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1. Introduction

The am of this paper is to show that Wilson and Sperber (1993)'s notion of
procedural encoding can be usefully extended to the andysis of intonational contours. Some
suprasegmental festures can be conceived of as markers encoding restrictions on possible
interpretations, i.e. as linguistic devices conveying indructions (computationa information) on
how the conceptua content of the utterance is to be understood. | will focus on interrogative
intonationd patterns in European (Peninsular) Spanish, and will try to show that each pattern
contributes to the interpretation of the utterance in which it occurs in a condtant, systemétic
way. The whole range of functiond classes of interrogatives can be thus reduced to a smpler,
linguigticaly motivated characterisation. (For a wider picture on Spanish interrogetives, see
Escanddll-Vidal (1988), (1996a: chap.10), and (1998)).

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. In section 2, | will present the basic data
on Spanish interrogative intonation and the traditional agpproach on it. In section 3, | will
introduce some relevance-theoretical notions. Section 4 will be devoted to the development of
my proposa: intonation encodes procedura redtrictions on the determination of higher-leve
explicatures. Findly, in section 5, | will consder some implications of my approach.
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2. Interrogatives and Intonation in Spanish
2.1. Theclassical view
2.1.1. The falling-rising contour

It has been traditiondly assumed that Spanish, like many other languages, uses
intonation as a formd device to mark some grammatical contragts, namely the difference
between a declarative, such as (1)a, and ayes/no interrogetive, such as (1)b:

(1) a Habia mucha gente
‘There were alot of people
b. ¢Habia mucha gente?
‘Were there alot of people?

Reevant patterns in Spanish are defined especialy by the contours going from the last
stressed syllable in the sentence to the end, so only boundary tones are being considered here.
While declaratives have a find fdling contour, yes/no interrogatives show a specid fdling-
risng ending. The contrast is represented in (2) and (3) (Cfr. Fernandez Ramirez (1951: |,
sect 44 and ff.); RAE (1973: 111); or Quilis (1993: sect. 14), for European (Peninsular)
Spanish. The pattern can be dightly different for other varieties. see Quilis (1985) and (1993:
sect 14), Sosa (1991), or Garcia Riveron (1996)):

2

Ha b ia mucha gente
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3

¢Habia much a gent e ?

Alternative interrogatives also show a digtinctive contour, with two hemistiques separated by a
short pause. The firs one presents the same contour as Smple yes/no interrogatives
(represented in (3)), and the second one has a declarative, faling intonation (represented in
(2)):

4 ¢Has terminado la carrera, o laterminas e afio que viene?
‘Have you finished your degree, or will you finish it next year?

As for condtituent (wh-)interrogatives, the fronting of the interrogative word and the obligatory
subject-verb inverson make it possble to distinguish interrogatives from declaratives in their
syntactic form, so intonation is consdered to play a rather secondary role, and therefore the
pattern for both (5)aand (5)b isthe same:

(5) a ¢Cuando vendra Juan?
“When will John come?
b. Juan vendré el lunes
‘John will come on Monday’

Thus the pattern in (3) is conddered as the “canonicd” intonation for yes/no interrogatives.
However, next to this pattern, at least two other contours can dso be included in the
description of yes/no interrogatives: the first one has arisng-faling ending, and the second one
has arisng ending.

2.1.2. Therising-falling contour

Therigng-faling contour has usualy been characterised as conversationa and affective
(Cfr. Fernandez Ramirez (1951) and (1957-59); and Quilis (1993)):
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(6)

Jrabaja mu cho ?
‘Does hework alot?

It can be found in utterances such as

(7)  A:—.ycuando secaso...
‘...and when she got married.’
B: — jAh! ;Secash?
Oh! got married?
‘Oh! Did she?

(8)  ¢Meestas amenazando?
‘Are you threstening me?

According to the traditional gpproach, utterances with this pattern are usudly called
reflejas (‘reflex’), and can convey a large range of dtitudes. they can show disagreement,
amazement, puzzlement, irritation; or they can “comment” on the interlocutor’s words with
surprise, irony, interest; or they can express disgpproval, rgection... (Cfr. Ferndndez Ramirez
(1951) and (1957-59)).

2.1.3. Therising contour

A rising pattern is aso described for polar interrogatives.
9)
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According to the received view, it isfound in the sequencesin italics of utteranceslike

(10) a ¢Pero qué cregis? ¢Qué cree la gente?.. ¢Que yo estoy enamorada del
profesor?
‘But what do you think? What do people think? That | am in love with the
teacher?
b. Pero, tonta, ¢qué crees que he estado haciendo? ¢contandote cuentos? Pues

no.
‘But, you slly girl, what do you think | have been doing? Tdling you stories?
Not at al.’

Fernandez Ramirez (1959: 259) uses the term exploratorias (exploratory) to refer to
these interrogatives, in which the spesker hersdf voluntarily offers an explanation for her
question (I will conventiondly refer to the speaker as she, and to the hearer as he).

2.2. Problems with this approach

In the previous sections | have sketched the standard description of intonationa
patterns for interrogatives and their interpretations. This gpproach, however, raises a number
of problematic issues.

Fird, there is no attempt to establish a constant correlation between suprasegmental
contours and meaning. If the standard characterisation is accepted, it is far from clear that the
contribution of each one of these patterns be a systematic one. The diversity of intentions that,
according to this view, can be transmitted by an utterance with any of those melodic contours
hinders any generdisation.

Second, if no explicit principle is suggested, which governs the sdlection of each one of
these patterns, there will be, as a consequence, a number of utterances for which it will be
difficult to decide what the proper contour is. In fact, Fernandez Ramirez (1959: 259) noted
that the same sentence in the same Stuation would fit both into the rising-falling contour and the
risng patern quite naturdly — and thisis true, for example, even for the utterances in (10),
which are supposed to be good instances of exploratory interrogatives — , so he had to admit
that it is not always easy to distinguish between refl ective and exploratory interrogetives.

Third, the description does not explain why, athough there are three different patterns,
both native speskers and grammarians consider the faling-rising contour as the prototypical or
canonica one.
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The proposal | want to build triesto give a satisfactory answer to these problems.

3. Relevance and Linguistic Encoding: Conceptual and Procedural Expressions

As many linguists have pointed out, the illocutionary force of an utterance is not an
intringc property of the sentence itsdf, but an effect of the interaction between encoded
meaning and contextud assumptions (See Sperber and Wilson (1986) and (1993) for a
convincing discussion). The ultimate intention of a speaker cannot be fully predicted from the
very form of her utterance. Thus, as Goody (1978:20) points out, if aguest a a party asks her
partner What time is it?, from alinguistic perspective we can only say that her utterance was
overtly a question about the time, dthough she may try to convey that it is too late and they
should go. We dl have the intuition that in those circumstances the addressee can reach the
intended interpretation quite naturaly; but if he does not, there will be no grammatical error
in his performance. Understanding an utterance is, therefore, a matter both of decoding and
inference, a matter of combining linguigticaly encoded information with a particular set of
contextua assumptions, in order to advance a hypothesis about the speaker’ sintention.

However, the speaker is not expected to put the addressee to an unjustifiable amount
of processing effort (i.e, an effort not rewarded with enough effects). The theoretica
generdisation under the previous informal statement is what Sperber and Wilson (1995) cdl
the Second, or Communicative, Principle of Relevance (In the firg edition of Relevance
(Sperber and Wilson, 1986) it was caled ‘ Principle of Relevance' tout court.):

(11) “Every act of otensve communication communicates a presumption of its
own optima relevance.” (Sperber and Wilson, 1995: 266-267)

which meansthat

(12) “a) The ogtensve simulus is relevant enough for it to be worth the addressee’ s
effort to processiit.
b) The ogendve gimulus is the most rdevant one compatible with the
communicator’s abilities and preferences.” (Sperber and Wilson, 1995: 270)
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The addressee’s interpretation is built on the presumption thet the simulusis adequate
enough for him to be able to recover the intended set of assumptions, including those regarding
the spesker's communicative goals, a no unnecessary processing codt. If so, it seems
reasonable that utterances should contain some forma dements that help the addressee to
congtruct the interpretation. In fact, as Wilson and Sperber have suggested,

“An utterance can be expected to encode two basic types of information:
representational and computational, or conceptuad and procedural — that is
information about the representations to be manipulated, and information about how to
manipulate them.” (Wilson and Sperber, 1993:2)

The digtinction between conceptual and procedural information has become one of
the key notions in dal cognitive gpproaches. It was introduced in the relevance-theoretic
framework by Blakemore (1987) to account for the meaning of discourse connectives, such as
so or after all. According to her analysis, these particles do not encode concepts and do not
contribute to the utterance' s truth conditions, but encode ingtructions that guide the addressee
towards the intended interpretation. Thus, the distinction between conceptual and procedura
encoding does not fully parale the one between truth- conditionad and non-truth-conditiona, or
illocutionary meaning, as Blakemore hersdlf (1992), or Wilson and Sperber (1993) have
shown: on the one hand, there are conceptual expressons that do not contribute to the truth
conditions of an utterance (such as so-cdled “illocutionary adverbids’); and, on the other
hand, there are procedura expressions that do contribute to the utterance' s truth conditions
(such as persond pronouns).

A procedural expression is therefore a formd device encoding ingructions about
how to select the interpretation, or, put in more abstract terms, encoding congraints on the
inferentia phase of comprehension by redricting the range of possible interpretations for a
sequence.

In the relevance-theoretic framework, inferentid processes are not limited to the
identification of implicatures — as they would be in a Gricean mode —, but also take place
in the determination of explicatures, thet is, of whet is explicitly communicated. The need for
inferential processes leading to the determination of explicatures seems clear. Sentences are
abstract semantic representations and do not express propositions; before they are able to —
that is, before they can have truth conditions —, their logica forms must be developed and
inferentidly completed. Reference assgnment, disambiguation and enrichment of vague
expressons are dl inferentia tasks linked to the determination of the propositional, or lower-
level, explicatures of an utterance.
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Wha is explicitly communicated, fowever, is not exhausted by the determination of
the propostion itsdf: it dso involves the characterisation of the utterance as performing a
certain action or conveying a certain dtitude of the gpesker’s towards its content: the
representations specifying illocutionary force and propostiond attitude congtitute its higher-
level explicatures.

Procedurd expressons impose restrictions on inferentia processes. Since there are a
least three different stages of inference — those yielding lower-level explicatures, higher-leve
explicaures, and implicatures —, one would expect that different procedura expressions
should affect each of those phases; and in fact it is what happens. The schema below, adapted
from Wilson and Sperber (1993: 3), shows the scope of procedurdly encoded information:

Informetion
procedurally
encoded
condraning condraning
explicatures implicatures
propositiond higher-leve
explicatures explicatures

Languages provide a wedth of forma means for encoding procedurd information:
these typicdly indude lexica or morphologica items and syntactic constructions. For instance,
discourse connectives are lexicd items that condrain implicatures, while persona pronouns
place regtrictions on propositiona explicatures, and mood indicators are syntactic or lexica
markers that congtrain higher-level explicatures. Some of them have dready received an
andyss in rdevance-theoretic terms (See Blakemore (1987) for discourse connectives,
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Kleiber (1990), and Wilson and Sperber (1993) for persond pronouns, Blass (1990) for an
andysis of hearsay particles as procedurd congraints on higher-leve explicatures, and Wilson
and Sperber (1988), and Clark (1993) for mood indicators. See also the references found in
Sperber and Wilson (1995: 297, fn. 21-23)).

Although it is widdly assumed thet intonation plays a ngor role in determining the
interpretation of an utterance, suprasegmenta variation has not, however, been systematicaly
andysed in this light. Prosodic emphasis (as used for focus marking is a suitable candidate to
be accounted for in procedura terms, and the same goes, | would suggest, for other
Suprasegmenta patterns.

As for interrogative mood, | will assume the standard relevance-theoretic approach
(Sperber and Wilson (1986: 4.10), and Wilson and Sperber (1988)), which is based on the
diginction between descriptive and interpretive use. An utterance is a description when its
propositiona content reflects a State of affairs, and it is interpretively used when it represents
another propositiona form because they resemble each other in some respect

“[Any representation] can represent some state of affairs in virtue of its propostiona
form being true of that dtate of affairs; in this case we will say that the representation is
a description, or that it is used descriptively. Or it can represent some other
representation which aso has a propostional form — a thought, for ingance — in
virtue of a resemblance between the two propostiond forms; in this case we will say
that the first representation is an interpretation of the second one, or that it is used
interpretively.” (Sperber and Wilson, 1986: 228-229)

According to this gpproach, interrogative sentences are interpretations of “desirable”’
thoughts, i.e,, “interpretations of answers that the speaker would regard as relevant if true”
(Sperber and Wilson (1986:252)). Being a two-place predicate, the notion of “desirability”
needs a further specification on the person to whom the speaker supposes the answer would
be rdlevant. Therefore, in the interpretation of any interrogative utterance the hearer must
contextually infer who is the intended target, i.e., the person for whom the represented thought
would be relevarnt.
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4. Intonation and Procedural Restrictions on Higher-L evel Explicatures

The proposa | want to put forward in this section can be summarised as follows: the
three different patterns found in Spanish interrogeatives each encode a different procedurd
piece of information (a certain computationd ingruction), namely a specific redriction on the
determination of higher-level explicatures. The contribution of each one of these melodic
contours to the interpretation is linguistically encoded and a systematic, constant one.

4.1. Thefalling-rising contour: Neutral interrogatives

Interrogetives with a fdling-risng intonation represent the unmarked case on the
suprasegmenta Sde. The faling-risng contour is a forma device encoding the interrogetive
meaning. In the present case, the procedurd ingtruction is to process the utterance as an
interpretation (i.e., a resembling representation) of a thought that would be relevant to
someone if true, as the stlandard relevance-theoretic gpproach to interrogatives clams.

4.1.1. Compatible interpretations

The hypothesis about the spesker’s intention in producing the stimulus (thet is, the
utterance's higher-level explicatures) must be constructed and developed on the basis of this
abgract interrogative meaning, and must be fully compatible with this indruction; but — it
should be noted — its ultimate interpretation crucialy depends on contextuad assumptions. In
fact, the difference between genuine questions, requests and suggestions, rhetorica, exam or
expository questions, etc., does not necessarily involve any perceptible variation in the form of
the utterance, but can be the result of computing different contextua assumptions (namely,
assumptions about the person to whom the answer would be relevant, and additionally, about
what the degree of knowledge attributed to the hearer is): when the answer is thought to be
rdevant for the gpesker, we have genuine questions or exam questions, when it is for the
hearer, we have rhetorical questions, suggestions, expository questions, ...

Thus, the various illocutions that can be associated with an interrogative can be easily
accounted for in this way as aresult of different, contextualy determined decisions about the
congruction of higher-level explicatures. For instance, an utterance such as
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(13) ¢Sabeslo que cuesta este cuadro?
‘Do you know how much this picture costs?

with a fdling-rigng intonation can serve a vast range of illocutionary purposes. It can be a
genuine quedtion, in a context in which the speaker’s god is to obtain a certain piece of

information and the hearer isin a podtion to give a true answer; it can be arhetorica question
(see Escanddll-Vidal, 1984), acting as areminder to the hearer, with an interpretation like You
don’t have the dlightest idea about how important this pictureis. It can aso be used asan
indirect request, if the hearer is not being careful enough with a priceless painting; it can offer
information, if the speaker knows the answer but the hearer does not; or it can be an exam
question... Thislist of possble interpretations does not am to be exhaudtive, ...and probably it
could never be: the interpretation of intentions crucialy depends on contextual assumptions
and their possible combinations are virtudly unlimited; it only aims to show that interrogetives
with afdling-rising pattern are compatible with any interpretation unless further indications are
given.

4.1.2. Thefalling-rising pattern as an obligatory marker

However, the fact tha the fdling-riang contour is compatible with any interpretation
does not imply thet it is not obligatory for some of them to arise. Some illocutions indeed
require that the inferential phase be minimally redtricted, o no further, inconvenient congraints
should be imposed on the interrogetive abstract meaning for the congtruction of higher-leve
explicatures.

Genuine questions can clearly illugtrate this point. As said above, for an interrogative to
be interpreted as a genuine question (that is, as a Sncere request for unknown informetion) it is
necessary, among other things, that the underspecification concerning the person to whomthe
answer would be rdevant is resolved on the spesker, and that there is enough evidence to
suppose that the hearer is able to provide the requested information. Now, as soon as we add
apiece of information that manifestly contradicts some of these assumptions, any possibility of
condructing an interpretation as an information-seeking utterance is definitely destroyed, so
one would obtain anything but a genuine question. Consder the following utterance:

(14) #Yas2queno lo sabes, pero ¢ha llegado Juan?
‘1 know you don’t know, but is John arrived?
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The firgt part of it overtly states that the speaker is convinced that the hearer does not
know the answer to her “question”, which makes this assumption mutualy manifest to both
speaker and hearer. With such an assumption being a part of the context of interpretation for
the interrogetive, it isimpossble to interpret the second part as a genuine question % in fadt, it
seems difficult, though not impossible, to reach any consgtent interpretation a al —, and this
iswhy this utterance sounds odd.

Thisisexactly — | will argue — what the other intonationd patterns do. As | will try
to show in the next sections, risng-faling and risng intonations encode additiona procedurd
indructions, and therefore overtly communicate further redirictions on the inferential processes.
If 0, the prediction is that they will be incompatible with interpretations requiring minimal
regtrictions, namdy, with the interpretation of an interrogative as a genuine question.

If this proposdl is on the right track, then we have a naturd explanation for two related
intuitions: the intuition that interrogetives with a faling-risng contour are more basic examples
of interrogatives, and the intuition that genuine questions are seen as the prototypica function
of interrogatives. It is 0 because faling-risng intonation represents the default, unmarked
case, and because the interpretation as an information-seeking utterance requires the
occurrence of this pattern.

4.2. The rising-falling contour: Attribution to other

As shown above, the risng-faling contour represents the mirror-imege of the fdling-
rigng pattern. It seems reasonable to suppose that such a clearly perceptible contrast in the
phonologica shaping of the utterance should be associated with a systemdtic difference in
meaning.

The rigng-faling contour encodes an added piece of procedurd information, namely
the attribution of the content represented in the sentence to another individud®. It is wsudly
attributed to the hearer, but this is not a necessary condition: the identity assgnment is not
encoded in the utterance, but must be inferred by the hearer.

Interrogatives with a rigng-fdling intonation conditute, then, a case of echoic
utterances in relevance-theoretic terms (i.e., utterances in which the speaker echoes a thought
atributed to someone ese. See Sperber and Wilson (1986: 4.9)) 2 They are dso a case of
second- degree interpretive use, since they first represent a thought of the speaker which turns
out to be itsdf an interpretation of another thought entertained by another individuad.
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Attributed interrogatives are a specid case of interpretive use. If so, one would expect
that they should share some forma properties with other attributed representations, namely
with covert quotations. The occurrence of markers of reported speech in attributed
interrogatives is, | think, one of such properties. In fact, indicators of syntactical embedding,
such as que (completive ‘that’) and s (‘whether’) or a combination of both, may appear in
initid pogtion ¥ the conditions governing their occurrence involve other parameters, o | will
not pursue this issue here (but see Escandell-Vida (1998) for a more detailed account):

(15 ¢Quesd tenian éxito?
That whether they were successful?
‘Were they successful?

Their relevance comes precisaly from the fact that they are attributed representations.
As one would expect, this imposes a sharp reduction in the range of possible interpretations
for the utterance, i.e, a forma regtriction on the congtruction of its higher-level explicatures.
Although a common implication that the spesker wants to dissociae hersdf from the
representation she has uttered may arise, it is not encoded, nor is anecessary implication. The
Speaker’ s precise attitude towards the attributed proposition must be gathered from contextual
assumptions. Let's, then, examine some examples of risng-faling interrogaivesin this light.

4.2.1. Repetitive interrogatives

The didogue in (7), repeated here for convenience's sake, contains a standard
ingtance of reflective interrogative: the oneinitaics.

(7 A: —..y cuando se caso...
...and when she got married...

B: — jAh! g,Secag.r\
Ah! Got married?
‘Oh! Did she?

According to my proposal, the rising-falling contour indicates that the utterance's content is
attributed to someone else. The useilludtrated in (7) is, | think, one of the clearest cases, since
B’s utterance literally echoes some words that were actually pronounced by the other
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Speeker: the previous turn contains the atributed representation. The reply is, in fact, a
prototypical ingtance of an echo question®,

My agpproach suggests tha dl the interrogatives that are usudly andysed under the
labd of repetitives will admit the risng-faling contour, no matter what the syntactic status of
the echoed utterance was. This happens to be true, Snce the same intonation is found in ditto
guestions, which repeat not a declarative, but an interrogative. Thus, we will find the risng-
fdling contour in utterances like B'sreply in (16):

(16) A:—¢Tegudtalagraméica?
‘Do you like grammar?

B: —:(Que) s megustala gramﬁa?\il\/l e encantal
(That ) whether | like grammar? | loveit!
‘Dol like grammar? | loveit!’

Moreover, if my analyss is correct, the same intonation should appear even in wh-
interrogatives, when these are a repetition of a previous utterance. This prediction seems dso
to be on theright track:

(17) A:—Desde cuando la conoces?
‘ Since when have you known her?

B: —¢Desde cuando la conozco? No <2... desde hace dos o tres afios.
‘Since when have | known her?...Two or three years ago, perhaps

Being a genuine question, A’s utterance presents the fdling contour of unmarked condtituent
interrogatives, and only B’s echo can be uttered with a risng-fdling intonation. What is
important to notice is that, athough B’s utterance also admits the unmarked pattern, it is
absolutely impossible to exchange loth contours when A’s utterance is a genuine question.
This is exactly what one should expect given the andyds of faling-risng intonation suggested
before. (See section 4.1 above.)

However, there is a point in which my analys's seems to make the wrong prediction. If
my approach were correct, one would expect that aso reclamatory questions should present a
rigng-faling contour; however, thisis not the case. In a didogue like the one in (18) it is never
possible to have echoic intonation in B’ s reply:
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(18) A:—¢Selohasdicho?
‘Did you tdl him?

B:—¢S lehedicho q@
Whether | told him what?
‘Did | tdl him what?

A: —S lehasdicho lo dd aumento de sueldo
Whether you told him about the pay rise.
‘Did you tdl him about the pay rise?

Nevertheless, reclamatory questions do not condtitute a counterexample to my
proposd, but rather provide evidence to strengthen it. They neetly differ from other repetitive
interrogatives in a ggnificant way: they are manifestly used to dicit an answer from the hearer,
an answer that the speaker would regard as relevant to hersaf. Echoes and dittoes, on the
other hand, communicate an attitude towards one of the interlocutor’s representation. Thus,
reclamatory questions do not acquire their relevance asinterpretations of attributed thoughts,
but as interpretations of desirable thoughts. Put in more informa terms, reclamatory questions
ARE questions, while echoes and dittoes are not. Given that the redtriction on higher-leve
explicatures induced by the rigng-fdling patern is not compatible with the diciting of
information, the fact that reclamatory questions reject the rising-faling contour is exactly what
one should expect from the analysis of unmarked intonation presented above.

4.2.2. Attributed statements

A second class of interrogatives that are relevant as representations of attributed
thoughts can be found in those cases in which the spesker anticipates the words that she
supposes that her interlocutor wasto utter.

(199 A:—Launicasolucién consste...
‘Theonly solution is...’
B: —¢En recortar lostipos de intéres? Nunca me ha convencido.
‘“Trimming the interest rates? That has never convinced me.

(20)  A:—Y hasta podemos hacer...
‘And we can even...
B: —¢Dgar un cabo de vel a?o%?
‘Leave acandle sump only?
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A:—Eso es.
‘That'sit.

In these didogues, B produces an utterance that continues A’s interrupted
conversationd turn. The rising-faling intonation in B’s utterance unequivocdly indicates that
she trangmits not a thought of hers, but one of another person’s —in this case, one of the
hearer’ s — the fact that in the present dtuation it is the hearer does not imply that it is a part of
the intonation’s meaning; remember that the identity of the person to whom the representation
is dtributed is never encoded.”. It does not necessarily imply, however, that B wants to
dissociate hersdf from the representation she has uttered: dthough it is the case in (19), it is
not in (20). As suggested before, the speaker’ s particular attitude is not encoded, but must be
gathered from contextual assumptions.

4.2.3. Attributed answers

Other cases of rigng-faling interrogatives can be found in those Stuaions in which the
speaker asks area question and she answers it by hersdlf, anticipating again the hearer’ s next
conversaiond turn.

(2) A:—¢Qué se creiausted? ¢Que yo era un anal fADaO?
‘What did you think? That | wasilliterate?
B: —No, no, Dios me libre. j'Y 0 no creia nadal
‘Oh, no, God forbid. I didn’t think anything!’

(22) ¢Y quéquierestu? ¢Quedigan @
‘And what do you expect them to do? To tell everything?
The sequences in italics represent an answer that the speeker attributes to the other. In the
whole sequence, the speaker acts out as hersalf when asking the question, and as the hearer
when answering it. The rigng-faling intonation of the second segment (the attributed answer)
contragts sarkly with the faling-risng paitern of the previous question. Again, dthough the
sequencesin itdics could aso be uttered with the unmarked interrogetive intonation, the risng-
faling contour could never appear in the preceding interrogatives.

4.2.4. Attributed questions
Findly, atributions can dso be made without a previous statement or a previous
question:
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/\
(23) a ¢S tenian éxito? Lesibaestupendamente.

Whether they were successful? They were thriving
‘Were they successful?. They were thriving.’
—\
b. ¢Que cuando te lo devuelvo? Mafiana sin fdta, de verdad
That when should | giveit back to you?
‘When will | giveit back to you? Tomorrow without fail, honest.’

These examples condtitute prototypical cases of what classicd rhetorics caled subjectio: a
figure of speech in which the spesker asks hersdf a question (attributed to avirtua hearer) and
gives an answer to it in the same conversationa turn, producing afictitious didogue. Attributed
questions are thus the reverse of self-answers, and could be caled self-questions: the speaker
plays the role of someone in her audience in the question, and plays her own role in the
answer. Again, as one would expect, the risng-faling intonation can be gpplied both to yes/no
interrogatives — such as (23)a — and wh-interrogatives —such as (23)b . So-cdled
expository or didactic questions (those used in a monologue to make the subject advance and
to creste interest in the audience) dso fdl into this category, snce they are particular instances
of attributed questions.
/\
(24) ¢Vanabajar lostiposdeinterés? A corto plazo creo que si
Arethe interest rates going down? | think o, in the short term

The examples in this section have shown that it is possible to give a unified account of
al interrogatives with a risng-faling find contour in terms of a Sngle and systematic property,
namey the attribution of the utterance’s content to another individud. The intonation thus
encodes a procedurd regtriction on the congtruction of higher-leve explicatures, which guides
the hearer to an interpretation that must be fully compatible with the assumption that the
peaker does not present hersdf as respongble for the representation contained in her
utterance.

4.3. Attributed Interrogatives, ‘ Echo Questions’ and Mood
In the preceeding sections | have suggested an account of a number of sequences as

‘atributed interrogatives . Now, one could argue that most of the examples discussed under
that heading are indeed dtributed, but are not interrogative, and that a different and more
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suitable explanation could be forwarded, say, in terms of ‘echo questions . In this section | will
try to show that the analys's as dtributed interrogatives offers an explanation that is both more
powerful and more restricted than the dternative one.

Two recent accounts of ‘echo questions have been suggested from a relevance-
theoretic perspective: Blakemore (1994) and Noh (1995). Though sharing a common
framework, they attain to different conclusions. Blakemore (1994) tries to show that, despite
the fact that they do not have an interrogative syntax, echo questions are interrogative snce
they convey a “questioning attitude’. Noh (1995) clams that they are a sort of free indirect
gpeech (Noh (1995: sect 4.1), and points out that they “do not have the properties of
interrogative sentences, sich as inverted word order or wh-fronting.” (Noh (1995: 108). |
think that Noh (1995) is right when she argues that Blakemore's (1994) proposd is hardly
tenable, that ‘echo questions are interrogative only on semantic grounds. But Noh's (1995:
122) suggedtion that “they are gpparently not interrogetive syntacticaly”, though they il
express an attitude of “wondering about”, is dso difficult to maintain, if not merely a different
way to put the same idea, unless a more detailed account of how this can be the case is
provided. Although they are used to support different proposdas, both Blakemore' sand Noh's
approaches depart from the same point, i.e., that interna syntax is the crucid property. When
aguing agang the interrogative daus of ‘echo questions, only dructurd aspects are
consdered; when arguing for it, it seemsthat only overal meaning can be invoked.

A treatment of attributed interrogatives as ‘echo questions’ is based, then, on two
assumptions: firdt, that some of them are not interrogative; second, that ‘echo questions' are
not interrogetive ¥ at least not from a syntactic point of view. | would like to address them
independently.

Take examples (25) and (26).

(25) A: % ¢lLehabraocurrido algo?

To-him will-have happened something?
‘Might something have happened to him?
B: % ¢Ocurrirle qué?
Happen to-him what?
‘(Happened) what?
(26) ¢El Ministro ha dimitido?
‘The Minigter has resigned?
Apparently, they have amost nothing in common with canonicd interrogatives. in fact, (25)
shows wh- in situ, and (26) does not exhibit subject/inflected-verb inverson. The labe ‘echo
question’ was suggested to define a territory in which to confine sequences such asthe onesin
(25)-(26) that did not fully comply with the linear requirements of interrogetives. Their
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gyntactic anomaly could be easly explained by the fact that they were repetitions. At the root
of the digtinction between interrogatives and ‘echo questions one can find the idea that a
certain word order is the defining property of an interrogative.

Thus the term ‘echo question’ has to refer both to some syntactic properties of a
sentence, and to its particular position as an utterance in a discourse: ‘echo questions should
be at the same time yes-no questions without subject/verb inverson (or wh-questions without
fronting), and repetitions of (part of) a previous utterance. Of course, the result of combining
these two different criteriais a well defined set, but one that does not seem to have any extra
interesting property as such % it has no more interest than any other set defined by two
randomly chosen conditions.

The theoreticd problem with this notion is that a class cross-cutting structurd and
discoursve domains can hardly have any explanatory power ether for syntax or for
pragmétics. Even from a purely descriptive Sde, the notion of ‘echo question’ presents severa
inadequacies. Consider examples such as (15), repeated here:

(15 ¢Ques tenian éxito?
That whether they-had success?
‘Were they successful?

It presents dl the prototipica features of repetitive utterances (quotative particles que, ‘that’,
and g, ‘whether’, and circumflex intonation) but it does not repest any preceding discourse. Is
it to be seen asan indance of an ‘echo question’?

Take now examples (27) and (17) (repeated below):

(27)  A: % Lovi cuando se casO Maria.
| saw him when got-married Maria
‘1 saw him when Maria got married
B: 3% ¢Secasd Maria?
Got married Maria?
‘Mariagot married?

a7y A:—¢Pesde cuando la conoces?
‘Since when have you known her?

B: —¢Desde cuando la co@No <2... desde hace dos o tres afios.
‘Since when have | known her?...Two or three years, perhaps
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They reproduce a previous utterance, but they do have subject/verb inverson and wh-
fronting. Are they to be consdered ‘ echo questions ?

What these examples suggest is that neither “declarative syntax” is a necessary
condition for repetitions, nor is the existence of an actud repetition a necessary condition for
the use of a“syntactically anomaous’ interrogative. If the answer to the above questionsis a
negative one, some interesting generdisations seem to be missing; but an affirmative answer
would not yield a better result either.

Of course, there is a possible solution, but it is only a pdiative one: to modify the
notion of ‘echo question’ by digpensing with one of the origina conditions % the discoursive
one. Notice that this proposal entails that ‘echo questions are no longer “echoes’, at least not
in the usua sense (I put asde for the moment the question whether they are echoes in the
relevance-theoretic sense). In other words, we are left with a purely syntactic notion. This
could be considered as a welcome result, but it has to face at least one more problem: thereis
no convincing characterisation of ‘echo questions in purdy syntactic terms, we have only
rather impressionistic accounts, such as Radford’'s (1988:464): “Morphologicaly and
gyntectically echo questions seem to have more in common with the sentence types they are
used to echo than with the corresponding nonecho questions.”; or Huddleston’s (1984:377):
“We will anadyze echoes as belonging to the same clause type as the corresponding
examples”

These proposds clam that ‘echo questions’ are not interrogative. We have aready
accepted that ‘echo questions are not necessarily “echoes’; if they are not interrogative, can
we gill maintain thet they are “questions’ in any sense?

Some “questioning” or “wondering” attitude seems, in fact, to be anintringc property
of these sequences, and this is the generdisation that Blakemore (1994) tries to capture when
she suggedts that they are indeed interrogative. In fact, it is hard to see how they can convey
such an atitude without being interrogative, as Noh (1995) clams. Of course, one could argue
that a*questioning attitude’ can be encoded by a nortinterrogative marker. But if this point is
to be accepted, a consstent explanation must be offered for the fact that languages should
have the same “attitude’” encoded by two different, and unrelated means. If they do not share
any property with interrogatives, what is the relevant indicator in the case of ‘echo questions ?
If no further details are provided, the clam that they encode such an attitude without being
interrogetive seems to lack a solid foundation.
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To daify the matter, | would like to turn now to the first assumption: that (at least)
some of the examples are not interrogetive; it is so because a certain word order is considered
as the defining property. This seems to be the received view on interrogatives. However, this
goproach is a paticular manifestation of a widespread confuson between grammar and
gyntax, which is respongble for the fact that the relationship between syntactic and prosodic
features has not been well understood, and that some crucia properties have been
sysemdticaly neglected. In fact, there is another perceptible property of the interrogative
gimulus that must be taken into account: its intonation pattern.

To begin with, even in a language like English, in which “canonica interrogetivity” is
dways vishle, some particular interrogative contour aways appears together with
subject/auxiliary inverson. Does it mean tha intonaion is Smply redundant? On the other
hand, for a number of languages, which include Spanish, among others, the traditiond
approaches have usudly assumed that intonation is the only relevant festure most yes-no
interrogatives cannot be distinguished from their corresponding declaratives but for ther
intonation pattern; moreover, in pro-drop languages, subject/verb inverson is not usudly
vigble in the linear order of dements, so it is word order that seems to be the dispensable
property. But is it redly superfluous? Furthermore, it is a fact that a specid, interrogative
contour is found, both in English and Spanish, with non-sentential sequences (NPs, PPs, smdll
clauses...):

(28) a ¢Juan?
‘John?
b. ¢ T por aqui?
“You here?

These examples show that there are some mood indicators that can appear no matter what the
interna structure of the sentence is; they can appear even in a string that does not condtitute a
sentence a dl. Thisis true not only for the interrogative contour, but aso for declarative or
excdamédive intonation.

What these facts seem to suggest is that (at least) some mood markers can be
independent from the interna structure of the sequence. A reasonable hypothesis is, then, to
suppose that what we usudly cal “mood’ is hot a basic, smple notion, but one that needsto
be “split” into different condtituents. A possibility worth consdering is that intonation, word
order and other lexicad or morphologica properties 3% usudly seen as Smultaneous
manifestations of a sngle mood % could in fact be different indicators pointing in different
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(though not necessarily contradictory) directions. Defining mood only and dways as a
sententid property would smply leave a number of phenomena unexplained.

Conveying a certain attitude is a property we attribute to utterances, not to sentences,
and it can be guided by various indicators, including prosodic means. ‘Clause types, on the
other hand, are to be related to sentences, not to utterances. It has been usud to melt both
notions, and to suppose, for example, that an utterance has a certain word order becauseiit is
an interrogative. On the contrary, if we take the interrogative contour as the defining property
of interrogatives, we can offer a principled account of the above phenomena The sequencesin
(28) do not have sententid dtatus, let done “interrogative syntax”; nevertheless they give rise
to the same sort of interpretations as an interrogative sentence. If they do <o, it is because
intonation is playing its “norma” role, encoding a procedura restriction on the construction of
higher-level explicatures %1 which is not, after dl, an unexpected result, since higher-leve
explicatures are properties of utterances, not of sentences. Although one can assume that the
complete interpretation of these utterances requires the recovering of afully propostiond from,
it is clear that the indruction encoded by the intonaion is conagtently given before some
propogtiona form is recovered and it is not parasitic on it.

What then about word order? | think it plays a mgor role in interrogatives, but one
that affects ther interpretation, not their grammatical datus. | have argued esewhere
(Escanddl-Vidd (1998)) that even Spanish neutra yes-no interrogetives exhibit obligatory
subject/verb inverson. Although | cannot develop it here, the explanation can be summarised
as follows. From a syntactic, and hence aso from a semantic point of view, interrogation acts
as an operator: it takes a certain scope over some condtituents. For a congtituent to fal under
the scope of the operator it must be grammatically specified as focus. Wh-fronting and
auxiliary rasng are just paticular ingances of the usud means some languages have to
characterise a condituent as focus. If so, it is not the syntax of interrogatives, but the
identification of the domain of the interrogetive operator, what may require subject/verb
inversgon or wh-fronting. Changes in word order are then a secondary feature %4 afeature that
is not directly linked to interrogative mood as such, but rather is related to focus assgnment.
What we usudly consider to be the proper syntax of interrogatives could be merdly the syntax
of focus marking. Only if thisisthe case, can there be an explanation for the otherwise striking
gmilarities that are found in non-related languages between both the syntax and the semantics
of focus and interrogeative mood (Rooth, 1992).
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Intonation and word order are two independent, though sometimes related markers
encoding different pieces of procedurd information. When gppearing together, they giveriseto
the interpretation that has usualy been associated with interrogative mood, which is not the
canonicd interpretation, but is amply an interpretation fully compatible with both of them.
When only intonation appears, an interpretation consistent with the encoded instruction must
be found. In any case, the overdl interpretation is merely a function of computing the
ingructions encoded in the form of the utterance.

To characterise the difference in the interpretation of ordinary and echo questions,
Noh (1995: 133) follows a suggestion by D. Wilson according to which “the attitude of echo
questionsis one of ‘wondering about’, (...), while the attitude expressed in ordinary questions
is ‘wondering whether, what', etc.” Now, my proposa offers a natura explanation for this
fact. When the interrogative operator has a defined domain % i.e,, when it finds a condtituent
characterised as focus ¥, its interpretation is specified, and the ‘wondering attitude
concentrates on a particular sring (whether, what, who...); when its doman is not
gyntactically defined, the attitude is left ungpecified and therefore the ‘wondering attitude’ can
affect any of the agpects of the attributed representation % how they are selected is a matter
of pragmeatic inference.

In the previous discusson | |eft asde the relationship between ‘echo questions and
‘echoic or interpretive use' in relevance-theoretic terms. The idea that ‘echo questions are
specidised for echoic use, as suggested by Noh (1995) is, no doubt, tempting. If we could
show that ‘echo questions in the syntactic sense are dways and only used for attributing
thoughts (regardless of the fact that they had been previoudy uttered or not), we could recover
an attractive correlation between linguigtic from and interpretation. Apparently this is the case
for most of the examples considered before. However, there are some facts that do not seem
to support that possibility. Congder again the utterance in (25):

(25) A:%¢lLehabraocurrido algo?
‘Might something have happened to him?
B: % ¢Ocurrirle qué?
Happen-to-him what?
‘(Happened) what?
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B’sreply has wh- in Stu, so0 it is a prototypicd instance of ‘echo question’ in the syntactic
sense. However, this utterance acquires its relevance as a ‘red questions (i.e, as an
interpretation of a desirable thought, one that the speaker would regard relevant to hersef if
true). Although it is an actud repetition, it systematicdly rgects the circumflex pattern, and its
intonation contour is necessarily the unmarked one. What we have then is a case in which a
gyntactic ‘echo question’ is not an echoic utterance.

To sum up, intonation is the defining property of interrogatives, the one that determines
the mood of the utterance and the one that encodes the ‘wondering attitude’ . The Spanish
circumflex contour adds to the default interrogetive indruction a new piece of procedura
information, namely the need to process the content of the utterance as an attibuted thought.
Characterisng an utterance as an ‘attributed interrogative’ amounts to saying that it has a
contour that encodes the indruction to process it both as an interrogetive (first degree of
interpretiveness) and as an attributed representation (second degree of interpretiveness). This
is thus a grammatica characterisation, but not a discoursive or a syntactic one. It does not
make any clam about the pogtion of the utterance in a discourse, nor about the need for an
actud repetition, thus alowing for non-repetitive atributions. It says nothing about its syntax
ether, nor about the need for a sentential status. The fact that the interna structure of the
sequence may reflect that of the attributed representation is merely a predictable consegquence,
given that it will contribute to the same interpretation; but it is never a necessary property. For
the same reason, even sentences with a“norma” interrogative syntax can occur as attributed
interrogatives when marked with the proper intonation (Cfr. example (17))

| have argued for a ‘split’ approach to mood. Mood indicators may be independent
from the sentential status of an utterance, and from other mood markers. These include
intonational patterns, particles and probably word order. Each encodes an autonomous piece
of procedurd information. When appearing together, the only requirement is to find an
interpretation compatible with al of them. Using this framework, ‘ atributed interrogatives are
defined as a Sngle gramméticd dass sharing only a particular intonationa contour, to which a
procedura semantics is associated: that of interrogatives and that of interpretive use. In this
way, a number of phenomena are explained, without resorting to the vague notion of ‘echo
question’. If my proposd is on the right track, then there seemsto be no consistent ground on
which to rgect the interrogative status of so-called *echo questions .
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4.3. Therising contour: Attribution to self

A uniformly high-rising intonation characterises the third class of interrogatives. Whét |
want to suggest is that it adds the attribution of the utterance’ s representation to the speaker.
The utterance is again a second-degree interpretation, since it represents a“desirable’ thought
of the speaker’s (that is, a thought relevant to someone if true) which is an interpretation of
another thought entertained by hersdf. The utterance a the same time poses a question to the
hearer and is an interpretation — is in a relaionship of interpretive resemblance to — a
thought of the spesker (the expected answer). Thisimpliesthat sheis not neutrd regarding the
content of this representation; moreover, sheisin apostion to provide the hearer with the true
representation if required. Let’ s reconsder some crucid examplesin thislight.

4.3.1. Some examples
The itdicised sequences in (10), repeated here, have been presented as good
ingtances of the use of rigng intonation:

(20) a ¢Pao qué credis? (Qué cree la gente?.. ¢Que yo estoy
enamorada del profesor?
‘But what do you think? What do people think? That | am in love with
the teacher?

b. Pero, tonta, ¢qué crees que he estado haciendo? ¢contandote cmPues
no.
‘But, you slly girl, what do you think | have been doing? Tdling you stories?
Not at al.’

They both represent thoughts that interpretively resemble one of the spesker’ s representations
— that is, interrogatives for which the spesker manifestly has an answer. In fact, she offers it
by hersdf in (10)b (Pues no), and she could have done the samein (10)a

However, one could argue that these two utterances can also be analysed as good
examples of attributed answers 5 <11 423 ghove), i.e, of a Stuation favouring the rising-
faling pattern ingtead, since in both cases the spesker first asks a question ((Qué cree la
gente? in (10)a, and ¢Qué crees que he estado haciendo? in (10)b), and then gives an
answer to it — an answer that could have been given by her interlocutor; they are indeed
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absolutely pardle examples to the ones in (19) and (20) given above as ingtances of
attribution to other.

These are in fact the critica cases that have been described in the literature (See
Fernandez Ramirez (1957-59), and section 2.3) as dlowing an hesitation between the risng-
fdling and the rigng contour. | will try to show that there is a naturd explanation for this
apparently random behaviour®. But before attempting this, | would like to continue with the
andyds of other examples with rising intonation.

The clearest examples of the use of arisng contour are found in utterances such asthe

onesin (29):

/
(29) a ¢Enquémano lotengo?

‘Which hand isit in? [hiding something behind her back]

/
b. ¢Cuél esd colmo dela paciencia?
‘What is the height of patience?

The example in (29)a can be typically used as aguessing game, and (29)b isariddle. Asinthe
case of rigng-faling intonation, the risng pattern can aso be used with wh-interrogatives to
trangmit the same computationa information.

Now, one could think that these are, after al, two conventional Stuations, so in these
casss it is precisdly the Stuation that makes the intended interpretation arise. However,
whenever the risng pattern occurs, this interpretation obtains no matter what the content of the
utterance is, no matter what the externd circumstances are. For instance, the examplesin (30)
cannot be seen either as a conventiond guessing game, or asariddle:

(30) a ¢Sabesquién ha vﬂo?
‘Do you know who's come?

b. ¢Le han dado & puesio?
‘Has he been given the post?

If the attribution to hersdlf is redly encoded in the intonation, one would expect that no other
interpretation should be dlowed. Thisisin fact what we find: the utterances in (30) could never
be understood as genuine questions, nor as representations attributed to another individual.
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The intonationd paitern definitely rules out any interpretation contradicting its procedura
ingructions.
The same holds for a didogue such asthe onein (31):
_—
(31) A:—¢Yquién sabialo dela herencia?
‘And who knew about the inheritance?
B: —¢El secretario?/ jEl secretario!
‘The secretary?/ The secretary!’
A: —jExacto!
‘Right!”

The utterance in itdics cannot be understood but as an interrogative that in turn represents a
thought of the speaker’s. The interpretation of this sequence as a genuine question is again
automatically excluded by the intonational contour. By means of the intonation the spesker
conveys that she is able to offer the right answer, whether she actualy providesit or not. The
diaogue in (31) showsthat thereisin fact no need for the gpesker to give the answer: it can be
the hearer who expresses his guess. What the speaker makes manifest is just that she presents
hersdlf as being in a postion to answer.

The fact that this information is proceduraly encoded explains why a conversation,
such as the onein (32), in which A’s second turn overtly contradicts the indruction given by
hersdf in her firg turn, is absolutely excluded:

(32) A —Y quién sabia lo dela herangia?
And who knew about the inheritance?

B:—Nolo st
‘1 don’t know’
A: —#Yo tampoco
‘Nordo I’

If this approach is correct, one could Wh& those gtuations that require or
presuppose that the speaker knows the answer will be naturd environments for interrogatives
with the risng contour: these cdearly include guessing games and riddles, but dso exam
questions, informative questions, reminders, or expository questions. In fact they dl admit the
rigng contour, as shown by the utterances in (33), since it explicitly reinforces some mutualy
manifest assumptions.

(33) a ¢Llevahacheintercalada “ desechar” ? [profesor adumno]

‘Does “desecha” have an “h” after the*s’? [teacher to student]
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/
b. ¢Sabes a quién me encontré ayer?

‘Do you know who | met yesterday?

/
c. ¢Quién se ha dormido hoy? [dicho d interlocutor, que llegatarde]
“Who overdept today? [to the hearer, who islate]

The utterance in (33)a can be considered to be an exam question; (33)b is an interrogative that
offers information; and (33)c can act as a reminder. What is important here is that they share
the property of being different developments of asingle procedura ingtruction.

4.3.2. Rising or rising-falling?
| have just sad that so-caled expostory quesions would dso fit into this
characterisation quite naturaly.
/
(34) ¢Quéledioa Smon su coartada? El tiro disparado por Jacqueline. ¢Quéle

/
dio a Jacqueline su coartada? Laingstenciade Smon....

‘What provided Smon with an dibi? Jacqueliné's shot. What provided
Jacqueline with an dibi? Smon’singgence...’

However, in section 4.2.3, | clamed that these were cases of attribution of a
representation to another individuad. And the same holds for the examples in (10), which | left
asde at the beginning of this section. The same sequence can, thus, appear as attributed to the
pesker or to the hearer without any significant change in the interpretation of the utterance.
How is this apparent contradiction to be solved?

The utterances in (10) and (34) present a dtuation in which two related, but
independent assumptions play acrucid role in the interpretation. On the one hand, we have the
assumption that a virtua hearer may pose a certain question; on the other hand, we have the
assumption that the speaker can provide an answer to a certain question.

Now, in the examples under congderation, both assumptions happen to be needed at
the same time. If S0, one of them has to be sdlected for being explicitly communicated, while
the other must be recovered as an implicature, given that Spanish has no forma means for
explicitly encoding both indructions. The sdection depends on which perspective is being
favoured by the speaker. If she adopts the perspective of the tearer, she will present her
utterance as an interpretation of a representation of the hearer’s — irrespective of the fact that
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she be able to provide an answer —, and will use the rigng-falling pattern. If she chooses her
own point of view, then she will focus on the representation as being one of hers (with the
associated implication that she can offer the answer) — irrespective of the fact that the hearer
might pose the same question —, and will use the risng contour.

The prediction of this proposal & that the dleged “hestation” will never be random:
only in those cases in which the speaker both asks a question that another individua could
have asked and gives an answer to it, could we find ether contour. The facts seem to support
this idea. None of the examples (29)-(31) and (33) can be uttered with a risng-fdling
intonation without aradical change in the interpretation: in the utterances usualy consdered as
exam questions, information questions or reminders, anong others, no relevant conclusion
would be obtained by introducing the assumption that the hearer may have asked these
questions in the context. On the other hand, the utterances in (19)-(22), dthough echoic, do
not reproduce a didogue, given that interrogatives are used as Statements, not as questions; as
predicted, they rgject the rising pattern: there is no point in suggesting that one has an answer
for a non-exigting question. Only examples which present afictitious didogue — such asthose
in (10), (22), (23) and (34) —, on the contrary, admit both possbilities, snce ether
perspective gives rise to a consstent, relevant interpretation.

4.3.3. Discussion

In the preceding sections | have forwarded an account of the contribution of the rising
contour to the interpretation in terms of the attribution to the speaker of a thought resembling
the representation contained in the utterance. Apparently, a smpler explanation could be
suggested aong the following lines. In rising interrogatives an extra contextua assumption must
be added to the context of interpretation: the speaker knows the answer to her question. Thus
any interpretation of an utterance with rigng pattern must be compatible with this mutualy
manifest assumption. In this way, there will be no need for postulating a new leved of
interpretiveness, as | suggested above.

Asfar as| can see, the predictions of this proposa are not different from those of my
anayss, a least on the descriptive Sde. However, there are some respects in which the more
complex account seems to be better. From a theoretical perspective, it would be natura to try
to establish redtrictions on the sort of information conveyed by procedural expressons; in
other words, we would not expect them to be able to encode just any kind of content. Unless
conceptuad units, procedurd expressions are typicaly associated with abstract computational
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indructions — mogt of the times, not easly accessible to consciousness. Certainly, “Include
the following assumption in the context of interpretation: The speaker knows the answer”
does not seem atypica procedural content.

On the other hand, the distinction between descriptive and interpretive uses has
proved to be basic to the proper understanding of a wide range of phenomena. From a formal
point of view this diginction is related to mood: mood indicators — those yielding declarative
or imperative or interrogative utterances — are respongble for the overt salection between
descriptive and interpretive uses — and aso between different degrees of interpretiveness. It
seems that, other things being equal, an account of intonation (a mood indicator) that could be
reduced to this smple digtinction should be preferred.

Thus, the high-risng contour can be seen as pointing to the interpretive dimension:
what it encodes is an ingruction to process the utterance both as a question (the actud
guestion the spesker asks, an interpretation of a “desirable’” thought) and as a resembling
representation of athought of the speaker’ s (the answer she knows).

5. Concluding Remarks

In this paper | have argued for an account of three different patterns of intonation as
encoding procedurd redtrictions on the construction of higher-level explicatures. | have tried to
show that the contribution of each of these patterns is a constant, systemeatic one.

An utterance with afdling-rising ending contour dways conveys the indruction to processit
as an interpretation of a “desrable’ thought, that is, a representation of a thought that
would be relevant to someone if true.

An utterance with a risng-faling contour dways imposes a further atribution of the
representation to another individud.

An utterance with arising contour always imposes a further atribution of the representation

to the spesker.

Interrogatives are, according to the standard relevance-theoretic approach, a case of
interpretive use. | have tried to show that different levels of interpretiveness are encoded in the
intonation. The schema beow can summarise the existing possibilities:
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A Speaker sthought

which is an interpretation of

Falling-risng a“dedrable’ thought NEUTRAL
intonation (i.e. rlevant to someoneif true)  INTERROGATIVES

Questions

Rhetorical (Biased) Qs
Requests|

Suggestions

which is an interpretation of
|

an attributed thought

[tooher |  Liosar ]

MARKED
INTERROGATIVES
Echo Qs Guess Qs
Ditto Qs Riddle Qs
Attributable statements I nformative Qs
Attributable Qs Reminders

Rising-falling Rising
intonation intonation

These indructions are independent of, though compatible with, the fact tha the
utterance can be used to perform different verba actions the particular illocutionary force of
an utterance depends on the combination of its encoded meaning (including procedurd
information) and contextua assumptions.
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Intonation is not, of course, the only way to procedurdly guide the interpretation of an
interrogative. Word order, particles and negation are other forma means that also can redtrict
the determination of higher-level explicatures. moreover, some of them are necessary for
severd interpretations to appear. (For a deeper anayss of the contribution of these markersin
interrogatives, see Escanddl-Vida (1998)).

Thus, what is encoded in the intonation is not a particular fedling about the represented
content, as had been suggested in other accounts. The speaker’s intentions and attitudes are
not encoded, but must be inferentidly gathered from other contextua assumptions: this
explains the differences in the interpretation usudly reported by grammarians as surprise,
amazement, interest, irony, etc. Nor is encoded any indication about the identity of the
individua to whom the representation would be reevant if true, or about the person to whom
the dtribution is made in the case of riang-faling intonation —on most occasions this
underspecification is resolved on the hearer, but thisis again ametter of inferentid guessng.

This account dso offers a naturd explanation for the fact that the neutrd, faling-riang
contour could gppear in Al Stuations. Being compatible with dl possble interpretations for
interrogative utterances, the unmarked contour is aways possible. In this later case, the
attribution of the representation ether to the spesker or to another individud is not linguigticaly
encoded, but |eft to reconstruction from contextua assumptions.

Now, there may be ill some questions that remain unanswvered. | would like to
address one of them here. | have claimed that the contribution of each contour is a systematic
one. Does not the existence of ambiguous cases (such as the ones discussed in the previous
section) weaken the proposal? The right answer is, | think, no, and relies on the very nature of
procedura encoding. Each one of the intonationa contours we analysed tranamits a particular
piece of computational information in a sysematic way. The ingruction asks to interpret the
utterance as if it were of a particular class (for ingtance, as a second-degree interpretation of
a thought attributed to another person), but it does not say how it is really. In order to
adequately use a procedural expression we do not need to know how the events are, or what
is their objective relationship; we do not need to look outside, and describe what we see. We
just have to look at our interna representations and express how we see them — or how we
want the others to see them... It is so precisely because we are dealing with procedural, not
with representational encoding.
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Procedura expressions, therefore, do not represent external situations or “red” states-
of-affairs. They do not describe the world; they create a world in which things must be
conceived as they are presented by the speaker.

NOTES

" An earlier version of this paper has been published in J. Gutiérrez-Rexach & L. Silva-Villar (eds) (1996):
Perspectives on Spanish Linguistics, Los Angeles, UCLA Dept. of Linguistics, under the title “Intonation
and Procedural Encoding in Interrogatives’ (Escandell-Vidal, 1996b). Parts of these materials have been
also presented at Department seminars at the Universities of Ledn and Zaragoza (Spain) and Utrecht (The
Netherlands). | am very grateful to the audiences for helpful discussion. | am especialy indebted to J.
Haan, A. Jucker, L.O. Labastia, M. Leonetti, R. le Pair, V. Rouchota and P. Touati for detailed comments on
previous versions. None of themisto be held responsible for theideas | have finally adopted.

! Ferndndez Ramirez (1959:252) intuited that this was indeed an important note in the characterisation of
rising-falling interrogatives. “...reflective questions have as their content, as we have seen, the
interlocutor’ s words or supposed words.” However, he does not explicitly establish that the attribution to
the hearer be a consequence of the interrogative contour, nor does he consider the full range of cases that
wewill analyse.

2 Anscombre ad Ducrot (1979) used the word polyphonic for the same concept: an utterance is
polyphonic when more that one voice is heard at the same time. In Escandell-Vida (1987) and (1990) |
applied this notion to the analysis of some interrogative uses.

% The term is due to Bolinger (1957), and corresponds to one of the three categories that fall under the label
of repetitive questions. echo questions repeat a declarative statement; ditto questions repeat an
interrogative utterance; and reclamatory questions inquire about something that was not explicit enough
in the previous turn. Dumitrescu (1994) presents a very detailed description of echo interrogatives in
Spanish, but uses echoes for Bolinger's whole class of repetitives, recapitulative for echoes, and
explanatory for reclamatory..

* Ferndndez Ramirez (1959: 260) suggests that exploratory interrogative forward a spontaneous
explanation. This approach is inadequate, since it does not allow any general prediction to explain such a
behaviour.
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