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Conclusion

We obtained a compositional intonational semantics, by:
▸

formalizing ‘open-endedness’ as non-cooperativity,

▸

relative to global or local context.

We have seen:
▸

General-purpose machinery; yet very specific predictions.

▸

A ±4D semantics that needs further study. (e.g., what is I?)

▸

Some light shed on lists, CT scope, and Q vs. theme.

▸

A very minimal discourse context: Q.

▸

No ‘D-trees’, ‘strategies’.

(a mapping is work in progress)

Thank you!

Papers (see staff.science.uva.nl/∼westera/)
▸
▸

Exhaustivity through the Maxim of Relation
(LENLS proceedings)
‘Attention, I’m violating a maxim!’
(SemDial proceedings; talk on Wednesday)

Thanks to the Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research (NWO) for financial
support; to F. Roelofsen, J. Groenendijk for valuable comments.
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An implicature, the supposition of which is necessary for
maintaining the assumption that the speaker is cooperative.
1. Had sp. believed Mary or Bill came, she should have said so.
2. She didn’t, so she lacks the belief that they came.
...
(‘the epistemic step’ - Sauerland, 2004)
3. She believes that they didn’t come.
“[the epistemic] step does not follow from
Gricean maxims and logic alone.” - Chierchia, et al. (2008)
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What about a context negating only the competence assumption?
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Against the competence assumption

A context that negates the competence assumption:
(21) Prob. asking the wrong person, but - of J, B, M - who came?
- John and Bill came. ↝ Not Mary.
▸

Exhaustivity must be conveyed purely by the speaker.

Maxim of Relation

(cf. Westera, 2013)

Draw attention to all q ∈ Q compatible with your info state.
(e.g., if possible, say ‘John and maybe Mary’ rather than ‘John’)
(speaker says ‘John’ because she doesn’t consider ‘Mary’ possible.)
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