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Source tags
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Abstract. In this paper I argue that when question tags such as huh? in (North
American) English, eh? in Italian and mi? in Hungarian follow a declarative
anchor, they are subject to special contextual constraints. They convey that the
speaker perceives the addressee to be a source for p, the proposition conveyed by
the anchor, and in addition, the presupposition that the speaker herself is a source
for the addressee being a source for p.
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1. Introduction. Tag questions express speaker bias and elicit confirmation or acknowledg-
ment from the addressee (Ladd 1981; Asher & Reese 2007; Farkas & Bruce 2010; Malamud
& Stephenson 2015; Farkas & Roelofsen 2017). In English, a speaker who chooses to pro-
nounce a tag question like (1-a) with a falling intonation on the tag, expresses commitment to
the proposition conveyed by the anchor, that ‘2020 was a tough year’ and may use the reverse
polarity tag wasn’t it? to elicit participation from the addressee. On the other hand, a tag ques-
tion like (1-b) may be used in a situation in which the speaker has doubts about whether the
vaccine in question is safe.

(1) a. 2020 was a tough year, wasn’t it?
b. The vaccine’s safe, right?

Both utterances are formally complex, as their anchor is a declarative clause and their tags are
arguably reduced interrogative clauses. Accordingly, their meaning consists of an assertive and
an inquisitive component. Once the addressee acknowledges an utterance like (1-a) or (1-b),
the proposition conveyed by the declarative anchor becomes part of the common ground.

The above basic description characterizes question tags found in many languages, and
may characterize more than one question tag within the same language, although individual
tags within a language may have further specific contextual restrictions. The following exam-
ples are from Italian and Hungarian.

(2) a. 11 wvaccino ¢ sicuro, vero? / no? / o sbaglio? (Italian)
the vaccine is safe  true no  or be.wrong.PRES.1SG
b. Az oltds biztonsagos, ugye? / (vagy) nem? (Hungarian)
the vaccine safe right or not
‘The vaccine is safe, right?’

Besides these basic, confirmation/acknowledgment-eliciting question tags, we also find another
kind in these three languages, shown in (3), that has received far less attention in the linguistic
literature.
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(3) a. 2020 was a tough year, huh?
b. 2020 ¢ stato un anno difficile, eh? (Italian)
c. 2020 nehéz egy év volt, mi? (Hungarian)

The tag questions in (3), similarly to the previous examples, also convey a speaker’s bias and
elicit confirmation from the addressee, but they are subject to some additional contextual re-
strictions. I claim that the invariable tags huh?, eh? and mi?, uttered with a rising intonation,
convey that 1) the speaker takes the addressee to believe that the proposition conveyed by the
anchor is true, and this belief of the addressee is independent of anyone else’s commitment;
ii) and that the speaker believes, independently of anyone else’s commitment, that this is the
case. I argue that ii) is a pragmatic presupposition, that is, information that the speaker takes
for granted (Stalnaker 1974).

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, I introduce Gunlogson’s (2008) distinc-
tion of dependent and independent commitment/sourcehood, which I argue is necessary to
characterize the bias these tags introduce. Section 3 characterizes the bias of source tags by
showing their acceptability pattern in a variety of contexts. In section 4, I model the effect of
source tags on the context using a conversational scoreboard. Finally, I raise some open issues
in section 5, which is followed by the conclusion.

2. Dependent and independent commitments. Gunlogson (2008) introduced the notion of
independent commitment or sourcehood, which is of crucial importance when describing tags
like huh?, eh? and mi?. When a speaker  makes an assertion with the propositional content
p, she commits herself to the truth of p. This means that x can be held accountable for it in
the future, when committing to some proposition ¢ that is (contextually or logically) incompat-
ible with p. By default, when making a public commitment in the form of an unadorned asser-
tion as in (4), the speaker is taken to have enough evidence for doing so. This truth is captured
by Grice’s Maxim of Quality (Grice 1975).

(4) The vaccine is safe.

A speaker who makes the claim in (4) will be taken as someone who is convinced about the
truth of the proposition p = ‘the vaccine is safe’, and is convinced independently of the com-
mitment of other conversational agents’ commitments. In Gunlogson’s terms, in this case the
speaker of (4) is a source for p in dialogue d. Gunlogson contrasts independent commitment or
sourcehood with dependent or contingent commitments. If a speaker x in dialogue d commits
to p based solely on the grounds that another speaker ¥y made a commitment to p, then speaker
x is only dependently committed to p. We can see this is the case because if y retracts their
commitment, x will do the same by default.

(5 a. A: The server’s down.
b. B: Oh. (I didn’t know that.) (Gunlogson 2008; (25))

Speaker A in the mini-dialogue (5) is a source for the proposition that ‘the server is down’.
Speaker B indicated that this piece of information was new to him by uttering ok (Gunlogson
2008; Kraus 2019), but the follow-up (“I didn’t know that”) signals acceptance. Speaker B
can therefore be taken as committed to p as well. However, if after the conversation in (5), A
retracts their commitment to p by saying “No, I was wrong, it’s working!”, speaker B would
no longer be taken to be committed to p.
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In addition to the distinction between dependent and independent commitments, I also as-
sume that cases of non-verbally publicized beliefs commit the speaker the same way as ver-
bally publicized ones. This is permitted by Gunlogson’s (2008) definition of commitments
shown in (6) which is also assumed in this paper.

(6) Status of a proposition ¢ with respect to a discourse context C:
¢ is a commitment in C of an agent « iff CS, is not empty and CS, C ¢. (Gunlogson
2008; 10)

3. The bias conveyed by huh?,eh? and mi?. Tag questions with huh?, eh?, and mi? are bi-
ased, which means that they express more than just an inquiry with the purpose of filling in
an informational gap. Even though they are not polar questions, they have a sentence radical
(referred to as their anchor), and therefore they are comparable to other expressions with a
sentence radical, such as assertions or polar questions.

Tag questions are similar to assertions, in that they both commit their speaker to the truth
of p, the proposition conveyed by the sentence radical (or the highlighted alternative (Farkas &
Roelofsen 2017)). But at the same time, tag questions may weaken the speaker’s commitment
to p. Tag questions are also similar to polar questions, in that they explicitly raise the issue of
whether p is true (Farkas & Bruce 2010; Farkas & Roelofsen 2017). However, unlike polar
questions, the two alternatives of a tag question, p and —p are not represented as equivalently
possible answers, due to the speaker’s bias towards the truth of p.

Tag questions, despite raising an issue, are unacceptable in contexts where the speaker
is, or is supposed to be, unbiased (Gunlogson 2003). An example of this is the context of a
courtroom hearing. Examples (8) and (9) are the Italian and Hungarian equivalents of example

M.

(7) a. Are you a member of the Communist Party? (Gunlogson 2003; (5a))
b.  You are a member of the Communist Party, #aren’t you? | #huh?

(8) a. Lei¢ membro del Partito Comunista? (Italian)
b. Lei € membro del Partito Comunista, #no? / #eh?

9 a. On tagja a Kommunista Partnak? (Hungarian)

b.  On tagja a Kommunista Partnak, #ugye? / #mi?

While genuine polar questions like the a. examples are felicitous in such a context, any tag
questions are unacceptable. However, there is more to say about the nature of the speaker
bias expressed by huh?, eh? and mi?, as there are contexts that separate them from other tags.
Consider (10), where B is somewhat uncertain about whether the vaccine is safe.?

(10) Context: A is a doctor, and B is A’s patient.

a. B: The vaccine’s safe, isn’t it?1 / #huh?
b.  B: Il vaccino ¢ sicuro, no? / #eh? (Italian)

!'In all subsequent triplets of examples, the translation of the Italian and Hungarian sentences is the English sentence
itself.

2 The arrows (1 and |) mark rising and falling intonation respectively, and are used whenever a tag can be pro-
nounced otherwise and it is relevant for the given example that they have the intonation as marked by the arrow. In
the case of the English reverse polarity tag question, rising intonation indicates less certainty than falling intonation
(Reese 2007; Farkas & Roelofsen 2017).
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c. B: Az oltas biztonsagos, ugye? / #mi? (Hungarian)

The examples in (10) show that while tag questions like the reverse polarity tag question in
English (Malamud & Stephenson 2015), no? in Italian (Servidio 2014) and ugye? in Hungar-
ian (Gyuris 2009; Molnar 2018, 2019) allow some degree of uncertainty, huh?, eh? and mi?
do not. In order to understand what the content of the bias is, it is necessary to look at what
bias is attributed to the addressee when using these tags.

3.1. ADDRESSEE BIAS. I claim that source tags attribute a bias to the addressee. More specif-
ically, utterances like (11) express the speaker’s belief that the addressee believes that p =
2020 was a tough year’.

(11) a. 2020 was a tough year, huh?
b. 2020 ¢ stato un anno difficile, eh? (Italian)
c. 2020 nehéz egy év volt, mi? (Hungarian)

In addition to signalling that the speaker believes that the addressee believes that 2020 was a
tough year, these utterances also convey that this belief of the addressee does not depend on
anyone else’s commitment but is an independently held commitment of the addressee. In the
following section, I look at adversative contexts which require the addressee and the speaker to
be committed to the same proposition but of the opposite polarity, as well as predicates of per-
sonal taste, following Farkas & Roelofsen (2012) and Malamud & Stephenson (2015), which
are methodologically useful in characterizing bias profiles in terms of dependent and indepen-
dent commitments.

3.1.1. ADVERSATIVE CONTEXTS. Adversative contexts arise whenever there is a crisis in
conversation due to incompatible commitments (Farkas & Bruce 2010). If speaker A com-
mits to p, and speaker B believes that —p is the case (whether or not speaker A is aware of
speaker B’s belief), B can signal this adversativity by employing biased questions dedicated
to such a purpose, such as negative polar questions (Ladd 1981; Biiring & Gunlogson 2000;
Romero & Han 2004), echo declarative questions (Poschmann 2008; Kiss 2020), or negative
wh-constructions (Cheung 2009; Kiss 2017). In addition, the adversativity of these utterances
can also be conveyed or reinforced by discourse particles (Egg 2013; Giorgi 2018; Eckardt
& Yu 2020) and gestures (Ippolito 2019). Consider example (12), where the speaker has the
evidential bias that Mary bought a red dress, but given the evidence found in the context, the
addressee can no longer be taken to be committed to this fact. The speaker of (12-a) marks
adversativity with the discourse particle ma.

(12)  Context: Mary calls me on the phone and tells me that she has a new red dress to wear
at tonight’s party. When I meet her at the party, I see that she has a blue dress. I'm
surprised and say:

a. Ma non era rosso? (Italian) (Giorgi 2018; (1))
‘But wasn’t it red?’

In (13), the message conveyed by (12-a) is paraphrased as a tag question with a declarative
anchor. While no? is available here as a tag, the source tag eh? is excluded, and the same con-
trast holds in their English and Hungarian equivalents.

(13) a. But you bought a red dress, didn’t you?1 | #huh?
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b. Ma tu hai comprato un vestito rosso, no? / #eh? (Italian)
c. Dehit te egy piros ruhét vettél, nem? / #mi? (Hungarian)

Based on the fact that the addressee is wearing a blue dress, there is reason for the speaker to
doubt whether the addressee has bought a red dress at all. This supports the claim that source
tags are felicitous when the speaker perceives addressee as being committed to the proposition
conveyed by the anchor, p = ‘you bought a red dress’.

3.1.2. PREDICATES OF PERSONAL TASTE. In addition to the contextual restriction that the ad-
dressee cannot have a contrary propositional attitude towards p, propositions containing predi-
cates of personal taste suggest that the addressee also must be independently committed to p.

According to Gunlogson (2008), dependent and independent commitments are locally de-
termined. In conversation (5), one speaker presents herself as a source for p, and the other one
makes a dependent/contingent commitment to p. Speaker B’s commitment depends on speaker
A’s commitment, but this dependence only holds only for as long as the present dialogue (d)
lasts. If B treats A as a reliable source and genuinely believes p to be true based on A’s report
alone, it can become an independent commitment of B’s. This means that in a later dialogue d’
with a third speaker C, B can present himself as a source for p.

Predicates of personal taste (taste predicates, for short) are a useful tool in examining
whether a certain commitment is dependent or independent, because the only way to indepen-
dently commit to a proposition involving a taste predicate is by direct evidence. In a context
like (14), in which the speaker perceives the addressee to be independently committed to p =
‘the ice-cream is tasty’, source tags are felicitous.

(14) Context: A and B taste ice-cream X for the first time. Both enjoy it and can tell the
same about each other, too. A to B:
a. It’s tasty, isn’tit? / huh?
b. E buono, no? / eh? (Italian)
c. Finom, ugye? / mi? (Hungarian)

However, if we modify the context in (14) so that the addressee does not have access to the
taste of the ice-cream in question, source tags become unavailable.

(15) Context: A and B are waiting in line to taste ice-cream X for the first time. A receives
her ice-cream first, tastes it, and clearly likes it very much. B, who has not tried the
ice-cream yet, can tell that A likes it. A to B:

a. It’s tasty, ?isn’tit? | #huh?
b. E buono, #n0? / #eh? (Italian)
c. Finom, #ugye? / #mi? (Hungarian)

The unacceptability of source tags in a context like (15) persists even if B happens to fully
trust A as a source in matters of taste. If B commits to p = ‘ice-cream X is tasty’ on the grounds
that A, whom he trusts in matters of taste, is also committed to p (by presenting herself as en-
joying the taste), then B’s commitment can be at most a dependent commitment, given the fact
that B has never tried the ice-cream before. The fact that source tags are infelicitous in such a
case is evidence that B’s dependent commitment is not enough for source tags to be used.

There is another relevant way to modify the context in (14): so that only the addressee
has tasted the ice-cream. In this case, source tags are still acceptable, although acceptability
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judgments seem to be less straightforward as compared to example (14), where both speakers
have tasted ice-cream X.

(16) Context: A and B are waiting in line to taste ice-cream X which they have never tried
before. B receives his ice-cream first, he tastes it, and clearly likes it very much, which
A can also tell. A to B:
a. It’s tasty, isit? / 2isn’tit? | Yhuh?
b. E buono, si? / no? / %eh? (Italian)
c. Finom, ugye? / Tmi? (Hungarian)

In a context like (16), the speaker (A) perceives the addressee (B) as enjoying ice-cream X,
therefore A takes B to be independently committed to p = ‘ice-cream X is tasty’. This obser-
vation itself is an independent commitment of A, given that A directly perceived the event.
This context favors question tags that signal that the addressee has a higher epistemic authority
than the speaker, such as the English same polarity tag is it?, si? ‘yes?’ in Italian, and poten-
tially vagy nem? ‘or not?” in Hungarian. However, the contextual restrictions on source tags
proposed in this paper predict that this context would also license source tags as in (14).
While native speakers considered source tags to be generally acceptable in (16), they gave
more variable judgments to (16) than to (14). This can be explained as follows. Any kind of
commitment is made on some ground, and arguably, sourcehood requires more solid grounds
than dependent commitment, which are based on someone else’s report. If source tags re-
ally need the speaker to be a source for the addressee’s independent commitment to p, as is
claimed here, then we expect source tags to be better in contexts where the speaker has more
solid grounds based on which this independent commitment can be made. The contexts in (14)
and (16) form a minimal pair in this respect: having direct access to the taste of ice-cream X
constitutes stronger grounds for attributing any opinion of ice-cream X to someone else than
without having access to its taste.

3.2. SPEAKER PRESUPPOSITION. I argued in the previous section that the speaker must per-
ceive the addressee as being independently committed to p in order to use source tags. In addi-
tion to that, source tags also convey that the speaker is a source for the fact that the addressee
is a source for p. First, I show, by constructing different contexts, that a speaker who uses a
source tag cannot be unbiased regarding the addressee’s sourcehood, and that not even a de-
pendent speaker commitment is enough to license a source tag. I then demonstrate that the
speaker’s commitment is a pragmatic presupposition (Stalnaker 1974).

Consider example (17), where the speaker is not committed to ¢ = ‘the addressee is inde-
pendently committed to p’.

(17) Context: A and B meet near an ice-cream place where they sell ice-cream X. Both A
and B have tasted ice-cream X before and both of them liked it, but they do not know
this of each other. A points to ice-cream X and says to B:
a. Tasty, #isn'tit? | #huh?
b. E buono, #no? / #eh? (Italian)
c. Finom, #ugye? / #mi? (Hungarian)

As expected, source tags in such an unbiased context are just as unacceptable as any other tag.
I now turn to the question of whether it is enough for the speaker to be only dependently
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committed to the fact that the addressee is a source for p. Since the speaker’s commitment is
about someone else’s commitment, it cannot be tested by taste predicates. But manipulating
the above ice-cream contexts can show indirectly that source tags do indeed prefer contexts in
which the speaker presents herself as a source for the fact that the addressee is a source for p.

First, let me acknowledge that the fact that the speaker bases their commitment on some-
one else’s commitment may seem at first sight to be a dependent commitment like B’s com-
mitment in (5). However, I argue against this conclusion. In (5), B commits to ‘the server is
down’, which is a commitment based on someone else’s commitment, which makes it depen-
dent. Speaker commitments that are signaled by source tags, however, are commitments about
someone else’s commitment, which is a different case. In the former case, the other interlocu-
tor’s commitment serves as the grounds for the dependent commitment, while in the case of
source tags, the grounds for the speaker commitment originates from the speaker, not from
someone else. The peculiarity is that the content of the commitment is indeed about someone
else’s commitment.’

Consider the situation in (18), in which the speaker has been informed about the addressee’s
experience with ice-cream X through someone else’s report. Based on the proposal made in
this paper, this context should not license source tags, however, they been judged acceptable by
some speakers in English and Hungarian, and its acceptability in Italian is questionable.

(18) Context: B and C have tasted ice-cream X, and B found it very tasty. They meet with
A, who has never tasted ice-cream X, and C tells A that B liked it. A to B:
a. It’s tasty, isit? / isn’tit?1 | Yohuh?
b. E buono, si? / no? / %eh? (Italian)
c. Finom, vagy nem? / ugye? / %mi? (Hungarian)

The fact that source tags are licensed here can be explained as follows. Gunlogson (2008)
claims that dependent commitments are locally determined, that is, the dependent nature of the
commitment holds no longer than the given discourse. But there is no clear boundary between
being dependently and independently committed to a proposition: nothing prevents the speaker
from internalizing the belief that A likes ice-cream X between two conversational turns; A thus
could have become a source for ¢ = ‘B is a source for p (where p = ‘ice-cream X is tasty’)
right before uttering (18-a)—(18-b).

There is another way to reveal what kind of meaning this speaker commitment could be,
namely by looking at what happens to the speaker’s commitment to ¢ if the addressee accepts
(as opposed to rejecting) the utterance with the source tag. Consider again context (14), re-
peated below in (19), together with a confirmative and a negative answer.

(19) Context: A and B taste ice-cream X for the first time. Both enjoy it and can tell the
same about each other, too. A to B:
a. It’s tasty, isn’t it?1 / huh??
b. B: Yup.
c. B: No.

31f the speaker’s commitment is about the addressee’s commitment, one could argue that it is, after all, a dependent
commitment, since it would change whenever the addressee would change their commitment. However, this would
be triggered by a change of facts, which would also trigger a revision of independent commitments of any rational
agent.
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If B confirms, both p = ‘ice-cream X is tasty’ and ¢ = ‘the addressee is a source for p’ become
grounded. If B disagrees, however, only p gets rejected, but not ¢q. In order to reject g, it has
to be addressed explicitly, for example by “No, actually I just enjoyed the cherry on top, but
the ice-cream itself is terrible”. The fact that ¢ is not canceled by an answer like (19-c) alone
supports the claim that ¢ is a presupposition.

This concludes the survey of pragmatic contexts which help characterize the bias profile
of utterances with source tags.*

4. Source tags on the conversational scoreboard. In this section, I model the change in the
context that utterances with source tags bring about. Based on the bias profile of huh?, eh?
and mi? described by different contexts, I propose that when hosted by a declarative anchor,
these tags convey the following meaning:

(20) A tag question ¢ consisting of a declarative anchor denoting a proposition p and a
source tag conveys that
a. ¢ = the addressee is a source for p, and
b. that the speaker is a source for q.

To represent the change in the context that source tags bring about, I use a conversational
scoreboard model building on Gunlogson (2008), Farkas & Bruce (2010), Farkas & Roelof-
sen (2012), and Malamud & Stephenson (2015). The model keeps track of discourse partici-
pants such as the speaker (Spkr) and the addressee (Addr)’; it marks whether a commitment
to a proposition p is a dependent one, updating the discourse commitment set of an interlocu-
tor (CS) or an independent one, updating their source set (SS); it marks whether a commitment
to p is an actual one or only a conditional or projected commitment (Gunlogson 2008; Farkas
& Roelofsen 2012), which becomes an actual commitment upon acceptance by the addressee;
it keeps track of the issues raised during the dialogue on the Table; and it keeps track of the
common ground (CG). A blank conversational scoreboard is shown in Table 1.

(21) Model of discourse context

a. Discourse participants: Spkr, Addr
b. Commitment set vs. source set:

i. CS,: a set of possible worlds w such that all of participant x’s commitments
are true in w

ii. SS,: the source set or a set of sourced commitments of x: a set of possible
worlds w such that all of z’s independent commitments are true in w

c. Actual vs. projected commitments:
1. ¢s; / ss,: actual commitments

. cs,* / ss,*: projected commitments: propositions that will become commit-
ments upon acceptance

* The examples given in this section and the account I give about their meaning in the next section are based on intro-
spective judgments of native speakers of North American English, Italian and Hungarian. While this is a good way
to make initial observations about any understudied linguistic phenomenon, I am aware of the fact that working with
linguistic judgments has its own limitations. The variability of judgments observed in some of the above cases calls
for a more systematic and indirect way of testing the claims made in this paper, which I leave for future research.

3 For the sake of simplicity, I assume there to be only one addressee, because the number of addressees is not relevant
for the present discussion.
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d. Table: a stack of issues raised during the conversation
e. Common ground:
(i) cg: the common ground between two speakers x and y is a set of proposi-
tions that are mutually believed to be commitments of both x and y.
(i1) cg*: projected common ground, the next step in the development of the com-
mon ground, depending on the acceptance of a current proposal.

Conversational Scoreboard

Discourse commitments Sourced commitments
CSSpkr CSSpk:T* SSSpk:r SSSpkr>l<
{} {} {} {}

CS Addr CS Addr ™ SS Addr SS Addr™
{} {} {} {3
Table {}h

CG {}

CG* {}

Table 1. Blank conversational scoreboard.

I now compare tag questions attributing epistemic authority to the addressee, acknowledgment-
eliciting tag questions conveying speaker commitment to p, and source tags. A tag question
that attributes epistemic authority to the addressee, such as same polarity tag questions in En-
glish (Malamud & Stephenson 2015; Farkas & Roelofsen 2017), the invariable tag si? in Ital-
ian (Servidio 2014), or Hungarian utterance-final ugye? with a rising intonation (Molnar 2018,
2019) brings about the following changes on the conversational scoreboard.

(22) Context: B is eating ice-cream X, which A has not tried yet. A to B:
a. It’s tasty, is it?
b. E buono, si?
c. Finom, ugye?

In (22), the speaker tentatively attributes independent commitment p = ‘ice-cream X 1is tasty’
to the addressee, hence, p is put in the addressee’s projected source set (SS 444-*). In addition,
it also updates the Addressee’s projected discourse commitments (CS 444 %), because by Gun-
logson’s definition, the source set of an interlocutor x is a subset of the commitment set of x.
Finally, p is also placed on the Table. The effect of such tag questions on the context is shown
on Table 2.

Other tag questions can convey a higher level of speaker certainty, and their function is
merely to elicit acknowledgment or participation in the discourse. The English reverse polarity
tag questions with a falling tune (Farkas & Roelofsen 2017), as well as Italian no? (Servidio
2014) and Hungarian ugye? (Molnar 2018) can serve such a purpose.

(23) Context: A and B both are eating ice-cream X. A enjoys its taste but doesn’t know
what B thinks of it, however, A expects that B would like it, too. A to B:
a. [t’s tasty, isn’t it?]
b. E buono, no?
c. Finom, ugye?
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Conversational Scoreboard

Discourse commitments Sourced commitments
CSSpkr CSSpkr* SSSpkr SSSpkr*
{} {} {} {}

CS Addr CS Adar™ SS Addr SS Addr™*
{} {p} {} {p}
Table {on

CG {}

CG* {r}

Table 2. The conversational scoreboard after pronouncing the tag question in (22)

Their effect on the discourse context is shown in Table 3.

Conversational Scoreboard

Discourse commitments Sourced commitments
CSSpkr CSSpkr* SSSpkr SSSka*
{r} {r} {p} {r}

CS Addr CS Addr ™ SS Addr SS Addr™
{ {p} {} {p}
Table {p})

CG {}

CG* {p}

Table 3. The conversational scoreboard after pronouncing the tag question in (23)

The effect of source tags on the context is different from both previous groups of ques-
tion tags, as they manipulate two propositions: the proposition conveyed by the anchor of the
tag question (p), and a meta-conversational proposition (q) with the content ‘the addressee is a
source for p in the current dialogue d’.

A source tag adds p to the addressee’s projected source set, and commits the speaker
to ¢ as a source. Adding a proposition to the source set automatically adds a proposition to
the commitment set (Gunlogson 2008), so p is also added to CS 444-*, and ¢ is also added to
CSspir and to CSgp-*. Note that only p is added to the Table, as only p is associated with a
syntactic object, but not ¢ (Farkas & Bruce 2010). Proposition ¢ is a pragmatic presupposi-
tion, hence it is not at-issue, and cannot be referred back to by response particles (cf. exam-
ple (19)). It is therefore added to the speaker’s commitment sets and to the projected common
ground, without making it to the Table. The effect of a source tag on the context is shown in
Table 4. If the utterance with the source tag gets a confirmative response, ¢ becomes common
ground. If the addressee gives a negative response, ¢ will not be common ground but will still
be present in the speaker’s commitment sets, from which it may or may not later be removed
by the speaker. The two outcomes are shown in Table 5.
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Table 4. The conversational scoreboard after an utterance with a source tag pronounced by the

Conversational Scoreboard

Discourse commitments Sourced commitments
CSSpkr CSSpkr* SSSpkr SSSpkr*
{a} {a} {q} {a}

CS Addr CS Adar™ SS Addr SS Addr™*
{} {p} {} {p}
Table {on

CG {}

cG* {p. q}

speaker (Spkr), where p = the proposition conveyed by the anchor, and g = ‘the addressee is a
source for p (in the current dialogue d)’.

Conversational Scoreboard Conversational Scoreboard

Discourse commitments Sourced commitments Discourse commitments Sourced commitments
CSSpIc'r CsSpkr* SSS[)k‘T SSS[)kJ"* CsSpk:'r CsSpkr* SSSpkr SSSpkr*
{} {} { { {a} {} {a} {

CS Addr CS Addr SS Addr SS Adar™ CS Addr CS Addr SS Addr SS Adar™
{+ {4 {} { {+ {4 {} {
Table ) Table «{}h

CG {p.a} CG 1%

CG* {} CG* {}

Table 5. The conversational scoreboard after the addressee’s answer to an utterance with a source
tag. The table on the left side shows the context after a confirmative answer, and the table on the
right side, the context after a negative answer.

5. Remaining issues. The present paper characterizes the bias profile of source tags by means
of constructed examples. In doing so, it offers a first look at source tags, as they are used with
declarative anchors in three languages. However, there is more to say about them, and in this
section, I raise some of the issues that remain open, all of which are left for future research.

5.1. CONTEXTUAL BIAS. It has been proposed that speaker bias should be classified into bias
originating from the speaker’s expectation and bias originating from the context of discourse
(Biiring & Gunlogson 2000; Sudo 2013; Northrup 2014; Girtner & Gyuris 2017). In the con-
texts where source tags are acceptable, contextual evidence indeed plays an important role. It
is not clear, however, whether or not what I have called a speaker presupposition here is in fact
contextual bias. The answer to this question depends on whether source tags are felicitous in a
context without ‘contextual evidence’, such as the one in (24), a modified version of (18).

(24) Context: B and C have tasted ice-cream X, and B found it very tasty. Later on, C then
tells this to A, who herself has tried ice-cream X and liked it. Even later, A meets B:
A: I heard you tried ice-cream X. So did I, and I like it a lot.

a. It was tasty, wasn’t it? / Thuh?
b. Era buono, no? / ?eh? (Italian)
c.  Finom volt, ugye? / Tmi? (Hungarian)

In this context, the speaker’s independent commitment is based on some evidence from the

364



past, which is not directly available in discourse. If A can continue her turn by (24-a)—(24-c),
it means that the speaker bias in source tags is not due to contextual evidence; but if A cannot
use source tags in this context, it suggests that source tags are sensitive to contextual evidence.
This seems to be a question that calls for empirical observations, but for now it has to remain
open.

5.2. EVIDENTIALITY. While English huh? convey evidential meaning according to Norrick
(1995), this does not qualify source tags as evidentials, because the core meaning of eviden-
tials is the source of evidence (Aikhenvald 2004). Even if this is the case with source tags his-
torically, this meaning is not available to speakers, so at this point there is no reason to assume
that source tags encode any restrictions about how the speaker or the addressee became inde-
pendently committed to the relevant proposition. Rather, source tags constitute what is better
labeled as an evidentiality strategy, which Aikhenvald defines as ‘“categories and forms which
acquire secondary meanings somehow related with information source”.

5.3. COGNATES. We find cognates in the realm of tag questions across languages in the Indo-
European family. Besides Italian, the tag eh? can be found in Spanish (Garcia Vizcaino 2005),
Catalan (Castroviejo 2018), and in Canadian English (Gold & Tremblay 2006; Wiltschko et al.
2018). Further possible cognates are hein? in Brazilian Portuguese and Canadian and Eu-
ropean French, and possibly Dutch ke (Tulling 2014). Information about similarities in the
semantic-pragmatic meaning of these tags across languages could potentially support the analy-
sis offered here.

5.4. MULTIPLE FUNCTIONS. Question tags are known to have a wide range of functions in
discourse and it is an important desideratum in linguistic research to provide an account, if
possible, from which all the apparently different functions can be derived.

One other function that huh?, eh? and mi? share is that they can elicit a repetition of the
previous utterance. The register of such an utterance is very informal.

(25) a. A: Did anyone call me?
b. B: Huh? (What was that?) / Eh? / Mi?
c. A: Did anyone call me?

Source tags can also modify wh-questions, in which case they become biased questions with
a provocative/disapproving tone. In this use, too, they seem to have an have answer-eliciting
function.

(26) a. Why did you eat all the chocolate, huh?!
b.  Miért etted meg az Osszes csokit, mi?!

Besides these functions, North American English Auh can also be used with falling intonation.
In this form, it serves as mirative particles according to Kraus (2019).

(27) a. Jeff made pizza dough this morning.
b.  Huh. 1 thought he didn’t know how to cook. (Kraus 2019; (1b))

This fact raises the question of whether huh? as a question tag also has a mirative meaning
component. If it has a mirative component, it is likely part of the speaker presupposition, but
this question, too, is left open here.

Italian eh? can modify various speech acts, not just ones that have an assertive illocu-
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tionary point but also essentially hearer-directed speech acts such as the one shown in (28),
which has an imperative anchor. This utterance can be said by a parent who is leaving their
baby with the baby sitter.

(28) Fa il bravo, eh?
‘Come on, do your best!’

In sum, the tags huh?, eh? and mi? each have further uses in discourse that they do not nec-
essarily share across languages. This paper described their use as source tags only, but these
additional functions call for a comprehensive analysis. Ultimately, it is desirable to give a uni-
fied account of these tags, from which their different discourse functions be derived.

5.5. SARCASM AND IMPOLITENESS. Source tags in all the three languages looked at here

are more prone to convey irony compared to basic tag questions. Compare the tag questions in
(7)—(9), repeated here in (29), which shows infelicitous forms of a first question at a courtroom
hearing.

(29) a. You are a member of the Communist Party, #aren’t you? | #huh??
b. I:ei ¢ membro del Partito Comunista, #no? / #eh?
¢.  On tagja a Kommunista Péartnak, #ugye? / #mi?

While both tags add a sarcastic flavor to the utterance, contributing thereby to their unaccept-
ability in a context which is not supposed to convey non-neutral affective stance, huh?, eh?
and mi? can amplify sarcasm, more so than weren’t you?, no?, and ugye?. 1 speculate that this
is made possible by the speaker presupposition which presents the speaker as being indepen-
dently committed to the addressee’s sourcehood for p. Since sourcehood is often (although not
obligatorily) tied to direct perception, presupposing the speaker’s sourcehood along with the
tag question can result in the message of ‘regardless of your answer, I can tell that you are a
source for p’. What gives rise to sarcasm is the contrast between the inquiry about a certain
matter (whether the addressee is a member of the Communist Party), and a presupposition that
resolves the same issue (the presupposition that the addressee is a member of the Communist
Party). For a similar reason, this speaker presupposition also gives rise to impoliteness effects.
It is hypothesized that the more direct access to a certain piece of information one attributes to
their addressee, the less polite the utterance will be (San Roque et al. 2017).

6. Conclusion. In this paper, I argued that when hosted by a declarative anchor, tags like En-
glish huh? (with rising intonation), Italian eh?, and Hungarian mi? commit the speaker and
the addressee as sources for different propositions. Therefore I named such tags as source tags.
Due to the presence of source tags, the addressee is perceived by the speaker as a source for
p, the proposition conveyed by the anchor, and the speaker presupposes that she is a source for
the proposition that the addressee is a source for p in the same dialogue. Source tags are spe-
cial in that they attribute a commitment both to the speaker and the addressee, and in that they
are used as part of an evidentiality strategy. The analysis provided in this paper is a first look
at their perhaps most salient use as modifiers of assertive speech acts.
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