
(Non-)speaker oriented conventional implicatures: A case study of Tagalog sana

Harris and Potts (2009) discuss two possible readings of conventional implicatures: as either
speaker oriented, or non-speaker oriented. Consider the parenthetical hopefully : in (1a), hopefully
refers to a hope of the speaker (Michelle Obama) and so it is speaker oriented. In contrast, in (1b)
hopefully does not refers to a hope of the speaker (the reporter), but Michelle Obama, and so it is
non-speaker oriented.

(1) a. Context: Said by Michelle Obama:
The poll results predict that Barack Obama, hopefully, will win the election.

b. Context: Said by a CNN reporter:
Michelle Obama predicts that her husband, hopefully, will win the election.

Harris and Potts (2009) show that in English, conventional implicatures allow both non-speaker and
speaker oriented meanings either when embedded or unembedded; they argue that purely contextual
factors determine which reading arises. I present original fieldwork data on the Tagalog particle
sana, which refers to some agent’s hopes. I show that it allows both readings, but that they are
syntactically, not contextually, determined: when unembedded, sana must be speaker oriented, and
when embedded, it must be non-speaker oriented. Thus, sana cannot be captured in their analysis.
I give an analysis that uses insights from Schlenker’s (2003) work on indexicality, but also show
that the indexicality of sana differs from the patterns Schlenker has discussed.

Tagalog is a predicate initial language. In a root-level clause, as in (2-a), sana can occur after
the predicate, and the utterance expresses that the utterer hopes the proposition denoted by the
clause (which I will call the prejacent) is true. Sana has a limited distribution when in embedded
clauses, and can be embedded under verbs of saying (sabi ‘say’, sigaw ‘yell’, sulat ‘write’) but not
other propositional attitude verbs (sa tingin ‘think’, alam ‘know’). When sana is embedded under
sinabi ‘say’, sana is only acceptable if the matrix subject hopes the embedded clause is true. In
(2-b), the utterer Sue is reporting that the matrix subject, John, said that he hopes he can go to a
party. As John does hope he can go, sana is acceptable. In contrast, in (2-c), John does not hope
he can go to the party, and since the prejacent that John can go to the party is not a hope of the
matrix subject, John, sana is unacceptable. The fact that the utterer Sue does hope for the truth
of the prejacent does not license sana.

(2) a. Context: John wants to go to Jill’s party, but might have to work. He says:
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‘I can go to the party, I hope.’
b. Context: John wants to go to Jill’s party, but might have to work. Sue finds him really

annoying, and hopes he can’t come. She says:
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‘John said that he, he hopes, can go to the party.’
c. Context: John hates Sue’s parties, and hopes his work schedule conflicts with them.

Sue finds him interesting, so she tried to schedule a party this weekend when he is free.
She says:
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Intended: ‘John said that he, I hope, can go to the party.’

Harris and Potts (2009) approach would overgenerate here: it predicts that indepedent of embed-
ding, two readings should always be possible. Instead we find that when unembedded, only a

1

Gregory Kierstead (Ohio State University) Poster Session I 
Friday 2:45 - 4:45



speaker oriented reading is possible, where sana refers to hopes of the speaker; when embedded, we
only observe a non-speaker oriented reading, where sana refers to hopes of the matrix subject.

Schlenker (2003) gives an analysis to capture, among other things, the fact that Amharic ‘I’ can
refer either to the speaker, or subject of a verb of saying. He assumes verbs like ‘say’ introduce a
new context, which includes an author. The feature author+ requires an item to refer to the author
of a context (either global or introduced by a verb like ‘say’), whereas author*+, requires an item
to refer to the author of the global context. Amharic ‘I’ is lexically specified for author+, and so
its referent can shift to be the subject of ‘say’ when embedded. In contrast, English ‘I’ is lexically
specified for author*+, which explains why it cannot be shifted.

However, this approach is inadequate for sana, which does not simply specify that it refers to the
hopes of an author, but that in embedded environments, it refers to the hopes of the local author
(in the sense of Heim (1983)): the speaker when unembedded, the subject of sinabi ‘say’ otherwise.
This problem also arises with multiple embeddings: when sana is embedded within nested sinabi
‘say’ clauses, as in (3) (presented to consultants with preceding contexts similar to those above),
it is only acceptable when the most local author, Sally, hopes she can go. An analysis that only
prohibits sana from referring to a hope of the author of the global context incorrectly predicts an
ambiguity of whether it can refer to a hope of John or Sally, as both of them are authors of a report,
and neither of them is the utterer.

(3) Sinabi
say
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‘John said that Sally said that she, Sally hopes (#John hopes), can go.’

I propose an analysis drawing both on the insight of Schlenker (2003) that verbs of saying introduce
a new context (i.e., I adopt his operator SAYc), and Kratzer’s (1981) analysis of modals: utterances
with modals are interpreted with respect to two conversational backgrounds (functions from a
world to a set of propositions): a modal base and ordering source. A utterance with a necessity
modal J�φKc,f,g is true iff (assuming the limit hypothesis for simplicity) in all worlds where all the
propositions in f(w) hold, and that are most similar to w in terms of the propositions in g(w) (I
follow Portner (2009) and call this set BEST(f(w), g(w))), φ is true. I augment this framework
so that the modal base and ordering source are functions from contexts to sets of propositions, as
independently motivated by Portner (2009, 40). For simplicity, a context is a world-speaker pair
(〈x,w〉) here. I define a bouletic conversational background to be a function from a world-speaker
pair to the set of propositions the speaker hopes are true in that world: the hopes of x in w.

An utterance of JSANA φK is true in a context 〈x,w〉 iff f is a bouletic conversational background,
g a stereotypical conversational background, and in all worlds in
BEST(f(〈x,w〉), g(〈x,w〉)∪SAY〈x,w〉φ), φ is true:

JSANA φK〈x,w〉,f,g = {w′ :BEST(f(〈x,w〉), g(〈x,w〉)∪SAY〈x,w〉φ) ⊆ JφK〈x,w〉,f,g}.
That is, given a context 〈x,w〉, φ holds in all worlds w′ where the hopes of x are true, but that
are otherwise most similar to w in the respects that x has made a report of φ in w, and other
contextually given stereotypical expectations hold. Lexically encoding that SAY〈x,w〉φ must be a
proposition in the ordering source is well motivated because it captures that sana can only embed
under verbs of saying, but also predicts that the individual whose hopes sana refers to must be the
most local speaker, who reports φ, and not any more global speaker: when sana is in a root-level
utterance, it is the utterer who reports φ, and so sana refers to the utterer’s hopes. When sana is
embedded under sinabi ‘say’, it is the matrix subject who reports φ (the utterer reports SAY φ,
not simply φ), and so sana refers to the matrix subject’s hopes.
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