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Introduction



A Constraint on Discourse

Büring (2003) offers the following constraint on well-formed

discourses:

(1) Informativity: Don’t say known things, don’t ask for known

things!

This talk covers cases when speakers do not obey (1).
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“Major” Sentence Types

Sadock and Zwicky (1985): Three major sentence types

cross-linguistically

• Declaratives

You caught the speckled geese.

• Interrogatives

Did you catch the speckled geese?

• Imperatives

Catch the speckled geese!

Büring’s constraint in (1) covers two of the three major sentence

types: declaratives and interrogatives.
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Non-Redundancy

To extend Büring’s constraint to imperatives, we could say

something like the following:

(2) Non-redundancy (version 1): Don’t say known things,

don’t ask for known things, and don’t order planned things!

We will be able to make this constraint more precise as we go

along.
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Raising Awareness

Question: When speakers violate (2), what purpose do their

utterances serve?

Main Claims: A primary function served by utterances that

violate (2) is that of raising awareness of issues that interlocutors

are not attending to.

To capture this function, models of discourse should incorporate

some representation of discourse participants’ states of awareness.
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From Sentence Types to Discourse

Effects



Conventional Discourse Effects

Farkas and Roelofsen (2016): The “most widespread”

contemporary approach (Ginzburg 1996; Groenendijk 1999; Farkas

and Bruce 2010; Condoravdi and Lauer 2012; Roberts 2012;

Northrup 2014; Malamud and Stephenson 2015). Alternative

views: “Radical dynamics”, Inquisitive Semantics

Form Content Effect

f1 c1 e1

f2 c2 e2

J·K Ff1

J·K Ff2
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Conventional Discourse Effects: Declaratives

Let f1 be a (falling) declarative, and let CG be the common

ground. A traditional view:

• Jf1K, i.e. c1, is a set of possible worlds.

• Ff1 adds c1 to the CG .

More nuanced views on Ff1 :

• Ff1 adds c1 to the speaker’s set of discourse commitments and

to “the Table.” If accepted, c1 is added to the CG (Farkas

and Bruce 2010).

• Ff1 publicly commits the speaker to believing c1. Additional

assumptions (e.g. that the speaker is honest and is

well-informed) can lead p to enter the CG (Lauer 2013).
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Conventional Discourse Effects: Interrogatives

Let f2 be an interrogative, and let QUD be a

question-under-discussion stack.

• Jf2K, i.e. c2, is a partition of W.

• Ff2 adds c2 to the QUD.

QUD constrains the future development of CG . For every question

q ∈ QUD, discourse participants are committed to making it the

case that CG entails some answer to q.
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Conventional Discourse Effects: Imperatves

Let f3 be an imperative. There is very little agreement regarding

Jf3K or Ff3 .

Some proposals for Jf3K, i.e. c3:

• A property of individuals (Portner 2007)

• A modalized proposition (Kaufmann 2012)

• An action (Barker 2012)

Some proposals for Ff3 :

• c3 is added to a To-Do List (TDL) (Portner 2007).

• c3 is added to CG (Kaufmann 2012).

• The speaker’s set of publicly committed effective preferences

is updated (Condoravdi and Lauer 2012; Lauer 2013).
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Conventional Discourse Effects: Imperatves

To simplify things, let’s restrict our focus to directive imperatives,

which aim to induce the addressee to perform some action.

Minimally, we can assume that if f3 is an imperative uttered with

directive force and f3 is accepted, the addresee is thereafter

committed to perform some action related to Jf3K.
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Non-Redundancy

(3) Non-redundancy (version 2): Don’t utter . . .

a. A (falling) declarative f1 such that c1 ∈ CG ,

b. An interrogative f2 such that c2 ∈ QUD or

∃p ∈ c2(∩CG ⊆ p),

c. An imperative f3 such that the addressee is already

committed to performing the relevant action related to

Jf3K.
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Redundancy



Redundant Declaratives

There are many ways to mark the content of declaratives as

common knowledge or discourse old.

(4) “But again, as we both know, there’s a strong majority in

the House held by the Democrats” (CNN Moneyline 1992).

(5) “And as I just mentioned, if you want an exact answer,

then you must keep all your constants”

(http://ccnmtl.columbia.edu/projects/mmt/

frontiers/web/chapter_1/6254.html).

(6) “As discussed above, children with typical phonological

development rarely delete unstressed syllables in word-final

position” (Kirk and Vigeland 2015).

When truthfully uttered, the content of these delcaratives must

already be in CG .

11
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Redundant Declaratives

Other examples:

• Walker’s (1993) informationally redundant utterances

• Assertions of the form It is clear that p (Barker and Taranto

2003; Barker 2009)

• Unfocused variants of the German discourse particles ja and

doch (Zeevat 2004; Zimmermann 2011; Kaufmann and

Kaufmann 2012; Grosz 2014; Rojas-Esponda 2015)
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Redundant Interrogatives

Rohde (2006) and Caponigro and Sprouse (2007) analyze rhetorical

questions (RQs) as questions whose answers are already in CG .

Traditional diagnostics for RQs include the presence of after all,

being followed by a clause beginning with yet, and containing a

strong NPI (Sadock 1971).

(7) After all, who helped Luca when he was in trouble?

(8) Who helped Luca when he was in trouble? Yet he

managed to become what he is now.

(9) After all, who lifted a finger to help Luca?

Examples from Caponigro and Sprouse (2007)
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Redundant Interrogatives

Rohde (2006) and Caponigro and Sprouse (2007) argue that

treating RQs as questions whose answers are already in CG has the

following advantages over alternative proposals:

• RQs allow for an explicit answer, but need not be answered.

• RQs allow for more than just a negative answer.

• RQs may contain multiple wh-words.

• RQs may be embedded.
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Redundant Imperatives

I’ve argued that imperatives of the form Rember to x or Don’t

forget to x (“mnemonic imperatives”) are typically redundant in

that the addressee was already committed to remembering to x

before the imperative was uttered.

(10) # Take out the trash and remember to take out the trash.

In normal circumstances, a commitment to do Y entails having a

commitment to remember to Y.
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Redundant Imperatives

But once the two imperatives are separated in time, the mnemonic

imperative becomes felicitous.

(11) a. (At 9am) Take out the trash.

b. (at 12pm) Remember to take out the trash.

Example (11b) shows a redundant imperative that is nonetheless

felicitous.
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Redundant Utterances: Summary

We’ve seen uses of all three major sentence types that are

redundant according to standard assumptions about their

conventional discourse effects.

• Declaratives whose contents are already in CG .

• Interrogatives whose answers are already in the CG .

• Imperatives whose related action the addressee is already

committed to performing.
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Awareness



Why Redundant Utterances?

Main idea: Due to inattention or forgetfulness, agents may be

unaware of aspects of the conversational context. Redundant

utterances have the effect of raising awareness.

This will require modelling awareness-related effects of utterances

that are tangential to their conventional discourse effects on CG ,

QUD, TDL, etc. We may think of awareness-related effects as side

effects (Barker 2002; Potts 2005; Shan 2005).

18
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Why Redundant Utterances?

The main idea is perhaps most intuitive in the case of mnemonic

imperatives.

(12) Remember to take out the trash.

Intuitively, the purpose of (12) is to remind the addressee of some

pre-existing commitment to take out the trash, not to have the

addressee form a new commitment.
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Why Redundant Utterances?

Caponigro and Sprouse (2007) characterize the purpose of RQs as

that of “[highlighting] a proposition in the CG, as the starting

point of a discourse or its natural ‘obvious’ conclusion.”

(13) As discussed above, children with typical phonological

development rarely delete unstressed syllables in

word-final position. Therefore, we argue that words with

word-final unstressed syllables, such as tiger and

grasshopper, are not appropriate items to use for the

purpose of identifying the occurrence of weak syllable

deletion.

In (13), attention is drawn to information already in CG because it

is relevant for a new conclusion about identifying weak syllabel

deletion.

20
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is relevant for a new conclusion about identifying weak syllabel

deletion. 20



Other Awareness-Related Phenomena

Notions of awareness and unawareness due to inattention have

recently been seen as necessary for explaining empirical linguistic

phenomena:

• Rawlins (2010) on “conversational backoff”

• Franke and de Jager (2011) on questions’ effects on behavior

• Yalcin (2011) on implicit and explicit belief

• Ciardelli et al. (2011) and Roelofsen (2013) on might and

“attentive content”

• Bledin and Rawlins (2016) on “epistemic resistance moves”
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Why Raise Awareness?

Raising awareness of propositions may be necessary for structuring

discourse (Kehler 2002; Asher and Lascarides 2003; Ginzburg

2012).

(14) As I told you last week, I’m going to be on vacation next

month.

Example (14) can establish my upcoming vacation as a discourse

topic, which is then further elaborated upon.

(15) As I told you last week, I’m going to be on vacation next

month. Do you mind looking after my cat when I’m gone?
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Why Raise Awareness?

Raising awareness plays an important role in decision making.

(16) a. (At 9am) Take out the trash.

b. (at 12pm) Remember to take out the trash.

If the addressee of (16a) does not attend to taking out the trash at

noon, they may fail to take an action consistent with their

commitments, i.e. they mail fail to take out the trash.

Following Franke and de Jager (2011), we may say the addressee

makes an implicit assumption that they do not have to take out

the trash. This assumption is overturned when awareness is raised

via (16b).
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Modelling Awareness

We can model an agent’s (un)awareness via a partition on W.

(17) If α is an agent and Uα is the set of propositions of which

α is unaware, then w ≡α w ′ iff

∀p ∈ ℘(W) \ Uα(w ∈ p ↔ w ′ ∈ p). We have

Πα =W/ ≡α.

Beliefs under unawareness:

• “Background” beliefs represented as subjective probability

distribution over worlds. Under unawareness, agents

conditionalize on assumptions (Franke and de Jager 2011).

• Given a partition Πα, δ(Πα) returns a subset of Πα, the

agent’s “view from Πα” (Yalcin 2011; Bledin and Rawlins

2016).
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Awareness Dynamics

If fi is some sentence, then let Aα(fi ) is the set of propositions that

an utterance of fi raises agent α’s awareness of.

(18) After the utterance of fi , Uα is updated to U′
α for all

discourse participants α, where U′
α = Uα \ Aα(fi ).

Minimally, we want to have the following:

• If fi is a declarative, then {ci ,W \ ci} ⊆ Aα(fi ) for all α.

• If fi is a polar interrogative, then ci ⊆ Aα(fi ) for all α.

• If fi is an imperative, and ai is the relevant action related to

JfiK, then {w |addressee performs ai in w} ∈ Aα(fi ) for all α.
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Awareness Dynamics

For wh-questions, placing constraints on Aα(fi ) is more difficult.

JWho came to the workshop?K =

Deniz came to the workshop.

Sunwoo came to the workshop.

Lauren came to the workshop.

. . .

Ryan Gosling came to the workshop.


By uttering Who came to the workshop?, it’s unlikely that you will

become aware of the proposition Ryan Gosling came to the

workshop.
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Awareness Dynamics

More generally, the issues that an utterance raises awareness of will

be highly context-dependent.

(19) The trash is looking awfully full.

If the speaker of (19) had previously ordered the addressee to take

out the trash, (19) may serve as a way to raise awareness of the

addressee’s commitment, even though this commitment is not

explicitly mentioned in (19).

This contrasts with, e.g., the approach towards “attentional

content” in Inquisitive Semantics (Ciardelli et al. 2011; Roelofsen

2013).
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Conclusion



Conclusion

• Across sentence types, we find utterances that are redundant

with respect to their conventional discourse effects.

• One function of these redundant utterances is that of raising

awareness of issues discourse participants may not be

attending to.

• In turn, raising awareness may play an important role in

decision making and in structuring the discourse.
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discourse. Noûs, submitted.
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Awareness States vs. QUD

Both QUD and awareness states as modelled here give us a

partition on the set of worlds.Could we use QUD to represent

awareness states (Fritz and Lederman (2015))?

Two reasons to think of awareness states and QUD differently:

• When question is popped from QUD, agents may still be

aware of it.

• QUD directs the direction of the conversation in a way

awareness does not.
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