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I

[some empirical inadequacies].
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the final rise conveys a maxim suspension;

I

context and paralinguistic cues constrain the interpretation;
reasoning about clashes yields further predictions;

I

I

I

e.g., Quality suspension implies speaker bias (Gunlogson, 2008);

the essence of this proposal aligns with much previous work
(e.g., Pierrehumbert & Hirschberg 1990).
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Remark: there are two variants:
I

fall-rise: H*L H%

I

rise-fall-rise: L*HL H%

(= delayed fall-rise)

We can remain agnostic about the meaning of the delay.
(Gussenhoven 1983, 2002: delay conveys extra significance.)
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The ICM theory generates many predictions even without a precise
understanding of the Quds.
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Prediction 2: in utterances that end with L%, prefinal RFR marks
material that conveys a secondary intent (non-at-issue meaning).
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Prediction 3:
Pre-final RFR can mark the topic of the utterance.
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(in line with Constant 2012).
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