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TAKE-HOME EXAM 

2019/AUTUMN 

2 pages 

 

ENG4157 – Semantics and Pragmatics 

  

 

Part I  

 

1. a) Define entailment. 

It’s a relation between propositions (or statements) 

Proposition A entails proposition B if and only if the truth of proposition A is sufficient for the 

truth of proposition B 

Or: Proposition A entails proposition B if and only if there are no circumstances in which 

proposition A is true in which proposition B is not true. 

Or equivalent. 

 

 

 b) Define the following lexical semantic relations, giving an example of each: 

  

i.  binary antonyms 

Opposites like dead/ alive, pass/fail where the properties exclude each other – nothing is both 

dead and alive – and the negation of one entails the other: X is not alive entails X is dead. 

  

ii.  gradable antonyms 

Opposites like hot/cold, where the properties exclude each other – nothing is both hot and cold – 

but the negation of one does not entail the other: X is not hot does not entail X is cold, since 

there are intermediate temperatures. 

  

iii. reverses 

Words for different directions of movement:  

push / pull  

come / go  

Or, more generally, for processes that can be reversed:  

fill / empty  

  

iv.  converses 

Words for one relationship seen from two different (reciprocal) viewpoints:  

own / belong to; above / below; employer / employee  

  

v. hyponyms 

‘X’ is a hyponym of ‘Y’ =def Xs are a kind of Y: e.g. crow and duck are both hyponyms of bird 

 

 vi hypernyms 

‘X’ is a hypernym of ‘Y’ =def Ys are a kind of X: e.g. bird is a hypernym of crow and duck  

 

 vii taxonomic ‘sisters’ 
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Items which share a hypernym: e.g. crow and duck are taxonomic sisters since they share the 

hypernym bird. (This is not a complete definition, and I don’t expect one.) 

 

c) Which semantic relations from (b) are there in each set of examples below, and what 

entailments are there in each set? 

i.  a) The arrow hit the target. 

 b) The arrow didn’t miss the target. 

Mutual entailment (assuming the same arrow and target). Because miss and hit are 

binary antonyms. 

 

ii.  a) The conference is in March. 

 b) The conference isn’t in July.  

a entails b (but not vice versa) because March and July are taxonomic sisters (and 

taxonomic sisters exclude each other) 

 

iii.  a) Alma runs quickly. 

 b) Alma doesn’t run slowly. 

a entails b (but not vice versa) because quickly and slowly are gradable antonyms. If 

the point about middle values isn’t explained above, it should be here. 

 

iv.  a) In the picture, Mary is on Hiro’s right. 

 b) In the picture, Hiro is on Mary’s left. 

Mutual entailment (assuming the same picture and same referents of the names). 

Because on X’s right and on X’s left are converses. 

 

v.  a) John inherited a piano. 

 b) John inherited an item or items of furniture. 

 c) John inherited a piano stool. 

c entails b, because piano stool is a hyponym of (item of) furniture. It’s not clear 

whether the same applies to a – students should mention this.  

 

       OR: 

 

2. a) Define the following situation types, illustrating each with examples: state, activity, 

accomplishment, semelfactive, achievement 

They are defined in terms of three oppositions: stative/dynamic; durative/punctual; 

telic/atelic 

states are stative, not dynamic: they involve enduring possession of a property 

e.g. John has blue eyes 

activities are dynamic, durative and atelic: ongoing process with no intrinsic end-state 

e.g. John is eating (cake). 

accomplishments are dynamic, durative and telic: ongoing process with an intrinsic end-

state 

e.g. John ate a cake. 

semelfactives are dynamic, punctual and atelic: event at a point in time with no intrinsic 

end-state 

e.g. John sneezed. 

achievements are dynamic, punctual and telic: event at a point in time with an intrinsic 

end-state 

e.g. John found his keys. 
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b) Set out linguistic tests for i) stativity; and ii) telicity, illustrating with examples, and 

discussing any difficulties to be aware of in applying them. 

stativity:  

resists the progressive 

#John is having blue eyes/knowing Japanese 

resists the imperative (but not all statives do) 

#John, have blue eyes/know Japanese 

infelicitous with ‘What happened was…’ 

?? What happened was that John has blue eyes/knows Japanese 

The dynamic states are well-formed under these tests. 

 

Present simple doesn’t get a habitual reading, while it does for dynamic states: 

 

John has blue eyes [no habitual reading: weird with ‘every Saturday/on a regular basis’]  

John finds his keys/eats apples/sneezes/eats an apple [habitual reading: good with ‘every 

Saturday/on a regular basis’] 

 

Telicity: 

Time adverbials: in/for [time]/all day 

telic states are good with in [time], bad with for [time]/all day 

atelic states are bad with in [time], good with for [time]/all day 

 

John ate cake for an hour/all day/#in an hour. 

John ate a cake ?for an hour/?all day/in an hour. 

 

Past simple and present perfect: telic states entail the telos was achieved. No such 

entailment for atelic ones: 

John ate a cake/has eaten a cake 

entails 

A cake has been consumed 

 

John ate cake /has eaten cake 

Does not entail 

A cake has been consumed  

 

c) Summarise the claims that Glanzberg (2008, pp. 28–32) makes about the situation 

types of English blush and Italian arrossire, explaining the evidence that he gives for 

his claims. 

1) They denote different types of situation: 

blush is an activity; arrossire is an accomplishement 

That is, they differ in telicity: blush is atelic, arrossire is telic 

2) The entailment test and adverbial test both show this 

3) They don’t differ in their meaning otherwise – they both concern having red cheeks 

4) This difference in lexical aspect/situation type applies both to literal uses: John 

blushed, and to metaphorical uses: The sky blushed 

 

 

     OR: 

 

 

3. a) Translate the following into propositional logic, analysing in as much detail as 

possible, and giving a key for each one. Explain any problems that you have. 
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NB students have to abstract away from tense: they may comment on this, but need 

not. 

 

i) Erica is going to the party unless it rains. 

¬p → q 

Key:  

p: It rains 

q: Erica goes to the party 

P unless Q is equivalent to P if not Q 

Students might note that this means that the translation is only as good as material 

conditional is as a translation of if 

 

ii) Frank wants a bicycle and a game for Christmas and he will get both. 

p ∧ q ∧ r ∧ s 

Key:  

p: Frank wants a bicycle for Christmas 

q: Frank wants a game for Christmas 

r: Frank gets a bicycle for Christmas 

s: Frank gets a game for Christmas 

 

There’s an ambiguity between specific and non-specific readings for a bicycle and a 

game: John wants a specific bicycle/ John wants some bicycle or other. It’s not 

clear whether they can vary independently here for bicycle and game. 

Students might comment on how predicate logic could do a better job here, with the 

specific reading looking like: there is a bicycle such that John wants it 

 

 

iii) While Harry is on a diet, he eats cakes and biscuits. 

This is tricky. while has both temporal and concessive readings, with different truth-

conditions 

The best PL can do with the temporal reading is to use the material conditional: 

p → q 

Key:  

p: Harry is on a diet 

q: Harry eats cakes and biscuits 

Again students might note that this translation can’t be better than the material 

conditional is as a translation of if. 

 

The concessive: 

p ∧ q 

Key:  

p: Harry is on a diet 

q: Harry eats cakes and biscuits 

This gets the truth-conditions right, but it does not preserve the sense of contrast or 

concession. Students might comment that this appears to be a (conventional) 

implicature or similar. 

 

 

iv) Emily goes to the university by car, or by bicycle and train. 

p ∨ q 
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Key:  

p: Emily goes to the university by car 

q: Emily goes to the university by bicycle and train 

N.B. It doesn't make sense to separate this out into “Emily goes to the university by 

bicycle” and “Emily goes to the university by train” 

 

b) Translate the following sentences into predicate logic, analysing in as much detail as 

possible, and giving a key for each one.  

 

NB: Unlike above, here the contrast between capitals/small letters matters, since they 

stand for predicate and individual terms respectively. 

 

i) Giuseppe is smart and interesting. 

SMART(g) ∧ INTERESTING(g) 
Key: SMART(x): x is smart  
INTERESTING(x): x is interesting 
g: Giuseppe 
Or: 
S(g) ∧ I(g) 
 

ii) Janice is a linguist. 

LINGUIST(j) 

With the obvious key 

 

iii) A shark is a fish. 

This is best translated as a universal: 

x (SHARK(x)  FISH(x)) 
With the obvious key 

 

iv) Ian owns an expensive phone. 

This is an existential statement: 

x (PHONE(x)  EXPENSIVE(x)  OWN(i, x)) 
Key: mostly obvious, but needs to include:  
OWN (x, y): x owns y 
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Part II  

 

1. a) Set out Gricean accounts of hyperbole and metaphor in terms of Grice’s Cooperative 

Principle and Maxims (Grice, 1975), explaining which maxim or maxims would be 

central to the explanations. 

 

My lawyer’s a shark – metaphor 

I’m starving – hyperbole 

 

Grice analysed both metaphor and hyperbole as blatant violation (= ‘flouting’) of the first 

maxim of quality: Do not say what you believe to be false. 

The derivation works like this: the addressee assumes that the speaker is trying to be 

cooperative (the CP is in effect), so she should be observing the maxims. What she says 

is blatantly untrue (Since, obviously, my lawyer is not a literal shark/I am not literally 

starving. So the first maxim of quality has been flouted (= blatantly violated). 

 

Now, Grice says, for metaphor the addressee can suppose that the speaker is implicating a 

related simile: e.g. Nick’s lawyer is like a shark (in some way). 

For hyperbole the addressee can suppose that the speaker is implicating something related 

but weaker: Nick is very hungry 

 

Given that the speaker knows that the hearer can assume that the speaker means this extra 

thing, then it is implicated (i.e. the speaker is able to intentionally imply it as part of what 

(s)he means because (s)he can be confident that the hearer can work it out). 

So the CP is involved, because if the hearer couldn’t assume that the speaker was being 

cooperative he wouldn’t be able to assume that the speaker had a good reason for 

flouting the quality maxim. (All bets would be off. The speaker might just be making 

noises to amuse him/herself.) 

And the first quality maxim is involved because it is flouted at the level of what is said 

(which is false in all these cases) in order to implicate something true. 

 N.B., the supermaxim of quality is not violated. The speaker (at least arguably) does make 

his/her contribution (her utterance meaning as a whole) one that is true. 

 

Students might note that there are problems: 

1) Not all metaphors are strictly and literally false: No man is an island; Moscow is a cold 

city.  

In this case, there is flouting of Quality and Grice’s explanation doesn’t get started. 

2) Grice doesn’t explain the content of the implicature, beyond saying that in metaphors it is 

a related simile, and in hyperbole a weaker related meaning.  

 

b) Describe the alternative relevance-theoretic account of hyperbole and metaphor 

provided by Wilson and Carston (2007). You should both set out the essentials of the 

account, and explain what are the major differences between this account and Grice’s 

accounts of hyperbole and metaphor. 

 

Wilson and Carston’s account is founded on the claim that whenever a lexical word is 

used there is a process of interpretation that draws on the concept associated with that 

word to form a communicated concept, with no presumption that the concept 

communicated = the lexicalised concept 

 

In many cases there will be adjustment of the concept: broadening and/or narrowing 

Hyperbole for them is always broadening: 
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e.g. The set of people who are very hungry is broader than the set of people who are 

literally dying of hunger. 

Metaphor for them will always involve broadening, and typically also narrowing. The set 

of vicious, voracious individuals is broader than the set of sharks: it includes my lawyer, 

but it is also narrower than that set, since not all literal sharks are vicious and voracious. 

 

Differences with Grice:  

 there are no maxims 

 there is no CP 

 Metaphor and hyperbole are not treated by the theory as different in kind: they 

are just two different possible outcomes of the more general process of lexical 

modulation 

 The adjusted concept forms part of the explicature/proposition expressed, in 

contrast to Grice’s claim that the metaphor/hyperbole is implicated. 

 Grice’s derivation works at the level of propositions; the RT model works at the 

level of words or phrases. 

 

 

OR: 

 

2. a) Explain the distinction between illocutionary force and perlocutionary effects. 

 

Both concern what a speech act (or utterance) causes, broadly speaking. 

The illocutionary force is whatever the difference is between e.g. an order, a statement and 

question, assuming they have the same content: 

Put the cat on the mat 

The cat is on the mat 

Is the cat on the mat? 

Other illocutionary forces include: betting, promising, naming (these are all performatives, 

speaking loosely), warning … 

The illocutionary force is part of the meaning of the utterance (in Gricean terms, what the 

speaker intended to convey). Some other effects of the utterance are perlocutionary. 

E.g. if A says to B, Put the cat on the mat, the illocutionary force is ordering, and the 

utterance is understood if the content and the force are grasped. It is a separate matter 

whether B obeys the order: this is a potential perlocutionary effect. Others might include 

resenting A, asking for a pay rise in order to work with animals etc. 

Students might note that not every effect of an utterance is illocutionary or perlocutionary: 

verbal utterances also involve the movement of air molecules, for example, and this is 

(obviously) not part of illocutionary force, and also not part of the perlocutionary effects, 

since they are defined (by Austin) as effects on the thoughts or actions of the audience or 

other people. 

 

b) What is an indirect speech act (Searle, 1975)? Discuss the following examples in your 

answer, giving evidence that the speech act that they would normally be used to perform 

is indeed indirect: 

 

i) I would appreciate it if you would get off my foot. 

ii) Could you be a little more quiet? 

 

An indirect speech act is one where a sentence that is marked for/dedicated to one type of 

speech act is used to perform another (Searle, 1975). For example, the default speech act 

of declarative sentences is to make a statement/assertion or similar, and the default 
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speech act of interrogative sentences is to ask a question. But both sentence types can be 

used to make requests, and utterances of i and ii are overwhelmingly likely to be 

examples. 

One might think the illocutionary force of requesting somehow inheres in those 

particular sentences, or questions beginning ‘Could you…’. But we can show that that is 

not so, because the request is cancellable, in contrast to the content of the sentence. 

Cancellability comes in two types: contextual and explicit: 

 

Explicit cancellability: 

I would appreciate it if you would get off my foot. But I’m not asking you to do that. 

I would appreciate it if you would get off my foot. ??But I wouldn’t appreciate it if 

you would get off my foot. 

 

Could you be a little more quiet? But I’m not asking you to make less noise. 

Could you be a little more quiet? ?But I’m not asking you whether you are capable of 

being quieter. 

 

 

Contextual cancellability: 

One can imagine a context in which the speaker knows that the addressee cannot move, 

and they are simply discussing various wants that they know can’t be fulfilled. 

 

Context: I'm genuinely not sure whether it’s possible to play that passage at a lower 

volume on the trumpet, and in any case, I like it the way you played it, but just for my 

future information: Could you be a little more quiet? – if that was what was marked on 

the score? 

 

If Searle is right to suggest that indirect speech acts are implicated, then the other criteria 

for implicatures should also apply. The most important of these is calculablity, and 

Searle sets out an example derivation on p. 63, which students might quote or paraphrase 

here. 

 

c) What is the relation between indirect speech acts (Searle, 1975) and Brown and 

Levinson’s Politeness Theory? 

 

There are quite a lot of things that could be said here, but the most obvious is that 

politeness theory may be able to explain why speakers would ever use indirect speech 

acts. 

There are two strategies that seem to correspond to indirect speech acts in Brown and 

Levinson’s taxonomy: 

Perform FTA off the record: e.g. do not directly request, but allow the addressee to infer 

that you would like something. 

Perform on the record but with negative politeness redress: using formulations like 

‘Could you’ / ‘I wonder if you could possibly’ could be argued to be less of an 

imposition, since they seem to envisage the addressee turning down the request, and thus 

to facilitate refusing. 

Students might discuss what determines which indirect speech acts fall into each of these 

categories: possibilities include the degree of indirectness, and the extent to which the 

indirect speech act is conventionalised. 
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