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THE STORY

KoLopNY AND MACFARLANE (2010)

THE FACTS

@ Miners are in one of two mine shafts.
@ We can block either shaft. =
@ Blocking the correct mine shaft saves aII miners.
e Blocking the wrong mine shaft kills all miners.

e Blocking neither mine shaft kills one miner.
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THE STORY

KoLopNY AND MACFARLANE (2010)

THE FACTS

@ Miners are in one of two mine shafts.
@ We can block either shaft. = =
@ Blocking the correct mine shaft saves aII miners.
e Blocking the wrong mine shaft kills all miners.

e Blocking neither mine shaft kills one miner.

DEONTIC QUESTION

(1) Ought shaft A, shaft B, or neither be blocked?
(Wp’' VgV (MU-p’ AM-q'))

Notation: &, are deontic, ¢,0 epistemic modalities.
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Shafts Blocked
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ONTIC SITUATION

Dead Shafts Blocked
None (O E
Some @O

Al &0

Al O®)
Some O@
None O@
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THE STORY

DEONTIC SITUATION

Am: least dead

Dead Shafts Blocked

None @O
Some @O
Al ®(O)
Al O®)
Some (OH®)
None O@

(2) Either shaft A or shaft B ought to be blocked. ¥Wp’ vvq’
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THE STORY

THE PUzZZLE

(3) a. The miners are in shaft A or shaft B.

pva

b. If the miners are in shaft A, we ought to block it.
p— Mp’

c. If the miners are in shaft B, we ought to block it.
q—- Mg

d. Hence, either shaft A or shaft B ought to be
blocked.
Vip’ viviq’
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THE STORY

CONSIDER THE INFORMATION OF THE RESCUERS

(4)

Am: least dead

Dead

Shafts

Blocked

None
Some
All
All
Some
None

O,

OO®®
GO0

O®

Might kill all miners

Either shaft ought to be blocked. Mp’ vviq’
Intuition: neither ought to be blocked. VI-p’ AM—-q’
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THE STORY

DEONTIC SITUATION: MINERS’ LOCATION UNKNOWN

Dead Shafts Blocked

None @
Some (%)
Al (%)
Al (O
Some O

None (H®) [1E

ANSWER TO THE DEONTIC QUESTION IN THIS EPISTEMIC STATE:
(5) Neither shaft ought to be blocked. W-p” AM-qQ’ }
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THE STORY

DEONTIC SITUATION: MINERS’ LOCATION KNOWN

Rescuers learn that the miners are in shaft A.

Dead Shafts Blocked

None (#)() E
Some (#)() DD
AL DO O

ANSWER TO THE DEONTIC QUESTION IN THIS EPISTEMIC STATE:

(6) Shaft A ought to be blocked. p’J
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THE STORY

DEoNTIC QUESTION DEPENDS ON THE EPISTEMIC ONE

DEONTIC QUESTION

(7) Ought shaft A be blocked, or shaft B, or neither?
(@p’' viEq' v (@-p’ A-q'))
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THE STORY

DEoNTIC QUESTION DEPENDS ON THE EPISTEMIC ONE

DEONTIC QUESTION

(7) Ought shaft A be blocked, or shaft B, or neither?
(Wp’viEg' Vv (M-p’ AU-q'))

EpisTEMIC QUESTION
(8) Is it the case that the miners might be in shaft A and

they might be in B? ?(Op A Q)
a. Yes, they might be in shaft A and they might be in

shaft B. OpAOQ
b. No, they must be in shaft A. ap

c. No, they must be in shaft B. mlo]
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THE STORY

DEoNTIC QUESTION DEPENDS ON THE EPISTEMIC ONE

IF THE EPISTEMIC QUESTION IS RESOLVED, THE DEONTIC ONE IS TOO.
o If the miners might be in shaft A and they might be in
shaft B, then neither shaft ought to be blocked.
(OpA©Q) = (UW-p" AM-q')
o If the miners must be shaft A, shaft A ought to be
blocked. op — Mp

o If the miners must be shaft B, shaft B ought to be
blocked. oq - Mq’

/
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THE STORY

DEoNTIC QUESTION DEPENDS ON THE EPISTEMIC ONE

IF THE EPISTEMIC QUESTION IS RESOLVED, THE DEONTIC ONE IS TOO.

o If the miners might be in shaft A and they might be in
shaft B, then neither shaft ought to be blocked.
(OpA©Q) = (UW-p" AM-q')
o If the miners must be shaft A, shaft A ought to be

blocked. op — Mp’
o If the miners must be shaft B, shaft B ought to be
blocked. oq - Mq’
CONCLUSION:

Full picture of the deontic information should distinguish
epistemic possibilities.
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PICTURE OF THE QUESTION DEPENDENCY

Shafts Blocked | Shafts Blocked
®»OQ BO
®0O DD

O® DD
O®

ANSWER DOESN’T DEPEND ONLY ON THE ONTIC INFORMATION

(9) If the miners are in shaft A, shaft A ought to be blocked.
p—Mp’@

aSee von Fintel 2012 for discussion.
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THE STORY

EPISTEMIC VERSUS ONTIC

ANSWER DOESN’T DEPEND ONLY ON THE ONTIC INFORMATION

(10) If the miners are in shaft A, shaft A ought to be blocked.
p—Mp’

CoNCLUSION:

The antecedent is taken to be the prejacent of a covert
epistemic necessity operator, that contextually relates to the
information of the person amenable to the obligation.
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BUILDING BLOCKS

1

DEONTIC INFORMATION MODELS

INGREDIENTS OF A DEONTIC INFORMATION MODEL M
@ worlds is a non empty set
o states powerset of the set of worlds
e facts maps atoms to {0,1} in each world
e e-state assigns an (information) state to each world
e v-state assign a (violation) state to each world

e-state(w)
the information state in w of a contextually given agent.

v-state(w)
the set of worlds where a rule that holds in w is violated.

'We're drawing on Aher and Groenendijk 2015 and Ciardelli and
Roelofsen 2015.




CONSTRUCTING THE MODEL
oeo

BUILDING BLOCKS

STANDARD CONSTRAINTS ON E-STATE:
e Yw,v e worlds: if v ee-state(w), then
e-state(v) = e-state(w) (Introspection)
e Yw € worlds: w € e-state(w). (Trust)

e Introspection and Trust guarantee that e-state induces a
partition on worlds.
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BUILDING BLOCKS

STANDARD CONSTRAINTS ON E-STATE:
e Yw,v e worlds: if v ee-state(w), then
e-state(v) = e-state(w) (Introspection)
e Yw € worlds: w € e-state(w). (Trust)

e Introspection and Trust guarantee that e-state induces a
partition on worlds.

CONSTRAINT ON V-STATE:
e Yw,v € worlds: v-state(w) = v-state(v) (Indisputability)

o Indisputability guarantees that v-state rigidly
characterizes a set of worlds:
bad = {v € worlds | w: v € v-state(w)}
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BUILDING BLOCKS

PICTURE OF THE MODEL FOR THE MINERS  PUZZLE

pqp'q pqp'q
wi 10 10 | wy 10 10\
wo 10 00 | wg 10 00
ws 10 01 | wg 10 Of

ws 01 01 wig 01 01
W5 01 00 W11 01 00
Wp 01 10 W12 01 10
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SEMANTICS

EXPLAINING THE SEMANTICS
®000000

P

e The semantics is information-based (not truth-based).
@ We define by simultaneous recursion:
e State o in M supports ¢ Mo k=" ¢
o State o rejects ¢ M,o =" ¢
e State o in M dismisses a suppositionof ¢ =~ M,cE=° ¢
e We only present those elements of the semantic clauses
that are immediately relevant here.

2We draw upon Groenendijk and Roelofsen 2015.
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SEMANTICS

SUPPORT AND SUPPOSITIONALITY

DISMISSAL IN THE INCONSISTENT STATE.
e Basic feature concerning dismissal:

e The inconsistent state, 0, does not support or reject any
sentence, it suppositionally dismisses every sentence.

o’

SUPPORT IN A MODEL.
o Notation convention:
o MET ¢ := M,worldsy =" ¢
@ A model M supports ¢ if the state consisting of all
worlds in M supports ¢.
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SEMANTICS

ALTERNATIVES AND INQUISITIVENESS .

ALTERNATIVES

e The (support) alternatives for ¢, alt* () is the set of
maximal states that support ¢.

e The rejection alternatives for ¢, alt™(y) is the set of
maximal states that reject ¢.

INQUISITIVENESS
@ ¢ is inquisitive if there is more than one (support)
alternative for .
o If there’s only one (support) alternative for ¢ we denote it
by |¢l.

e Inquisitiveness plays a role with phrasing the issues
facing the rescuers.
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SEMANTICS

ATOMIC SENTENCES

NOTATIONAL CONVENTION:

e V3 represents universal quantification with existential
import.

CLAUSES FOR ATOMIC SENTENCES:
e Mo =" p iff Vaweo: w(p) =
e Mo ="p iff Vaweo: w(p)
o Mo E=°p iff c=0

1.
0.
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SEMANTICS

SUPPORT ALTERNATIVES FOR P AND q/

wy 10 10 w7z 10 10 wy 10 10 w7z 10 10
wy 10 00 wg 10 00 wy 10 00 wg 10 00
wz 10 01 wg 10 O1 ws 10 01 wg 10 01

ws 01 01 wig 01 01 ws 01 01 wigo 01 01
W5 01 00 W11 01 00 Ws 01 00 W11 01 00
ws 01 10 wio 01 10 wg 01 10 wio 01 10

alt™(p), Ipl alt™(q'), 19l

(11) a. The miners are in shaft A. p
b. Shaft B is blocked.

-Q\
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SEMANTICS

NEGATION

CLAUSES FOR NEGATION
o Mol="—¢ iff M,o}="¢.
o Mo =" —¢ iff Mo =" ¢.
e Mo =° —¢ iff Mo E=°¢

Fact (DOUBLE NEGATION)

Fact (REJECTION = SUPPORT OF NEGATION)
alt™(p) = alt™ (=)
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SEMANTICS

SUPPORT OF Q' = REJECTION OF —Qq’
Pap'q Pap'q _ pap'q Pap'q

wy 10 10 w7z 10 10 wy 10 10 w7z 10 10
wo 10 00 wg 10 00 wo 10 00 wg 10 00
wsz 10 01 wg 10 O1 ws 10 01 wg 10 O1

wg 01 01 wio 01 Of ws 01 01 wio 01 01
ws 01 00 wiy 01 00 ws 01 00 wiy 01 00
Wp 01 10 W12 01 10 Wg 01 10 W12 01 10

alt™(q') alt”(=q’)

alt™(q’) = alt™(-q")
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SUPPOSABILITY

SUPPOSABILITY IN SUPPOSITIONAL INQUISITIVE
SEMANTICS

SUPPOSABILITY

Let @ € alt(¢), a is supposable in o, o<« iff for all 7 in
betweenaandocna: tE=" ¢

IN ALL FOLLOWING EXAMPLES, SUPPOSABILITY BOILS DOWN TO
CONSISTENCY:

o<daiffona+0
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EpISTEMIC POSSIBILITY
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CONTEXTUAL EPISTEMIC POSSIBILITY

SUPPORT CLAUSE
M,o =1 Op iff Vaweo: FPa calt™(yp): e-state(w) <a.

In every e-state compatible with o- some support-alternative
for ¢ is supposable.

aUniversal quantification over alternatives semantically captures free
choice effects but then necessity no longer follows as a natural dual.

RELEVANT EXAMPLE:

(12)  The miners might be in shaft A.  <©p

Support of (12) boils down to:

M,o =1 ¢p iff Vaw: e-state(w)N|p| # 0.
3See Aher and Groenendijk 2015.
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EpISTEMIC POSSIBILITY

CONTEXTUAL EPISTEMIC POSSIBILITY IN THE MODEL

pap'q Pap'q __ pap'q PapP'q
wi 10 10 | wy 10 10| | wy 10 10 | wy 10 10
wo 10 00 | wg 10 00| | ws 10 00 | wg 10 00

wsz 10 01 wg 10 O1 ws 10 01 wo 10 01

-

wy 01 01 wio 01 Of wg 01 01 wio 01 01
ws 01 00 wy1 01 00 ws 01 00 wy1 01 00
ws 01 10 w2 01 10 ws 01 10 w2 01 10

|\ J (. J

Pl alt™(op)
MET op iff Yw: e-state(w)N|p| 0.
M=t op
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EpISTEMIC POSSIBILITY

CONJUNCTION

SUPPORT CLAUSE:
M,oc =t oAy iff Miol=T ¢ and Mo =T ¢ J
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EpISTEMIC POSSIBILITY

CONJUNCTION OF POSSIBLE MINER LOCATIONS

pgp'q pPq p’q: __Pq p'q Pq p’q:
wy 10 10 wy 10 10 wy 10 10 wy 10 10
w, 10 00 wg 10 00| [ wo 10 00 wg 10 00

W3 10 01 Wo 10 01 ] 10 01 Wo 10 01

-

ws 01 01 wio 01 Of wg 01 01 wio 01 01
ws 01 00 wyy 01 00 ws 01 00 wy1 01 00
ws 01 10 w2 01 10 ws 01 10 w2 01 10

|\ J (. J

alt™(oq) alt™(op A ©q)
MET oq iff Yw: e-state(w)N|q| # 0.
MIET OpAOq
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DEONTIC OBLIGATION

4

OBLIGATION

SUPPORT CLAUSE
M,o =" My iff Yaa € alt™(p): o <a and o Na C bad.

Every reject alternative for ¢ is supposable in o and
when we suppose it, all remaining worlds are violation worlds

(13) Shaft B ought not to be blocked. ¥-q’

Support for (13) in the whole model boils down to:

M=t @-q iff |g'| #0 and |q’| C bad

“4The definition follows Aher 2013 and Aher and Groenendijk 2015.
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DEONTIC OBLIGATION

THE OBLIGATION NOT TO BLOCK SHAFT B IN THE MODEL
pap'q Pap'q __ pap'q Pap'q

wy 10 10 w7z 10 10 wy 10 10 w7z 10 10
wp 10 00 wg 10 00 wy 10 00 wg 10 00
ws 10 01 we 10 O1 ws 10 01 wg 10 01

ws 01 01 wip 01 Of ws 01 01 wip 01 01
ws 01 00 wy1 01 00 ws 01 00 wy1 01 00
ws 01 10 wi2 01 10 ws 01 10 wi2 01 10

9’| alt™ (v-q’)

M =1 m-q iff |g'| #0 and |q’| < bad
MI#—’— —|q’
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DEONTIC OBLIGATION

OBLIGATION TO BLOCK NEITHER

pqp'q Pq p’q’\ __Pg p'q Pq p’q:
wy 10 10 wy 10 10 wy 10 10 wy 10 10
wo, 10 00 wg 10 00| [ wo 10 00 wg 10 00

wsz 10 01 wg 10 O1 ws 10 01 wg 10 O1

ws 01 01 wio 01 Of ws 01 Of wio 01 O1
ws 01 00 wyy 01 00 ws 01 00 wy1 01 00
ws 01 10 wi2 01 10 ws 01 10 wi2 01 10

alt™ (W-p’) alt™ (V-p’ AW-q’)
M |75+ —|p/
M I;&—’— —|p' /\—lql
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ImpLICATION

IMPLICATION

SUPPORT CLAUSE:

M,oc =1 ¢ - ¢ iff Yaaealt™(¢): c<aand M,cna = 4.

Every support alternative « for ¢ is supposable in o, and
when we suppose it, then i is supported.
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ImpLICATION

IMPLICATION

SUPPORT CLAUSE:
M,oc =1 ¢ - ¢ iff Yaaealt™(¢): c<aand M,cna = 4.

Every support alternative « for ¢ is supposable in o, and
when we suppose it, then ¢ is supported.

RELEVANT EXAMPLE

(14) If the miners might be in shaft A and they might be in
shaft B, then neither shaft ought to be blocked.
(OpA0Qq) = (UW-p’ AM=q’)
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ImpLICATION

IMPLICATION

SUPPORT CLAUSE:
M,oc =1 ¢ - ¢ iff Yaaealt™(¢): c<aand M,cna = 4.

Every support alternative « for ¢ is supposable in o, and
when we suppose it, then ¢ is supported.

RELEVANT EXAMPLE

(14) If the miners might be in shaft A and they might be in
shaft B, then neither shaft ought to be blocked.
(OpA0Qq) = (UW-p’ AM=q’)

FOR THIS EXAMPLE THE CLAUSE BOILS DOWN TO:
ME" (OpA©q) = (B-p’ AM-q')
iff [OpAOgIN|P’|NIG|#0and [OpASqiN|p’|N|gQ| C bad.
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ImpLICATION

IMPLYING AN OBLIGATION TO BLOCK NEITHER

pqp'q Pq p’q: __Pg p'q Pq p’q:
wy 10 10 wr, 10 10| | wy 10 10 ws 10 10
w, 10 00 wg 10 00| | w» 10 00 wg 10 00

ws 10 01 wg 10 O1 ws 10 01 wg 10 01

~

wy 01 01 wio 01 Of ws 01 Of1 wio 01 Of
ws 01 00 wyy 01 00 ws 01 00 wy1 01 00
wg 01 10 wi2 01 10 ws 01 10 w2 01 10

altt(op A ©q) alt™ (W-p’ AM-q’)
[OpAOqINIP’ NG| = {w7, wo, wig, W2}
MET (0pA©Qq) = (B-p’ AM-q')
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EPISTEMIC NECESSITY

5

CONTEXTUAL EPISTEMIC NECESSITY

SUPPORT CLAUSE:
M,o =" O iff Ja € alt™(p): Aw € o: e-state(w) < a;
VB ealt™ (¢): Yw e o: e-state(w) ¢ B.

Some support-alternative for ¢ is supposable in some e-state
compatible with o; and

no rejection-alternative for ¢ is supposable in any e-state
compatible with o

5See Aher and Groenendijk 2015.
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EPISTEMIC NECESSITY

CONTEXTUAL EPISTEMIC NECESSITY

RELEVANT EXAMPLE:
(15) The miners must be in shaft A. ap

SUPPORT IN THE MODEL FOR Dp BOILS DOWN TO:
M T op iff Jw: e-state(w)N|p| # 0; and
Yw: e-state(w)N|-p| = 0.
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EPISTEMIC NECESSITY

NECESSITY OF MINERS BEING IN A SHAFT

pgp'q pPq p’q: ___ Pq p'q Pq p’q:
wy 10 10 ws 10 10| | wy 10 10 ws 10 10
w, 10 00 wg 10 00| | wo 10 00 wg 10 00

wsz 10 01 wg 10 O1 ws 10 01 wg 10 01

ws 01 01 wio 01 Of wg 01 01 wio 01 01
ws 01 00 wyy 01 00 ws 01 00 wy1 01 00
ws 01 10 w2 01 10 ws 01 10 wi2 01 10

|\ J (. J

lpl, =Pl (mfe]
M =" op iff Iw: e-state(w)N|p| # 0; and

Yw: e-state(w)N|-p| = 0.

M=t op
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EPISTEMIC NECESSITY

CONTEXTUAL AND NON-CONTEXTUAL NECESSITY

pgp'q pPq p’q: ___ Pq p'q Pq p’q:
wy 10 10 ws 10 10| | wy 10 10 ws 10 10
w, 10 00 wg 10 00| | wo 10 00 wg 10 00

wsz 10 01 wg 10 O1 ws 10 01 wg 10 01

-

wy 01 01 wio 01 Of wg 01 01 wio 01 01
ws 01 00 wy1 01 00 ws 01 00 wy1 01 00
ws 01 10 w2 01 10 ws 01 10 wi2 01 10

|\ J (. J

Non-contextual |Op| is |p| Contextual |op|

One consequence of adopting contextual necessity:
Mt p— Mp’ but M =1 op — Mp’
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EPISTEMIC NECESSITY

OBLIGATION CONTINGENT ON P

ExAMPLE

(16) If the miners are in shaft A, then it ought to be
blocked. p — Mp’

SUPPORT FOR THE FORMULA (16) IN THE MODEL BOILS DOWN TO:
MET p—mp’ iff |p|Nn|-p’| #0 and
lplN[=p’| < bad.
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EPISTEMIC NECESSITY

OBLIGATION CONTINGENT ON P

pap'q Pq p’q: _ pq p'q Pq p’q:
wy 10 10 ws 10 10| | wy 10 10 ws 10 10
wo 10 00 wg 10 00| | wo 10 00 wg 10 00

wz 10 01 wg 10 O1 ws 10 01 we 10 01

ws 01 01 wio 01 Of wg 01 01 wio 01 01
ws 01 00 wy1 01 00 ws 01 00 wy1 01 00
ws 01 10 wi2 01 10 ws 01 10 wi2 01 10

ol I=p’|
MET p—WMp’ iff |p|Nn|-p’| #0 and
IplN|=p’| € bad.
As |plN[=p’| = {wa, w3, wg, we}, M= p — Wp’
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EPISTEMIC NECESSITY

OBLIGATION CONTINGENT ON EPISTEMIC NECESSITY

ExAMPLE

(17) If the miners must be in shaft A, then it ought to be
blocked. ap — Mp’

SUPPORT FOR THE FORMULA (17) IN THE MODEL BOILS DOWN TO:
M="op —Mp’ iff |Oop|N|-p’| # 0 and
lap|N|-p’| € bad.
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EPISTEMIC NECESSITY

OBLIGATION CONTINGENT ON EPISTEMIC NECESSITY
pqp'q Pap'q _ pap'q PapP'q

wy 10 10 wz 10 10 wy 10 10 w7z 10 10
wo 10 00 wg 10 00 wz 10 00 wg 10 00
wz 10 01 wg 10 O1 ws 10 01 we 10 01

ws 01 01 wio 01 Of wg 01 01 wio 01 01
ws 01 00 wy1 01 00 ws 01 00 wy1 01 00
ws 01 10 wi2 01 10 ws 01 10 wi2 01 10

Iop| =Pl
M1 op —»Mp’ iff |Oop|n|-p’| # 0 and
lop|N|-p’| € bad.
As [op|N|=p’| = {wz, w3}, ME=" Op — Mp’
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QUESTION DEPENDENCY

DEoNTIC QUESTION DEPENDS ON THE EPISTEMIC ONE

DEONTIC QUESTION

(18) Ought shaft A be blocked, or shaft B, or neither?
2(Mp’ vvg; vV(W-p’ AM=q'))

EPISTEMIC QUESTION

(19) Is it the case that the miners might be in shaft A and
they might be in B? 2(OpACQ)

<

(18) depends on (19), so when (19) is resolved, (18) is too
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QUESTION DEPENDENCY

INQUISITIVE DISJUNCTION AND QUESTIONS

SUPPORT CLAUSE:
M,oc =" vy iff MoE=Tgor Mo ="y

There can be more than one alternative for disjunction, so a
disjunction can be inquisitive.

NOTATION CONVENTION FOR QUESTIONS:
0 =@V -

QUESTIONS IN INQUISITIVE SEMANTICS

In inquisitive semantics, p Vv —p i.e., ?p, isn’'t a tautology. It
isn’t informative, it’s inquisitive. For example, M [=* p Vv —p.
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QUESTION DEPENDENCY

EQUIVALENCE FACT ABOUT DEONTIC AND EPISTEMIC

QUESTIONS IN THE MODEL

DEONTIC QUESTION
(Mp’ viMg; V(M-p' AM=q)) =y Mp’ VMGV (M-p’ AM~q') J
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QUESTION DEPENDENCY

EQUIVALENCE FACT ABOUT DEONTIC AND EPISTEMIC

QUESTIONS IN THE MODEL

DEONTIC QUESTION
(Mp’ vgq; vV(M-p’ AM=q')) =y Mp’ VMG’V (M-p’ AM-q’)

4

EPISTEMIC QUESTION

2(OpA©q) =y OpVvOgV (OpAQ)
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ENTAILMENT
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QUESTION DEPENDENCY AND ENTAILMENT

DEFINITION OF ENTAILMENT FOLLOWS IMPLICATION: J

eEMy iff Vaaealt™(¢): M,a =Ty

60n question dependency and entailment see Ciardelli 2014.
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QUESTION DEPENDENCY AND ENTAILMENT

DEFINITION OF ENTAILMENT FOLLOWS IMPLICATION:

eEMy iff Vaaealt™(¢): M,a =Ty

QUESTION DEPENDENCE AND ENTAILMENT
A question depends on another if the latter entails the former.

60n question dependency and entailment see Ciardelli 2014.
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QUESTION DEPENDENCY AND ENTAILMENT

DEFINITION OF ENTAILMENT FOLLOWS IMPLICATION:

eEMy iff Vaaealt™(¢): M,a =Ty

QUESTION DEPENDENCE AND ENTAILMENT
A question depends on another if the latter entails the former.

DOES THE DEONTIC QUESTION DEPEND ON THE EPISTEMIC QUESTION?
OpVOgqV (OpA Q) EvUp’ VG V (W-p’ AM-q')

60n question dependency and entailment see Ciardelli 2014.
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QUESTION DEPENDENCY ILLUSTRATED

DEoNTIC QUESTION DEPENDS ON THE EPISTEMIC ONE

pqp'q PapP'q
wi 10 10 | wy 10 10
wo 10 00 | wg 10 00

Vs

M, |op| =+ @p’
M,loql = Wq’
M,|Op A Ol ET M(=p’ A=q) ws 10 01 wg 10 01

wg 01 01 wio 01 O1
ws 01 00 w1 01 00

MET op — Mp’
Mkt og—- Mg
M (0pA©Qq) — (B-p' AB-g) We 01 10 | wyz 01 10

J

alt™(opvogVv (opA<©Qq))

o Emy iff Yaaealt™(p): Ma =Ty
OopvoqV (OpA Q) EMMP’ Vg, V(M-p’ AM=q’)
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THE END (OR 1S IT?)

Thank you for listening

Feedback: martin.aher@ut.ee

https://www.illc.uva.nl/inquisitivesemantics/
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