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1 Unit 1: Clause Types in Grammar and Use

1.1 Whatis an "imperative"?

e basic distinction between differenlause types (= sentential moods); start out
thinking of entire sentences (vs. just the verb)

(1) a. You are staying at the ‘Hotel Amsterdam’. declarative
b. Areyou staying at the ‘Hotel Amsterdam’? interrogative
c. Stay at the ‘Hotel Amsterdam’! imperative

e observationmany languages mark imperatives (Sadock and Zwicky 1985;den
Wurff 2007)

claim: imperatives are of interest in semantics
e semantics: linguistic units carry literal meanings, armbmed according to rules of

morphology and/or syntax, (literal) meaning is combined systematic (hypothesis:
compositional) way

guideline to literal meaning: truth/falsity - information
e of interest to linguists, philosophers, computer sciggitis. (w.r.t.: morphology, syn-
tax, semantics, pragmatics, logic, artificial intelligenethics,...)

Enjoyable and fertile as their relations may have been,listics and philosophy are
uneasy bedfellows. Nowhere more apparently so than ovengteer of imperatives.
(Merin 1991:667)

What could be an “imperative”

¢ functional individuation: directive speech act/conduct guiding act in a conversation

e.g. Hamblin (1987:3) suggestsot to make a case for any particular use of the word
imperative other than what | take to be the usual and natuna o

(2) a. |hereby order you to leave.
b. You must leave immediately!
c
d

Could you please leave the room?!
Out!



no basis for a grammatical (semantic) investigation: hugewat of ambiguity; even
indirect speech acts would be treated as ambiguities (fontes-arguments cf. Sadock
and Zwicky 1985: i() there is a particular effect of indirectness) (1o structural oper-
ations that disambiguateii{ not language specific)

formal individuation: a certain form; e.g. Englisatrix sentence plus uninflected
verb that lacks a subject pronoun

problemshow to extend to other languages; why are these forms ititege® begin
with (cf. (2))

but note:interesting correlation root forms - imperatives (€tass I imperatives
(morphologically meagre verb form) vélass II imperatives (person, number,
tense, aspect oppositions), Rivero and Terzi 1995)

form-function-pairs: clause types in the sense of Bach and Harnish (1979), Sadock
and Zwicky (1985)
clause types induce a partition on the (matrix) sentencadariguage

typological observatiormost languages have declaratives, interrogatives, itipesa
many also: exclamatives and further minor types (e.g. (B=ines, concessives, opta-
tives,...)

clause types are pairs of form types and the speech act tgyeatie prototypically
used for

notation:

1. set of form typed\ (disambiguated, LFs): distinguished by syntax

2. setof speech act typbk simple moves in a conversatiod & {A SSERT, QUES-
TION, ORDER, EXPRESSEMOTIVE.ATTITUDE, PERMIT, CONCEDE,...})
speech acts change commitments the participants in a catiger have taken on
(epistemic - what they are taken to believézontic - what they are obliged to
do)

(3) Clause Type System

a. declarativec := <declarativg, ASSERT>

b. interrogativec := <interrogative;, QUESTION>

C. imperativec := <imperativg, REQUEST>

d. exclamativec := <exclamativg, EXPRESSEMOTIVE.ATTITUDE>

imperative: sentence level form type that is best used for ordering @uesting):
(imperative claus@RDER)

in many languages, the imperative clause type is marked kartecplar inflectional
form of the verb, themperative verbl will reserveimperativefor the clause type or
the form type at sentence level

compare terminology:

clause types ‘sentential mood’ (cf. Lohnstein 2000: ‘Satzmodus’)



form type at sentence level'Satztyp’ Lohnstein (2000)

speech act type assigned to an utterancéllocutionary mode’/‘illocutionary point’
speech act performed with an utterance‘illocution’

in an actual conversation, there is a prototypical pairgen{ence uttered belongs to a

clause type, i.e., form typewith aPROTOTYPICAL FUNCTION and an actual pairing
(linguistic unit uttered in a conversation used for a paittc purpose)

— prototypical function and particular usage need not mastil, the sentence
belongs to the clause type it formally belongs to

— issue:how do we identify prototypical usage?

— issue:actual pairing vs. indirectness

observationeven if imperatives are good forKDERINg, we use them for many more
things. ..

based on Donhauser (1986) for German (cf. also typologiadles like Palmer 1986;
Bybee, Pagliuca, and Perkins 1994; Xrakovskij 2001; seimatidies like Portner
2005; Portner 2007; Grosz 2008)

(4) a. Lies das!

read.Mp this

‘Read this!’ ORDER
b. Bleib weg vom Projektor!

stay.ip awayfrom-theprojector

‘Stay away from the projector!” VWRNING
c. Geh nichtaufdieseParty!

go.IMP not to this party

‘Don’t go to the party!’ FROHIBITION
d. Hab viel SpaliaufderParty!

have.mP lot fun at theparty

‘Have fun at the party!’ WISH
e. Dreh bitte dasLichtab.

turn.Imp pleasethe light off

‘Turn off the light, please! RQUEST
f.  Nimm denA, wenndu nachHarlemwillst.

take.MpP the A, if youto Harlemwant

‘ Take the A train if you want to go to Harlem. ADVICE
g. Fahr zur Holle!

go.IMP to-thehell

‘Go to hell” CURSE

(5) a. (Esbeginntum8, aber)komm  friher,wenndu magst!
(it starts at 8,but) come.Mp earlier,if you like
(It starts at eight, but) come earlier if you liké!” PERMISSION

1Billy Strayhorn/via Seebg (2002).
2Example from Hamblin (1987).



b. Ok,dannkomm  ebennicht! (Wenndu dich  fur soschlau
ok, then come.Mp PRT not (if you yourselffor soclever
haltst.)
take)
‘All right, don’t come then! (If you think you are so clevér.)
CONCESSIVE

(6) a. Komm pulnktlichunddu kriegsteinenSitzplatz.
come.MP in-time andyouget a seat
‘Come in time and you'll get a seat.’ Conditional and, (IaD)
b. Komm punktlichoderdu verpal3tdenerstenvortrag!
come.MP in-time or youmiss the first slot
‘Come in time, or you'll miss the first slot"” Conditional o7, (IoD)

(7)  TheProblem of Functional Inhomogeneity (FIP)
Cross-linguistically, imperatives get associated wittath@r inhomogeneous
range of speech act typesg@MANDS, WARNINGS, PROHIBITIONS, WISHES,
REQUEST, ADVICE, CURSES PERMISSIONS CONCESSIONS ...) and, at
least in some languages, are even used on a sub-speecheh¢héamely, as
conditional antecedents).

observationguantificational inhomogeneity

COMMANDS, WARNINGS, PROHIBITIONS, WISHES, REQUEST, ADVICE, CURSES
constrain the space of possibilities - associated witharsa quantification/necessity

PERMISSIONS CONCESSIONS open up new possibilities - associated with existential
quantification (btw: adding possibilities is problematidine standard dynamic view,
problem about permission, cf. Lewis 1979)

(8)  TheQuantificational Inhomogeneity Problem (QIP)
The functional spectrum associated with imperatives inynmatural languages
includes both elements that are normally associated witletsal quantifica-
tion in semantics (BMMANDS, REQUESTS WISHES,...) and elements that
are usually associated with existential quantificatioreimantics (RRMISSIONS
CONCESSIONS.

potential worry 1, e.g. (4c): imperatives containing negatiorpephibitives?

observationmany languages do not combine ‘ordinary/propositionatjaten with
‘ordinary’ imperative morphology/syntax (cf. van der Auae2005; van der Wurff
2007)

Italian (Romance): suppletive form of imperative morplgylo

(9) (Non)parli. - Parla!/Non  parlare!
(not) speak.PSGPRESIND - speak.MP/not speak.NF
‘You (don't) speak. - Speak!/Don’t speak!’

Korean + verbs of negation (from Sells 2003; his (18b,17))19
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(10) a. ka-ci anh-nun-ta

go-ComMP NEG-PROCESSIVEDECL
‘(Someone) doesn’'t go.’

b. ka-ci mal-ala
go-CoMP IRREALISNEG-IMP
‘Don’t go!’

c. *ka-ci anh-ala
go-CoMP NEG-IMP

Tagalog (Austronesian): non-propositional negation:

(12) (Hindi) kakain ka. - (huwagfhindi) kain!
(not) eat.RuT you- (not) call.Imp
‘You (won't) eat. - (Don't) eat!

Are these different clause types?- (is there a semantic incompatbility between im-
peratives and negation?)

tendency:syntactic reasons (Rivero and Terzi 1995; Zanuttini 199%ijIgtra 2004;
Wratil 2005,. . .; but cf. Postma and van der Wurff (2007) feeeent combination of
syntactic and semantic properties)

1. some languages do allow for interaction with ordinaryatiem (e.g. German,
Slavic languages) and their imperatives are otherwisdaina Italian,. . .

2. e.g., Zeijlstra (2004): languages with a non-head negalement do allow for
ordinary imperative morphology + ordinary/propositiomagation (e.g. Ger-
man)

(12) Du gehst (nicht).- Geh  (nicht)!
you go.2PSGINDPRES (not). - go.IMP (not)
‘You (don't) go. - (Don't) go?

intervention effects (minimality effects) between the emgttive verb (head) and
the negation (head)

3. besides ROHIBITIONS, same range of (hon-deontic) speech act types as for pos-
itive imperatives (e.g. AVICE, WISH,...), even same behaviour on sub-speech
act level (cf. (14))

(13) a. A:lthink I'll go to the Rothko exhibition on Sunday.
B: Oh no, don’t go there on Sunday, it’s too full.
b. Have fun and don’t hurt yourself!

(24)  Tell her you love her and she’ll do anythingDon't tell her and you
won't get very far.

conclusionimperatives can contain negation; sometimes, seghtive imperatives
have different properties in surface syntax, at LF they ldaktheir non-negated coun-
terparts

open issuedifferent varieties of negative imperatives
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— Tocharic (Indoeuropean, 450-t75Q)nhibitives (Stop) vs. preventives
(don't bring about); livelier candidate: Georgian; (p.c. Michael Job)

— Southern varieties of German might have something like@nibitive (cf.
(15); compare to (16))

(15)  ®Nichtmach dieTur auf!
not  open.Mp thedoorVERBPRT
‘Don’t go open the door, will you! implies it's about to happen)

(16) Nichtdasser die Tur aufmacht.
not that hethedooropen.®SG.IND.PRES
roughly. ‘I'm worried he might open the door, which he shouldn't.

e potential worry 2: what about non-second person imperatives, suppletivesicsub-
junctive main clauses,...?

assumptionto be resolved case by case; compositional encoding of tperative
semantics opens up the possibility of perfect match at LFperative!) or similarity
to any degree (- related clause type!)

imperatives express a relation to the addressee:

Get me a beer!

You get me a beer!
Somebody get me a beer.
Nobody move!

Don’'t anybody get up!

(17)

"0 0w

(18) Gib mir mal {wer,jemand}einenStift!
give.IMP me PRT someone  a pencil
‘Someone give me a pencil?’

in contrast, addressing the first person plutabrtatives(rarely grammaticalized to
the same degree as imperatives; cross-linguistically)rare

(29) a. Let’s get started now.
b. Fangen wir endlichan!
start.>.PL we finally VERBPRT
‘Let’s finally get started!’

German infinitivals are not imperatives, even if they can §edun a very similar way

(20) a. Aufstehen!/Aufstehen?
get-up.NF/get-up.NF
‘Get up’’/‘Shall I get up?’, ‘What do you mean "get up"?, ‘Whabout
getting up, uh?’
b. Steh aufl/Steh auf?

get.IMP up/get.MP up
‘Get up!’/'What do you mean "get up"?, ‘What about gettinguhg?’



e potential worry 3: the problem ofndirectness

(21) a. Close the door, please. E®UEST
b. A:Howdo I getto Harlem? - B: Take the A train. DXICE
(22) a. Can you close the door? (...Can you get by, or do | haget up?)
QUESTION
b. Can you close the door, please EQUEST

hypothesis indirect speech acts carry a particular effect (e.g. eoéss) stemming
from the exploitation of another speech act type;

FIP does not rely on an underlying speech act typeribERIng; e.g., pieces of advice
like (21b) evoke no particular effect like (im)politeness,

main goal:itake serious the uniformity of the form type picked out as@mDERNg-clause
type; this is incompatible with many proposals in the litara

e bad news in general: imperatives do not just express opsrataleontic logic (cf.
von Wright 1963)

e intention of the speaker that the addressee takes respbitysitr changing the world
in a particular way(van Eijck 2000, p.41)

problematic: AVICE,WISH, sub-speech act level

e actions which the addresse should tdRertner 2005, who devises a much more fa-
vorable semantics in the course of the paper)

problematic: WsH, stative or negative imperatives, sub-speech act level

e a syntactically and/or semantically definable class of seo¢s of which all members
share an interpretation of being some kind of instigatiamithe speaker to the hearer
to perform some actiofMastop 2005, p.10)

problematic: WsH, sub-speech-act level; ‘semantically definable’?

summing upwe are lookig for a semantics of imperatives, hence, (cdviiatop 2005), a
semantic individuation is not opten to us; in the following, | will give prominence ttoe
form type, unless there are good arguments for ambiguéy @.difference at LF); semantics
has to account for the full range of functions in (4) to (6) aldbnge:it is hard to identify a
uniform element



1.2 Clause types in grammar

¢ we distinguish declaratives, interrogatives, imperatiexclamatives and maybe more,

because they have a particular syntax and tend to be usededitiy

¢ the clause type of a sentence token is independent of iteplartuse:

\ actual utterance clause type actual speech act Mpe
between friendsi'will be home by 10. declarativgayse-type ASSERTION
(declarativgym—type ASSERTION
mother to 8-year-old:I'will be home by 10. declarativgjayse-type PROMISE
(declarativgym—type ASSERTION
mother to kid: 'Get on this train! imperativgause-type ORDER
(imperativVorm—type ORDER)
official to client: "Get on this train' imperativgause-type ADVICE
(imperatiVorm—type ORDER)
colonel to sergeant.Take an applée! imperativgause-type COMMAND
(imperatiVorm—type ORDER)
between friends: Take an applé. imperativgause-type PERMISSION
(imperatiVorm—type ORDER)
between friends:Can you open the window? interrogativgjause-type QUESTION
(interrogativesrm-—type QUESTION)
between friends:Can you open the winddw interrogativejause-type QUESTION-as-
(interrogativeyrm-—type QUESTION) -ORDER

e twoO core issuearise:

1. each form type comes with a particular prototypical fiorc(the pair that con-
stitutes the clause type)How are clause types encodedProblem of Clause
Type Encoding, PCTE)

— at what level?

(23)  Question of Modularity (cf. Grewendorf and Zaefferer 1991)
Are clause types encoded semantically or pragmatically8 gen-
tence mood a semantic or pragmatic phenomenon?)

= claim here:semanticg

2. each actual realization of a form type in an utterancesigiaed a particular func-
tion (if all works out, the utterance corresponds to somespeact) -How are
utterances assigned particular speech act typ@fbblem of Assigning Types
of Speech Acts, PASTA)

— What role does the clause type play?

— How come we can "overwrite" the prototypical function eneddn the
clause type?



e possible views on clause types:

— sentence radicaliew (or: ‘parametric view’); cf. Stenius (1967)

(24) a. You are quiet. ASERTIONthat you are quiét
b. Areyou quiet. @ESTION(that you are quiét
c. Be quiet. OMMAND (that you are quiét

Stenius himself: they all contain a common core (sentertieah a proposition),
plus an operator that is to be dealt with in pragmatics

note:unclear what to do witivh-questions, cf. Bauerle and Zimmermann (1991)

Dummett (1973): all clause types correspond in Fregearesgémisus: they all
denote propositions) + there is a force element to be irgggdrin pragmatics

Frege (1918): picture is correct for (24a) and (24b), bMé& would not wish to
deny sense to a command, but this sense is not such that teeoquef truth

can arise for it. Therefore | shall not call the sense of a candha thought.
Sentences expressing wishes or requests are ruled out gathe way(p.62)

— alternative: clause types are a semantic issue

1. picture as in (24), but the element that indicates theselaype (e.gclause-
type operator) is to be treated in semantics

2. there is yet another difference visible to semantics. (dgntague 1974;
Parsons 1993: similar to truth-conditions for declaratjveemantics de-
rives answerhood-conditions for interrogatives, and danpe conditions
for imperatives;...)
declaratives, interrogatives and imperatives diffeloigical type (e.g. only
declaratives denote propositions,...; cf. Portner 2008tner 2007)

e answering the question of modularity: clause types areageateemantically (decides
how to answer PCTE)

(25) Mediating Semantics Hypothesis for Sentence Mood (MSHSM)
Assume that the system of clause types for some languagehe set of
ordered pair€T C N x M (whereN the set of LF-sentence level form types,
M the set of speech act types).

Assume further that {[[ is an interpretation function fdt (assigns intensions
to elements of). Then, for eacty; € CT,a =< nj,m; >, [n;]] determines
m.

e in contrast, we can’t answer PASTA in semantics if we wantdooant for FIP/QIP
(else, most imperatives come out as indirect speech aetsgeh

(26)  the Speech act Assignment Hypothesis (SAH)
The speech act type of an utterartgeis determined by interplay of the se-
mantic object 4] with properties of the utterance contex{to be described
in terms of beliefs, desires, obligations, etc. of the pgréints to the conver-
sation inc).



1.3 Arguments in favor of a semantic encoding of clause types
(for an early list comprising many of these issues, cf. MecGIA77)

1. robust w.r.t. embedding- semantics

(27) a. John knows that it is raining. embedded declarative
b. John knows whether it is raining. embedded interrogative

argument is somewhat weak for imperatives which cannot atbyrhe embedded; of-
ten replaced by infinitivals (Portner 1997; Parsons 1993 eaks as in (28) embedded
imperatives; this contrasts with our form-centered undeing)

(28) a. John told me to go home.
b. Johnisto go home.

but there are cases of embedded imperatives after all: Kqfa Pak, Portner, and
Zanuttini 2004a; Portner 2007); Old Germanic (cf. Rognsatth 1998; Platzack
2007):

(29) Inho-ka Sooni-ekeycip-ey ka-la-ko malha-ess-ta
Inho-Nom Sooni-to  home-togo-IMpP-ComP say-RAST-DEC
‘Inho said to Sooni to go home.’

(30) "Verda kannpad, segirArnkell, “en padvil egvid bpig
happen.NF can that saysA. but thatwantl with you.Acc
meela, Porarinnfreendi,ad PU ver medmérpbar til erlykur
speak.NF Porarinnrelativethatyou be.Imp with me thereuntil is ended
malumpessuna nokkurnhatt.”
affair this insome mode
'That may be’, said Arnkell, ’but this | want to arrange witloyy, Cousin
Porarinn that you stay with me until this affair is in some way ended.’
Old Icelandic, (Eyrbyggjy saga)

certain varieties of Colloquial German (cf. Poschmann actuv&ger 2008):

(32) Ichhab dir schon gestern gesagtgeh da heutehin.
| haveyoualreadyyesterdaysaid go.IMP theretodayPRT
‘| already told you yesterday that you should go there tdday.

embedding under quantifiers:

(32) a. DiemeistenAntrage hat Hansnichtmal gelesen.
the most proposaldrasHansnot PRT read.RRTPERF
‘For most proposals it is the case that John has not evenheau't
b. DiemeistenAntrage lies erst gar nicht.
the most proposalsead.MPSG PRT PRT not
‘Most proposals don't even read.
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. imperatives at a sub-speech act lepsigudo-imperativgs

(33) Come one step closer and I'll shoot.
~ If you come one step closer, | will shoot.

. FIP: pragmatic encoding would have to assign one commeacspact type/list all
speech act types that can be assigned (looking at actuednitas only, they all exist
on a par)

. we already have a semantic meaning function; do we reaky mn additional prag-
matic meaning assignment?

. how can we distinguish indirect speech acts from direeesp acts? usually: it de-
pends on the literal meaning + the speech act it would noynelused to perform
- we need an additional layer. If the clause type is alreadyattanof pragmatics
- how can it be overwritten in favor of another speech act typder the effect of
indirectness?

. nhon-intentional context: e.g. testing a microphone ustatype is still there and part
of what we interpret - yet no (actual) speech act type is aatamtwith the utterance

. no way for compositional encoding of clause type in syntaauld have to be an
extra-layer in syntax that is interpreted only post-semsafly by association to some
speech act/class of speech act types in pragmatics

is a semantic answer dangerous?

comparing the MSHSM to thigeral meaning hypothesis

(34) The literal meaning hypothesis (as ascribed to Searle 1975 by Gazdar
1981):
For each context, cqy € N is the full (syntactic) structural description of the
linguistic objectcg uttered inc.
There exists a functior# € MN such that for alt € C,
Z (cg) € {m: mone of the speech act types performed imith cg}.
If cq contains a performative prefix, thefi(cq) = m wheren is the speech
act type named by the performative verb in the prefix. Otheswi
7 (cg) = QUESTION, whency is interrogative
7 (cg) = REQUEST, whency is imperative
Z (cq) = ASSERTION whency is declarative

but: this is an attempt to answer PASTA in semantics; MSHSM adeieBCTE.
reconsidering clause types:can we get rid of them once we have the semantic en-
coding?

yes they are only a heuristic device - it's sufficient to have tberect interpretation
[ -1 - the semantic object assigned to the LF of matrix sentereenough to see what
the prototypical function is
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no, we need them as a heuristic device - clause-types can dlifdrtly across lan-
guages:

e.g. embedding (cf. above); subject marking (cf. Potsda@819chwager 2006b);
interaction with echo-questions:

(35) a. Mary stand by the door, John scatter the files, and/ditch the front.

b. *Mariamach dieTiur zu, Hansschliel dasFenster,
Maria make.MPSG thedoorclosed Hansclose.MPSG the window,
undich hole die Post.

andl fetch.1PSGPRESIND themail

(36) a. A:Don'tkill yourself! B: Don’t kill myself?!
b. A:Bringdichnichtum! B: *Bring mich nichtum?
kil you not PRT kil me not PRT

we cannot rely on a fully language independent semanticthefimperative clause’
(vs. Mastop 2005)

hypotheses:

1.4

the semantics of imperatives results (compositionally)fia combination of various
parameters

some of these parameters may differ cross-linguisticgéy;. .
the overlap is big enough to speak of one and the same clgpse&tross languages

in particular: imperatives are particular modalized propositions thagress which
possible course of events is best w.r.t. a contextuallyiBpdgarameter; the latter
may, but need not, be deontic (obligations)

Imperatives and various grammatical phenomena

imperatives and embeddingreported speech, quantifiers that take wide scope

imperatives and subjects person restriction, quantificational subjects

(37) a. Somebody get me a beer!
b. Nobody move!
c. Don'tanybody get up!

(38) Gib mir mal {wer,jemand}einenStift!
give.IMP me PRT someone  a pencil
‘Someone give me a pencil?’

imperatives and tensetemporal adverbials and quantifiers, past imperativeseprteper-

fect imperatives
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(39) Bitte hab nichtnocheineVasezerbrochen!
pleasehave.MP not Prt a vasebroken
‘Please, don't have broken another vase!

(40) Bitte hab 1990nochin Tubingengewohnt

pleasehavel990still in Tubingenlived
‘I hope you were still living in Tibingen in 199@|se I've lost my bét

future orientation - yes, but. ..

(41) a. You must call him.
b. Don't call the ESSLLI desk more than three times: ffom now on,

don’t call the ESSLLI desk more than three times)

optimizing the future is sensitive to what has happenedrso fa

imperatives and conditionals all kinds of conditionals possible

(42) a. Ifyou getlost, call me.
b. If Verena s at the party, tell her to bring some wine.
c. Verena might bring some wine. Put it into the fridge.

pseudo-imperatives conditional readings witnd/or

(43) a. Beintime and you’ll get a seat. IaD
b. Ifyou are in time, you will get a seat.

(44) a. Beintime or you'll miss the first slot. IoD
b. If you are not in time, you will miss the first slot.

[a4paper,12pt]article [german,english]babel latexsyiond
chicago

mytitle mathrsfs mathptmx

myesslli

fffstyle2 linguex,cgloss4e,xspace

2 Unit 2: Semantic Approaches to Imperatives and Clause
Types in General

2.1 Strategies for determining the meaning of natural langage expres-
sions and their problems with imperatives

e starting pointiimperatives are particular form types at sentence leveldhaeasily
used for ordering (in a null-context)

imperativeause-type = (Imperativeom—type ORDER)

13



we are looking for the semantic object the interpretatiarction [[- ]| should assign
to a matrix clause lik&Read Ede’s article on context dependengbich

1. is responsible for why this can easily be used to order somé¢o read Ede’s
article on context dependence (PCTE), and

2. in, a particular utterance context, can be used for a maylieely different
speech act type without the effect of indirectnes&f®R, SUGGESTION AD-
VICE, PERMISSION, CONCESSION...) (PASTA)

How do we know what (literal, semantic) meaning to assign lioguistic object in
general?

truth conditions: To know the meaning of a sentence means to know the circum-
stances under which it is tru@Vittgenstein'sTractus Logico-Philosophicy€arnap);
Tarski (1936):T scheme

(45) a. Snow is whites true iff snow is white.
b. Thesentence"..."istrueifandonlyif"...".

= useful for a linguistic object A if A can be described as true

for sub-sentential components: find out what it contribtwesuch a T-scheme:

(46)  Context Principle (Frege)
The meaning of an expression is determined by the meanirgedeantences
in which it occurs and the meanings of the other parts of théesees.

= useful to find out the meaning of C if there are A and B, suchAwa{ B C ], and:

knowjrl: TAl
JERNCN

known  unknown
application to imperatives fail¢i) truth doesn’t seem to apply to imperatives, hence,
(45b) is not helpful; if) imperatives do not normally occur as parts of larger units,
hence, (46) is not helpful

ad (i): appearance of imperatives in conjunctions and disjonstibut. . .

47) a. Read the letter and burn the envelope.
b. Read the letter and you’ll understand.

Ross’ paradox (cf. Ross 1944)
(48) Post the letter}s Post the letter or burn it!

(invalid reasoningl’'ve been told to post the letter, so I've been told to post
the letter or to burn the letter.

compare interrogatives:

embedded interrogatives allow for a resortit:
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(49) | asked/knew who had a cocktail at the ESSLLI party.
possible/true answers allows to draw on(¢f. Hamblin 1958; Karttunen 1974):

(50) a. Didyou have a cocktail at the ESSLLI party? - You hadektail at the
ESSLLI party, you did not have a cocktail at the ESSLLI party.
b. Who had a cocktail at the ESSLLI party? - Sarah had a cdchiténe
ESSLLI party, Felix had a cocktail at the ESSLLI party, Jéie a cock-
tail at the ESSLLI party, | had a cocktail at the ESSLLI party.

e various semantic approaches to imperatives:

1. propositional reduction

2. importing pragmatic concepts as semantic denoshaaic)
(a) denoting speech acts (Krifka)

3. importing pragmatic concepts as semantic denottaami¢

(a) denoting update functions (van Rooy, van Eijck, Zarnic)
(b) creating facts (Asher & Lascarides)

4. core semantic-objects that induce constraints on theiruse

(a) scheduling actions (Mastop)
(b) properties (Portner)
(c) herexmodalized propositions plus restrictions on parameters
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2.1.1 Propositional Reductions

e claim: imperatives denote propositions after all (for an overyiefv Hamblin 1987;

Mastop 2005)
(51) a. [[Gohomel!]=[You willgo home.] you will-reduction
b. [Go home!]=[You should go home.] you should-reduction

c. [Go home!]= [l order youto go home.]
performative hypothesis

syntacticandsemantic variants are the elements present already in syntax, or added
by interpretation (of a mood morpheme/an operator/...)
— main problem: truth value

— performative hypothesis syntactic variant (early transformational grammar;
cf. footnote in Katz and Postal 1964; Ross 1967; Ross 19700&al974) -
criticism: Grewendorf 1972; Gazdar 1979)

semantic variant: footnote in Lewis (1970) (criticism: @endorf 1979; Grewen-
dorf 2002; w.r.t. imperatives Hamblin 1987; Mastop 2005)

criticism: truth value; FIP erder cannot be right. ..

— you will-reduction (cf. (51a)): proposed in Chomsky (1975, Katz and Postal
(1964); evidence: tagging
(52) Go home, will you?kshould you?/must you?/don't I?

modern semantic variants: Truckenbrodt (2005); dynamistivdsher and Las-
carides (2003a); criticism cf. Hamblin (1987:101-112)

— you should-reduction influential in philosophy, mostly in connection with func-
tional individuations; less influential in linguistics; Igi@p (2005) for criticism.

— to be worked out and defended.

2.1.2 Importing pragmatic objects as semantic denotata: stic

Speech act algebra

e clause types are dealt with in semantics, but: the realmmdtd¢a includes pragmatic
concepts (e.g. speech act types, etc.)
e Krifka: speech act algebra (maybe also Han 1998's directive feature)
Fregean/Stenius picture is strictly layeredz ¥s( thoughts)
——

semantics
observation:overlap between expressions used for naming actions anexgut-
ing actions (to) thank (someong)regularities in phenomena that apply above clause
type/speech act-distinctions (non-Boolean behaviour)

(53) Krifka’s speech act embedding hypothesis
recursive semantics does not stop at the level of the sentadeal.
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resulting picture:

(54)  Actdcontent- object),

semantics ) ) )
where the content object could be different for various staetypes

(no explicit proposal what the content object of an impe&eais)

new set of objectsd,, logical typea - can be conjoined freely, disjunctions are harder
to express:

(55) a. Whatdid Jiro eat? And what did Verena drink?
b. *Who was late? Or, who did show up at all?
% ’'I'm either asking you who was later, or I'm asking you who siedl
up at all’

in addition to logical types formed fromm e t, we have speech actsas semantic
objects with a non-Boolean behavior

(56) TheSpeech Act Algebra:
< Da,+ > forms an algebraic structur®; the set of speech acts, and for
anyA A’ € Dy (that is, of typea), and any commitment stagg[A+ A'|(s) =
A(A(s))

example: embedded questions vs. question acts

(57) a. Which dish did every guest bring?
‘For each guest x, | ask you which dish did x bring?’
b.  Which dish did most guests bring?
out: ‘For most guests x, | ask you which dish did x bring?’

two types of embedding predicatdg). cognitive factives likdind out, know, remem-
ber can be outscoped by quantifiers:) (nterrogative predicates likesonder, ask,
investigatebehave like matrix questions (cf. (57)): wide scopedwery but not for
most

(58) a. Ede knows which book every student liked.
ok'For every student x, Ede knows which book x liked.

b. Ede knows which book most students liked.
°kFor most students x, Ede knows which book x liked.

(59) a. Ede wonders which book every student liked.
ok'For every student x, Ede wonders which book x liked.
b. Ede wonders which book most students liked.
out: ‘For most students x, Ede wonders which book x liked.

proposal content object of interrogatives is an index dependergsiion (cf. Groe-
nendijk and Stokhof 1984), typis, st):
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(60) a. Diditrain?
b.  Which dish did John bring?

(61) AVAw.[rain(v) = rain(w)]

AVAW. [Ax.dish(x)(v) & bring(j,x,v) = Ax.dish(x)(w) & bring(j,x,w)]

S o

in matrix interrogatives and embedded under speech actirigrioperator QEST
(type(s,st,a)) (function from commitment states to commitment states)

embedded questions can be:

(62)  who came to the party
a. typea(speech acts, undearonder, ask,. .).

b. type(s,st) (index dependent propositions, und@ow, find out, remem-
ber,...)
problem 1:FIP/QIP: no common change of commitments across impegative

(63) a. A:Canlhave an apple? - B: Sure, take one. ERNPASSION
b. Take an apple. ORDER

problem 2:no evidence for uniform speech act algebra

(64) a. Which dish did most guests bring? no wide scope
b. Confiscate most bottles of alcohol you can find! no wide scope
(65) Don't even look at most of these proposals! wide scope

a
b.  Which books did most of these guests read?  still no wide scope

2.1.3 Importing pragmatic objects as semantic denotatadynamic

Prerequisite: context and the dynamic twist

(66) The meaning of sentence " ..." is the relation ... ofgaicj,co >C C xC,
such that; the input context and, the output context.

motivation: (i) anaphora and donkey sentences (cf. Heim 19B2:change seman-
tic’Kamp and Reyle 1993: DRT; Brasoveanu 200#), gresuppositions (cf. Heim
1992), {ii) evidentiality (subjective probabilities, cf. McCreadydaOgata 2006)

e neededa formal handle on utterance contexts

a very simple reference-framework for the semantics-pragratics interface (draw-
ing on Stalnaker 1999b; Stalnaker 1978; Kaplan 1989; ogarvZimmermann 1991)

(67) there is...
a. a set ofpossible worlds W (maximally consistent states of affairs

with their entire histories, past and future)
b. aset of individual®. (not bound to a particular world)
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c. asetof temporal intervalk

(68) The set of contexB is the set of quadruples cs, Ca, CT,0n > € (De X De X
T x W), such thats is speaking t@a atcy in oy.

note:each context also determines what individuals are salient, what has tzdlesd
about, etc.; this can be modelled as a partial funcidimterprets free variables;
needed for anaphora, e.g. pronouns)

How can we use this technical notion of contexts to model homtent and utterance
context influence each other in actual communication? ¢efin&ker 1999a:4)

(69) TheDiscourse Set (DS)in a contexi:
DS(c) = {¢ € C| the mutual joint beliefs ofs andca atcr in oy cannot
distinguishc’ from c}

simplification:uncertainty only w.r.toy

(70) TheCommon Ground of a contexc:
CG(c) = {w e W |the mutual joint beliefs ofs andca do not allow them to
distinguishw from oy}

rough sketch for ASERTIONas a relation between utterance contexts:

(71) a sucessful ASERTION @) is a transition
from c= < cg,Ca,Cr,0n >t0C = < Cg,Cp, €}, 0w >, such that
CG(c)) cCG(c)N¢l®
(the proposition expressed lpyin ¢ is rendered mututal joint belief)
metalinguistic information
CG(c) C ‘cs uttered something with the intention to make an assertion’
felicity conditions speaker knevp atc, addressee did not knograt c

moves like @MMAND and FERMISSION involve changes not only in mutual joint
belief, but also in what one is permitted or obliged to do;

Lewis 1979: second set of worlds to keep track of in a conviensa thePermissibil-
ity Sphere PSof a context (for commanding/permitting as a language gagiaden
master and slave)

note if PS(c) is given by what is known to be command&g c) can be read off from
CG(c) : at an arbitrary momertt each worldv determines for each individughwhat

X's obligations are;

given a functionf; that maps each world to the set of worlds where everyone meets
his/her obligations dtin w, we interpret:

(72) a. [is commandedfv) = A p.fi(w) C p.
b. [is permittedJw) = A p.fi(w) N p # 0.

(73)  PS(c)=N{pcSW| (vwe CG(c))[fr(w) < pl}
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Lewis:

— ASSERTION ) restrictsCG(c) to ¢-worlds
— COMMAND () restrictPc) to ¢-worlds
— PERMISSION(@) adds taPSc) someg-worlds

Lewis (1979) points out thEroblem about Permission which ¢ -worlds have to be
added by BRMISSION@); cf. van Rooy (2000) for a solution in terms of similarity.

(74) a. You can use my car tonight.
b.  Youmay drink 6 pints of beer tonight and then use my cariedrome.

imperatives: we might consider that they denote somethihgrently dynamic and
modify PSc) directly (cannot be reduced to truth at particular poinithin CG(c))

Denoting deontic update functions

e descriptive information (truth): eliminate all those pisiripossible worlds) in an in-
formation state at which the sentence is not true

ASSERTIONYou are obliged to read Lewj)s.

(75) [you are obliged to read Lewis} c,c’ > iff
CG(c) = {we CG(c) | fi(w) C {w e W |the addressee reads Lewisnt}

(eliminates fromCG(c) worlds at which it is not commanded that the addressee reads
Lewis)

e van Rooy 2000 for modalized declaratives that behave nopesitionally performative
modal verbs):

You must read Lewis.

(76) a
b. You may read Lewis.

(77) a. [lyou mustread Lewisk c,c’ > iff
PYc’) = PYc) N {we W | the addressee reads Lewiswh
b. [you may read Lewisk c,c’ > iff
PSc) =PYc) U{we W | the addressee reads Lewisnt& wis as close
to PSc) as possible}

note there has to be a reflex on the Common Ground which encodesvéhalso
know that you are obliged to read Lewis (compare metalinguisformation with
assertion)

e application to imperatives:

(78)  [Read Lewis!]c,c’) wherePSc') = PSc) N {w e W |you read Lewis irw}
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spelt out in detail: Zarnic (2002)

problem 1:this has the effect ahustbuilt into its semantics; what about imperatives
that have the effect of aHRMISSION?

(79) Nimm dir ruhig einenApfel.
take.MpP yourselfPRT an apple

(80)  Take an apple if you like!

a. - you are now obliged to take an apple
b. /4 ifyou like to take an apple, you are obliged to take an apple

problem 2 AbviCE or WisH have nothing to do with the permissibility sphere

Creating facts: a dynamicyou will-theory

e Asher and Lascarides (2003b): creating facts - a dynamisiorerof theyou will-
theory

evidence: sometimes we proceed after an imperative asaflibeen made true
(81) Go to the traffic lights. There’s a roundabout to youhtig

action terms (cf. Segerberg 199@ge to it that p

SDRT: clauses are translated to DRSs which relate elenjents (pairs of worldsw
and variable assignment$in an input staté to elementgw, g) in an output stat©

(82) a. IfKisaDRS, the®K is an action term.
b. (w, f)Pu(SK)(W,g) iff (W, f)Pu(K)(W.g).

roughly oK is the relation that holds betweéw, f) and(w,g) iff w can be changed
tow s.t.K is true inw w.r.t. g, andg extendsf as usually

problems:

— change needs to be made minimal
— the "as if" examples can be replicated with declaratives:

(83)  You have to go to the traffic lights. There’s a roundalioytour right.

like modal subordination (cf. Roberts 1989), but usualljigatives do not sub-
ordinate

(84) A thief might break in. There {would b8} a car waiting for him
outside.

— weak answers:

(85) Come tomorrow for lunch!
a. Okay!
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b. Okay, I'll try to.
— non-commanded imperatives: attachment via non-veridisaburse relations

(86) a. A:How does one make lasagne?
b. B: Chop onions, and fry with mince and tomatoes, boil thetgpa

make a cheese sauce, assemble it, and bake in the oven fon30 mi

utes.

(87) a. A:Whatshould | do now?
b. B: Own up to the police.

both cases: indirect question answer pairs (resolutiomeston is possible only
via inference, not directly)

— actually issued, but not commanded:

(88) a. Getwell soon!
b. Have fun at the party!

— the discourse effects of imperatives could very often baeexell by modalized
declaratives, too - doubling of discourse relations

summing up: approaches that import pragmatic concepts or effects onttbeance context
into semantics are either too strong to account for PASTAl¢uspecification? - and, if so,
can we still account for PCTE?)

2.1.4 Core Semantic Objects Constraining what they can be ed for

e credo:imperatives have semantic denotata that are independesgiegich acts and
changes of commitments (properly semantic objects); buthéir very nature, these
objects constrain what can be done with them in conversation

Scheduling actions: Mastop (2005)
e imperatives

1. are inherently performative (no truth value!) - actiomis
2. expand the plans of an agent (constringing the set ofdutourses of events)

3. are individuated semantically (e.g., certaind®Es are semantically indepen-
dent - clause type: optative)

4. imperatives are inherently linked to agentivity, if nexically: coercion

(89) a. Close the door.
b. #Be blond.
c. Be waiting at the gate when he arrives.

e cognitive states$ of agentsx:

| ={(s,m) | sis a situation description that compatible with what theradg@ows,
rtis a schedule compatible with actions the addressee hatetudis to take}
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e basic ontological dualism:

— set of event&: all participants encluded
— set of action®\: E from which the agent is missing (yet: saturated object)

e actions can be anchored to a time in the schedule, eventeseeluked as taking place
at a certain time:

sis a subset of(E x T)x {TRUE, FALSE})

massigns to each agext subset of (A x T)x {DO, DON'T}) ( T is the (standardly)
structured domain of durations)

if eis known to happen at: all possibilitieso in the information state are asso-
ciated with((e,7), TRUE); if it is known to be false atr, all possibilities contain
((e,1),FALSE);

for an agenk, if actionais known to be commanded, all possibilities contgim 7),DO),
if forbidden, ((a,7),DON'T)

update functions

(90) 1 adds((e,1),TRUE))tos, or((a,1),DO)tom
| adds((e,7),FALSE))tos, or((a,7),DONT) to

e problems:

— uniformity of form type is given up

— schedules contain both things that are commanded, or néededkr to achieve
something (teleological necessities)

— coercion to agentivity - how does it work, is it correct?

(91) a. Be warned: those candy bars can kill you.
b. Undergo an operation.
c. Please, be blond!''of one’s way to a blind daje
d. Werd mal selber voneinemHaifischgebissenbevor
becomeonce/PRTyourselfby a shark bitten before
du hier sogrol3 redest.
you heresobig talk.2r.SG.IND
(roughly) ‘Be bitten by a shark yourself before you talk se-pr

sumptuously.’

— in contrast to possible worlds, partial objects are notesip problematic w.r.t.
negation (avoided here by the dual update functions) angdeshquantification:

(92) Never write to me again.
— question/answer pairs are indirect:

(93)  A:What shall I do tonight? - B: Go to bed early.
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— situation descriptions are modified only up to referencefischdules are modi-
fied only starting with reference time

(94) Don't call the ESSLLI emergency hotline more than thisees.
Imperatives as properties in converstation

e imperatives aproperties ‘thrown into the conversation’: Portner (2005) (partlyrjoi
work with Raffaella Zanuttini, Miok Pak, Simon Mauck; Pogmn2007 elaborates
on/changes the proposal)

goal:Portner (2005) tries to account for a universal inventorglafise typesdeclara-
tive, interrogative, imperativfflanked by less frequent types, most frequeptiymis-
sives, permissives, exclamatiyés contrast, Portner 2007 defines an explicit update
function for imperatives)

mediated solely through truth-conditional, compositissnantics
logical type of semantic object determines its effectondiseourse:

1. declarative proposition(s,t)
2. interrogative set of propositiongs, st)
3. imperative property(s, et) (cf. also Hausser 1980)

(95) [Read Ede’s article!]] AwWA X : X = ca.X reads Ede’s article iw

conversation keeps track of:

— Common Ground: set of propositionsvs. before),
— Question Set set of sets of propositions,

— To-Do-List-Function: associates each participant to the conversation with a set
of properties

(96) Generalized update functién [Portner 2005]

a. The generalized update functiBradds a semantic objegtto that set in
discourse that has the same logical type (and possiblydupttoperties)
asF.

b. No other update function is universal, s the preferred update func-
tion in the sense that ¥ can be used to establish the force of a sentence,
it must be (note: (b) takes care of the difference betweetamatives
and interrogatives)

for each participant, the To-Do-List measures rationality
(97) Partial Ordering of Worlds:; (Portner (2005:(12))):

For anyws,wp € N CG,wy <;j ws iff for someP € TDL(i),P(wz)(i) = 1 and
P(w1)(i) = 0, and for allQ € TDL (i), if Q(w1)(i) =1, thenQ(w,)(i) = 1.3

SNote that< intuitively means the opposite as in Lewis 1973 and Krat@911u <; w means that has
more of the properties ifs To-Do-List inw, thani has inu. That is,w s “better” according to TDLi} thanu.
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(98) Agent’s commitment (Portner 2005(13)):
For any agent, the participants in the conversation mutually agree tordée
actions rational and cooperative to the extent that thoserecin any worlds
wi € (CG tend to make it more likely that there is m@ € (" CG such that
Wp <j Wa.

comments:

— strong point: imperatives don’t have a truth value

— needed: a mechanism to keep track of the question list arldoFhists in the
Common Ground; like meta-linguistic information

— problem with the Portner 2005-version: semantic type dategs the effect a
linguistic object has on the discourse

other expressions that - most likely express the same adbpect have this effect
(cf. Bierwisch 1980 against hausser80)

(99) Geh!
go.lmp
‘Gorl’

(100) du sein undgehen
you be.INF andgo.INF
‘to be identical to you and to go’

— unmodalized object - no scopal amiguities:

(101) a. toread most books
b. Don’t even look at most of these proposals.

— conditionals: material implication?

(102) Say hi to Carl if you see him at the reception.
AWAX : X = ca.X says hi to Carl inw v or x does not see Carl at the
reception.

— rationality check fares better than what "To Do List" sugges

(103) a. A:Howdol gettoHarlem? - B: Take the A-train.
b. Getwell soon!

c. Please, be blond! blind date
d.

A: How do | make lasagne. - B: Chop onions, fry mince, ...

fine: ORDER, ADVICE; okay WisH (for (103b), indeed: more rational not do do
anything against getting well a.s.a.p., debatable: ()08)ky: (217) - requires
some sort of embedding under a conditional antecedent (-?)

— problematic: BRMISSIONS CONCESSIONS
— separation of imperative and declarative information:
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(104) a. Dumultdie Blumengiel3en unddie Katzenfuttern.
you musttheflowers water.MPSG andthecats feed.NF.
Und bitte leer denPostkasten.
And pleaseempty.MPSG the mailbox
‘You must water the flowers and feed the cats. And please empty
the mailbox.’

b. CG =CGU{According to Natalie, Magda has to water the flow-
ers, According to Natalie, Magda has to feed the Ea3S = QS
TDL'(magda) =TDL(magda)J { AwA x:magda =x.x empties the
mailbox-empty inw}

note: Portner (2007) works out the interaction with (descriptiveodal verbs;
the ingredients are very similar to what | am using.

| will first introduce Kratzer 1991’s theory of graded modgljused by Portner
2007 as well, and then address what | consider a problem hathpart of his
theory.

¢ ultimately: | will use a similar ordering semantics, but astf the semantic object

2.2 First sketch: presuppositionalyou should

e modal verbs descriptive andperformative usages

(105) a. You must do the shopping today (as far as | know).
b. Peter may come tomorrow. (The hostess said it was no prople

(106) a. You must call me.
b. Okay, you may come at 11. (Are you content now?)

claim I: Imperatives denote the same object as is associated wéti@amative modal
verb.

modalsin performative vs. in descriptive contexts:

Schulz (2003, Kamp (1978): uniform treatment; Kamp (191®n-uniform one of the
main arguments against a uniform semantics for descriptieeperformative modal
verbs: different behaviour w.r.t. disjunction

(107) a. You can ask Cécile or you can email to Patrick.
— You can ask Cécile. And you can email to Patrick.
b.  You can ask Cécile or you can email to Patrick, | forgot whic
- You can ask Cécile. And you can email to Patrick.

but: () not unique to performative usages (epistemic free chagjarttion), (i) does
not pertain to all performative usages

(108)  The book might be on the table or | might have left it anieo
— It might be the case that the book is on the table, and it miglhb case
that | have left it at home.
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(109) You may go to Shoal Creek, or you may go to Shingle Crieekstay away
from the dangerous one.
-+ You may go to Shoal Creek, and you may go to Shingle Creek.

claim Il : uniform treatment of modal verbs

e main problem for this type of analysis: imperatives can néesused descriptively

| agree: semantics of imperatives cannot consist in a proposlone; idea: add a
presuppositional meaning component

core:

— Performatively and descriptively used modal verbs cowedpto the same se-
mantic object, and yield propositions.

— Under certain contextual constellations, modalized datisges evoke a non-
assertoric effect, in particular, they serve to give a comsin@a a permission:

1. the speaker has to count as an authority on the issue itiques
2. the speaker must not be known to consider the propositimhts be nec-
essary/possible an epistemic necessity (and tlikewistnéocomplement of
the proposition)
3. itis a particular sort of modality (non-epistemic, notlis Portner 2007:
priority)
4. the speaker has to be known to agree with the source ofsiggpessibility
— Imperatives: i) denote the samaropositional object asYou must gYou should
p. type< st >,
and (i) additionalpresuppositional meaning componenthat constrains them
to usage in contexts in which a modalized declarative ofdh@f/ou must/should
@ would achieve a non-assertoric, performative effect; thathey cannot be
felicitously interpreted in a context where the correspogdaieclarative would
achieve a descriptive reading (modulo: presuppositiong tmgger accommo-
dation).

e semantics/pragmatics interface:

(110)  Auuniversal functiod is defined for semantic objecgpsof type < st > andq
of type < s,st >, and adds them to the context under minimal amendments,
such thatp is true of CG afterwards, and partitionsCG.This is governed
by the following principles:
a. Intersect/Partitio@Gwith p/q if this does not give @0} .
b. Accommodat€G if intersection is impossible.

speech acts correspond to particular properties sequehcestexts have, aheory
of speech acts has to classify transitions in the sense of (71), where tiaatgp
by J (plus the meta-linguistic information) defines the changeC& from pre- to

postcontext

e imperatives and declaratives: tyfet), interrogativesys, st
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— direct answers:

(1112) a. Q:lsitraining?
A: Yes, itis raining.
b. Q:Who came to the party?
A: Verena, Magda and Hong came to the party.

(112) a. Q:What shall | do tonight?
A: Go to the movies.
A’ You should go to the movies.
b. Shall | go to the reception?
A: Don’t go.
A’ You should not.

(113) a. Q:Wasoll ichmachen?

what shalll do.INF
‘What shall | do?’

b. A:Ruf deineSchwestean!
call.Imp your sister PRT
‘Call your sister!’

c. A (Du solltest)deineSchwesteanrufen.
(you should)your sister call.INF
‘(You should) call your sister.’

— (in)stable discourse state&SSERTION(uttering of declaratives): leads to stable
information state vs. QESTION (uttering of interrogatives): instable
imperatives: depends on speech act typeM@AND instable, to be resolved by
action; WISHES answers to questions: stable

— insinceretyimperatives pattern with declaratives (vs. interrogajve
intuitively, wrong piece of advice violates Grice’s first ri@e of quality:

(114) A.Howdo | get to Harlem?
S: Take the B train.
S’: To go to Harlem, it is best to take the B train.

— clause types are mutually exclusive; imperative verbs @iatical questions in
certain variants of colloquial German (cf. Poschmann andw@ger 2008);
rhetorical effect follows from authority condition

(115) (speaking to a child who is carrying around a flower pshould ac-
tually be able to put into the right place):
a. Na komm, du wei3tesdoch.Wo stell den
PRT come.MP, youknowit PRT. Whereput.IMP the
Blumentopfhin?

flower-pot to
‘Come on, you know it. Where do you have to put the flower pot?’

(116)  There are a couple of books around one could potentially featthe exam.
The professor would of course be able to tell from the answébish book a
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student had studied. The authors are Mayer, Miller and Sithi@chmidt’s
books contains a couple of mistakes, but he has just writiemtacle together
with the professor the addressee wants to take the exam Mitler's book
is quite good, but a bit expensive. Mayer’s book is actuallyeggood, but the
addressee’s professor is known to really hate him. Afteirfggglaborated on
all this at lengths, the speaker asks the addressee:

a. Alsowas lies aufkeinenFall?
so whatread.MPin no case
‘So whose book is it that you really shouldn’t read?’

imperative verbs carry a propositional semantics that eaenbbedded within an
interrogative, but the result cannot be an information sepguestion

3 Unit 3, A: Modality in Possible Worlds Semantics

e framework:developed and improved by Lewis, Kratzer, van Fraassen Stechow,
van Rooy, von Fintel and many others

reason: has been used in detailed studies of modality imald&uinguage

3.1 Simple (impersonal) modality

e Kratzer (1978), etc.: most modal expressions are contedrent:

(117) a. Cécilkann in Russelsheinsein.
C. may inR. be.
'Cécile may be in Russelsheim. given what we know
b. Melli kannheutedaheim arbeiten.
M. can todayat.homework

'Melli can work at home today’ given what her boss says
(118) a. Cécilemussin Risselsheinsein.

C. must in R. be.

'Cécile must be in Russelsheim. given what we know

b. Melli mussheutedaheim arbeiten.
M. must todayat.homework
'Melli must work at home today’ given what her boss says

wide range (cf. von Stechow 2004):

epistemic: what | know, what we know, what Ede knows, ...
circumstantial: the relevant facts, ...

dispositional: Joost’s dispositions, the program code of Emacs,...
physical: the laws of nature, ...

. deontic: what the law says, god’s will, ...

-~ 0 2 0 T p

doxastic: what | believe, what people say, what Rick believes, ...
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g. teleological: our tasks, ...
h. buletic: what | want, what Elena wants, ...
I. stereotypical: the normal course of events, ...

some modal expressions are picky, e.g.:
— only epistemic
(119) He might be there.
— only circumstantial:

(120) Dasist machbar.
thatis doable
‘It's doable.

— durfen only denotic, volitional or teleological background:

(121) a. Du darfst dir einen Apfel nehmen.
you may take an apple! RMISSION)
b. Du darfst mich nicht allein lassen.
You cannot leave me alone.
c. Wenn du rechtzeitig kommen willst, darfst du nicht eraeevier-
telstunde vorher losfahren.

If you want to be on time you can't just leave a quarter before i
starts.

d. *John darfin der Mensa sein.
John might be in the university cafeteria.

subjunctivediirfte only weak epistemic possiblity (unless occurring in a gend
tional)

(122)  John durfte in der Mensa sein.
John might be in the university cafeteria.

— subjective vs. objective possibilities: impersonal candions vs. adverbials

(123) a. Es istwahrscheinlichdald dasSchiff sinkt.
EXPL is probable that the ship sinks
‘It is probable that the ship will sink.’
b. DasSchiff wird wahrscheinlicrsinken.
the ship will probably sink
‘The ship will probably sink.

e solution(to be refineft context dependent element

— compare pronouns likee -index (variable) indicates what the pronoun is sup-
posed to (co)refer to, plus presupposition: male

contextc determines a variable assignmenthich interprets free variables
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(124) [he]°=s(i) if s(i) is male, else undefined.

— modal expressions combine with a parameter f which is a ‘tarohfor a back-
ground (themodal basg
this modal base parameter f assigns to each woerédset of propositions; de-
pending on how f is interpreted in the particular contexsf(jlike he), this can
be the set of all propositions that,\af are known to the speakesgeaker epis-
temiq, or the set of all propositions that, &tare relevant fact{rcumstantia),
etc.

(125)  [[f]¢=s(f) (= henceforth, in italicsf), a function of type(s, (st,t))

(126) a. [must]=A fApAw. (Vv e nf(w))v e p]
b. [can]=AfApAw.(3venf(w))lve p]

simple example (for syntactic assumptions, cf. von StecB6@4), modal base is
circumstantialvith respect to the relevant circumstances

(127) a. Magda can go to Maribel's workshop.

b. XP
X VP
N
X MB

| | 1 ]
can  f Magda go to Maribel’'s workshop

c. [[[canf][ Magda go to Maribel’s workshop ] ffw) = 1 iff
Iw e Nf(w) : Magda goes to Maribel's workshop i,
wheref (= s(f)) = what the relevant circumstances are

This is true if e.g.f(W) = {p,pVq,r},

p = Aw.Magda’s handouts are finishedwn

g = Aw.Magda works in the afternoon im.

r = Aw.Maribel's workshop is in the afternoon

3.2 Graded Modality

e nice, but not good enough for inconsistent informationgdgrhnecessity/possibility,
and practical inferences

e example: practical inferences

(128) Inw, all you want is a fee waiver for ESSLLI 2009.
In w, you get a fee waiver only if you submit a course.
ThereforeGiven the relevant circumstances and your wishes iiris nec-
essary that you submit a lecture proposal for ESSLLI 2009.
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modal base seems to have two components:
bouletic,what you wan{ f;); circumstantialwhat the relevant circumstances d1@e)

f1(w) = {Av.you obtain a fee waiver for ESSLLI 2009 ¥},
fo(w) = {Av.you submit a course imor you don'’t get a fee waiver i}

f1(w) U fa(w) = {Av.you obtain a fee waiver for ESSLLI 2009 in Av.you submit a
course inv or you don't get a fee waiver i

N(f1(w) U fa(w)) C {ve W |you submit a course for ESSLLI 2009 v

assume, in addition to the premises in (128), you're alsp. laz

(129) Inu, you want is a fee waiver for ESSLLI 2009.
In u, you don’t want to work too much (course proposals! - *yikes*
In u, you get a fee waiver only if you submit a course proposal.
Therefore:....?

modal base (bouletic informatiofy + circumstantial informationf):

f1(u) = {Av.you obtain a fee waiver for ESSLLI 2009 in Av.you don’t submit a
proposal inv}
fa(u) = {Av.you submit a course imor you don't get a fee waiver i}

f1(u)U fa(u) = {Av.you obtain a fee waiver for ESSLLI 2009¥nA v.you don’t submit
a course inv, Av.you submit a course imor you don’t get a fee waiver iw

N(f1(U) U fo(u) = ©

(130) Considering the relevant circumstances and what t,wan

a. | mustkill someone.

b. I mustdrink a lot of Alsterbrau.

c. Itis necessary that | submit a proposal for ESSLLI 2009.
d. Ican submita proposal for ESSLLI 2009.

e. ltis possible that | don’t submit a proposal for ESSLLI 200

set of best worlds is empty - all necessity statements analtyi true, all possibility
statements are false - :(!

way out:distinguish between factenpdal basef) and preferenceo(dering source
g) (both: conversational backgrounds,(st,t))

among the worlds you fetched (by modal bd&3eonly look at the best ones according
to the ordering sourcg

(131)  ordering relati0ﬁ_<g(w) :
W,ze W v <y, ziff
{p:pcgw)&zep} C{p:pegWw)&vep}

(132)  O(f,g,w)={venf(w)|vzenf(w):if z<y) vthenv <y, z}
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side remarkl exclude neurotic cases of infinite approximation (cf. Keat1991 for a
definition of that can deal with it):

(133) TheLimit Assumption (cf. Lewis 1973, p.19ff)
v, g,w:Nf(w) #£0— O(f,g,w) # 0.

(134) a. [mustF=AfAgApAw.(Vve O(f,g,w))[ve p]
b. [can]*=AfAgApAw.(3ve O(f,g,w))[v e p]

(135) Considering the relevant circumstances and what yant,w

a. [[You must kill someoneJu) = 1 iff
(Ww € O(f,g,u))[you kill someone ai/].

b. [You must submit a course proposal for ESSLLI 200@u) = 1 iff
(WwW € O(f,g,u))[you submit a course at'].

c. [t is necessary that you don’t submit a course proposaBESSLLI
2009.TF(u) = 1 iff
(Ww € O(f,g,u))[you don’t submit a course at].

d. [You can submita proposal for ESSLLI 2009({) = 1 iff
(3w € O(f,g,u))[you submit a course at'].

e. [t is possible that you don’t submit a course proposaE®SLLI
2009.TF(u) = 1 iff
(3w € O(f,g,u))[you don’t submit a course at].

if the ordering source is empty, simple and graded necégeggiblity collapse

4 Unit 3, B: Imperatives as Graded Modals

e somewhere in their syntactic structure, imperatives ¢ordamodal operatoORmp
(for the moment, we ignore tense, aspect, and the subject)

(136)  [ORmpl®=AfAgA pAw.(vW € O(f,g,w))[p(wW)]
(treatment of modal base f will be refined)

e deriving the interpretations:

(137) a. Getup! @DER, single occasion
Given what | orderjt is necessary that you get up (now).
b. Be nice to your grandmother! KDER, long term
Given what | orderjt is necessary that you are (always) nice to your
grandmother
c. Stay away from cigarettes! KDER, long term
Given what | order you to dat is necessary that you stay away from
cigarettes
(138) Don't budge an inch! ROHIBITION, single occasion

Given what | order you to dat is necessary that you don’t budge an inch.
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(139) Have fun! WISH
Given what my wishes ari,is necessary that you have fun.

(140) Please, don’t have broken another vase! ISWVpast
Given what my wishes ard,is necessary that you are not in the post state
of having broken another vase

speaker-disinterested imperativesA\NWING, ADVICE)

(141) Run (...there’s an avalanche approaching)! ARWING
Given what your goals arét is necessary that you run.

(142) A: How do | get to Risselsheim tonight? DYNCE
B: Take the S8, it's more regular than the S9.
Given what you goals aré, is necessary that you take the S8.

find out: what do thegiven.. -parts have in common? what distinguishes them from
e.g.

(143) a. You must have had too many cocktails at the ESSLILtypar
b. Given what | infer from your facial expressioyou must have had too
many cocktails at the ESSLLI party.
c. "Have had too many cocktails at the ESSLLI party.

(144) a. You'll get soaked on your way home!
b. Given what | take to be most plausibleis necessary that you'll get
soaked on your way home.
c. Getsoaked on your way home!

(145) a. You have to remove your car. But | don't care if youtdo i

Given what the regulations of this hotel sdtyjs necessary that you
remove your car.

c. Remove your carBut | don't care if you do it.)

=

modal baseimperatives take into account what are taken to be possinignuations
with respect to the (relevant) known facts (Common Grounadptimizing the future’

assumptionthe modal base is always (a subset of) the Common Gragindr( what
we know the world/our situation to be like

(146)  [ORmpl®=AfAgApAW.(VW € O(cgr,g,w))[p(W)],
wherecgr describes the Common Groundmf

cgr is short forF(c), whereF :C — (W — pow(pow(W))), s.t.
(Vce C)(Vw e W)[F(c)(w) = {CG(c)}]

g: someideal the future is to conform to (= ordering source), eaat | the speaker
want, what your goals are, what general goals are,. . .

ORDER: (for the moment: [MPPRJ] € = cp)
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(147)  [[[ORmpfgllImMPPROgetup]]]*=
Aw. (VW € O(cgr, g,W))[ca gets up inw]],
whereg = {what the speaker orders afw

effect on the discourse:

— modal base: no information gained:
(Vce C)(Yw e CG(c))[cge (W) = CG(c)]
=- new information is about what propositions are picked outi@contextually
given ordering sourcg

— imperative (147) eliminates from th@G(c) all worldsw, s.t. what the speaker
orders in wassigns a set of propositions that picks out as best worl@ift)
worlds where the addressee does not get up

¢ if c assigns a different value to g:

(148) [[ [ORmpfg][!MPPRONave fun at the party ] ]9 = WIsH
Aw. (VW € O(cge,g,w))[ca has fun at the party in/],
g = {what the speaker wishes a} w

= we learn something about the speaker’s wishes

¢ internal make-up of the complement proposition does notené&édd tense and as-
pec)

(149) a. Kiss her before every meeting.
b. Stay away from cigarettes.

(150) [[[ORmpfg][not[IMPPROMOVE]]]]C = PROHIBITION
AW.(YW € O(cgr, g, W))[ca gets up inw]],
whereg = {what the speaker orders afw

PROHIBITION: apart from syntactic restrictions, there can also be sémasstric-
tions on negation that are sensitive to conversationaldracinds, not to differences
in clause types:

Korean: negation byn (NEG) vs. mal (IRNEG) (cf. unit 1) depends on deontic
vs. non-deontic ordering source (cf. Pak, Portner, and #ian@004b for data, their
(15a,b), and discussion of maybe even more fine-graineithclisins):

(151) a. Nayil phati-eyka-ci mal-ayakeyss-ta
tomorrowparty-to go-NMLz IRNEG-should-DecC
‘| should not go to the party tomorrow.’
b. Nayil phati-eyka-ci mal-kkayo?
Tomorrowparty-togo-NMLZ IRNEG-INT
‘Should | go to the party tomorrow?’

e ADVICE requires an addition to the modal base:
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(152) Aasks an official B
How do | get to the fair? ADVICE
B: Take the U4.
Given your goal of getting to the fair, given your wishiéss necessary that
you take the U4.

— teleological modality (cf. alsanankastic conditionals, von Fintel and la-
tridou 2005): add a designated goal to the modal base (shotlloe overwritten
by other preferences, etc.) - here: temporarily addegiGéc)

on all worldsw in CG(c): g(w) = {ca goes to the fairca doesn’t spend too much
money,ca gets there in a reasonable amount of tigpehas a pleasant journey}

— ca knows what his goals are, and he normally knows what his sighe
new information comes in as an addition to the modal baséo{aivie):

(153) Given what your goal iggiven what the facts are about public trans-
portation in Frankfurt, and given what your wishes atiéis necessary
that you take the U4.

f can bring in an additional body of information:

(154)  [ORmpl= A fAgA pAw.(vW € O(cgr U f,g,w))[p(W)],
where(f U ') (w) = (f(w) U f’(w)).

e constraining contextual values for f and g:

recall: modal elements can be picky with respect to whatrardesources and modal
bases they accept/other effects. ..

— Germansollenand missernin that only the latter can have an empty ordering
source - in other wordsmusserbut notsollencan express impersonal deontic
modality

(155) a. Sie muisserb00Euro zahlen.
you.2°PFORM must 500eurospay
‘You have to pay 500 Euros.’
b. Sie sollen500Euro zahlen.
you.2PFORM shall 500eurospay
‘(according to their rules) you shall pay 500 Euros.’

— similarly, we have seen that imperatives require non-engpthering sources,
hence the cannot be used for impersonal deontic necesgitgdga announcing
a verdict could well use (156a), but not (156b)):

(156) a. Sie musserb00Euro zahlen.
you.2PFORM must  500eurospay.INF
‘You have to pay 500 Euros.
b. Zahlen Sie 500Euro.
pay.iMp.FORM you.2PFORM 500euros
‘Pay 500 Euros!’
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goal: let’s restrict imperatives to those cases in which ahagrbs would be used
performatively

(157) a. A:Ask Melli about it!
B: #That’s true #That’s not true!
b. A:ltis my wish that you ask Melli about it.
B: That's true./That’s not true.

performative usages of modal verbs: equally weird, but: are always coerce them
into a non-performative reading

(158) a. A:You have to go now. - BThat’s not true, | don’t./or, A is reinter-
preted
b. A:lhereby promise you to leave. - BThat’s not true, you don't.

modals that are resistent against a descriptive reint@ta: subjunctive ofollen
(ignore independent PAST reading)

(159) a. A:Dusolltestjetzt Melli anrufen!
you should now melli call.INF
‘Now, you should call Melli.

b. B:"Dasist nichtwahr.
that is not true

#That's not true.’

Ninan (2005) suggests the same for Engitalst for performative modal expressions,
he observes incompatibility with a follow-up negation o gorejacent (= the proposi-
tional argument of the modal) (his (4),(11)):

(160) a. *Sam must go to confession, but he’s not going to.
b. *Go to confessionfBut you are not going to.

despite its resistance against negatsmtifestdoesn’t show incompatibility with prejacent-
negation; a counterfactual interpretation saves (161) fuagrammaticality:

(161) Du solltestjetzt Melli anrufen.Aberdu wirst esnicht machen.
you should now Melli call. but youwill it not do
‘You should call Melli now. But you won't.’

try another test for performativity: blocking free choidsjdnction byl forgot which

(i) #You must clean the bathroom, or you must do the shopping, faugot which.

(i) #*Du solltest das Badezimmer putzen, oder du solltest eiekagéhen, aber ich
hab vergessen, welches von den beiden.

only: PAST, - according to what he said yesterday, you areeuad obligation to

to checkedA: You must go now. B: That’s not true.
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e how can we constrain possible values for modal base andingdssurce? - note that
we have introduced them as pronouns (free variables in titexsy values of pronouns
in general are constrained by presuppositions

(162)  [he] ¢ =s(i) if s(i) is male, else undefined.

what exactly are the conditions on modal base and orderimgean imperatives?

1. social or rational authority: modelled as perfect knalgke (cf. Groenendijk and
Stokhof 1984, exhaustive knowledge)

(163) (gnoring temporality

a. YyisanAuthority on a property P:
(Vw e Bel(y)(ow)) (¥X)[w € P(x) <> ow € P(X)]

b. Authoritative Conversational Backgrounds Of Xin c:
X is an authority on a conversational backgroudnd c iff
(Vw € Bel(x)(ow))(Vp)[p € f(w) — p < f(ow)]

c. AUTH(x)(c)={f:W — powpowW)) |

(Vw € Bel(x)(ow))[(Vp)[p € f(W) — pe f(ow)]]}

*modification* (47’)
a.yis anAuthority on a property P:
(Vw e CG(c)) (VW € Bel(y)(w))(VX)[W € P(X) < w € P(X)]

b. Authoritative Conversational Backgrounds of Xin C:
X is an authority on a conversational background c iff
(vw € CG(c)) (VW € Bel(x)(w))(Vp)[p € f(W) < pe f(w)]

c. AUTH(x)(c) = {f :W — powpowW)) |
(vw € CG(c)) (YW € Bel(x)(w))[(Vp)[p € f(W) — pe f(W)]]}

*end of modification*

speaker issues a necessity that depends only on parameteyptesupposed
to be an authority on; truth of an imperative is trivial; fssiolates a presuppo-
sition

can be filtered by conditional antecedents:

(164) a. Wenn ich hier noch etwas zu sagen habe, ruf ihn an.
if I here still something to say have, caltbSG him PRT
‘If 1 am still in a position to say something, call him.
b. Wenn ich dir etwas raten darf, komm nicht noch mal zu spat.
if I you something give-adviceNlF may, comeMPSG not again
QPRT too late
‘If I may give you a piece of advice, don’t be late another time

(165) TheAuthority Condition as a presupposition ddAmp:
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[OPimpll= A fAGAPAW.(WW € O(cge U f,g,w))[P(W)],
defined only forf,g € AUTH(x)(c)

2. ordering source has to be a of a particular type: deontiglelic, teleological -
preference related; Portner 20Qafiority backgrounds (vs. epistemic, doxas-
tic, dynamic (= ability)) -preference related; rules out:

(166)

(167)

a. Behomeat?5!

b. Those alternatives that areost plausible according to what | take
to be the usual course of evensse such that you are at home at
5.

Ordering Source-Restriction
[ORmel® = A fAgA pAw.(vw € O(cgr U f,g,w))[p(w)],

is defined only ifg is a preference related conversational back-
ground.

3. in contrast to modals that can be used descriptively, iaipes are infelicitous
if the proposition is known to come true/hold impossible

(168)

(169)

a. Ichweil3,dafdu dasaufjedenFall tun  wirst,unddu
| knowthatyouthatin any casedo.INFwill, andyou
sollst esauchtun.
shouldit too do.INF
‘I know that you are at any rate going to do this, and you should
doit’
b. *#lchweiR,dalRdu dasaufjedenFall tun  wirst, also
|  knowthatyouthatin any casedo.INFwill, so
tu’'s auch.
do.Imp-it too
#| know that you are at any way going to do this, so do it also.’

Epistemic Uncertainty Constraint (EUC) on imperatives:
[TORmpll= A fAQA pAw.(WW € O(cge U f,g,w))[p(W)],

is defined only if

CG(c) <

AW.(IW € Bekg(w)) (I’ € Bels(w))[-p(W) & p(w)]
(= the speaker is taken to believe that beth and p are possib)e

4. to ensure the performative effect:

(170)

(171)

(172)

Get yourself an ice crearfiBut | don’t want you to take one.
Given what your wishes ar#,is necessary that you take an ice-cream.

a. *Call Melli! #But | don’t think it's a good idea!
Given what your wishes aré,is necessary that you call Melli.

b. Okay, then go ahead and call her! But | don't think it's a oo
idea! CONCESSION

Ordering source affirmation-principle (OSA)
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The speaker affirms the ordering source. (Therefore, hdaensst to
be better (sometimes with respect to a contextually saieat) that
the proposition modalized by the imperative operator cooutsrue.)

note: This last (and unsatisfactorily informal) constraint ided only if we al-
low for ordering sources likevhat the hearer wanfswhat the speaker wants
what the speaker ordee inherently specified for the hearer to want them to
be taken into account (note that, even in the case of whergptbaker is giving
orders in a military scenario and may hence not care for theders to be com-
plied with personally, he is committed to “want” his ordesdoe complied with

in the official sense; but this is a fact about ordering, natenathat signs can be
used to achieve an order, e.g., if raising one’s arm is a sigthe addressee to
stop, this sign can’t be followed by an assertion ltke | don’t want you to stop

idea: the four conditions are trivially fulfilled by = what | order you to dp this
explains why the form type we have identified as the impegasiyprototypically used
for ORDERINg

the performative effect as a particular speech act typeeadigied, if we make the
following assumptions about (co-operative) communicamd how the particular
moves are to be classified:

(173)  Atheory of speech act type<lassifies (minimal) sequences of precontext
c1, intermediate contexty, and postcontexts, such that at,, the speaker
(tries to) update the Common Groundogfwith a linguistic object Eg] € (a
proposition; or an index dependent propositsost).

note:The only thing relevant to semantics is the (attempted) tgoafC G(co)+p/CG(c2)+q.

(174) Update ands-belief:
If a speaker attempts to upddi&s(c,) with a propostiorp, CG(c,) entails
"the speaker believgs'.

(175) minimal description of @DER(()
c1: @ does not follow from whaty is ordered to do bgg
C2: CG(cy) is updated with a linguistic objectf] ©
c3: @ follows from whatcy is ordered to do bgg

4.1 Detailed example: imperative used for @DERINg

an imperative that is used as an order gives rise to a pictue figure 1 (the presentation
has benefited a lot from comments and suggestions by Miclhark& and Sven Lauer)

e atty, cs andca take it to be possible that - all things being equal so far - nndgr
Leave! which at the given context (thanks to the interpretatigfi9] would express
the propositiomw.(Vv € O(cge,g,w))[ca leaves inv], whereg = ‘what is ordered by
cs. Other courses of events are taken to be equally possible.
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cs says: Leavel, expressingAw.(Vv € O(cge,g,w))[ca leaves inv],
: whereg = ‘what is ordered by €
cs doesn t ordery to leave

e Wo

’ cs says: Good Evening!
% Cs greetsca

fcs says nothing
W2

cs says: Leave!, expressingAw.(Vv € O(cge,g,w))[ca leaves inv],
: whereg = ‘what is ordered by €

fcs orderscy to leave

cs says nothmP and points to the door
Cg orderscy to leave

Figure 1:'Leave! (in a context where the speaker’s orders are salient as at@dterdering
source)

e in principle, expressing this proposition could amount énly given an order (as in
W3, Or Not, as innp).

e by (174), atwp the speaker has to believe that he is giving an order; sings het
actually doing it, though, the existencews is incompatible with the authority prin-
ciple (165) - hence, interpreting the imperative amounts poesupposition failure if
Wop € CG(c)

e atty, if cguttersLeave! worldswy, wo, wy are eliminated automatically thanks to ob-
vious meta-linguistic information (they do not match theiolis course of events)

e if no presupposition failure occurs, worlds@G(c) are all likews in that uttering the
imperative matches an act in the world that consists;iorderingca to leave
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4.2 Summing up

¢ does the theory answer PCTE? - the semantic value is higllgrapecified, but &
DERSare the prototypical usages for imperatives because aniogd®ource likevhat
the speaker orderat each context fulfills both the authority principle and tiéering
source affirmation principle.

e does it answer PASTA? - particular values for modal base addring source are
supplied by the context; which ones are possible is com&dddy the presuppositional
meaning component; the particular effect (speech act tyggegnds on the proposition
obtained by filling in these values

e yet to explainPERMISSIONS CONCESSIONS certain pieces of AVICE

4.3 Remark: Refuting imperatives

in order to refute an imperative, the presuppositions hawetrefuted (note that the speaker
can only order what he is entitled to order, hence, if he issntitled to give orders, he is not
actually giving them)

(176) a. A:Geh sofort nach Hause!
A: Go.IMPSG immediatelyhome!
b. B: Du hast mir Uberhaupt nichts zu befehlen!
B: You are not in the position to tell me what to do!

with ADVICE replies can come close to confirming/refuting truth

(177)  A: Wie komme ich nach Risselsheim? - B: Nimm am besteriéer!
A: How do | get to Risselsheim? - B: takkRSG best the 16-line (‘Take line 16.")
a. A: Stimmt! Hatte ich total vergessen. Danke.
A: Right! I'd totally forgotten about it. Thanks.
b. ??A: Nein, das ist nicht wahr.
No, that is not true.
c. A’ Nein, das kann nicht stimmen. Der fahrt doch
nach Osten! Du hast ja gar keine Ahnung.
A’: No, that can’t be correct. It goes eastwards! You don'vwrthe
first thing about it!

that’s not trueis slightly weird in this context; butias‘that’ in (177c) refers exactly to the
proposition | claim is expressed by the imperative

4.4 More thoughts on AbviCE and the standard semantics of graded
modality

e Back to ESSLLI 2009 and the lazy wond

(178) Inu, you want is a fee waiver for ESSLLI 2009.
In u, you don’t want to work too much (course proposals! - *yikes*
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In u, you get a fee waiver only if you submit a course proposal.
Therefore:...?

e modal base (bouletic informatiofa + circumstantial informatior,):

(179)  f1(u) = {Av.you obtain a fee waiver for ESSLLI 2009 in Av.you don'’t
submit a proposal in}
f2(u) = {Av.you submit a course imor you don'’t get a fee waiver i}

derived (neither is necessary):

(180)  O(fy, f1,u)n{veW | you submit a course proosalvh # 0
O(fy, f1,u)n{ve W | you don’t submit a course proosalvh # 0

(181) A: See... | want [cf. above] and their regulations afedgbove]. What shall
| do?
B: Come on, submit something!
B’: Come on, you should really submit something.

problem arises for both modals (standard semantics) andratipes; compare:

(182) B”: | would submit something. (It's really not that muwork and it’s quite
a lot of fun.)

A's question amounts tehat are the relevant preferences

(183)  A:Giventhatl getonly a fee waiver if | submit, and that | wan & submit,
and | want a fee waivegiven what you consider good goals/criteria, what
p is necessary?

that these wishes pertain has been made pa&@Git): hence, given the semantics in
(154) it is thus taken into account

B does not consider all of A's wishes, or ‘getting all A's weshfulfilled” the “relevant
criterion/good goal” (else he couldn’t express a necekgsity

B supliesgg(u) = {ve W | you get a fee waiver in}; for intersection withCG(c):

(184) Aw.(Yve O(cgr U f,gs,w))[you submit a course proosalify
wheref is empty,gs = what B considers good goals/the relevant criteria

4.5 Comparing graded modals to Portner (2007)’s To-Do-List

o declaratives relate to epistemic modals, imperativesaétapriority modals

(185)  A: Go present this proposal to our bankers today!
B: I should take the 7 a.m. flight to N.Y. then.
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imperatives modify To-Do-Lists, and To-Do-Lists help detene the ordering source
for deontic modals

ordering induced by ToDoList & Agent's Commmitment: for Bagarticipant, the
To-Do-List measures rationality:

(186) Partial Ordering of Worlds; (Portner (2005:(12)),Portner 2007:(16)):
For anywy,w, € N CG, w1 <; Wy iff for someP € TDL(i),P(w»)(i) =1 and
P(wq)(i) =0, and for allQ € TDL(i), if Q(wx)(i) =1, thenQ(w.)(i) = 1.

(187)  Agent’s commitment (Portner 2005(13), Portner 2007:(17)):
For any agent, the participants in the conversation mutually agree tordee
i's actions rational and cooperative to the extent that ttaa$i®ns in any
worldsw; € N CG tend to make it more likely that there is m@ € NCG
such thatvy <j wo.

— problem:(non-)action takes place in time; don’t do anything - timenghates
worlds at which you have more properties

— potential problemtrying to convince people that you can’t do ‘better’ is edyal
rational (depending on how exactly likelihood is defined)

imperatives influence subsequent priority-modals:

(188) a. Sit down right now. ORDER
b. Noah should sit down right now, given that he has been edd&r do
So.
(189) a. Have a piece of fruit. NMITATION

b. Noah should have a piece of fruit, given that it would maike happy.
but: b-sentences seem performative, too; this can be modifieallas/$:
(190) Noah should sit down right now, given what he has bedared.

the deontic To-Do-List is a subset of the deontic ordering@® used subsequently in
the same unit of discoursgroblem:bouleticnecessity (e.gTry some chocolaje

- should not update the wishes of the addressee - at best thelladdressee what
follows from his/her wishes

- given that. . .-phrases can be inserted, which suggests that the impeisitivfollow
from some background, and does not directly update the backd

- predictions are similar for @ERS what follows from what is optimal according to
your orders is what you are ordered to do (compare the diggustl)

details for what | take to be a misprediction on bouleticesas

Kratzer definitions for modal base and ordering source, puBo-List-Definition
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(191) A selection functiorf is a (possibly partial) function taking two arguments,
a worldw and a set of propositior§ and returning a subset 8f his (52)

(192) A parametrized selection functibns a (possibly partial) function taking
argumentsr{ > 2), namelyn — 2 individuals, a world, and a set of proposi-
tions S, and returning a subset &f his
(53)

picking from sets that include both properties and projpmsst

(193) For any individuak, world w, and set of propositions or propertigs
a. ifitis defined, deontigw, M) =
{y € I . y expresses an obligation gin w or
y(X) expresses an obligation vin w}
b. ifitis defined, bouletigw,IT) =
{y € N :y expresses a desire wfn w or
y(X) expresses a desire »fn w}
c. ifitis defined, teleg(w, M) =
{y € I .y expresses a goal &fin w or
y(X) expresses a goal a&fin w}

maybe needed: ‘deontic-qua-x(w, ) (what | ordered

(194) Pragmatic function of imperatives:

The canonical discourse function of an imperative clabgg is as follows.

WhereC is a context of the form{CG,Q, T, h):

a. C+ ®mpisdefined only if
hagqr(W, T (addr)) is defined for everw € NCG.

b. Provided that it is define@ + ®imp = (CG,Q,T’, h), where:
(i) T'isjustlikeT exceptthaf’(addr) =T (addr) U{[@mgl] }, and
(i) CG =CGU{{we CG: for any set of propertie§, if hyqqr is

defined, [Amp]l € hadar(W, S)}}

(195) a. You sit down right now! h = deontiggqr
b. Have a piece of chocolate! h = bouletiGgqgr
c. Talkto your advisor more often! h =teleQqqr

but:at least, (195b) should not add anything to what forms thegndsouletic ordering
source of a subsequent modal verb.

relationship to Kratzer’s theory: a context(SG,Q, T, h, f,g): h picks out subset of
To-Do-List for imperativesf is the modal base, the ordering sourcelis.hsypjec{ W, g(W))

(196)  [shouldf = APAxAw: f is a realistic conversational background, and

is a prioritizing conversational backgroutidv € O( f, hy(w, g(w)), w))[wW €
P(X)].
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5

5.1

(197) Conversational background contains To-Do-List
Given a context of the forniCG,Q, T, h, f, g) for all participants in the con-
versationa, for all P € T (a), and for alw € NCG,P(a) € g(w). his
(61)

(198) Same selection function
The selection function strongly tends to remain the samzutyir a unit of
discourse. his (62)

worry: one way relationship To-Do-Lists to ordering sources; amlgeratives update
To-Do-Lists

relationship conversational backgrounds and To-Do-Lists

(199) *#Stay inside all day! (@DER) Since you enjoy the nice weather, go out and
play a little bit. (SYGGESTION

but: ordering sources as we know them can be conflicting; thinketazy world
(200)  #Don’t submit a course proposal! Get a fee waiver for ESSLLI!
coherence of modal backgrounds [follows from both appreskh

(201) You should give more of your income to the pd@nd you should try this
single malt scotch.

TDL has no effect on the past - no commands w.r.t. the past gteed, but:]

(202) Please don't have broken another vase!
Given what my wishes aré is necessary that you are not in a post-state of
having broken another vase.

Unit 4. The modal operator analysis at work

QIP: imperatives between necessity and possibility

imperatives pose a problem for semantics because theittdisages comprise an
inhomogeneous set of speech act types Filnectional Innomogeneity ProbleRiP):
ORDER, REQUEST, ADVICE, WISH, PROHIBITION, ...

particular problemQuantificational Inhomogeneity Problei@IP)

some examples:
imperatives used for givingERMISSION and as @NCESSIONS

both speech act types involve widening of the permissiblddspand: widening of
the set of worlds which are possible futures the speakemnwtltry to prevent

two different solutions within the MOP-analysis
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1. semantically, imperatives still express necessitygchwager 2005b; Schwager
2006b for ERMISSIONSand CONCESSIONS

a pragmatic mechanism (accommodation) lets the necesatgngent have an
effect that would normally be achieved by a possibility eta¢nt

note: this does not rendeERMISSION-imperatives indirect speech acts; i.e., no
underlying act of @DERIng is computed

2. the imperative itself can express possibility (Schwaf#i5a; Schwager 2006b
for zum Beispigl

(a) ambiguity (Grosz 2008)
(b) always possibility; this is normally exhaustified ("tbaly possibility" =
necessity; Schwager 2005b)
5.1.1 Cases to consider

PERMISSIONS

(203) a. (It starts at eight, but) come earlier if you like! gdidblin (1987)]
b. Take an apple if you like.
c. Nimm dir ruhig einenApfel!

take.iMP yourselfPRT="CALM’ an apple
‘Take an apple if you like.

CONCESSIONS

(204) a. Alright, don’t come then! (If you think you are soce) CONCESSION
b. Okaydannkomm  ebennicht!
okay, then come.MP PRT not

back to ESSLLI 2009 again:
(205) a. B:Submita proposal! - A:[...] - B: Okay, then donibenit anything.

b. B:Schick was hinl - A:[...] - B: Dannschick nichts
B: send.MP somethingo.there- A: - B: then send.MP nothing
hin.
to.there
ADVICE:

(206) Kauf zumBeispielkeineZigaretten!
buy.IMp for exampleno cigarettes
‘For example, don’t buy any cigarettes. &&

(207) a. How could I stop smoking?/What do | have to do in otdestop smoking?
b. One of the things you may not do is buy cigarettes. O-BC(addressee
(— Itis necessary that you don't buy cigareties.

(208) a. How could | save money?
b. One of the things you could do is not buy cigarettes. ¢—-BC(addressee
(+ Itis necessary that you don't buy cigareties.
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* remark:in classroom discussion, Paul Dekker remarked that botimpbess are more com-
plicated than ordinary possibility or necessity: for thadieg explored in (207), the fact
that this is one of many necessities is brought out in thepbaiesse ¢ne of the things and
comes out correctly in the analysis proposed below; for Y208h paraphrase and analysis
fail to bring out the point that not buying cigarettes is omeoag other sufficienieans.
This touches upon an issue problematic for overt possilmindals as well:

(209) a. Howdo I gettoHamburg.
b. You can take the ICE from Frankfurt.

According to (209b), taking the ICE from Frankfurt is not yrompatible with reaching
Hamburg, but is rather (under certain assumptions: e.d.ytharide the train to the very
end,...) a sufficient means to get there. Cf. the literaturar@ankastic conditionalsfor
more information on the issue, in particular Werner 2006.

Moreover, Sven Lauer pointed out that at least his varietstafidard German does not
allow to interpret (220) as in (207). *

(UNKNOWN):
Mother to her child who is terribly afraid of frogs and doeswant to touch a frog:

(210) Fass denFroschruhig an!
touch.imp the frog PRT at
‘Touch it [ruhig]! It won’t do you any harm.’
rendering P. Grosz:In view of what you need to do in order not to come to any
harm,it’s possible for you to touch the frog"

5.1.2 The pragmatic story for PERMISSIONS

e Schwager (2005b): imperatives always express necessityertain contextual con-
stellations, they come to have the effect that is usuallp@ated with an expression
of possibility (i.e., widening of what the possibilitiesedr

e argumentavoid ambiguity; moreover: possibility effects are a lotde to get than
necessity effects, mostly marked by particlesh{g), if you like/wenn du magst
antecedentghen. ..

e we cannot rely on conditionalization: still no obligatiosame problem fomay
permissions

(211) a. Ifyouwantto come earliegigen what your wishes are/given what my
wishes aré ..) you must come earlier.
b. You may come earlier if you like.
c. WennDu magstkannstdu auchschon friher kommen.
if youlike can youalso alreadyearliercome

= if you likebehaves in a funny way

e resolution of modal base and ordering source:
ORDER
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(212) [Nimm dir einen Apfell] =Given what we know the world to be like and
given what | ordeiit is necessary that you take an apple.

PERMISSION:. under the resolution of the contextual parameters as i8)(21 per-

mission effect is achieved if, in the utterance context, gh@positions in (214) are
common knowledge (note: (203c) is also very natural as esblving uncertainty
w.r.t. whether it is permitted or not)

(213) [Nimm dir ruhig einen Apfel!]] =
Given what we know the world to be like and given what you vitaist
necessary that you take an apple.

(214) a. @is among the wishéof the hearer
b. the speaker is against the hearer’s realizing
c. the hearer doesn’'t wantto offend the speaker (keep tlakeppleased)
d. itis possible that, at the next momety permits taking an apple

(215) proposition expressed by (213):
p = Aw.Yv € O(cge, g, w)[the addressee takes an apple]in

att; before the utterance (withh= what g wants k = what g orders:

for anywin CG: g(w) = {the speaker is pleased, the addressee takes an apple}
for anywin CG k(w) = {ca does not take an apple}

for anywin CG, k(w) is fulfilled or the speaker is not pleased, but not both
foranywin CG, O(cge,g,w) contains two types of worlds

wy: the speaker is pleased, the addressee does not take an apple
wa: the speaker is not pleased, the addressee takes an apple

there is a worldv in CG, | atty, cs expressep and permits the taking of an apple
(i.e., atk(w) ={})

atty, csexpresses (215), which is true only if a permission occuis(metalinguistic infor-
mation:w-like worlds survive)

e Cstries to update with propositiop, hence, it is known ab that he believes;

¢ either, he is an authority amglis true (that is, CG does not contain worlds at which he
tries to update witlp but p is false), or, a presupposition failure occurs
hencepresupposition failure, or we are inné-like world, and this was a permission

alternative situatiorit was not prohibited before - effect of an information thas permitted
(+ endorsing to go with your preference -?)

4Understood as primitive hearer would assent to "yes, (ifail Inot upleasant consequences), | would
like that"; these wishes need not be necessities accordimghat he wants - the two come apart in case of
inconsistencies.
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5.1.3 (GONCESSION
e imperatives can be modally subordinated (cf. Roberts 188Bwager 2006a for im-
peratives)

(216) a. Ifyouwanthimto say nice things about your work, treat every profgssor
with courtesy.
b. *If hej is already there, give every speghkas badge.
c. If John’s already there, give him his badge. epistemic

(217)  Ede might make lasagrtenight.??7(°KIn that case) try jt he’s an excellent
cook.

(218)  Vielleichtbringtja MariaeinenWein mit. Dannstell  ihn;
perhaps bringsPRT Mariaa wine along.then put.IMP it
einstweilen in denKuhlschrank.
in-the-meantimén the fridge
‘Mary might bring some wingwith her. In that case, put it in the fridge in
the meantime.

e CONCESsIONtype: contra Schwager (2005bjhenindicates modal subordination to
if you don’t care about me, do it

(219) Okay, then don’t do it, if you think you are so clever.

argumentpresence ofhendann

5.1.4 (In)exhaustive advice
e genuine ambiguity of the modal force embedded urzden Beispieffor example’
(220) Kauf zumBeispielkeineZigaretten!

buy.IMp for exampleno cigarettes
‘For example, don’t buy any cigarettes.’ &&

(221) a. One of the things you may not do is buy cigarettesBC(addressee
b. One of the things you could do is not buy cigarettes:BC(addressee

disambiguation by further particlashon mal
(222) Kauf zumBeispielschon mal keineZigaretten!
buy.IMp for examplealreadyPRT no cigarettes
‘For starters, one thing is not to buy cigarettes.’ O-BC(addressee
idea:
1. underlyingly, imperatives express possibility; noriytaéxhaustive possibility

(223) a. Q:What could | possibly do to stop smoking?
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b. A:Dukannstur aufhérenZigaretterzu kaufen.
youcan only stop, cigarettesto buy
‘The only possibility you have (to achieve your task)

is to stop buying cigarettes.

exhaustive possibility = necessity's your only possibility= you must
compare: anti-exhaustive necessity (one necessity antbegsd

(224) A:Um aneinegute Uni zukommenmuf3tdu zum
A: in-order-toto a  gooduniversityto get, must you for
Beispielviel Geld habenB: Echt? #*Und dasist alles?

exampleots-of moneyhave. B:really?and thatis all?
'A: In order to get into a good university, you need lots of regpfor

example. B: Really?And that’s all?

2. exhaustification can be blocked toy example

3. two possibilities for imperatives containifigr example
“for exampleg!”

for exampl€¢C @) for exampl§EXH <) @)

¢ the imperative operator as non-primitive necessity:

easier to see if we distinguish a background and a propodttat follows from the
background (cf. Geurts 1999; roughly, at a wosldh = O(cgr, g, w))

(225) a. O =AbAp.(3web)we p]
b. O=AbAp.(Wweb)we p|

(226) a. ORmp=< (=AbAp.(3web)jwe p])

b. CP
N

C p
N
OHmp b

exhaustificatiorw.r.t. domains and properties where parts of elements iloneain
can have the same property (mereology, propositions,...)

(227) exhaustification in terms of identit@nly John came to the party.
P(john) A —=3y[y # johnAP(y)]

domain:powmW), P = “is a possibility w.r.t background”
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(228) a. <bp— Vqpcqg— <bq
b. va[[g#0AqC (bnp)] — Obq

possibility 1: Rooy and Schulz 2004 relativize w.r.t. relege p is possible w.r.t. b
and no other possibility that is equally relevant is possjiblassume: sub- or super-
propositions are not (equally) relevant

problem:

(229)  What is necessary for you to stop smoking?

a. youdon’t buy any cigarettes anymore
b. you buy no cheap cigarettes anymore
c. you buy only bad cigarettes
d ...

possibility 2: set-theoretic solution, cf. Zimmermann@2) closes off lists of possi-
bilities py, ..., pn to say that these propositions cover the entire backgroimadiis,
that their union is a necessity (proof Zimmermann'’s footrizi2):

(230) (Vg)[gNHc#0— [qNp1#0V...VgNpn # 0] his (24’), p.268
(231) EXH(®) =AbAp.o(b)(p) & (Vg€ ©(b))[ge <(p)]

(232) For arbitranp andp:
EXH(¢) = O: for anyw if w € b, then{w} Nb # 0, therefore{w} N p # 0,
thereforew € p.
For non-emptyp and arbitraryp:
EXH(<O) <= O: (Yw € b)[w € p], thereforebn p # 0. And if for anyq,
<&(b)(q), then there is av € bng. But thenw € p, thereforegn p # 0, so

qe <o(p).

generalize to cover also necessity

p is an exhaustive necessity with respect to backgroyimidymbols, EXH(O))(b)(p))
asnothing follows from the background b that does not folloanfp

(233) EXH(O)=AbAp.0O(b)(p) & (Vg€ O(b))[ge O(p)]

Exhaustified necessitfKH(O)) boils down to identity of background and proposi-
tion, proof in (234).

(234)  For arbitranyp andp, EXH(O)(b)(p) < (b= p)
<: b= p, thereforeb C p, and §fq < O(b))[q € O(p)].
=: EXH(O)(b)(p) = O(b)(p) & (Vg€ O(b))[q € O(p)]. So, by the first
conjunct and the interpretation &f, b C p. Assumeb C p. Then Gw €
p)[w ¢ b]. Then, it would be the case thate d(b), but notb € O(p).
Therefore, it cannot be the case that p. Henceb = p.

(235) EXH(R) =AbAp.R(b)(p) & (Vg€ R(b))[q€ R(p)]
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(236)  zB(R) = AbAp.R(b)(p) & ©(Bek)[— (Vg e R(b))[R(p)(a)]],
whereBel, the speaker’s belief worlds.

(237) a. [[{EXH,zB0}[{ EXH,zB}(ORmp)]1] b p]
b. [[{EXH,zB0}[{ mustmay, }]] bp]

According to (237a), in absence ofim BeispielEXH is applied toORmp.

(238) Kauf zumBeispielkeineZigaretten!
buy.IMp for exampleno cigarettes
'For example, don’t buy any cigarettes.’

If zum Beispieberves as the obligatory modifier O, the imperative expresses
possibility. (237a) is instantiated as in (239).

(239) [[[©[zB ORmpl] b] you don’t buy cigarettes ]

The complex modal operator is computed as in (240) and appiehe respective
propositions as in (241). The reading obtained is the oneexftiaustive possibility as
singled out in (221b).

(240)  zB(ORmp) = AbA p.O(b)(p) & ©(Beks)[~(vVa e ¢(b))[ge (p))]]

(241)  <(B)(you don't buy cigarettes) &
O (Bekg)[~(Vg e &(B))[g € &(you don't buy cigarettes)]],
for a contextually given backgrouril
‘It is possible for you not to buy cigarettes, but | don’'t axaé that you have
other possibilities as well’

(242) [[[ zB[ EXH ORmpl] b] you don’t buy cigarettes ]

(243)  zB(EXH(ORmp)) =zB(O) = by equivalence in (232)
AbAp.8(b)(p) & O(Beks)[~(va e O(b))[ge B(p)]]

(244)  zB(EXH(ORmp))(B)(you don't buy cigarettes) =
O(B)(you don'’t buy cigarettes) &
O(Belg)[~(Vg € O(B))[q € O(you don't buy cigarettes)]],
for some contextually giveB.
‘it is necessary that you don'’t buy cigarettes, and | don't@dte that there
are more things necessary (w.r.t.’B)

modal operators in Salish that (like imperatives) expresessity as a default but are

interpreted as possibility when necessity gives rise taradiction (cf. Matthewson,
Rullman, and Davis 2005).
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5.1.5 What particles show and why | am still not convinced thawe should conflate
the two kinds of possibility-usages

e Grosz (2008): imperatives do contain modal operators, laggdre ambiguous/underspecified
as to whether they express possibility or necessity

PERMISSION-imperatives express possibility in semantics

¢ his claim:there are German patrticles that

1. occur in modalized sentences onlykig, bloss, JA and

2. impose restrictions on what kind of modal force they cambwith fuhig: <;
bloss, JAD)

3. since all three particles can occur in imperativesnfperatives contain modal
operators, andi) ORmp is ambiguous between/<

e some examples:

(245) a. Deiisst {ruhig,*blof3;JA} denSpinat.

he eats{ruhig, blo3, JA} the spinach
‘He is eating/will eat the spinach.

b. Derkann/darf{ruhig,*blof3;JA} denSpinat essen.
he can/may {ruhig, blo3, JA} the spinacheat
‘He can/may eat the spinach.’

c. Dersoall {ruhig, blo3, JA}denSpinat essen.
he can/mayruhig, blol3, JA}the spinacheat
‘He can/may eat the spinach.’

¢ note:the correlation holds only i$ollenis also ambiguous in modal force, as Grosz
(2008) assumes (usuallyzr)

sollenin V1 is usually claimed to express (cf. Onnerfors 1997) - GNCESSIONS
(initial dann‘then’ - same effect)

(246) Soll er dochsauer sein.
shallhe PRT offendedbe
roughly: ‘Let him be offended then.

(247) DerHanssoll ruhigdenKuhlschrankausraumen.
the Hansshallruhigthe fridge empty
‘Hans shall [ruhig] empty the fridge.’
In view of what | wantit is possible for Hans to empty the fridge. Grosz

2008, (36)
o follow ups: test for BRMISSIONVS. COMMAND, but not for modal forcegaceGrosz
2008)
(248) a. ...das stort mich nicht.

that doesn’t disturb me.
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b. ...sonstwirst du bestraft.
or else you'll be punished.

(249) Du nimmst dir einfach,was du brauchstDas
you take.PSGPRESIND yourselfsimply whatyouneed. That
stort  mich dberhaupnicht.

disturbsme at.all not
‘You just take what you need. | really don’t mind.’

problem:muss(only: 0O) is incomaptible with all particles for an independent iiegd
(non-performative) - no clear evidence for incompatiilit + ruhig

hence, alternative story (-2)uhig can appear whenever a certain pragmatic effect is
achieved - widening, no matter, if By or O

particlesruhig, blo3, JArequire performative modality - out in conditionals of ante
cendents:

(250) Wennrer unbedingt/JA/*blo3zur Beichte gehensoll, gehter
if henecessarily/JA/blof¥o confessiorgo  shall,goeshe
morgen.

tomorrow
‘If he necessarily/JA must go to confession, he will go toroa”’

possibility test: compatibility of contradictory complemts (cf. Grosz 2008, his (38))

(251) Father: Hans wants to spend Christmas abroad. Hesthin&ut going to
Toronto or to Sidney! Is there anything we can do to convirnoetb spend
Christmas here with us? - Mother: Oh come on...

a. Derkann’s/soll's/soll'sruhig in Kanadaverbringenundder
he can-it/shall-it/shall-it ruhign Kanadaspend, andhe
kann’'s/soll’s/soll’s ruhig in Australienverbringen. (I don't care)
can-it/shall-it/shall-it ruhign Australia spend
‘He can spend it in Australia, and he can spend it in Kanada.’

for me: only kannis okay (footnote: “some speakers only accept these examplil
or”; for me, oder ‘or’ rules in soll's under epistemic uncertainty w.r.t. an obligation,
no possibility reading; andoll’s ruhigis inacceptable)

(252) a. Dukannstruhighingehenaberdu kannstauch(’ruhig) zu Hause
youcan ruhiggo-there,but youcan also (ruhig) at home
bleiben.
stay
‘You can ruhig go there, but it's also okay if you stay home.’

b. #Du sollstruhig hingehenaberdu sollstauch(ruhig) zu Hause
you shall ruhig go-there, but youshall also (ruhig) at home
bleiben.
stay
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cannot meant!You shall ruhig go there, but it's also okay if you stay
home.

maybe:sollencan achieve the effect of a possibility statement (e.g. deel as a Pr-
MISSION), but: it does not seem to semantically express possibitityihig can com-
bine with certain expressions of semantic necessity

e compare AVICE-imperatives:

in the absence of closure intonatifmm exampleimperatives can receiveinterpretations,
sollenonly gets thed interpretation:

(253) Kauf zum Beispiel gar keine Zigaretten mehr, kauf Zagf@n, die dir nicht

schmecken,... O
for example, buyMmpP not-any cigarettes anymore, buyH cigarettes you
don't like,...

(253) Du sollst (zum Beispiel) keine Zigaretten mehr kauthnsolltst Zigaretten
kaufen, die dir nicht schmecken,. .. O
you should (for example) not buy cigarettes anymore, youlshauy cigarettes
you don't like,. .. O

und‘and’: only the (contradictory) obligation reading is aedile (why?!)

oder ‘or’: all performative necessity and possibility modaldhbee alike: we get an
(exhaustive) lists of all possibilites to fulfill an obligan; cf. Geurts ta)

= zum Beispielmperatives andollenbehave differently

e issue:free choice items are licensed under possibility modalsunder necessity

(254) a. You may pick any flower!
b. #You must pick any flower.
c. Pick any flower!

still, (254c) is different from mere possibility; there is abligation to pick one flower,
and a permission to pick whichever you want (cf. Aloni 2005)

e for the moment:

1. imperatives express necessity statements, unlesglzanitified (as can be done
by for examplg

2. sollen= EXH(ORmp)

3. necessity statements sometimes achieve widerERg/IFSSION,. . . -effects (possibility-
like effects)

4. particles are maybe sensitive to the presence of modalispch, and the effect
that modality achieves

e alternativeanti-exhaustification can be done by other particles as(e@g]l ruhig)
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