Why exhaustivity is sometimes A) Hence their conjunction ‘both’ is relevant.

(but not always) part of what is meant o (given /2, this doesn’t conflict with @&.) :
Matthijs Westera, UPF A So if the speaker had considered ‘both’ possible, then ‘both’

: would have been relevant too (/2 (™). !

(1) John was at the party, or Mary. R L LR LR REREREELEEEEE (- ) ----------------------- 5
(2) Was John at the party, or Mary? %) QN Since ‘not both’ is relevant and believed to be true,

‘not both” must be part of what is meant in (1).

QN Hence, although ‘not both’ is considered true, since it
Isn’t relevant it cannot be part of what is meant in (2).

1. Cut all the dashed lines. J))  L%: the maxims are complied with wrt. the main QUD
2. Rearrange the pieces to form two logical -~z """ " mrrmmm e e 5
derivations, one for each example (1),(2). Jj L%: the maxims are complied with wrt. the main QUD :

So (2) must draw attention to all relevant possibilities.
| g It doesn’t to ‘both’, so if ‘both’ Is relevant, the speaker

So (1) must draw attention to all relevant possibilities. :
I it doesn'tto ‘both’, so if ‘both’ Is relevant, the speaker '

Legend of assumptions:
Assert/implicate all (and only) relevant

must not consider it possible, hence believe ‘not both’

@ i formation you consider true. /,) """"" S S :

& Draw attention to all (and only) relevant hThemamQUD _?f_ (2) 'S newlymtroduced

propositions you consider possible. (Westera ‘17) I N . . !

osed und : . ' | So If ‘both’ Is relevant, speaker must deem ‘both’ possible. :

UDs are closed under conjunction (e.g., Schulz & L e o e m e M e MM m e me e mmmm e mememmmmemmmmeemmmeemmemeemmmemmmmemm————- !

N Q N ’ : :

Van Roolj 2006) as far as @ allows. + (#) Given the accents, both disjuncts are relevant. !

/) If pis relevant to some QUD, then -p is also relevant R T L L EE T PP PP PP PR ;
<J: to some QUD. ¥ Given the accents, each disjunct is relevant. X

J Accents on the disjuncts (intended in (1)/(2)) mean that L e mm-e-m-memeessssssssssesesesesssmsssessssssssesesesesssssssssss-ne-- .

both disjuncts are relevant to a single QUD. @/ Since ‘both’ is relevant. so is ‘not both’.

Jj L%: the speaker takes the utterance to comply with - ---------------------------------------------------------------------- !

' . ' .(Westera ‘17 ' . . . ;

T"tthe mT('mS Wt thIT n.wetun;}UD (Wes ZTJD ) @/ Since ‘both’ isn’t relevant, ‘not both’ can’t be either. :

) Interrogatives normally introduce a new . R EhGECEE e EEEEEEEEEEPPEPEEEE EECETETEEEEPEE PP P ERPPEEPREEPREEE ;

VK Declaratives typically address an existing QUD. - % It follows that the speaker believes ‘not both'. '

b - === === - mmmmmme e mmmm e _____._._____----- '

[fw)) ©ne who introduces a new QUD to the discourse should - eoo-..B0M] SNt relevant, so the speaker must believe not both'. |

consiaer all Its propositons possible (e.g., Roberts “96). L Accordingly, ‘both’ cannot be relevant.
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