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Proposal
The final rise conveys non-cooperativity.

Background assumptions

1. The maxim of Relation is sensitive to attentive content
(also required for exhaustivity) —>this (Fmda

2. All final rises share this same semantic core ( iscussion).
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(e.g., Ward and Hirschberg, 1985)

» To be defined in terms of the maxims.

As for the at-issue content:

(2) a. John came, Mary came, or both came. pvagv(pArqg)
b. John came. p
c. At least John came. pv(pnq)

(cf. Coppock & Brochhagen, 2013)
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1.2. Attentive Semantics (Roelofsen, 2011)

» Possibility: a set of worlds (a, b)
» Proposition: a set of possibilities (A, B,[¢])

» Informative content: || :=

(2¢)

(2a) [pvav(pArq)] c) [pv pAq)
Entailment

A entails B, AE B, iff ) X

(i) UAcUB; and —at (em’c 0s m{ovwm’m}e "

(i) for all be B, if bnUA %@, bnUA€ A \)“‘&Ke’““&\%

Now, (2¢) i (2a), but (2b) i (2a).
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1.3. Pragmatics
(cf. Groenendijk and Stokhof, 1984; Roberts, 1996; Spector, 2007)

The relevant maxims
For a cooperative speaker with information s, responding R to Q:

. Quality: scUR.
. Quantity: Forall Q' cQ,ifscUQ then URCUQ'.
. Relation: {rns|reR}E Q.

. Manner: The speaker must believe she is clear, concise, etc.

[
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2. Predictions
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Work in progress.

Background assumption

1. All final rises share this same semantic core.
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» Rise-fall-rise: additional emphasis?



4.2. Gunlogson's (high) rise

Gunlogson (2008) analyses the (high) final rise as conveying a
contingent commitment.



4.2. Gunlogson's (high) rise

Gunlogson (2008) analyses the (high) final rise as conveying a
contingent commitment.

She gives:
» A detailed (no doubt superior) account of the Quality reading.



4.2. Gunlogson's (high) rise

Gunlogson (2008) analyses the (high) final rise as conveying a
contingent commitment.

She gives:
» A detailed (no doubt superior) account of the Quality reading.
» ...and thereby of the maxim of Quality.



4.2. Gunlogson's (high) rise

Gunlogson (2008) analyses the (high) final rise as conveying a
contingent commitment.

She gives:
» A detailed (no doubt superior) account of the Quality reading.
» ...and thereby of the maxim of Quality.

» But disconnected from other rises/readings.
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4.4. Cooperative non-cooperativity?

Utterances with a final rise are often perfectly cooperative.

» Perhaps it says: ‘I'm not absolutely cooperative.’

The speaker conveys that she couldn’'t comply with the maxim:
» because of a clash with another maxim.  (Quantity reading)

» just because she couldn't. (Quality, Manner, Relation)
(and saying something is better than saying nothing)
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Appendix A. Semantics (Roelofsen, 2011)

Ingredients

» Possibility: a set of worlds (a, b)

» Proposition: a set of possibilities (A, B, [¢])

» Informative content: |¢| := U[¢]

» A restricted to b, Ap:={anblacAanb=+o}

Semantics of relevant fragment

1. [p] = {{w € Worlds | w(p) = true}}
2. love]=([e]u @D = el ul¥]
3. [end] =[] v [¥Dp

Entailment
A entails B, A& B, iff (i) UA<UB and (i) Bya € A.
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