 

Let ρ be i n every case the p r o p o s i t i o n t h a t i s t h e core o f the CL-
meaning o f the sentence i n question. Then whoever u t t e r s 
- a d e c l a r a t i v e sentence ( s u f f i x - t a ) , expresses the b e l i e f t h a t : p; 
- an i n t e r r o g a t i v e sentence ( s u f f i x - n i ) , the i n t e r e s t i n the: i s s u e ( p ) ; 
- an exclamative sentence ( s u f f i x - k u l y e ) , the amazement t h a t : fact(j>)~; 
- an imperative sentence ( s u f f i x - e l a ) , the d e s i r e t o reach the: 

g o a l ( p ) ; 
- a p r e p o s i t i v e sentence ( s u f f i x -ca), the des i r e t o make a: g o a l -

o f f e r (p) ; 
- a promTssive sentence ( s u f f i x -<na), the d e s i r e t o undertake t h e : com­

mitment (JD) . 
Since t h i s i s only meant t o give the general idea, I w i l l d e f i n e 

o n l y two o f the functions used: issue(p) i s the j o i n o f ρ w i t h t h a t p r o ­
p o s i t i o n t h a t comes from ρ t y i n v e r t i n g the s i g n ( s ) i n Tts soa(s), and 
f a c t ( p ) i s the meet o f alT d i s j u n c t s o f ρ t h a t are purported t o be t r u e . 

3.3 P o l a r i t y vs. Constituent I n t e r r o g a t i v e s 

This o p p o s i t i o n and what i t s p a r t i c i p a n t s have i n comnon has been 
most t r a n s p a r e n t l y shown i n examples (13a) through (13c) i n s e c t i o n 2.4 
above. Given the framework a t hand, i t can be represented as f o l l o w s 
( o m i t t i n g t h e a t t i t u & n a l p a r t ) : 

(10a 1) issue ({s,x.Supfad,x,+kazye-o1,+H}) 
(lOb'/c') issue(x.Sup {s,Jad,x, +kazye-o 1, +ΗΪ) 

I f we c o r r e l a t e the Η-relation w i t h the i n t e r r o g a t i v e marker, and 
the supremum operator w i t h the i n d e f i n i t e , we see how the d i f f e r e n t 
scopings r e s u l t i n d i f f e r e n t t h i n g s : I n the f i r s t case, we have a s i n g l e 
p r o p o s i t i o n , t h a t happens t o be about a supremum o f soas, and i n the 
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second we have a supremum o f propositions t h a t involve a l l the same soa 
scheme. 

3.4 Wh-Ccristractions i n D i f f e r e n t Clause Types 
3.4.1 L e x i c a l wh-Constructions: German Weak I n d e f i n i t e Proforms 

I n German, there i s a group o f weak ( i . e . uns t r es sable) proforms 
t h a t are homonymous w i t h r e l a t i v e and i n t e r r o g a t i v e proforms: wer, was, 
wo, welche e t c . ( c f . Zaefferer (forthcoming)). I n Algebraic Speech Act 
Semantics, i t i s p o s s i b l e t o take t h i s homonymy s e r i o u s l y by shewing the 
connon deroninator o f these functions. But f i r s t consider sentences 
(21a) through (21c) t h a t show the c o n t r a s t between the anaphoric ( a ) , 
the d e i c t i c ( b ) , and the i n d e f i n i t e proform (c) (since a l l t r a n s l a t i o n s , 
representing d e c l a r a t i v e main clauses, have the form Bel( {s, σ,+Η}) / on l y 
σ i s s p e l l e d out i n the t r a n s l a t i o n s ; temporal aspects are o m i t t e d ) : 

(21a) J e t z t s i n g t er. 
Now i s s i n g i n g he 

(21a*) [χ,+sing], where χ i s anaphorically anchored. 
(21b) J e t z t s i n g t der. 

Now i s singing t h i s one 
(21b 1) [ x , + s i n g ] , where χ i s d e i c t i c a l l y anchored. 
(21c) J e t z t s i n g t wer. 

Now i s s i n g i n g someone 
(21c') x.Sup[x,+sing] 

3.4.2 Phrasal wh<3onstructions: German Free Relatives and Pseudo-Cleft 
Arguments 

I t seems t o be obvious t h a t the i n d e f i n i t e / r e l a t i v e homonymy o f 
German wer e t c . i s not t y accident, since there i s a f e e l i n g t h a t t h e i r 
meanings, although c l e a r l y d i s t i n c t , have a connon denominator. My c l a i m 
here i s t h a t t h i s connon denominator i s the formation o f a supremum, and 
t h a t t h e s p e c i f i c d i f f e r e n c e i s e x a c t l y the one introduced as e x t e r i o r 
vs. i n t e r i o r supremum i n s e c t i o n 3.1.2 above. A comparison o f (21c 1) 
above and (22a 1) below shows t h i s . The examples (22) r e f l e c t furthermore 
the c l a i m t h a t the i n t e r i o r s t r u c t u r e and meaning o f f r e e r e l a t i v e 
clauses i s the same, whether they occur i n p r e d i c a t i o n a l sentences ( r e ­
g u l a r f r e e r e l a t i v e s , (22a)), or equational ones (as pseudo-cleft argu­
ments, (22b) and ( 2 2 c ) ) . (The t r a n s l a t i o n s are again abbreviated, i n the 
sense explained above.) 

(22a) Wer s i n g t , gewinnt. 
Who sings wins 

(22a*) [Sup(x): fx,+sing1,+gewinn1 
(22b) Wer s i n g t i s t Eva. 

Who sings i s Eva 
(22b') fSup(x): [ x , +sing1,Eva, +Bql] 
(22c) Wer s i n g t i s t wer gewinnt. 

Who sings i s who wins 
(22c 1) [Sup(_x): f x,+sing],Sup(x):fx,+gewinn],+Eql] 
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3.4.3 Clausal wh-construc^ions: German I n t e r r o g a t i v e s , Exclamatives, and 
No-ma tter-oond i t iona 1 Antecedents 

Again, the surface i d e n t i t y o f the f i r s t words i n (23) w i t h one 
another, w i t h t h e f i r s t words i n (22), and w i t h t h e l a s t word i n (21c) 
i s n o t an accident, b ut due t o what t h e i r meanings have i n cannon, even 
where there are c l e a r d i f f e r e n c e s , as between (21c) and (22) above. 
With respect t o c l a u s a l wh-constructions, I c l a i m t h a t t h e wh-word t h a t 
occurs i n them i s the same as i n (21c), but t h a t the meanings o f the 
clauses themselves d i f f e r s l i g h t l y from one another due t o t h e i r em­
bedding environments. Here are the examples w i t h t h e i r t r a n s l a t i o n s 
(abbreviated as above): 

Nöte t h a t (23c'), s t a t i n g t h a t any p r o p o s i t i o n t h a t someone i s s i n g ­
i n g involves the p r o p o s i t i o n t h a t Eva wins, i s equivalent t o a general 
c o n d i t i o n a l 'For any person x: i f x̂  i s singing, then Eva wins*. 

3.4.4 M u l t i p l i c i t y i n D i f f e r e n t Kinds o f wh-Constructions 

I n c l o s i n g , I would l i k e t o p o i n t out t h a t the u n i f i e d account o f 
wh-constructions o u t l i n e d above provides, among other t h i n g s , an answer 
t o a question t h a t so f a r , t o my knowledge, nobody has answered y e t : Why 
i s i t t h a t there i s m u l t i p l i c i t y w i t h c l a u s a l wh-constructions, whereas 
th e r e seems t o be none w i t h phrasal ones? I f one assumes, which seems t o 
be p l a u s i b l e , t h a t , i n p r i n c i p l e , one c o n s t i t u e n t denotes one e n t i t y , 
t he d i s t i n c t i o n between i n t e r i o r and e x t e r i o r suprema al l o w s f o r an easy 
explana t i o n : M u l t i p l i c i t y i n c l a u s a l wh-constructions poses no problem, 
since they denote i n t e r i o r suprema, i . e . the objects t o be j o i n e d must 
meet cond i t i o n s w i t h respect t o d i f f e r e n t p a r t s o f t h e i r i n t e r n a l s t r u c ­
t u r e , b u t there i s one s i n g l e r e s u l t o f the j o i n i n g . 

Phrasal wh-constructions, on the other hand, denote e x t e r i o r supre­
ma, and hence m u l t i p l i c i t y would mean t h a t d i f f e r e n t u n r e l a t e d o b j e c t s 
are denoted by one and the same c o n s t i t u e n t , which c o n t r a d i c t s the 
assumption. Therefore, (24) i s f i n e , but (25) i s not: 

(23a) 

(23a') 
(23b) 

(23b 1) 
(23c) 

(23c') 

(24) Vflio kisses whom does not matter. 
(25) Who(ever) kisses whom(ever), touches him. 

Exceptions are t o be expected t o the extent t h a t t h e assumption i s 
to o s t r o n g . 
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4. Conclusion 
Two consequences can be derived from t h i s (very sketchy) i n v e s t i g a ­

t i o n i n t o the grammar o f clause type as r e l a t e d t o the pragmatics o f i l -
l o c u t i o n type. F i r s t , the s t r a t e g y o f t a k i n g l i n g u i s t i c form s e r i o u s l y , 
misleading as i t may be sometimes, can y i e l d i n t e r e s t i n g r e s u l t s . 
Second, and r e l a t e d , the semantic analysis o f n a t u r a l language requires 
the assumption o f s t r u c t u r e s t h a t are r i c h enough t o r e f l e c t what l i n ­
g u i s t i c form i n d i c a t e s . 
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