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Blakemore on Reformulation

Concludes that these RMs should be analyzed along lines of Wilson & Sperber (1993) and Ifantidou (1993)
Blakemore – Are apposition markers discourse markers?
Burton-Roberts 1975; 1994 (pragmatic approach)

Quirk, et al. 1985

Meyer 1992

Halliday & Hassan 1976

DM suggested by most is incoherent because of conceptual/procedural distinction
a/c DB, DM interpretation involves contextual assumptions, whether or not there is a text


I haven’t had any coffee. It’s Tuesday.


Not 24 hours.


A: What did Mike say? B: Look, that women is wearing a coat just like yours.

Signal a sequential relationship between S2 and S1 but DB questions:


The Republicans, that is, the 3rd party, disagreed…

This aspect of interpretation depends on the pragmatic, in order words, non-linguistic, properties of the utterance.

She argues that logical implication (entailment?) doesn’t mean that speaker believed it to be Relevance, but this point doesn’t depend on the character of a DM

ISSUE OD FOCUS of DM

Some of the students didn’t want to know their marks. For example, Anne didn’t and neither did Mike.

Some of the students, for example, Anne and Mike, didn’t want to know their marks.

1. Use of charge of untruthfulness


Seriously, I’m bushed. That’s not true.


In other words, she said I’m fired. That’s not true.


After all, it’s my birthday. That’s not true.

2. Semantic complexity and compositionality
3. Synonymous counterparts


He asked me to put it in other words.


That is the same as saying I’m fired.

Simplest hypothesis: reformulation markers and their truth-conditional counterparts encode the same concept.

That is (to say)

Namely

In other words

For example

Say

Especially

More simply/in simple words/

Technically speaking

So to say

Rather

If you will/If I may so put it

Strictly speaking

More precisely speaking

Virtually 

Literally (speaking)

Better

Again
