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Overview

• Parenthetical adverbs: heureusement ‘fortunately’, 
honnêtement ‘honestly’, etc.

• Intuitively: they are not part of “what is said”, “the 
main semantic content”, “the asserted proposition”, 
etc.

• Four issues:
• Relation between parentheticality and intonation
• Pragmatic status of parentheticals
• Semantic types for parentheticals
• Parentheticals at the syntax-semantics interface
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1.1 Parentheticals vs. incidentals

Incidentality and parentheticality are independent 
properties :
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1 Parenthetical adverbs

1.1 Parentheticals vs. incidentals

Patentheticality is often conflated with incidentality:

• Parentheticals are constituents which do not make a contribution to the main semantic content,

but constitute a comment on that content.

• Incidentals are constituents whith a special phonology—they are set apart from the rest of the

utterance phonologically.

In this section, incidentals are in boldface.

(1) a. Malheureusement, Paul a offert ce livre à Marie.

‘Unfortunately, Paul offered this book to Marie.’

b. Paul, malheureusement, a offert ce livre à Marie.

c. Paul a, malheureusement, offert ce livre à Marie.

d. Paul a offert, malheureusement, ce livre à Marie.

e. Paul a offert ce livre, malheureusement, à Marie.

f. Paul a offert ce livre à Marie, malheureusement.

The two properties are independent:

(2) a. Malheureusement,

unfortunately

Paul

Paul

s’

SE

est

is

comporté

behaved

comme

like

un

an

idiot.

idiot

‘Unfortunately, Paul behaved like an idiot.’

b. Paul s’ est malheureusement comporté comme un idiot.

(3) a. Lentement,

slowly

la

the

rivère

river

amorçait

started

sa

its

décrue.

decrease

‘Slowly, the river was dropping in level.’

b. La rivière amorçait lentement sa décrue.

• Parentheticality is a lexical property of some adverbs classes.

• Incidentality is a property of occurrences. It reflects a particular mode of combination.

1
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1.2 Varieties of parentheticals

• Speech act adverbs: honnêtement ‘honestly’, etc.
• Provide a comment on the manner in which the main 

speech act was executed.
• Connectives: donc ‘therefore, so’, etc.

• Specify how the current speech act (and/or its content) 
relates with the current discourse.

• Agentives (a.k.a. ‘subject-oriented’): gentiment ‘kindly’, etc.
• Comment on an agent’s attitude in bringing about a 

certain state of affairs.
• Evaluatives: heureusement ‘fortunately’, etc.

• Provide a comment on the speaker’s appreciation of the 
semantic content.
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2 The pragmatic status of evaluative adverbs

• Evaluative adverbs…
• are not part of the ‘main content’ (2.1)
• are not presupposed (2.2)
• differ from evaluative adjectives (2.3)
• have a special status in dialogue (2.4)
• can be assumed by the speaker or another agent 

(2.5)
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2.1 Not part of the main content

b. # Si Paul est en retard, Il est malheureusement en retard.

‘If Paul is late, he is unfortunately late.’

compare Si Paul est en retard, Paul est en retard.

‘If Paul is late, Paul is late.’

Evaluatives are possible in questions, but they are not part of the query.

(15) Qui est bizarrement arrivé à l’heure ?

asks: who arrived on time?

commits the speaker to: if somebody arrived on time,

that’s weird.

2.2 Not presupposed

1. Evaluatives are veridical.

(16) Paul est malheureusement en retard

‘Unfortunately Paul is late’

⇒ ‘Paul is late’

2. The evaluative does not presuppose its argument.

• Presupposition filters: see (??b) above. Compare:

(17) Si Paul est en retard, il sera désolé de l’être.

‘If Paul is late, he will be sorry to be late.’

"⇒ ‘Paul is late.’

• Presupposition holes

(18) a. Si Paul va, malheureusement, voir Marie, elle sera furieuse.

‘If, unfortunately, Paul meets Marie, she will be furious.’

"⇒ ‘Paul meets Marie.’

b. Si Marie regrette que Paul soit en retard, c’est qu’elle ne le connaît pas.

‘If Marie regrets that Paul is late, she does not know him very well.’

⇒ ‘Paul is late’

(19) a. Probablement, Paul arrivera malheureusement en retard.

‘Probably, Paul will unfortunately be late.’

"⇒ ‘Paul will be late’

b. Marie regrette probablement que Paul soit en retard

‘Probably, Marie regrets that Paul is late’

⇒ ‘Paul is late’

3. The evaluative itself is not presupposed. Like a presupposition, it conveys a secondary commit-

ment. But:

• Presupposition triggers normally make some contribution to the main semantic content.

Evaluatives only convey a secondary commitment.

• The commitment cannot be contested with the usual means (?) but it can be contested with-

out withdrawing the main content (?).

(20) A: Paul a malheureusement perdu l’élection.

‘Paul unfortunately lost the election.’

4

• Agentive adverbs:1 gentiment ‘kindly’, intelligemment ‘cleverly’, cruellement ‘cruelly’, stupidement
‘stupidly’, etc.

They provide a comment on the agent’s attitude in bringing about some state of affairs.

(11) a. Intelligemment, Paul a refusé de répondre. (agentive reading)

‘Cleverly, Paul refused to answer.’

b. Paul a répondu intelligemment. (manner reading)

‘Paul answered cleverly.’

• Evaluative adverbs: heureusement ‘fortunately’, malheureusement ‘unfortunately’, curieusement
‘curiously’, bizarrement ‘strangely, oddly’, incroyablement ‘incredibly’, étonnamment ‘amazingly’,

fâcheusement ‘unfortunately’, regrettablement ‘regrettably’, paradoxalement ‘paradoxically’, inex-
plicablement ‘inexplicably’, etc.

They provide a comment on the speaker’s appreciation on the semantic content of the sentence.

(12) Bizarrement, Paul n’est pas venu.

‘Strangely, Paul did not come.’

1.3 Overview of the issues

In recent years, parentheticals have been studied from two different point of views:

• Semantic type (?????): do they take events, facts, propositions, speech acts, etc., as their argument?

• Pragmatic status (??????): not part of the main semantic content. Are they independent speech

acts, ancillary propositions, conventional implicatures ?

A third issue that is not so well-studied:

• How do parentheticals behave at the syntax-semantics interface? What are the consequences of

parentheticality for scope?

Here we first focus on evaluatives. We discuss their pragmatic status, and then the syntax-semantics

interface. A final section considers how the analysis could be extended to the other classes.

2 The pragmatic status of evaluative adverbs

2.1 Not part of the main semantic content

Evaluatives do not influence the truth conditions of the main content.

(13) Si Paul va, malheureusement, voir Marie, elle sera

furieuse.

‘If, unfortunately, Paul goes and sees Marie, she will

be furious.’

⇔

Si Paul va voir Marie, elle sera furieuse.

‘If Paul goes and sees Marie, she will be furious.’

The content of a sentence containing an evaluative is identical to that of the sentence without the eval-

uative.

1These are called ‘subject-oriented’ since ?. We adopt Geuder’s (2000) vocabulary, which is more adequate. Note that all
these adverbs also have manner readings.

3
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2.2 Not presupposed

• Not contested in the same way as presuppositions
(20) A: Paul a malheureusement perdu l’élection.

‘Paul unfortunately lost the election.’

B: # C’est faux, je trouve que c’est une très bonne nouvelle.

‘That’s not true, I think it is very good news’.

B: C’est vrai, mais moi, je trouve que c’est une

très bonne nouvelle !

‘Yes, but I personally think it is great news!’

(21) A: Paul regrette d’être venu.

‘Paul regrets that he came.’

B: # Oui, mais Paul n’est pas venu !

‘Yes (he would have regretted that), but Paul did not come!’

2.3 Evaluative adjectives vs. adverbs

Note that evaluative adjectives contribute to the main semantic content (22), and presuppose their ar-

gument (14a,23).

(22) a. Si Paul doit rencontrer Jack, il est malheureux qu’il ne parle pas anglais.

‘If Paul has to meet Jack, it is unfortunate that he doesn’t speak English.’

!⇔

Si Paul doit rencontrer Jack, il ne parle pas anglais.

‘If Paul has to meet Jack, he doesn’t speak English.’

b. C’est bizarre que qui soit arrivé à l’heure?

asks: ‘It is weird that who arrived on time?

(23) a. S’il est malheureux que Paul ait vu Marie, il est tragique qu’il l’ait insultée.

‘If, it is unfortunate that Paul met Marie, it is tragic that he insulted her.’

⇒ ‘Paul met Marie.’

b. Probablement qu’il est malheureux que Paul ait vu Marie.

‘It is probably unfortunate that Paul met Marie.’

⇒ ‘Paul met Marie’

Suggests a simple analysis of the relationship between adjective and adverb:

(24) unfortunately≡λp.[p → unfortunate(p)]

• The adjective’s presupposition is cancelled by the conditional.

• When the speaker says malheureusement p:

– If the sentence is an assertion of p, then the speaker is committed to both p and

p → unfortunate(p); hence he is committed to unfortunate(p)2

– If the sentence is not an assertion of p, then the speaker is not committed to unfortunate(p).

This is the right result for (13) or (19a).

2.4 Evaluatives in a model of dialogue

We adopt a modified version of Ginzburg’s view of dialogue (?), influenced by (?).

• Each participant in a discourse keeps a dialogue gameboard consisting of public and private parts.

• The public part contains:

2We assume that speakers are automatically committed to salient consequences of their commitments (?).

5
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2.3 Evaluative adverbs vs. adjectives

• Adjectives, but not adverbs, presuppose their arg.

(20) A: Paul a malheureusement perdu l’élection.

‘Paul unfortunately lost the election.’

B: # C’est faux, je trouve que c’est une très bonne nouvelle.

‘That’s not true, I think it is very good news’.

B: C’est vrai, mais moi, je trouve que c’est une

très bonne nouvelle !

‘Yes, but I personally think it is great news!’

(21) A: Paul regrette d’être venu.

‘Paul regrets that he came.’

B: # Oui, mais Paul n’est pas venu !

‘Yes (he would have regretted that), but Paul did not come!’

2.3 Evaluative adjectives vs. adverbs

Note that evaluative adjectives contribute to the main semantic content (22), and presuppose their ar-

gument (14a,23).

(22) a. Si Paul doit rencontrer Jack, il est malheureux qu’il ne parle pas anglais.

‘If Paul has to meet Jack, it is unfortunate that he doesn’t speak English.’

!⇔

Si Paul doit rencontrer Jack, il ne parle pas anglais.

‘If Paul has to meet Jack, he doesn’t speak English.’

b. C’est bizarre que qui soit arrivé à l’heure?

asks: ‘It is weird that who arrived on time?

(23) a. S’il est malheureux que Paul ait vu Marie, il est tragique

qu’il l’ait insultée.

‘If, it is unfortunate that Paul met Marie, it is tragic

that he insulted her.’

⇒ ‘Paul met Marie.’

b. Probablement qu’il est malheureux que Paul ait vu Marie.

‘It is probably unfortunate that Paul met Marie.’

⇒ ‘Paul met Marie’

Suggests a simple analysis of the relationship between adjective and adverb:

(24) unfortunately≡λp.[p → unfortunate(p)]

• The adjective’s presupposition is cancelled by the conditional.

• When the speaker says malheureusement p:

– If the sentence is an assertion of p, then the speaker is committed to both p and

p → unfortunate(p); hence he is committed to unfortunate(p)2

– If the sentence is not an assertion of p, then the speaker is not committed to unfortunate(p).

This is the right result for (13) or (19a).

2We assume that speakers are automatically committed to salient consequences of their commitments (?).
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(14) a. Si Paul est en retard, il est malheureux qu’il le soit.

‘If Paul is late, it is unfortunate that he is.’

b. # Si Paul est en retard, Il est malheureusement en retard.

‘If Paul is late, he is unfortunately late.’

compare Si Paul est en retard, Paul est en retard.

‘If Paul is late, Paul is late.’

Evaluatives are possible in questions, but they are not part of the query.

(15) Qui est bizarrement arrivé à l’heure ?

asks: who arrived on time?

commits the speaker to: if somebody arrived on time,

that’s weird.

2.2 Not presupposed

1. Evaluatives are veridical.

(16) Paul est malheureusement en retard

‘Unfortunately Paul is late’

⇒ ‘Paul is late’

2. The evaluative does not presuppose its argument.

• Presupposition filters: see (14b) above. Compare:

(17) Si Paul est en retard, il sera désolé de l’être.

‘If Paul is late, he will be sorry to be late.’

"⇒ ‘Paul is late.’

• Presupposition holes

(18) a. Si Paul va, malheureusement, voir Marie, elle sera furieuse.

‘If, unfortunately, Paul meets Marie, she will be furious.’

"⇒ ‘Paul meets Marie.’

b. Si Marie regrette que Paul soit en retard, c’est qu’elle ne le connaît pas.

‘If Marie regrets that Paul is late, she does not know him very well.’

⇒ ‘Paul is late’

(19) a. Probablement, Paul arrivera malheureusement en retard.

‘Probably, Paul will unfortunately be late.’

"⇒ ‘Paul will be late’

b. Marie regrette probablement que Paul soit en retard

‘Probably, Marie regrets that Paul is late’

⇒ ‘Paul is late’

3. The evaluative itself is not presupposed. Like a presupposition, it conveys a secondary commit-

ment. But:

• Presupposition triggers normally make some contribution to the main semantic content.

Evaluatives only convey a secondary commitment.

• The commitment cannot be contested with the usual means (?) but it can be contested with-

out withdrawing the main content (?).
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Proposed relationship between adverb and adjective:

(20) A: Paul a malheureusement perdu l’élection.

‘Paul unfortunately lost the election.’

B: # C’est faux, je trouve que c’est une très bonne nouvelle.

‘That’s not true, I think it is very good news’.

B: C’est vrai, mais moi, je trouve que c’est une

très bonne nouvelle !
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p → unfortunate(p); hence he is committed to unfortunate(p)2
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2.4 Status in dialogue

• See Ginzburg (to appear):
• When A asserts p:

• A adds p to his own commitments.
• A puts the question whether p ‘in discussion’

• When B considers A’s assertion:
• B accepts to put the question ‘whether p’ in 

discussion
• When B accepts A’s assetion:

• B removes ‘whether p’ from the list of questions 
under discussion

• B adds p to his own commitments
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2.4 Status in dialogue

• Our proposal:
• When A says ‘malheureusement p’:

• A adds p to his own commitments.
• Evaluatives are “solitary commitments”: the 

adressee’s assessment is not solicited.
• Proposal for grammar integration:

(47) Argument realization (from Bouma et al. (2001))

verb→



SUBJ 〈 1 〉

COMPS 2 list(canon)

DEPS 〈 1 〉 ⊕
(

2 © list(non-canon)
)



(48) Argument structure extension (from Bouma et al. (2001), with semantics added)

verb→


HEAD 1

ARG-ST 2

DEPS 2©

〈

LTOP 3

MOD

[
HEAD 1

LTOP h1

]

,



LTOP h1

MOD

[
HEAD 1

LTOP h2

]

,. . . ,



LTOP hn−1

MOD

[
HEAD 1

LTOP 4

]


〉

CONT



LTOP 3

RELS

〈[
LBL 4

]〉
HCONS 〈 〉







3.3 Taking parentheticals into account

3.3.1 The issue

We want to arrive at the following result:

(49) a. Paul viendra malheureusement.

‘Unfortunately, Paul will come.’

b.



SPKR-CMT S

ADDR-CMT A

QUD Q


 !



SPKR-CMT

{
unfortunately(come(p)),

come(p)

}
∪ S

ADDR-CMT A

QUD 〈p?〉 ⊕ Q




• We assume that gameboard update is modelled in the grammar by n-ary illocutionary relations

denoted by complete utterances (Ginzburg et al., 2001).

• Parentheticals can be seen as extra arguments of the illocutionary relation. More precisely, each

illocutionary relation has a set-valued argument registering ancillary commitments of the speaker

which are not to be put in the Question Under Discussion.

(50) Grammatical encoding of (49b)


assertive-utterance

CONTEXT

[
C-INDICES

[
SPEAKER 1

]]

CONTENT “assert

(
1 ,come(p),

{
unfortunately(come(p))

})
”




• Problem: this cannot be done in standard MRS, because sleep(p) occurs twice in the CONTENT.

• Solution (slightly simplified): MRSs are DAGs, not trees.
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• It might seem to be a non-problem: since 
evaluatives are “outside” the main content, nothing 
interesting to say (not embedded)

• Interesting issue: what is in the scope of the 
parenthetical?

• Overview:

• Presenting the issue (3.1)

• Background on MRS and adverbs (3.2)

• Proposal: a simple extension of MRS (3.3)

3  The syntax-semantics interface
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• The scope of the evaluative depends on its position
3.1  The puzzle

3 The syntax-semantics interface

3.1 The puzzle

Despite the fact that they do not contribute to the main content, evaluatives seem to take scope.

(33) a. Malheureusement, Paul a soumis son résumé

le 20 janvier.

asserts: Paul submitted his abstract on January 20.

commits the speaker to: It is unfortunate that Paul

submitted his abstract on January 20.

b. Le 20 janvier, Paul a malheureusement soumis

son résumé.

asserts: Paul submitted his abstract on January 20.

commits the speaker to: It is unfortunate that Paul

submitted his abstract (whatever the date).

(34) a. Probablement, Marie est malheureusement venue.

asserts: Marie probably came.

commits the speaker to: If Marie came indeed,

it is unfortunate that she did.

b. Malheureusement, Marie est probablement venue.

asserts: Marie probably came.

commits the speaker to: it is unfortunate that Marie

probably came.

(35) a. Malheureusement, si Marie est en retard, Paul sera furieux.

asserts: If Marie is late, Paul will be furious.

commits the speaker to: it is unfortunate that if Marie is late, Paul will be furious.

b. Si Marie est, malheureusement, en retard, Paul sera furieux.

asserts: If Marie is late, Paul will be furious.

commits the speaker to: If Mary is late, it is unfortunate that she is.

3.2 Background

3.2.1 MRS

?; formal framework for the underspecification of scopal relations in semantic representation.

See the appendix for formal definitions. Informally:

• An MRS is a collection of tree chunks, where nodes are decorated by semantic terms and domi-

nance represents scope.

• The MRS may also contain handle constraints specifying that some chunk must dominate some

other chunk (dashed lines in the figures)

• There is a distinguished node called the (global) top that must dominate all other nodes (circled

in the figures).

• The set of readings for the MRS is the set of well-formed trees that can be formed by combining

the chunks (resolution is noted by ‘!’ in the figures).

(36) A man is sleeping

8
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nance represents scope.

• The MRS may also contain handle constraints specifying that some chunk must dominate some

other chunk (dashed lines in the figures)

• There is a distinguished node called the (global) top that must dominate all other nodes (circled

in the figures).

• The set of readings for the MRS is the set of well-formed trees that can be formed by combining

the chunks (resolution is noted by ‘!’ in the figures).

(36) A man is sleeping

8
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3.2.1  MRS

1 : a(x)

2

4 :man(x)

3

0

5 :sleep(x)

! 0 : a(x)

2 :man(x) 3 :sleep(x)

(37) Every student reads a book

0

1 : every(x)

2

4 : student(x)

3

6 : a(y)

7

9 : book(y)

8

5 : lire(x, y)

!

0 : every(x)

2 : student(x) 3 : a(y)

7 : book(y) 8 : read(x, y)

0 : a(y)

7 : book(y) 8 : every(x)

2 : student(x) 3 : read(x, y)

NB: two other possible resolutions are rejected because of problems with variable binding.

0 : a(y)

7 : every(x)

2 : student(x) 3 : book(y)

8 : read(x, y)

0 : every(x)

2 : a(y)

7 : book(y) 8 : student(x)

3 : read(x, y)

More generally, MRS just handles semantic representations. There is no warranty that all resolutions are

semantically well-formed.

3.2.2 MRS in HPSG

MRSs are easily implemented using feature structures. E.g. for (37):

(38)




GTOP 0

RELS

〈



every

LBL 1

ARG1 x

RSTR 2

BODY 3



,




student

LBL 4

ARG1 x


,




read

LBL 5

ARG1 x

ARG2 y


,




a

LBL 6

ARG1 y

RSTR 7

BODY 8



,




book

LBL 9

ARG1 y



〉

HCONS

〈


outscope

HARG 2

LARG 4


,




outscope

HARG 7

LARG 9



〉
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(39) hd-phrase→



GTOP 0

RELS R0 ⊕ R1 ⊕ · · ·⊕ Rn

H-CONS RO ⊕ C1 ⊕ · · ·⊕ Cn






GTOP 0

RELS R0

H-CONS C0




H

GTOP 0

RELS R1

H-CONS C1


 · · ·



GTOP 0

RELS Rn

H-CONS Cn




(to be revised)

An auxiliary attribute LTOP (local top) is used to aid semantic composition. Intuitively, the LTOP is the

handle of the widest scoping relation of a sign.

(40) word→


LTOP 1

RELS

〈[
LBL 1

]〉

∨ [

RELS 〈 〉
]

(to be revised)

(41) hd-val-ph→
[
LTOP 1

]

· · ·
[
LTOP 1

]H

· · ·

(42) hd-adj-ph→
[
LTOP 1

]
[
LTOP 1

MOD 2

]
2

H

(43) Sample adverb entry:




HEAD




adv

MOD

[
HEAD verb

LTOP 1

]



RELS

〈[
adv-rel

ARG 2

]〉

H-CONS

〈


outscope

HARG 2

LARG 1



〉




(44) Souvent, Paul invite un collègue.

‘Paul often invites a colleague.’

a. Official representation: see fig. 1

b. Graphical representation of the MRS part:

10

(39) hd-phrase→



GTOP 0

RELS R0 ⊕ R1 ⊕ · · ·⊕ Rn

H-CONS RO ⊕ C1 ⊕ · · ·⊕ Cn






GTOP 0

RELS R0

H-CONS C0




H

GTOP 0

RELS R1

H-CONS C1


 · · ·



GTOP 0

RELS Rn

H-CONS Cn




(to be revised)

An auxiliary attribute LTOP (local top) is used to aid semantic composition. Intuitively, the LTOP is the

handle of the widest scoping relation of a sign.

(40) word→


LTOP 1

RELS

〈[
LBL 1

]〉

∨ [

RELS 〈 〉
]

(to be revised)

(41) hd-val-ph→
[
LTOP 1

]

· · ·
[
LTOP 1

]H

· · ·

(42) hd-adj-ph→
[
LTOP 1

]
[
LTOP 1

MOD 2

]
2

H

(43) Sample adverb entry:




HEAD




adv

MOD

[
HEAD verb

LTOP 1

]



RELS

〈[
adv-rel

ARG 2

]〉

H-CONS

〈


outscope

HARG 2

LARG 1



〉




(44) Souvent, Paul invite un collègue.

‘Paul often invites a colleague.’

a. Official representation: see fig. 1

b. Graphical representation of the MRS part:

10



16

3.2.2  MRS in HPSG: adverbs-as-adjuncts

• The adverb’s argument is constrainted to outscope 
the head’s LTOP

0

1 : a(x)

2

3 : colleague(x)

4

5 : often

6

7 : invite(p, x)

!

0 : often

6 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 4 : invite(p, x)

0 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 4 : often

6 : invite(p, x)

3.2.3 Bonami & Godard 2003: MRS for adverbs in French

• Disregarding incidentals, adverbs in the VP scope from left to right.

(45) a. Paul invitera probablement souvent un collègue.

‘Paul will probably often invite a colleague.’

b. *Paul invitera souvent probablement un collègue.

• Standard solution (e.g. ??): adverbs are generated in the left periphery of the VP, each adverb c-

commanding the ones it scopes over. Parts of the VP then move left.

• MRS allows for a movement-less analysis : adverbs are base-generated in the VP, in their surface

position.

• (Integrated) modifiers in the VP are complements (????, among others).

(46) a. MRS for (45a): (see also fig. 2)

0

1 : a(x)

2

4 : colleague(x)

3

5 : probably

6

7 : often

8

9 : invite(p, x)

b. Resolutions:

0 : probably

6 : often

8 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 3 : invite(p, x)

0 : probably

6 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 3 : often

8 : invite(p, x)

0 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 3 : probably

6 : often

8 : invite(p, x)

• Technically, this rests on the following constraints:

12

(39) hd-phrase→
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H-CONS RO ⊕ C1 ⊕ · · ·⊕ Cn






GTOP 0

RELS R0

H-CONS C0




H

GTOP 0

RELS R1

H-CONS C1


 · · ·



GTOP 0

RELS Rn

H-CONS Cn




(to be revised)

An auxiliary attribute LTOP (local top) is used to aid semantic composition. Intuitively, the LTOP is the

handle of the widest scoping relation of a sign.

(40) word→
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〈[
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]〉

∨ [

RELS 〈 〉
]

(to be revised)
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[
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]

· · ·
[
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]H

· · ·

(42) hd-adj-ph→
[
LTOP 1

]
[
LTOP 1

MOD 2

]
2

H

(43) Sample adverb entry:




HEAD




adv

MOD

[
HEAD verb

LTOP 1

]



RELS

〈[
adv-rel

ARG 2

]〉

H-CONS

〈


outscope

HARG 2

LARG 1



〉




(44) Souvent, Paul invite un collègue.

‘Paul often invites a colleague.’

a. Official representation: see fig. 1

b. Graphical representation of the MRS part:
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3.2.3  French adverbs in HPSG

• French postverbal adverbs scope left to right.

0

1 : a(x)

2

3 : colleague(x)

4

5 : often

6

7 : invite(p, x)

!

0 : often

6 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 4 : invite(p, x)

0 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 4 : often

6 : invite(p, x)

3.2.3 Bonami & Godard 2003: MRS for adverbs in French

• Disregarding incidentals, adverbs in the VP scope from left to right.

(45) a. Paul invitera probablement souvent un collègue.

‘Paul will probably often invite a colleague.’

b. *Paul invitera souvent probablement un collègue.

• Standard solution (e.g. Laezlinger (1998); Cinque (1999)): adverbs are generated in the left periph-

ery of the VP, each adverb c-commanding the ones it scopes over. Parts of the VP then move left.

• MRS allows for a movement-less analysis : adverbs are base-generated in the VP, in their surface

position.

• (Integrated) modifiers in the VP are complements (van Noord and Bouma, 1994; Abeillé and Go-

dard, 1997; Przepiórkowski, 1999; Bouma et al., 2001, among others).

(46) a. MRS for (45a): (see also fig. 2)

0

1 : a(x)

2

4 : colleague(x)

3

5 : probably

6

7 : often

8

9 : invite(p, x)

b. Resolutions:

0 : probably

6 : often

8 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 3 : invite(p, x)

0 : probably

6 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 3 : often

8 : invite(p, x)

0 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 3 : probably

6 : often

8 : invite(p, x)

• Technically, this rests on the following constraints:
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3.2.3 Bonami & Godard 2003: MRS for adverbs in French

• Disregarding incidentals, adverbs in the VP scope from left to right.

(45) a. Paul invitera probablement souvent un collègue.

‘Paul will probably often invite a colleague.’

b. *Paul invitera souvent probablement un collègue.

• Standard solution (e.g. Laezlinger (1998); Cinque (1999)): adverbs are generated in the left periph-

ery of the VP, each adverb c-commanding the ones it scopes over. Parts of the VP then move left.

• MRS allows for a movement-less analysis : adverbs are base-generated in the VP, in their surface

position.

• (Integrated) modifiers in the VP are complements (van Noord and Bouma, 1994; Abeillé and Go-

dard, 1997; Przepiórkowski, 1999; Bouma et al., 2001, among others).

(46) a. MRS for (45a): (see also fig. 2)

0

1 : a(x)

2

4 : colleague(x)

3

5 : probably

6

7 : often

8

9 : invite(p, x)

b. Resolutions:

0 : probably

6 : often

8 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 3 : invite(p, x)

0 : probably

6 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 3 : often

8 : invite(p, x)

0 : a(x)

2 : colleague(x) 3 : probably

6 : often

8 : invite(p, x)

• Technically, this rests on the following constraints:

12
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3.2.3  French adverbs in HPSG

• French postverbal adverbs scope left to right.
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3.2.3  French adverbs in HPSG

• French postverbal adverbs scope left to right.
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• MRS allows for a movement-less analysis : adverbs are base-generated in the VP, in their surface

position.

• (Integrated) modifiers in the VP are complements (van Noord and Bouma, 1994; Abeillé and Go-
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3.2.3  French adverbs in HPSG

• French postverbal adverbs scope left to right.
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• Standard solution (e.g. Laezlinger (1998); Cinque (1999)): adverbs are generated in the left periph-

ery of the VP, each adverb c-commanding the ones it scopes over. Parts of the VP then move left.

• MRS allows for a movement-less analysis : adverbs are base-generated in the VP, in their surface

position.
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• Disregarding incidentals, adverbs in the VP scope from left to right.

(45) a. Paul invitera probablement souvent un collègue.

‘Paul will probably often invite a colleague.’

b. *Paul invitera souvent probablement un collègue.

• Standard solution (e.g. Laezlinger (1998); Cinque (1999)): adverbs are generated in the left periph-

ery of the VP, each adverb c-commanding the ones it scopes over. Parts of the VP then move left.

• MRS allows for a movement-less analysis : adverbs are base-generated in the VP, in their surface

position.

• (Integrated) modifiers in the VP are complements (van Noord and Bouma, 1994; Abeillé and Go-

dard, 1997; Przepiórkowski, 1999; Bouma et al., 2001, among others).

(46) a. MRS for (45a): (see also fig. 2)

0

1 : a(x)

2

4 : colleague(x)

3

5 : probably

6

7 : often

8

9 : invite(p, x)

b. Resolutions:
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3.2.3  French adverbs in HPSG

• How we get there:

• Post-verbal adverbs are complements

(47) Argument realization (from Bouma et al. (2001))

verb→



SUBJ 〈 1 〉

COMPS 2 list(canon)

DEPS 〈 1 〉 ⊕
(

2 © list(non-canon)
)



(48) Argument structure extension (from Bouma et al. (2001), with semantics added)

verb→


HEAD 1

ARG-ST 2

DEPS 2©

〈

LTOP 3

MOD

[
HEAD 1

LTOP h1

]

,



LTOP h1

MOD

[
HEAD 1

LTOP h2

]

,. . . ,



LTOP hn−1

MOD

[
HEAD 1

LTOP 4

]


〉

CONT



LTOP 3

RELS

〈[
LBL 4

]〉
HCONS 〈 〉







3.3 Taking parentheticals into account

3.3.1 The issue

We want to arrive at the following result:

(49) a. Paul viendra malheureusement.

‘Unfortunately, Paul will come.’

b.



SPKR-CMT S

ADDR-CMT A

QUD Q


 !



SPKR-CMT

{
unfortunately(come(p)),

come(p)

}
∪ S

ADDR-CMT A

QUD 〈p?〉 ⊕ Q




• We assume that gameboard update is modelled in the grammar by n-ary illocutionary relations

denoted by complete utterances (Ginzburg et al., 2001).

• Parentheticals can be seen as extra arguments of the illocutionary relation. More precisely, each

illocutionary relation has a set-valued argument registering ancillary commitments of the speaker

which are not to be put in the Question Under Discussion.

(50) Grammatical encoding of (49b)


assertive-utterance

CONTEXT

[
C-INDICES

[
SPEAKER 1

]]

CONTENT “assert

(
1 ,come(p),

{
unfortunately(come(p))

})
”




• Problem: this cannot be done in standard MRS, because sleep(p) occurs twice in the CONTENT.

• Solution (slightly simplified): MRSs are DAGs, not trees.
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3.3.1 Parentheticals: the issue

• To say:

• We need MRSs to be DAGs, not trees.
(51) Marie says: Malheureusement, Paul est venu.

0 : assert(m)

2

1 5 : unfortunately

6

3 : come(p)

!

0 : assert(m)

2 : unfortunately

1 : come(p)

3.3.2 Specifying the interface

We need a way of keeping track of what is parenthetical:

(52) handle→
[
PAREN boolean

]
Parenthetical content can come from (i) a lexical parenthetical; (ii) a modifier or quantifier with a par-

enthetical argument.

(53) a. dormir:


RELS

〈[
sleep-rel

LBL|PAREN −

]〉


b. malheureusement:


RELS

〈


unfortunately-rel

LBL|PAREN +

ARG1|PAREN −



〉



c. très:


RELS

〈


very-rel

LBL|PARENT 1

ARG1|PAREN 1



〉



d. chaque:


RELS

〈


very-rel

LBL|PARENT 1

BODY|PAREN 1



〉


The only place where parenthetical content can scope is in the (set-valued) “ancillary commitments”

argument of an illocutionary relation.

(54) assertion-rel→



ARG1 index

ARG2
[
PAREN −

]
ARG3 set

(
[PAREN +]

)




We need a special phrase-structure schema to ‘set apart’ parenthetical content.

15

(47) Argument realization (from Bouma et al. (2001))

verb→



SUBJ 〈 1 〉

COMPS 2 list(canon)

DEPS 〈 1 〉 ⊕
(

2 © list(non-canon)
)



(48) Argument structure extension (from Bouma et al. (2001), with semantics added)

verb→


HEAD 1

ARG-ST 2

DEPS 2©

〈

LTOP 3

MOD

[
HEAD 1

LTOP h1

]

,



LTOP h1

MOD

[
HEAD 1

LTOP h2

]

,. . . ,



LTOP hn−1

MOD

[
HEAD 1

LTOP 4

]


〉

CONT



LTOP 3

RELS

〈[
LBL 4

]〉
HCONS 〈 〉







3.3 Taking parentheticals into account

3.3.1 The issue

We want to arrive at the following result:

(49) a. Paul viendra malheureusement.

‘Unfortunately, Paul will come.’

b.



SPKR-CMT S

ADDR-CMT A

QUD Q


 !



SPKR-CMT

{
unfortunately(come(p)),

come(p)

}
∪ S

ADDR-CMT A

QUD 〈p?〉 ⊕ Q




• We assume that gameboard update is modelled in the grammar by n-ary illocutionary relations

denoted by complete utterances (Ginzburg et al., 2001).

• Parentheticals can be seen as extra arguments of the illocutionary relation. More precisely, each

illocutionary relation has a set-valued argument registering ancillary commitments of the speaker

which are not to be put in the Question Under Discussion.

(50) Grammatical encoding of (49b)


assertive-utterance

CONTEXT

[
C-INDICES

[
SPEAKER 1

]]

CONTENT “assert

(
1 ,come(p),

{
unfortunately(come(p))

})
”




• Problem: this cannot be done in standard MRS, because sleep(p) occurs twice in the CONTENT.
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3.3.2 Specifying the interface

• Too long (and boring!) to tell in detail…

• Modifications to standard MRS:

• Scope-resolved MRSs are rooted DAGs

• Each relation has a distinct handle

• Relations can have set-valued arguments

• Handles have a [PAREN ±] feature

• Unary rule to ‘set apart’ parentheticals
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3.3.3 The ‘scope’ of parentheticals

(55) paren-ph→




HCONS L⊕

〈


outscope

HARG 2

LARG 3



〉

LTOP 4

MOD

[
LTOP 4

]




[
LTOP 3 [PAREN +]

HCONS L

]

Finally we must scope the illocutionary relation.

(56) utterance→




GTOP 1

RELS

〈



illocutionary-rel

LBL 1

ARG1 i

ARG2 2



〉
⊕ R

HCONS

〈


outscope

HARG 2

LARG 3



〉
⊕ H

CONTEXT|C-INDICES|SPKR i






RELS R

LTOP 3

HCONS H




See figure 3 for a complete example.

3.3.3 The “scope” of parentheticals

(57) Marie says: Malheureusement, Paul est probablement venu.4

1 : assert(m)

( 3 )

2 5 : unfortunately

7

4 : probably

6

8 : come(p)

!

1 : assert(m)

3 : unfortunately

2 : probably

7 : come(p)

4Note that technically, the grammar does not include a constraint saying that unfortunatelymust scope in the set-valued

“ancillary commitment” argument of assert. It just scopes there because there is no other place it can go. Thus the dotted
line dominating unfortunately in (57) is a convenient inexactitude.

16



25

3.3.3 The ‘scope’ of parentheticals

(58) Marie says: Probablement, Paul est malheureusement venu.

1 : assert(m)

2 ( 3 )

4 : probably 5 : unfortunately

6 7

8 : come(p)

!

1 : assert(m)

2 : probably 3 : unfortunately

6 : come(p)

(59) Marie says: Si, malheureusement, Paul est en retard, Jean sera furieux.

1 : assert(m)

( 3 )

2 4 : unfortunately

5

6 : if

7 8

9 : late(p) 10 : furious(j)

!

1 : assert(m)

6 : if 4 : unfortunately

9 : late(p) 10 : furious(j)

(60) Marie says: Malheureusement, si Paul est en retard, Jean sera furieux.

1 : assert(m)

( 3 )

2 4 : unfortunately

5

6 : if

7 8

9 : late(p) 10 : furious(j)

!

1 : assert(m)

4 : unfortunately

6 : if

9 : late(p) 10 : furious(j)

This account also allows for:

• Multiple parentheticals

• Parentheticals embedded within parentheticals

• Quantifiers inside parentheticals

• Quantifiers in the main content outscoped by parentheticals

It could be extended to embedded parenthetical content in attitude reports (parapraph 2.5), assuming

that attitude verbs also have an “ancillary commitments” argument.

18
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2 4 : unfortunately

5

6 : if

7 8

9 : late(p) 10 : furious(j)

!

1 : assert(m)

4 : unfortunately

6 : if

9 : late(p) 10 : furious(j)

This account also allows for:

• Multiple parentheticals

• Parentheticals embedded within parentheticals

• Quantifiers inside parentheticals

• Quantifiers in the main content outscoped by parentheticals

It could be extended to embedded parenthetical content in attitude reports (parapraph 2.5), assuming

that attitude verbs also have an “ancillary commitments” argument.
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3.3.3 The ‘scope’ of parentheticals

(58) Marie says: Probablement, Paul est malheureusement venu.

1 : assert(m)

2 ( 3 )

4 : probably 5 : unfortunately

6 7

8 : come(p)

!

1 : assert(m)

2 : probably 3 : unfortunately

6 : come(p)

(59) Marie says: Si, malheureusement, Paul est en retard, Jean sera furieux.

1 : assert(m)

( 3 )

2 4 : unfortunately

5

6 : if

7 8

9 : late(p) 10 : furious(j)

!

1 : assert(m)

6 : if 4 : unfortunately

9 : late(p) 10 : furious(j)

(60) Marie says: Malheureusement, si Paul est en retard, Jean sera furieux.

1 : assert(m)

( 3 )

2 4 : unfortunately

5

6 : if

7 8

9 : late(p) 10 : furious(j)

!

1 : assert(m)

4 : unfortunately

6 : if

9 : late(p) 10 : furious(j)

This account also allows for:

• Multiple parentheticals

• Parentheticals embedded within parentheticals

• Quantifiers inside parentheticals

• Quantifiers in the main content outscoped by parentheticals

It could be extended to embedded parenthetical content in attitude reports (parapraph 2.5), assuming

that attitude verbs also have an “ancillary commitments” argument.

18
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3.3.3 The ‘scope’ of parentheticals

• Other things that work:

• Other kinds of parenthetical adverbs (at least 
agentives)

• Sentences with multiple parentheticals

• Parentheticals embedded within parentheticals

• Quantifiers inside parentheticals

• Quantifiers scoping below parentheticals

• One thing that does not work:

• Quantifiers scoping “above” parentheticals
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3.3.4 Unsolved issue

3.3.4 Unsolved issues

When an evaluative adverb is “outscoped” by a quantifier, the present account predicts that we get no

reading (because there are free variables in the parenthetical content). In reality we get a reading, with

strange effects:

(61) Si Paul lit, malheureusement, un livre de Marie, il le détestera.

‘If Paul unfortunately reads one of Marie’s books, he will hate it.’

Asserts: If Paul reads one of Marie’s books, he will hate it

Comment: For every book of Marie’s that Paul reads, it is unfortunate that he reads it

(62) La plupart des étudiants sont malheureusement partis avant la fin.

‘Most students unfortunately left before the end.’

Asserts: Most students left before the end.
Comment: For every student that left before the end, it is unfortunate that he did.

(63) Quel livre Paul a-t-il malheureusement lu ?

‘Which book did Paul unfortunately read?’

Asks: Which book did Paul read?

Comment: For every book Paul read, it is unfortunate that he read it.

Generalization: when there is a free variable in the scope of an evaluative, this variable is subject to

universal quantification, with the quantifier restriction identical to the restriction used for the same

variable in the main content.

(64) Marie says: La plupart des étudiants sont malheureusement partis.

a. Content: assert(m,most(x,student(x), leave(x)))

Comment: ∀x[[student(x)∧ leave(x)] → unfortunate(leave(x))]

b. Resolved MRS:5

0 : assert(m)

1 :most(x) 3 : every(x)

4 : unfortunately

2 : student(x) 5 : leave(x)

The problem:

• That a (universal) quantifier is added can be seen as an effect of the unbound variable in the scope

of the adverb; but

• How do we know that the restrictor of the quantifier must be 2 ?

• Probably linked with a more general problem: no simple way of implementing Ginzburg and Sag’s

(2000) analysis of wh- in-situ in MRS.

(65) John saw what?

4 Other parentheticals

4.1 Evaluatives vs. agentives

4.1.1 The data

• Geuder (2000): evaluatives pattern with modals and contrast with agentive adverbs in allowing all

boolean operations.

5Remember that unfortunately(p) ≡ [p → unfortunate(p)], and that ((p∧q) → r )≡ (p → (q → r )).
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• How do we know we must insert every ?

• How do we know what its restrictor is ?
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Summing up

• Description of evaluatives:

• Not phonologically (nor syntactically) unusual.

• Not presupposed

• Status in dialogue: solitary commitments

• They have normal scope

• HPSG Analysis:

• Direct extension of a general analysis of adverbs 
at the syntax-semantics interface

• Semantic representations as DAGs

• Extends easily to (some) other parentheticals


