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Main aim: To explain this distribution, in terms of the core meaning of RFR.
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> like boundary tones (H%/L%), also trailing tones (L*H, H*L)
convey (non-)compliance with the maxims.

Question
> Rise-fall-rise contains a high boundary and a low trailing tone...

» ...but how can an utterance both comply and not comply?!

Some related questions:
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> Is compliance marked for the entire utterance or only some part?
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> for (7): Q1 serves common ground maintenance
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» for (6): Likewise (though potentially metalinguistic).

» For details see Westera 2017.
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Prediction 2: -0 Maxims(Qg) and [0 Maxims(Qy).

A consequence:
> if exhaustivity derives from the maxims, then...
» exhaustivity is predicted only relative to Qs;
> in line with an observation by Wagner 2012:

(13) A: Do you accept credit cards?
B: Visa and Mastercard...
(implied: | accept no other cards; I'm unsure if issue underlying A's

question is resolved)
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2.3. RFR and secondary information (1/2)

(5) A: Have you ever been West of the Mississippi?
B: I've been to Missouri...

> in (5) the secondary QUD is addressed by the primary intent, i.e.,
there is no “secondary information”;

> in (7) this is different:

(7) A: So | guess you like []pricots then?
B: I don't like [&]pricots — | like [ei]pricots!

Prediction 3: in an utterance that ends with L%, prefinal H% can be
blamed only on Manner.
That is:

> The first part of (7) doesn't convey an intent for the main QUD;
> but (given H*L) it must convey some intent.

More generally, ICM predicts that RFR can mark secondary information:
(1) B: John, who is a vegetarian, envies Fred.
(2) B: John — he's a vegetarian — envies Fred.
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2.4. RFR and secondary information (2/2)

(3) B: On an unrelated note, Fred is a vegetarian.
(4) B: As for Fred, he ate the beans.

These suggest that:

> it is rational to address, as a secondary QUD, one that serves to
clarify (the contribution to) the main QUD.

(8) A: What about Fred, what did he eat?
B: Fred, ate the beans.
» Given prediction 3, “Fred” must convey a (secondary) intent...

» plausibly, this can only be that the utterance is about Fred.

ICM predicts that (14) is not the exact mirror image (contra Jackendoff
1972, in line with Wagner 2012):

(14)  A: What about the beans, who ate those?
B: Fred ate the beans...



Outline

3. Conclusion
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3.1. Summary

» Prediction 1: an utterance with RFR addresses a secondary QUD Qj,
one due to which the accented word is important.

» Prediction 2: -0 Maxims(Qp) and [ Maxims(Q;).

» Prediction 3: in an utterance that ends with L%, prefinal H% can
be blamed only on Manner.

Take home message: whenever you run into RFR, ask:
(i) What is the main QuD?

(i) What is the secondary QuD?

(iii) Why is this a reasonable combination of QUDS?
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3.2. (Very brief) comparison to previous work

Previous proposals:

» RFR conveys (three types of) uncertain relevance or incredulity
(Ward and Hirschberg 1985, 1986).

» RFR conveys non-exhaustivity
(Ladd 1980, Hara and Van Rooij 2007, Tomioka 2010, Constant
2012, Wagner 2012).

> RFR conveys selection of material from the context
(Brazil 1975, Gussenhoven 1983, Steedman 2014).

» RFR marks the key of a strategy
(Jackendoff 1972, Roberts 1996, Bring 2003).

In a nutshell:
> to the extent that previous proposals are adequate,
» |CM generates their core insights from more basic assumptions,

> while also doing some things differently.
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Appendix A. The maxims (some of them)

For a proposition p and a QUD Q ({(s, t), t)):

Quality(p) = Ovp
Relation(Q,p) = p € Q
. li
Quantity(Q, p) = Vq << I??araatiléﬁ((g,/\q)) —(pC l]))
Manner(p) = @(p € Intents) (B = common knowledge)

Quality(p) A
Relation(Q, p) A
Quantity(9, p) A

Manner(p)

Maxims(Q) = Jp
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