Meanings as proposals:
An algebraic inquisitive semantics
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We aim for a semantics that unlike classical and » A generalized version of unrestricted If a function is eliminative and distributive, 1.e., For W a set of worlds, wg the actual world,
basic inquisitive semantics 4] distinguishes: inquisitive semantics |2], though with new 1t only provides information about the world, we can think of a set A € W as:
(1) pPV(Qq notions of entailment and implication. we call 1t (and proposals containing only such A represents the information that
2) pvagvV (pAq) » A deeper conceptual understanding of it, as functions) ‘static’. A static function f can be wy € A
Starting from a particular view on meaning, we a semantics of proposals. represented by an object £f(W) € W |1}, hence A natural entailment order on such objects is:
derive such a semantics guided by ceneral » An algebraic characterisation as a cioid. a static proposal A by an object A C peW: » AEBit Ac B
algebraic concerns. c A={f(W): feA) (W, E) is a Boolean lattice, with join @, meet
A static proposal A U,ﬁ &®, and complement © operations.
(@ e
A and the request
» Enables a Gricean explanation of why (1) For Wi a set of worlds, a meaning A is a set of L;J{i (cf. right co(%umn; »? .‘—) k‘% : ©
but not (2) pragmatically implies ~(p A q). update furxmons on epistemic states, | is downward closure). '5"7’7? S ()
» Relates to algebraically similar formalisms, A € pWF™. We think of such sets as follows: Associating these with the connectives of
e.g., propositional dynamic logic. A represents a proposal to update the propositional logic gives us classical semantics.
» As in [2], the semantics can model epistemic common ground with any f € A. Proposal implication
modal ‘might p"as pv T. We derive a semantics from this view.

Dioids lack a natural complement operation.

ST Comparison: meanings as requests [4]
We suggest that natural language implication

An algebra of proposals (and negation) operates on requests, not on For W a set of worlds, wy the actual world, we
To let (1) # (2), either the laws of absorption This gives us the following properties: proposals. We define proposal implication =, can think of a downward-closed set A € pW as:
must fail, or disjunction must lack idempotence. - (p(eWeW), @, @) is a join-semilattice H; f)err.nsoof t].ne.tl.“elatlve pste.udozlc.omplement © @ A represents a request for information
Without absorption, the algebraic structure e (pWs’JW) ®, {\x.x nW}) is a monoid 0 ZSIC lquISl)iVe SOHLIALILICS [I\JIAX 1 B to establish that wg in some o € A
would not be a lattice (cf. right column) but, at » No absorption <—— gﬂod — P A= D= { LN Ce Qe ( J’ ©Bl)} A natural entailment order on such objects is:
best, two semi-lattices. Hence, to be safe, we . ® distributes over @ Hws 1I;]fjt A =’i B is thilpl”&lp()sal to EIjlel‘ftcea 1%a way » AEBiff Voe A.38 e B.aac (3
choose two anceptual fpgtholds, one for each  APT=-A AQRD =0 at resolves exactly the reques l. (W, ) is a Hevting L tice, with join @.
halfﬂ We mot]lnvate deﬁmtllons tor @ and & by And hence: meet @, and relative pseudo-complement @.
spelling out the ‘proposal’-view: .

(I;)) ";e%’s do an f EpA Er ngeB = - p(eWFWY), @, 3, ®, {Az.x nW}) is a Unrestricted inquisitive semantics 5D M)
Tet’s do an FeAuB’ dioid, i.e., an idempotent semiring. __)|=_9 —>Q )
o . | | | We define unrestricted inquisitive semantics for , -

(4) Let'sdoan feAandageB’ = FEach operation vields a natural order: " L , )/Jﬂnﬁ QD (—)
Let'sdoa fog feA geB AL R - CHB&C - A propositional logic, with =¢ = ¢ — L. — | . |
Here f o g is function composition. Thus: R HOC = - [p] ={Az.x n{w:w(p) = 1}}; Associating these with the logical connectives

A®B:=AuB » Ax B+ 1C.B@C=A [T = {Az.zna: acWY, [L] = {\z.zn2) gives us basic Inquisitive semantics.
' For entailment, we have A@ B E A, but not

. AQB:={fog:feA,ge B} | . - e vyl =[p]@[Y]
A — 14C'B.B7 111 aCCOrdanCe Wlth [ A w] _ [ ]®[¢]
(5) ‘Let’s have tea and cake’ implies ‘Let’s have tea’ L - LF Acknowledgements
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