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▸

This is affected by the degree of non-cooperativity.
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▸

it does very rigidly constrain the kinds of readings.

The account is falsified (or its generality challenged) if:
▸

some reading of the final rise cannot be understood as a clash
between aspects of cooperativity; or

▸

some clash between aspects of cooperativity cannot be
marked by a final rise.
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Griceans: A maxim violation.
Relevance theorists: Non-optimal relevance.
Discourse tree-huggers: Incongruence.
Game-theoreticians/Bayesians: Non-maximal expected utility.

These can now be applied to intonational meaning.
Secondary advantage:
▸

The rise enables us to probe into the notion of cooperativity;

▸

and to reverse-engineer certain aspects of it (e.g., Relation).
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Conversational implicature (Grice, 1975)
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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▸ Hence no exh. if the context negates competence.
What about a context negating only the competence assumption?
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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.)

Composing non-at-issue content

I assume intonational meaning is non-at-issue content.

Composing non-at-issue content

I assume intonational meaning is non-at-issue content.

Compositional 3D semantics:
1. Rheme (at-issue, asserted content).

(Gutzmann, 2013)

Composing non-at-issue content

I assume intonational meaning is non-at-issue content.

Compositional 3D semantics:

(Gutzmann, 2013)

1. Rheme (at-issue, asserted content).
2. Content active for composing non-at-issue content.

Composing non-at-issue content

I assume intonational meaning is non-at-issue content.

Compositional 3D semantics:

(Gutzmann, 2013)

1. Rheme (at-issue, asserted content).
2. Content active for composing non-at-issue content.
3. Satisfied non-at-issue content.
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