The syntax and pragmatics of exclamations and other
expressive/emotional utterances’?

FABIAN BEIJER

1 I ntroduction

In the linguidtic literature we find discussons and descriptions of linguistic phenomena such as
EXPRESSIVE UTTERANCES EXCLAMATORY UTTERANCES, EXPRESSIVE SENTENCES EXCLAMATIONS

EXCLAMATIVES, and EXPRESSIVE SPEECH ACTS Linguists have thus observed that there are emotiondly
triggered utterances in the languages of the world, but there seems to be no consensus regarding
which terminology to use when discussing the phenomena in question. Neither do the phenomena
seem properly defined. In sum, there is a need for better definitions of the terms used, and in order
to produce better definition we have to acquire a better understanding of the phenomena a hand.
This paper is an atempt a improving the present Stuation.

Regardless of terminology and linguidtic labdling, we are dl aware of the fact tha
utterances like the following exigt in English:

@ What scumwe are! (Miller 1965: 63)

2 What adevil of aname! (Shaw 1941 24)

3 How very curious! (Shaw 1941: 24)

4 But he was such aterrible referee! (Pinter 1993 66)

5) That | have something to do with this monstrousness! (Miller 1965: 66)
(6) Oh, won't that be something! (Miller 1995: 38)

It is not controversd to claim that there are exclamatory utterances among the examples above. The
problem is, however, to distinguish between expressvelemotiond utterances in generd, and the type
of utterances often cdled excLAmATIVES. Theterm excLAMATIVE is often used to refer to a specific
sentence/clause type on par with the three clause types pDECLARATIVES, INTERROGATIVES and
IMPERATIVES, While other linguists consder the exclamative to be aminor sentence/clause type.

Quirk et d. (1985), for ingtance, use the term excLAMATIVE tO refer to a grammatica
category, i.e. a gpecific clause type, while they use the term excLAmATION to refer to the logical or
semantic status of an utterance. This means that in Quirk et d.’s terminology, Some EXCLAMATIONS
areredised by excLAMATIVES, While some are not.

Radford (1997: 506) defines an excLAMATIVE as “a type of sructure used to exclam
surprise, delight, annoyance etc.” and goes on to say that “[iJn English syntax, the term is restricted

! This is a short version of a paper | wrote in the spring of 1999 under the supervision of professor Inger
Rosengren.

2| use the term ‘emotional/expressive utterance’ to refer any utterance in which the speaker in question is
emotionally involved, and in which this involvement is linguistically expressed by means of intonation or by the
use of performative expressions.
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largely to dauses beginning with wh-exclamative words like what! or how!”®, The use of the word
structure seems to indicate that he regards the exclamative as a syntactic phenomenon, wheress |,
with Rosengren (1997) and others, argue that the exclamative is a pragmatic phenomenon.

2 Aim and hypotheses

Apat from arguing for the podtion that the term excLAMATIVE does not refer to a syntactic
phenomenon, but to a pragmatic one, the main aim of this paper is to separate what has been cdled
exclamatives from other kinds of expressve/emotiona utterances. Related to this main am is the
question of what it is that makes us recognise an utterance as an expressve/emotiona utterance.
There must be something that distinguishes an ordinary declarative clause used assertively from the
same clause used as an expressvelemotive utterance, for instance as an exclamative. Following
Bolinger (1989), among others, | hypothesi ze that the intonation contour is of great importance here.
A third am isto determine what an exdamative is, in terms of speech act theory.

My hypotheses are asfollows:
() There exigts an exclamative speech act with the following features or characteristics:

- expressing strong positive or negative emotions (without explicitly sating that a specific
feding isinvolved) concerning a specific date of affairs.

- containing ascdar item which may be explicit or inferable.

- expressing a deviation from a norm (which may, or may not, be explicitly sated in the
proposition), through a generdised implicature resulting from an inference process,
triggered by emphatic stress.

Thisimplies that the term ExcLAMATIVE does not refer to a clause type, but to declaratives
or interrogatives mapped onto speech acts in a non-default way.

(i) There are other expressivelemotiona utterances, lacking at least one of the features
described in (i), but which are digtinguishable from ordinary assartions through their
intonation and through the contexts in which they are uttered.

(i) The types of utterances described in (i) and (ii) can be separated from each other,
gyntacticaly, aswdl asin terms of gpeech act theory.

(iv) The types of utterances described in (i) and (ii) are different from Searl€ s ExPressIVESIN
that they make use of two pragmatic sub-modules, ILLocs (Illocutionary Structure) and
INFOS (Information Structure), while Searle's expressves only make use of one, namdy
ILLOCS.

% If we consider the examples above, (1) — (3) fall within the scope of Radford’s (1997) definition above, as does
perhaps example (4). The others, however, do not. In terms of clause type, (4) is declarative, but (1)-(3) are not as
easily categorised.
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3 M aterial

To get illudrative examples of the linguistic phenomena at hand, | have compiled a corpus conssting
of drama textsin English. For acomplete ligt of the drama texts included in the corpus, seethelist of
references at the end of the paper.

| have extracted dl utterances in the corpus followed by exclamation marks, except
imperdives, following Bolinger (1989:249) who states that ”in the broadest sense, exclamations are
thus anything at the end of which one would put an exclamation mark. This of courseis circular, but
it does give abasis for searching out a corpus of examples’.

4 Previous accounts

Most grammarians have chosen to describe exclamations or exclamatives as ether one of the mgor
clause types on par with declaratives, interrogatives and imperatives, or asaminor clause type. This
is not surprisng since utterances lacking inverson, beginning with what a or how, do not functionin
the same way as ordinary declaratives or interrogatives. We know, however, that declarative
clauses, for ingance, can be used to fulfil many different functionsin naturd languages, i.e. thereisno
one-to-one relation between language form and language function. Consequently, the exclamative
need not be a clause type, but may instead be a pragmatic phenomenon, a claim supported by the
fact that those who consder exclamative/exclamation to be a sentence type (e.g. Quirk et d. 1972,
1985) have to introduce minor sentence types having the same exclamatory functions as the
sentences they cdl exclamative.

Quirk et d. (1972) recognise four mgor classes into which smple sentences may be
divided, and the divison seems to have been made on the basis of (syntactic) form and (pragmeétic)
function:

() STATEMENTS i.e. sentences in which the subject is dways present and generdly precedes
the verb, such as John will speak to the boss today.

(i) QuEsTIONS, i.e. sentences marked by one of the following three criteria:
a) The placing of the operator in front of the subject, as in Will John speak to the
boss today?
b) Theinitid pogtioning of awh-dement, asin Who will John speak to?
¢) Risng question intonatior’: You will speak to the boss?

(iii) commANDs, i.e. sentences which normally have no overt grammatical subject, and
whose verb isin the imperative mood, eg. Speak to the boss today!

(iv) ExcLAMATIONS, i.e. sentences which have an initid phrase introduced by what or how,
without inversion of subject and operator, e.g. What nice clothes she wears!.

* Obviously, a declarative clause with rising intonation is still a declarative clause. Thisindicates that Quirk et. al
(1972) are not careful enough when it comes to separating form and function.

3
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When referring to clauses and not to sentences, i.e. when | take it that they discuss purely syntactic
features of clauses, Quirk et d. (1972) use the following adjectives corresponding to the four
sentence types just described: pecLARATIVE (Clause), INTERROGATIVE (Clause), IMPERATIVE (Clause)
and ExcLAMATORY (Clause).

In their later work (Quirk et d. 1985), the authors do not make a difference between
clauses and smple sentences. They recognise four grammatica types of sentences or clauses.
DECLARATIVE  (clauses/sentences), INTERROGATIVE  (Clauses/sentences), ImperaTiVES, and
EXCLAMATIVE (Clauses/sentences). They go on to say tha there are four discourse functions
asociated with the four clause/sentence types, namely STATEMENTS QUESTIONS DIRECTIVES
(corresponding to commanDs above) and EXCLAMATIONS.

Summing up, it is not entirdy clear what Quirk et. d (1972) mean by ther digtinction
between sentences and clauses. It may be the case that what they intend to indicate is the same
difference between the grammatical datus of a sentence and its discourse function as the one
explicitly discussed in Quirk et. d (1985). If that is the case, it is indeed strange that they use
gyntactic criteriato define STATEMENTS QUESTIONS, COMMANDS, and EXxCLAMATIONS (See above).

However, while Quirk et a. (1972) seem to consider exclamations to congtitute a sentence
type of ther own, they 4ill recognise other congructions that can be used when making
exclamations. They discuss ExcLAMATORY QUESTIONS, like Hasn't she grown! and Has she grown!,
and sy that they are “questions in form, but functiondly like exclamations’ (Quirk et d. (1972
8§7.70)). They aso recognise exclametions in which the ”emphatic degree items’ so and such are
used as intengfiers and determiners respectively in satements and questions: We've had such a
time and Why did you use to hate geography so? (Quirk et d. 1972: §7.79). They aso mention
echo exclamations, which repeat part or dl of the preceding utterance:

) A: I'm going to London for a holiday.
B: To LONdon! That’snot my idea of arest. (Quirk et a. (1972: 7.84)

Quirk et al. (1972:7.85-7.89) dso discuss various formulaic utterances, some of which they
congder to be exclamations.

(8 If only I'd listened to my parentd!

Also in Quirk et. d (1985) it is observed that there is not dways a one-to-one match
between sentence/clause type and discourse function. Consider (9):

9 Isn't Chridtine clever!

Quirk et a. (1985) take this utterance to be syntacticdly interrogative but semanticaly (or, rather,
pragmaticaly) an exclamation, while an utterance like (10) is sad to be syntacticaly as wel as
semanticaly (pragméticaly) an exdamation:

(20 How clever Chridineid

In conclusion, this means that both Quirk et d. (1972) and Quirk et. ad (1985) recognize severd

different form types that can be used as exclamations, but ill prevall in the belief that there exigs an
exclamatory form type on par with declaratives, interrogatives and imperatives.
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Radford (1997) recognises the same types of clauses/sentences as Quirk et a. (1985) do,
namey DECLARATIVE, INTERROGATIVE, IMPERATIVE and EXCLAMATIVE Sentences. Sadock & Zwicky
(1985), on the other hand, hold that there are three mgor sentence types, DECLARATIVES
INTERROGATIVES and IMPERATIVES, and some minor sentence types such as EXCLAMATIONS,
IMPRECATIVES and oPTATIVES. It may be important to make clear here that Sadock & Zwicky
(1985) do not here discuss cLAuse TYPEs, but senTence Types’. They consider exclamatives
introduced by what (@) or how to congtitute a minor sentence type. They clam that therearedso a
number of exclamatory types. In my opinion, a better solution would be to consider the exclamative
to be a pragmatic phenomenon that can be redized by different form types, the most frequent and
typica of which isthe one introduced by the wh-eements what (a) and how.

Rels (1999) uses the term sYNTACTIC SENTENCE TYPES as 0pposed to “ so-called sentence
types’. She holds that there are only three syntactic sentence types pecLARATIVES, which are
characterised by the syntactic feature [-wh], INTERROGATIVES, Which are [+wh], and IMPERATIVES,
which have the syntactic feature [+imp] (imperative). These syntactic features [+wh] and [£imp] are
cariers of sentence moods, and the sentence moods are thus pecLARATIVE Sentence mood,
INTERROGATIVE Sentence mood and imperaTIVE Sentence mood. All clauses are specified for
sentence mood. All ther functiond meanings/illocutionary use potentials can be derived on the bases
of the three syntactic sentence types/sentence moods plus the interpretively relevant properties of the
additiond (structurd, lexicd, prosodic etc.) dementsinvolved. This view is developed and adapted
to the minimalist program in Plaizack & Rosengren (1998), and this is the view | adhere to in the
present paper.

4.1 The standard theory of speech acts

A speech act is created when speaker/writer S makes an utterance U to hearer/reader H in context
C. The various speech acts are distinguished by a number of dimensions, three of which are the most
important, nanely ILLOCUTIONARY POINT, EXPRESSED PSYCHOLOGICAL STATES, and DIRECTION OF FIT
BETWEEN WORDS AND THE WORLD (Searle 1975).

The dimengon ILLOCUTIONARY POINT concerns the purpose or am of a speech act (e.g. the
point of pirReCTIVESiS get the hearer to do something). This dimension hasfive vaues, corresponding
to the five basic speech act types, called THE ASSERTIVE POINT, THE DIRECTIVE POINT,, THE COMMISSIVE
POINT, THE EXPRESSIVE POINT and THE DECLARATIVE POINT.

The dimendon ExPRESSED PSYCHOLOGICAL STATES IS related to Gric€ S MAXIM OF QUALITY
(Grice 1989:27), i.e. a sTATEMENT that the proposition p expresses the spesker S'sbelief that p. A
PROMISE expresses S's intention to do something, and a REQUEST expresses S's desire that hearer H
do something. In other words. there has to be a match between the speaker’s psychologica state
and the content of what he expressesiif the gpeech act is to be successful.

® “The speakers of any language can accomplish a great many communicative tasks with the sentences of their
language: they can start a conversation, order someone to do something, narrate a tale, ask for information,
promise to do something at some future time, report what they know or have heard, express surprise or dismay at
what is going on about them, suggest a joint action, give permission for someone to do something, make a bet,
offer something to someone, and so on. For some of these uses of sentences a language will have specific
syntactic constructions, or even specific forms, reserved for just these uses - special particles, affixes, word
order, intonations, missing elements, or even phonological alterations (or several of these in concert); when a
sentence shows one of these it is to be understood as being used in a specific way. Such a coincidence of
grammatical structure and conventional conversational use we call a SENTENCE TYPE” (Sadock & Zwicky 1985:
155).
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The dimengon DIRECTION OF FIT BETWEEN WORDS AND THE WORLD (e.9. Vanderveken 1998:
172-173) concerns the relation between the words uttered and the world they relate to. According
to Searle (1969) there are five basic gpeech acts, which show the following directions of fit and have
the following basic characterigtics:

() A RePRESENTATIVE have a worbsTo-worLD direction of fit, i.e. ther truth vaues are
assigned on the basis of whether or not the words describe things as they are in the world
spoken of. A REPRESENTATIVE iS characterised by the fact that the speaker commits himsdlf
to the truth of the expressed propostion, asin an assertion or a conclusion.

(i) A pirecTIVE is an atempt to get H to do something, therefore they show woRLD-To-woRDs
fit, and express S's wish or desre that H do A. When asking a question, S wants H to
answer the question, and when making acommand, S wants H to perform the action A.

(i) A commissive indicates that the spesker commits himself to a future course of action, as
when you promise, threat or offer. Commissves show worLb-To-worps fit, and S
expreses the intention that Sdo A.

(iv) A pecLARrATION is the archetypa speech act. When performing a declarative speech act
you ae not only saying something, but the utterance in itsdf has certain practica
implications in the red world, granted that you are an individud in possesson of the
required power or status. The purpose of making a declaration is to get the world to match
the propositiond content by saying that the propostional content matches the world.
Hence declarations have the double direction of fit, i.e. both world-to-words and
wor ds-to-world.

(V) An ExpressiVE expresses a psychologica date, i.e. S's attitude with respect to a certain
date of affairs, which need not be explicitly mentioned. Expressves have the nuLL or
EmPTY direction of fit, Snce there is no question of success or failure of fit. Ther point is
only to express the speaker’s propositiond attitude to the State of affairs represented by
the propositiond content. Paradigm cases include, for instance, ‘thanking’, ‘gpologising’,
and ‘welcoming'.

DECLARATIVE SENTENCES can be used to perform dl five types of speech acts, i.e. pecLARATIONS (]
hereby christen you John.), RerrReseNTATIVES (She is a linguist.), birecTivEs (You're English?),
commissives (1’1l do it tomorrow.) and expressiVes (I apologise for being rude.). The default case
is, however, that declaratives are used to perform representative speech acts.
INTERROGATIVE SENTENCES, in Searl€'s system, are only used to ask questions that require answers,
that is, to perform directives (Aren’'t you Mr Miller?).
IMPERATIVE SENTENCES are used to perform directives that require actions (Leave immediately!).
There is thus no one-to-one correspondence between sentence type and illocution, as the
declarative sentences just mentioned illustrate. Neither is there a one-to-one correspondence in the
case of expressvelemotiona utterances. Expressve/emotiona utterances in generd, induding
exclamatives, are amilar to Searle's exrressives in thet they principaly express socid interaction
with H and show no direction of fit, but they are not identical to them, which seems to be a problem
for standard speech act theory.
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4.2 A modification of Searl€ stheory of speech acts

Brandt et d. (1992) digtinguish four kinds of direct speech acts REPRESENTATIONS, REGULATIONS,
EXPRESSIVES, and DECLARATIONS. The speech act type RePRESENTATIONS has two subtypes,
AsseRTIONS and QuEsTions. This is a deviation from standard classfications, since the problematic
gpeech act type qQuesTtion, which has previoudy been andysed as a pbirecTive by Searle and his
successors (cf. Searle 1969:69, Searle & Vanderveken 1985:199) or as atype of act on the same
levd as dl other types (cf. Wunderlich 1976), is here consdered to be a subtype under
representations. This means that both declaratives and interrogatives may be used to perform the
speech act rRePRESENTATIONS. Representations stand for word-to-world direction of fit.

In Brandt et d. (1992) Searl€'s commissives and DIRECTIVES are grouped together under
REGULATIONS, a Speech act type which here comprise dl interactiona speech act types. The defining
criteriafor this gpeech act type are the following variables:

1. Who (S or H) wants the event to happen?
2. Who (S or H) decides who of them is acting?
3. Who (Sor H) acts?

According to Rosengren (pc) the difference between a commanp and a ReQuEsT s thet in the case
of a command, it is the soesker who is deciding and the hearer who is acting, and in the case of a
request, it isthe hearer who both decides and acts. Regulations show world-to-word direction of fit.

The speech act ExpressivVEs requires a performative expresson. The reason that a
performative expression such as welcome or thank is required is, according to Brandt et a. (1992),
that no expressve sentence type exigts and that the referring proposition of the embedded clause
only refers to an event, concerning which the spesker has certain emotions. What he feds must thus
be explicitly stated in the matrix clause. Asin Searl€ s system, expressives have no direction of fit.
DECLARATIONS, findly, are defined in the same way in Brandt et. d’s system as they are defined in
Searle s system.

EXPRESSIVE/EMOTIONAL UTTERANCES, that IS, ExcLAMATIVES and other expressive/emotiona
utterances that do not belong to the speech act expressiVES, are problematic, since they do not seem
to belong to any of these four speech act-types. Rosengren (1997) argues that exclamatives are
different from standard illocutions, since they are direct expressvelemotiona expressons, and do
not propositiondise their emotional meaning in the way expressives proper do. They are somehow
related to Searl€ /Brandt et d.’s expressives, but they are likely to condtitute an illocutionary act of
their own. This act, according to Rosengren (1997), is much closer to grammar than the usud direct
and indirect speech acts.

| have chosen to adopt Brandt et d’s (1992) speech act system, since their system has a
certain gpped, is more up-to-date than Searle's, and, last but not least, has been proved to be
particularly suitable for work within the GB-framework, aframework alowing a modular approach.
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4.3 Speech acts and sentence types, a minimalist-modular approach

In contemporary works within generative grammar (Chomsky 1995°%), the following language modd
is standardly assumed:

(11) Lexicon

Spell-out

/N

| will avoid going into more technica details than is necessary for my present purpose. Of particular
interest to us are LF (Logica Form) and PF (Phonetic Form). LF isthe interface between grammar
and the conceptud-intentiond systems, i.e. the cognitive processes deding with the meaning of
utterances. PF isthe interface between grammar and articul atory-perceptua systems.

Rosengren (pc) proposes thet there exist a least two pragmatic sub-modules, 1llocS
(IMocution Structure) at LF and InfoS (Information Structure) at PF. | will follow Rosengren here,
and thus use the following extended moded to schematicdly describe the reationship between
grammar and pragmatics:

(12) Lexicon

/

Spell-out

LF/ \PF

| |
lllocS €<= InfoS

At the interface LF, the clause maps onto IllocS, the pragmeatic sub module conssting of the system
of gpeech acts. The default mappings are: a pECLARATIVE cLAUSE (in LF) onto an AsserTiON (in
[llocS), an INTERROGATIVE cLAUSE (in LF) onto a quesTion (in [llocS), and an IMPERATIVE CLAUSE (in
LF) onto an orbER/REQUEST (i.e. a REGULATION, in IllocS). In order for other mappings to occur, i.e.
in order for, say, a declarative clause to be mapped onto a question, other modules of language,
notably intonation, have to provide information in conflict with the default mapping (see below).

The notion of clause type in this modd can be described as follows: There are three clause
types DECLARATIVE, INTERROGATIVE and IMPERATIVE. What clause type a gpecific clause belongsto
is dependent on the clause type feature in ForceP (Rizzi1997). The feature [+wh] in ForceP makes
the clause/sentence interrogative, [- wh] makes the clause/sentence imperative, and clauses lacking
clause type feature in ForceP are declarative (c.f. section 4.2 above).

At the interface PF, the clause maps onto InfoS. The smallest entity relevant in this module
is the INFORMATION UNIT. This module does not operate on speech act types at dl, but with

®| am aware that the program has changed since Chomsky (1995), but the changes are not directly relevant to the
discussion in this paper.
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Rosengren (p.c.) | clam that there is correspondence, or interaction, between IllocS and InfoS, as
the arrow in the modd (12) suggests, sSince the same sentence has to be mapped both onto a speech
act type and onto an information unit. As | pointed out above, this interaction is necessary when it
comes to cases that deviate from the default mapping of clauses onto speech acts just described. If,
for instance, a declarative clause is to be accepted a I1locS as, say, a question, other features like
intonation (or syntax/semantics) has to kack it up and interact with the sentence type. In other
words, a declarative clause like (13) would not be accepted as a question without the right
intonation contour, since there is no [+wh] festure in Force™:

(13 You're the one? (My example)

According to Rosengren (pc) and Reis (19997), this interaction between IllocS and InfoS is likely to
be responsible for the successful use of exclamatives and other expressvelemotional utterances,
which will be discussed further below.

5 Emotives and Exclamatives

There is a difference between expressive/lemotiona utterances in generd and what has been cdled
EXCLAMATIVES. As pointed out in the introduction The term ‘emotiona/expressive utterance’ refers
to any utterance in which the spesker in question is emotiondly involved, and in which this
involvement is linguidtically expressed by means of intonation or by the use of peformaive
expressions. No particular syntactic features have to be present to make an utterance acceptable as
an expressve/emotiond Lterance. Ingtead, other linguistic modules, as well as context, are involved.
| use the term EXPRESSIVE/EMOTIONAL UTTERANCE as a cover term for al utterances that are
emationdly triggered, i.e. ExcLAMATIVES (as defined below), Searle€ gBrandt et d.’S ExPrESSIVES,
EmMoTIVES (i.e. emotiona utterances lacking performative verbs), and INTERJECTIONS.

We thus want excLAMATIVES to be digtinguishable from emotiond utterances in generd.
Rosengren (1992, 1997) shows that the exclamatory/emotive function of exclamatives is triggered
by the sentence mood, the propositional properties, and the stress pattern. The proposition is
described as a predicate inducing a scale of some sort: beGree Or QUANTITY. Generaly, a spesker is
expected to produce a propodtion of a certan vaue on some scde, that is, a propostion in
accordance with the norm in question. When uttering an exclamative, however, the speaker has
found a deviation from that norm, which she thus expresses, usng ether a declarative clause (14) or
anegated interrogative dause (15)%:

(14) How fast she can run! (Quirk et d. 1985: 15.7)
(15) Isn't she beautiful! (Rosengren 1997)

In example (14) the speaker expresses higher fedings concerning the fact that the female in question
is able to run very fagt, and in example (15) the femae in question is not only beautiful, but beautiful
to ahigh degree on the scale of beauty (unlessiit is uttered ironicaly).

Rosengren’s pragmetic definition of the exclamative seems plausible, & least in the case of
the sandard exclamative beginning with how or what (a). Rosengren (1997) points out, however,

" Reis (1999) does not use the terms I 1locS and InfoS, but her reasoning is similar to Rosengren’s.
8A non-negative interrogative clause would also have been possible, but see section 6.2 below.

9
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that exclamatives condding of that-clauses are dightly different from the exclamatives just
described. A that-clause denotes a redl or hypothetica Sate of affairs, and when using a that-
clause exclamatorily, the speaker in question considers the existence of the state-of-affairs denoted
by the that-clause to be a deviaion from a certain norm. Exclamative that-clauses need thus not
have a predicate inducing a scde (16), but they may have one, as in (17), and then it is often
introduced by so or such:

(16) That | have something to do with this monstrousness! (Miller 1965: 66)
an That she could be so ruthless! (Smilar to an examplein Quirk et d. 1985: 11.41)

In example (16) the speaker consders the very fact that someone believes that he has something to
do with something described as a monstrousness to be remarkable. In example (17) the existence
of the fact that she could be so ruthlessisin itsdf adeviation from anorm.

Excamatives, thus, do not only express deviaions from certain norms, but aso various
fedings, such as astonishment, joy, surprise and disgppointment in relaion to this deviaion. These
fedings regarding the propostiona content of an utterance are conveyed via certain intonation
patterns. The importance of intonation in relation to the correct interpretation of exclamations has
dready been mentioned many times in this paper. The question is now exactly in which ways
intonation contour isinvolved.

Bolinger (1989: 248) discusses this matter thoroughly. He agrees with Quirk et d. (1972,
1985) in saying that exclamations are primarily used to express the spesker’s own fedings, and he
argues that this means that if intonation is bascdly affective, the connection between intonation and
exclamation must be “both broad and deep”.

Bolinger (1989) stressesthat part of the problem concerning intonation and exclamationsis
related to the fact that there is a great dedl of variation concerning the intonations that can be used in
exclamations. There is no such thing asan "intonation of exclamation” according to Bolinger (1939:
248), not even in the more generd sense in which we tak about the intonation of questions and the
intonetion of commands, where certain contours do predominate.

What characterises the intonation of exclamations is instead, according to Bolinger (1989:
248) that it “reaches for the extreme’. In the default case, an exclamation is spoken with an
extremely hgh pitch, but the pitch may aso be lower than usud, aslong asit is extreme. Rdated to
this is the fact that the intonation contour may be ether extremely varied, or extremely monotone.
The important thing here is that exclamaions are, in some way a another, expected to show the
voice in some manner "out of control”. This ”out of control” festure is naturaly related to the fact
that exclamations are directly emotiondly triggered.

According to Bolinger (1989) wh-exclamations, i.e. exclamations withinitid wh-eements,
amog universdly have an intonation contour in which the degree-word has the (exclamatory) accent
and much higher pitch than the rest of the utterance. In that way it is indicated that the degree-word
is the most important word in the proposition.

Bolinger (1989) dso discusses exclamative yes/no-interrogatives, saying thet they are fully
interrogative in syntax (form), but highly frequent as exclamations (function). Concerning this type of
exclamdive, he dates that "a conductive question interpreted as an exclamation is a rhetorica
question (won’t we have the best time ever! = We'll have the best time ever!), and should not
sound too much asif it were being asked for information” (Bolinger 1989: 257), i.e. an interrogative
used as an exclamative should not have the usua question intonation contour.
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In concluson, there does not seem to exit an expressvelemotiond or exclamative
intonation contour in English. Instead there are more or less typica contours associated to each of
the exclamative types. What these exclamative intonation contours have in common is that they tend
to reach for the extreme, i.e. there are extremely big differences in pitch between different syllables
in a typicd exclandive utterance, and the pitch is usudly extreordinarily high. An exdamdive is
supposed to show the voice in some sense ” out of control”.

In Rosengren (1997) there is an explanation of the relaion between the sentence
type/mood, the propositional content and the stress pattern. Explaining this, she follows Bierwisch
(1988) and Fries (1991, 1994) introducing a conceptua system and an emotive system outsde
grammar, which the exclamatives make reference to when uttered. These two systems differ in the
way they are linked to redlity.

The conceptua system contains our knowledge of the world, and the reference of a clause
to this system is determined by the sentence mood and the propostiona content. The emotive
system congdts of the emotions that are our emotive evauation of objects and states of affairsin the
actua world. Rosengren (1997) further assumes that this emotive system has two dimensons, EMint
(int for intengity) and EM = (for positive and negetive emations). The following modd is presented in
Fries (1991 and 1994).

(18) EMint

EM +

The underlying assumption is that emotions can only be expressed in non-propostiond form. In
other words, they are expressed directly. We can propositionalise an emotion by talking about it, as
in (19) and (20), and thus referring to the conceptua system described above, but in doing this we
do not express the emotion directly:

(29 | am very surprised that he did not come.
(20) | am astonished that he wouldn't leave.

Examples (19) and (20) should be compared to the exclamative that-clauses (21) and (22), in
which the emotion is not expressed in propositiona form, but through the intonation:

(21) That he didn’'t come!
(22) That he wouldn’t leavel

In some sense of the word, examples (19) and (21) have the same meaning, but (19) is not an
exclamative, since it does not express the emotion directly. Example (21), however, is an
exclamative, snce it does. In other words: Example (19) is an assertion in terms of speech acts,
while (21) belongs to some other speech act type. The relation between (20) and (22) is the same.
It remains to be proved, however, to what speech act type (21) and (22) belong.

If it is actudly the case that the exclamative condtitutes an illocution of ts own, being a
direct emotive expression concerning a date of affars and expressing a deviation from a norm
without explicitly dating it, the exclamatory part cannot be redised by a propostion. The
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consequence of this is that there cannot exist an exclamative sentence type on the same leve and of
the same kind as the three basic sentence types, DECLARATIVE, INTERROGATIVE and IMPERATIVE
(Rosengren 1997). This would be a contradiction in terms, and Quirk et a. (1985) and Radford
(1997) among others seem to be wrong in viewing the exclamative as a separate sentence type.

6 Exclamativesin my material

In this section | discuss the various kinds of exclamatives found in my corpus. | refer them to five
different categories: 5.1.1 Prototypical exclamatives, 5.1.2 Exclamatives with interrogative form,
5.1.3 Such (a) and so exclamatives, 5.1.4 Exclamative tha-clauses and to-infinitive clauses, 5.1.5
DPs used as exclamatives.

6.1 Prototypical exclamatives

All expressvelemationa utterances in my materid introduced by what (a) or how are clearly
exclamatives according to Rosengren’s (1997) definition, adopted here. The utterances as such are
dl scaar; they dl refer to phenomena on high podtions on various scales. They adso express
deviations from norms, not explicitly, but through a generdised implicature triggered by emphatic
stress’. As pointed out above, there is no intonation of exclamatives, but the intonation contours tend
to reach for the extreme (Bolinger 1989). Examples include (23) through (25):

(23 What afool | was not to think of it before! (Shaw 1941: 138)
(29 What stupendous good fortune! (Christie 1954: 13)
(25 What tempers you men do have! (Osbourne 1965: 50)

6.2 Exclamatives with interrogative form

Another type of exclamative that has been recognised in the literature is the interrogatively formed
V1 (verb first)-exclamative. There are only two ingtances of exclamatives in interrogetive form in my
materia, which indicates that this exclamative type is not very common, or at least not common in
written drama didogue. Both ingtances in my materid are negated. It has been noted (eg.
Rosengren 1997:156 and Quirk et al. 1985:11.22) that the negation has to be clitic (n't) in
exclamatives. It is doubtful whether or not (and how) the negation actudly changes the meaning and
function of the utterances. Quirk et a. (1985) propose, however, that there is a dight difference
between (26) and (27):

(26) Has SHE grown! (Quirk et a. 1985:11.22)
(27 Hasn't she GROWN! (Quirk et a. 1985:11.22)

The difference is tha the negative interrogative in (27) has a feature that is an apped for the
ligener’ s confirmation, while the pogtive interrogative in (26) implies that the listener isin no pogition

°Since | only use written material, it is obviously impossible to actually hear the emphatic stress. | view, however,
the exclamation mark as an indication of this emphatic stress, and | thus think it is acceptable to talk about stress
here as well. Had the “utterances’ in question been spoken, this emphatic stress would have been used,
something which certainly would be revealed, were one to make an investigation of authentic spoken material.
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to disagree (example (27) is thus more of atrue question than example (26) is). This may be correct,
which in that case indicates that the negation is not entirdly pleonagtic. The crucid part of the
definition of an exclandive above was that it expresses a deviaion from a norm. The
expressvelemotiona  utterances belonging to this category definitdly do so, which means that
exclamatives with interrogative form are exclamatives according to the definition.

6.3 Such (a) and so-exclamatives

A function dmilar to that fulfilled by what a in prototypica exclamations can be fulfilled by such a,
and amog the same function as that fulfilled by how in a prototypica exclamation may be fulfilled by
SO:

(28) You're such aboy! (Miller 1995: 59) [cf. What aboy you arel]
(29 We drank so much teain those days! (Pinter 1993: 16) [cf. How
much teawe drank in those dayd!]

The condructions with so and such are pragmaticaly smilar to the congructions with what and
how. The words so and such in themselves indicate extreme positions on scales, and the utterances
are to be regarded as exclamatives. The congtructions with such and so are obvioudy declarative
sentences. Rosengren (1997) assumes that the exclamatives introduced by what (a) and how are
declaraive as wdl. She has argued convincingly that pardle congructions in Swedish, French and
German are dso declarative, which strengthens her clam.

6.4 Exclamative that-clauses and to-infinitive clauses

Quirk et a. (1985:11.41) and Rosengren (1997) also mention that-clauses and to-infinitive clauses
used expressively/emationdly. According to Rosengren, subclauses used as independent clauses
must be andysed in terms of the three sentence types. With Rosengren (1997) | clam that that-
clauwses and to-infinitive clauses used as exclamatives are actualy declaraive clauses used as
exclamatives.

One must ask onesdf what actualy makes these sub-clauses function as exclamétives.
They do not include adjectives or adverbs that indicate extreme pogitions on scaes, but when
someone utters an exclamatory that-clause, he conveys that the very exigence of the fact in
question is a deviation from a certain norm. Rosengren (1997: 176) holds that exclamative that-
clauses do not require the same dtress pattern as other exclamétives. | argue, however, that the
intonation contour is important here too. | hold that without an exclamative intonation contour, that
is, in Bolinger's (1989) words above, an intonation contour reaching for the extreme, a that-clause
is not interpreted as an exclamative. If one utters a that-cdause with the norma sub-clause intonation
contour, it could not possibly stand on its own (except as an answer to awh-question). Thus, (30) is
unacceptable, though syntactically well-formed, while (31) and (32) are acceptable:

(30 *That he should have left without me.
(31) That he should have left without mel*©
(32 That he should have left without me, seemsimpossible.

1% The exclamation mark here indicates that this utterance is spoken with an intonation contour that is different
from the usual sub-clause intonation contour, used in, for instance, example (29).
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In addition to the intonation contour, the scaar feature used to define exclamatives above can be
used to explain the exclamative function of these kinds of subordinated clauses as well. Exclamative
that-clauses and to-infinitive clauses are scaar in that they refer to states of affairs that the spesker
reacts emotiondly to, since he/she finds them highly unlikely, extraordinary, or seemingly impossible,
The states of affairs denoted have to be remarkable in some manner in order for an exclamative
that-clause, or an exclamative to-infinitive clause, to be acceptable, semanticdly and pragmaticaly.

6.5 DPs used as exclamatives

A DP can ds0 be used as an exclamative, as long as the NP is modified by a redtricted relative
clause (Quirk et al. 1985:11.53):

(33 The way they obey him! (Miller 1995: 41)
(34 The fuss they made! (Quirk et a. (1985 §11.53)

Quirk et d. (1985) cdl the utterances in (33) and (34) NoNSENTENCES, Since they are DPs used as if
they were complete sentences. This exclamative type naturdly relies on the intonation contour.

According to Quirk et a. (1985:11.53) DP-exclamatives generdly expresse disgpprovd,
i.e. the speaker does not approve of the fuss they made. Another example taken from the same
pagein Quirk et a. (1985) is (35):

(35) The clothes she wears!

From what | have dated above, it follows that the spesker (probably) finds the clothes
extraordinarily ugly or ingppropriate, making reference to an extreme postion on an imagined
ugliness-scde. The exclamative interpretation of the utterance, i.e. that the utterance expresses a
deviation from a certain norm, is once again triggered by the intonation contour and the emphétic
dress. The spesker finds the state of affairs in question, i.e. the satus of the clothes, to be a
deviation from a norm concerning clothes. It may be true that this type of congtruction generaly
expresses disgpprova, but thisis likely to be a language- goecific convention, not directly relevant to
the present discussion.

7 Other expressive/lemotional utterances

So far | have only dscussed good exclamative candidates, most of which are dso mentioned by
Quirk et d (1985) and Rosengren (1997). In my materid, however, | found a number of other kinds
of expressvelemotiona utterances, which | will cal emotives. These emotives have been
categorised on functiona or pragmatic grounds.

7.1 Strengthening emotives

There are some ingtances in my materid of speskers who strengthen what they have just said by use
of expressve/emotional utterances:

14



The syntax and pragmatics of exclamations and other expressive/emotional utterances

(36) | begged him to go. | ordered himto go! (Miller 1995:90)
37 It'snot true - it's not true! (Chrigtie 1954: 38)
(38) It matters very much to me. Very much to me! (Miller 1965: 66)

The word order in (36) is obvioudy a semanticaly stronger word than beg, in terms of wanting
somebody to do something, i.e. performing akind of pirecTive in Searl€ sterminology, or akind of
REGULATION In the modified model described above. The two sentences in example (36) are
assartions about illocutions, which makes this example different from examples (37) and (38). The
exclamation mark in (36) indicates that the second part of the example has a higher pitch or
emphatic stress. The emphatic stress is used to emphasize the speaker’ s change from beg to order,
i.e. from a soft directive to ahard one.

The second part of the example in (37) strengthens what has just been said, but in another
way than in example (36), Snce it is not an assertion about an illocution, and since the exact same
words are repested. The intonation pattern of the first instance of it’ s not true islikely to be neutrd,
while both the negation not and the adjective true are likely to be intonationaly marked in the
second ingtance. Firg the spesker mainly asserts that it is not true, but then he strengthens the
assartion, asif he expects the interlocutors to doubt him. Example (38) could be analysed in asmilar
way.

These drengthening utterances are, however, not exclamatives. They differ from
exclamdives in severd ways. When uttering an exclamative, the spesker expresses his fedings
towards a sate of affars, which he congders to be a deviation from a certain norm (by the use of a
scalar word which denotes an extreme position on ascale), without explicitly stating hisfedings. This
is not the case here. The speakers in the examples (37) and (38) merdly strengthens the assertions
they have just made, and the spesker in example (36) changes his mind concerning the right
performative verb with which to refer to a specific speech act discussed.

The speskers in examples (37) and (38) are obvioudy emotionaly involved, snce they fed
a need to strengthen what they have just sad, asif it were not strong enough. The utterances in (37)
and (38) are thus emotive utterances, but they do not quaify as ExcLAMATIVES in our sense, Since
they do not include scalar features, or express deviaions from norms. In terms of sentence types
and speech acts, the sentences in question are al declarative sentences used to make assertions.
Since the default mapping of a declarative sentence a LF is onto an assertion (c.f. 4.4 above), there
is thus no conflict involved. The emphatic dress, then, only marks spesker involvement. In
conclusion, exclamatives do not seem to belong to any of the traditiond speech acts, while emotives,
such asthose in examples (36) - (38), are nothing but EMoTIVE ASSERTIONS.

7.2 Emotives with remarkable semantic contents

Another kind of expressve/emotiond utterance that could be argued to quaify as exclamatives are
expressvelemotional  utterances in which the semantic content is remarkable in various ways.
However, they do not qualify as exclamatives, since in these cases, the speskers merdly assert
propostions with marked semantic content. The assertions do not cease to be assertions, just
because the spesker finds their semantic content to be remarkable and thus uses intonation contours
that are different from the contours usualy found in assertions. Some examples.

(39) He flunked the subject, and laid down and died like a hammer hit him!
(Miller 1995: 91)
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(40) But thewholething's crazy! (Chrigtie 1954 26)

(41 | sometimes think I’'m married to araving lunatic! (Pinter 1993: 19)

(42 | get falled just cos I’m more wdl read than the friggin’” examiner!
(Russdll 1991: 24)

In conclusion, each of these utterances is an ordinary statement, in which the spesker in question is
emotiondly involved. As dready stated, | cal such utterances EmoTIVES.

7.3 Utter ances about something that isextraordinary in a certain context

In my materid there are lso a number of expressve/lemotiond utterances that do not express things
that are remarkable in themselves, but things which are remarkable in their particular contexts. These
expressivelemotiond utterances are no more exclamétive than the ones in the previous section. Here
are some examples anyway:

43 | went to London. So did you! (Christie 1954 47)
(44 That makes your commission... Two hundred - my God! Two hundred and
twelve dollars! (Miller 1995: 41)
(45) There s something in the bathtub, Willy, and it's moving!
(Miller 1995: 113)

In an ordinary context, example (43) would not be expressvelemaotiona, since there is nothing
extraordinary about the semantic content of the utterance in itsdf. The context here is, however, that
both the speaker and the hearer have denied being in London during a specific period of time. There
is no reason, however, to cdl it an exclamative. So did you! is a declarative sentence used to
perform an assartion. That the spesker is emotiondly involved, that the intonation contour can be
expected to be reaching for the extreme, and tha the semantic content is extraordinary and
sensationd in this context, does not change this.

Example (44) is uttered in the following context: the person being addressed is a sdesman,
who has been away from home only two days on a sdlling tour. The short amount of time spent
sdling, and the fact that the action takes place in thefifties, makes this commission highly unlikely.

The date of affairs denoted in example (45) is dso extraordinary, and one may tentatively
suppose the intonation to be marked, in tha the firs vowd sound in the word moving is
extraordinarily long. Whether or not thisis s0 is not important for the present discusson, since the
utterance in question is dill definitely not an excdlamétive.

7.4 Expressive/lemotional utterances of insult

| dso found cases in which the spesker insults the hearer using derogatory words. The expressons
discussed are of the form You + NP/DP, e.g. You liar!.

The speakers uttering these “expressons of insult” are obvioudy emoationdly involved, and
one could argue that they consider ther interlocutors behaviour to deviate from socid norms, buit |
do not, however, consder these utterances to be exclamatives. One reason being that they differ
from exclamatives intonaiondly, in that they do not have the emphatic stress on words referring to
extreme positions on semantic scales. Neither do they seem to involve the feature of surprise,
normdly found in true exdamatives. In my corpus, | found severd instances of such insults
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(46) You'll find dl you want there, you quivering, scheming
little Sissy! (Osbourne 1965: 89)

47 Y ou damned impudent dut, you! (Shaw 1941 138)

(48) You rotten little louse! (Miller 1995: 108)

(49) Y ou vengeful, spiteful mutt! (Miller 1995; 125)

The speakers use strong derogatory words to illustrate how upset they are about the hearers
behaviour etc.

These insulting emoative utterances are difficult to andyse. The utterance in example (46) is
a declarative sentence used as an assertion. It ends, however, with akind of derogatory ”vocative’,
i.e. aderogatory phrase directly referring to the addressee. This ”vocative’ is of course emotiondly
triggered, but | would find it very awkward to andyse this string of words as condtituting an
exclamative, and the same goes for the insulting " vocatives’ in examples (47) to (49).

| take the exclamation marks used after the utterances in (46) - (49) to mark that there is
emphatic stress on every word in the "vocatives’, and that it is this emphatic stress in combination
with the semanticdly strong words (sissy, dut, mutt, etc), which make us interpret these
expressons as insults. The emotive content is thus not expressed explicitly.

Apat from the emotives hitherto discussed, there were a number of miscellaneous
emativesin my materid. All in dl, categorizing emotive utterances, and separating Exclamatives from
emotivesisadifficult task, and there are many borderline cases.

7.5 Summary

| have followed Rosengren (1997) in my categorisation of the expressivelemotiona utterances in my
materid. As dated, if the propodtion in an expressvelemotiona utterance indicates a high or
extreme podition on a semantic scale, and a deviation from a norm, without explicitly sating this
deviation, this expressvelemotiond utterance is an exclamative

In the materid | found, however, a number of expressvelemotiond utterances of many
different forms, which are pragmaticaly amilar, but not identicd, to exclamatives. The reasons why
they should not be seen as excLamATIVES are that they are not scalar and do not express deviations
from norms. | cdl them EmoTIvEs.

There seem to exist a number of borderline cases between exclamatives and emotives. |
think, however, that it is possible, but difficult, to distinguish between exclamatives and ematives in
this way, building on Rosengren’s (1997) definition of an exclamétive.

8 Exclamatives, emotives, and speech acts

In terms of speech act theory excLamaTives and EmoTives ae, by virtue of ther
expressve/emotiona nature, related to Searle’'s expressives Exclamatives and emotives do naot,
however, propostiondise the emotions involved in the way the paradigm expressives (‘thanking’,
‘apologzing', etc.) do.

However, Vanderveken (1994) discusses the five primitive illocutionary forces, which,
according to him, are the Smplest possible forces; dl other illocutionary forces being more complex.
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These five forces correspond to the five basc speech acts in Searl€’'s system (ASSERTIONS
COMMISSIVES, DIRECTIVES, DECLARATIONS and ExPRESSIVES), and, according to Vanderveken, one of
the five primitive forces is THE PRIMITIVE EXPRESSIVE ILLOCUTIONARY FORCE, Which is redized by
exclamatory sentences. According to Vanderveken, exclamatory utterances/sentences are thus used
to redize the primitive expressve illocutionary force. If Vanderveken is correct, exclamatory
utterances are expressives in Searl€’ s system of speech acts.

It is not clear, however, how Vanderveken deds with the fact that exclamatory utterances
do not propositionalise (explicitly express) their emotive content. Perhaps he does not think thisis a
crucid criterion for expressives. It would seem that Vanderveken suggests that dl utterances that |
have cdled emotives are expressves in terms of speech acts. To me it seems fairly obvious that
EXCLAMATIVES and EMOTIVES, in addition to being expressve/emotional, aso assert propostions,
while Searl€' s ExpPressiVEs propoditiondize their emotive content. Sadock & Zwicky (1985) seem to
agree with me when they say tha “the function of exclamatory sentences is much like that of
declarative sentences, except that exclamations are intended to be expressive whereas declaratives
are intended to be informative. Both represent a proposition as being true, but in an exclamation, the
peaker emphasises his strong emotiona reaction to what he takes to be a fact, whereas in a
declarative, the spesker emphasises hisintellectud gppraisal that the proposition istrue.” (Sadock &
Zwicky 1985:162). Let us consder some examples:

(50 How lonely he wastill he could come home to you!
(Miller 1995: 61)

(51) Viennais so dull! (Osbourne 1965: 76)

(52 You'reapar of animdd (Miller 1995: 118)

(53) | never did like that man! (Christie 1954 29)

(Gl It’'s contacts, Charley, | got important contacts! (Miller 1995: 55)

These expressvelemotiond utterances are al both assertive and emotiond/expressive. Syntacticaly
they are declarative sentences, which means that their default mapping is onto assartions. It is thus
not surprising that they are assertive. What is more surprising is the fact that they are smultaneoudy
expressve. It ssems asif the best way to explain the nature of emoTivES and EXCLAMATIVES iSO Say
that they are declarative and interrogative sentences with specific intonation contours that in terms of
gpeech acts are hybrids between assertions and expressives. Rosengren (1997: 179) is thus correct
in dating that “exclamations seem to be a kind of illocutionary act of their own” and that
“exclamations, then, are some kind of illocution not fitting into the standard system defined by
Searl€’.

9 Summary and conclusions

Expressvelemationd utterances are, in my opinion, not satisfactorily accounted for in standard
grammars. After having made this dudy, this fact is not surprisng, snce the nature of
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expressve/emotive utterances and exclamatives, and ther reation to syntax, sentence mood,
intonation contour, semantics and speech act theory is a complicated issue.

In this paper | have separated exclamatives from expressve/lemotiona  utterances in
generd, and shown how exclamatives and other expressivelemotiond utterances may be andysed in
terms of sentence types and speech act types. | adopted the idea suggested by Rosengren (1992,
1997) that exclamatives indicate an extreme postion on a (semantic) scae of some kind, and
express deviations from norms. | have shown that wha | have cdled expressve/emotiond
utterances can be divided into three categories™:

() ExcLamaTIVES, which condtitute a Speech act of their own and have the following features:

- They are emotiondly triggered, but they do not propositiondise their emotive content,
i.e. they are directly emotive.

- They have propostiond contents indicating high positions on degree or quantity scaes.
These scdar features may be explicit or inferable.

- They express devidions from norms, not explicitly, but through a generdised
implicature triggered by the emphétic dress.

(i) Eevotives, which are directly emotive utterances lending some features from expressives.
(i)  Expressives, which have performative verbs

My view on the matter of expressvelemotiona utterances is illustrated and summarised in figure
(52):

Expressive/lemotional utterances Exclamatives Expressives Emotive utterances

Propositionalise emotional content _
Scalar feature, deviation from norm _

Figure52. Therelevant features of the threekinds of expressive/lemotional utterances

This figure shows that exclamatives and emoatives are directly emotive, while expressves are not,
since they propogtiondise their emotive content. The scalar feature and the (not explicitly stated)
deviatiion from a norm are only present in the exclamatives. | hold that exclamatives condtitute a
gpeech act of their own, but a speech act somewhat different from the other speech acts, sinceiit is
directly emotive. Neither do the emotive utterances propostiondise their emotive cortent. This
makes them smilar to exclamatives, but they lack scdar features indicating extreme positions on
various semantic scales. Emotive utterances do not condtitute a speech act of their own. They are
assartions that lend some fegtures from the expressves.

! Disregarding utterances consisting of interjections, e.g. Gosh!.
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