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1 Aim: support, reject, dismiss

• In inquisitive semantics, a sentence is taken to express a proposal to
update the common ground of the conversation in one or more ways.

• The aim here is to develop a more fine-grained semantics than the
standard implementation of inquisitive semantics, which is to serve
the purpose of not only characterizing the responses that support the
proposal expressed by a sentence, but also the responses that reject it,
and responses that dismiss a supposition of it.

• In fact, we will end up with a logical characterization of a wider cata-
logue of types of responses than the three mentioned above, but only
these three figure in the recursive definition of the semantics.

• We argue that such a more fine-grained approach considerably broad-
ens the empirical scope of the inquisitive framework, especially in the
domain of conditional sentences.

∗This is a revised and extended version of a handout presented at the Conference on
Logic, Questions and Inquiry, held in Paris, May 30–June 1, 2013.
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2 Background: from truth to support.

• Classically, the meaning of a sentence resides in its truth-conditions.
The underlying idea is that one knows the meaning of a sentence, or
at least a core aspect thereof, if one knows under which circumstances
the sentence is true and under which it is false.

• Clearly, this notion of meaning is only suitable for a particular type
of sentences, namely declarative statements. There are other types of
sentences, for instance interrogatives, which are not naturally thought
of as being either true or false in a given situation.

• One way to obtain a notion of meaning that is suitable for both declar-
ative and interrogative sentences is to move from truth-conditions to
support-conditions. The underlying idea, then, is that one knows the
meaning of a sentence just in case one knows which information states
support the given sentence, and which don’t.

• For instance, an information state s, modeled as a set of possible worlds,
supports an atomic declarative sentence p just in case every world in
s makes p true, it supports ¬p if every world in s makes p false, and
finally, it supports the interrogative sentence ?p just in case it supports
either p or ¬p.

• A support-based semantics for a propositional language, which deals
with declaratives and interrogatives in a uniform way, has been de-
veloped in recent work on inquisitive semantics (e.g., Ciardelli, 2009;
Groenendijk and Roelofsen, 2009; Ciardelli and Roelofsen, 2011; Cia-
rdelli et al., 2012, 2013; Roelofsen, 2013).

• Given a support-based semantics, it is natural to think of a speaker
who utters a sentence ϕ as proposing to enhance the common ground
of the conversation, modeled as an information state, in such a way
that it comes to support ϕ.

• Thus, in uttering p a speaker proposes to enhance the common ground
in such a way that it comes to support p, and in uttering ?p a speaker
proposes to enhance the common ground in such a way that it comes
to support either p or ¬p.
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• Prima facie it is natural to assume that support is persistent : if an
information state s supports a sentence ϕ, then we may assume that
every more informed information state t ⊂ s also supports ϕ.

• This property is indeed assumed in the work on inquisitive semantics
cited above, and determines to a large extent how the developed system
behaves.

3 Support for conditionals.

• Let us now zoom in on conditional sentences, since this is where we
would like to argue that a more refined picture is ultimately needed.

• Consider the following two sentences, a declarative and an interrogative
conditional, respectively:

(1) If Peter goes to the party, Maria will go as well. p→ q

(2) If Peter goes to the party, will Maria go as well? p→ ?q

• The meanings of these sentences in standard support-based inquisitive
semantics are depicted in figures 1(a) and 1(b), respectively. In these
figures, 11 is a world where p and q are both true, 10 a world where p is
true but q is false, etcetera. We have only depicted the maximal states
that support each sentence. Since support is persistent, all substates
of these maximal supporting states also support the given sentences.

• In general, a state s is taken to support a conditional sentence ϕ→ ψ
(whether declarative or interrogative) just in case every state t ⊆ s that
supports ϕ also supports ψ. For instance, the state s = {11, 01, 00}
supports p → q, because any substate t ⊆ s that supports p (there
are only two such states, namely {11} and ∅) also support q. Similarly,
one can verify that the states {11, 01, 00} and {11, 01, 00} both support
p→ ?q.

• For convenience, we will henceforth use |ϕ| to denote the state consist-
ing of all worlds where ϕ is classically true. So the states {11, 01, 00}
and {10, 01, 00} can be denoted more perspicuously as |p → q| and
|p→ ¬q|, respectively.
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Figure 1: Support for declarative and interrogative conditionals.

3.1 Support and reject.

• As mentioned, the support-conditions for a sentence ϕ are naturally
thought of as capturing the proposal that a speaker makes in uttering ϕ.

• There are at least two ways in which other conversational participants
may react to such a proposal: they may go along with it, or reject it.

• Now, what does it mean to reject the proposal made by an utterance
of ϕ? Can this be explicated in terms of the support-conditions for ϕ?

• At first sight, it indeed seems possible to do this in a very natural
way. Suppose that a speaker A utters a sentence ϕ, and a responder B
reacts with ψ. A proposes to enhance the common ground to a state
that supports ϕ, while B proposes to enhance the common ground
to a state that supports ψ. Then we could say that B rejects A’s
initial proposal just in case any state s that supports ψ is such that no
consistent substate t ⊆ s supports ϕ. After all, if this is the case, then
any way of satisfying B’s counterproposal leads to a common ground
which does not support ϕ and which cannot be further enhanced in
any way such that it comes to support ϕ while remaining consistent.

• For many basic cases, this characterization seems adequate. For in-
stance, if A utters p and B responds with ¬p, then according to the
given characterization, B rejects A’s initial proposal, which accords
with pre-theoretical intuitions.

• However, in the case of conditionals, the given characterization is prob-
lematic. Intuitively, the proposal expressed by (1) above can be rejected
with (3).
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(3) No, if Peter goes to the party, Maria won’t go. p→ ¬q

However, there is a consistent state that supports both (1) and (3),
namely |¬p|. So according to the above characterization, (3) does not
reject (1).

• This example illustrates something quite fundamental: in general, reject-
conditions cannot be derived from support-conditions. Thus, a seman-
tics that aims to provide a comprehensive characterization of the pro-
posals that speakers make when uttering sentences in conversation,
needs to specify at least both support- and rejection-conditions.

• Radical inquisitive semantics is such a semantic system in which support-
and rejection-conditions are stated, with the aim to deal with the type
of phenomena discussed here (see Groenendijk and Roelofsen, 2010;
Sano, 2012; Lojko, 2012). Suppositional inquisitive semantics is an
extension of that system that intends to improve on it.

3.2 Dismissing a supposition

• Besides full-fledged rejection, there is another type of non-supportive
response to the conditionals in (1) and (2), exemplified in (4).

(4) Actually, Peter won’t go to the party. ¬p

• Suppose that A utters (1) and that B reacts with (4). One natural
way to think about this response is as one that dismisses a supposition
that A was making, namely that Peter may go to the party.

• If A utters the interrogative conditional in (2), she can also be taken
to make this supposition; and if B reacts with (4), she can again be
taken to dismiss this supposition.

• Clearly, the suppositions that a speaker makes in issuing a certain pro-
posal, and responses that dismiss such suppositions, cannot be charac-
terized purely in terms of the support-conditions for that sentence.
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3.3 From radical to suppositional

• At first sight it may seem that such suppositional phenomena can be
captured if we just formulate both support- and rejection-conditions,
and characterize states that dismiss a supposition of a sentence as states
that both support and reject the sentence. This, roughly, is the strategy
taken in radical inquisitive semantics.

• This works fine for simple cases like p→ q, but does not give satisfac-
tory results for slightly more complex cases like (p ∨ q)→ r.

• In radical inquisitive semantics, we get that ¬p rejects and doesn’t
support (p ∨ q) → r, and hence it does not count as dismissing a
supposition of it. Likewise, ¬p comes out to support and not to reject
¬((p ∨ q) → r), which is equivalent with (p → ¬r) ∨ (q → ¬r), and
hence it does not count as dismissing a supposition of it.

• The reason behind this is that support and rejection are both persistent
in radical inquisitive semantics. Thus, given that the state |p → ¬r|
rejects (p ∨ q)→ r, so does |¬p|, which is a substate of it. And for the
same reason, given that the state |p → ¬r| supports (p → ¬r) ∨ (q →
¬r), so does |¬p|.

• Intuitively these results are problematic. It rather seems to be the
case that ¬p should count as dismissing a supposition of (p ∨ q) →
r, and not as rejecting it, but only ruling out that it could still be
supported. Likewise, ¬p should count as dismissing a supposition of
(p → ¬r) ∨ (q → ¬r), and not as supporting it, but only ruling out
that it could still be rejected.

• This is how things will work out in suppositional inquisitive semantics,
where we not only state support- and rejection-conditions, but also
separate conditions which determine when a supposition of a sentence
is dismissed.
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4 Suppositional inquisitive semantics

4.1 Preliminaries

• We specify and investigate a suppositional inquisitive semantics, InqS,
which offers a more fine-grained characterization of the proposals that
speakers make in uttering sentences in conversation, extending existing
implementations of inquisitive semantics where proposals are charac-
terized exclusively in terms of support, or only in terms of support and
rejection.

• We assume a standard propositional language, with ?ϕ as an abbrevi-
ation of ϕ ∨ ¬ϕ. The semantics for this language is given by a simul-
taneous recursive definition of three notions: s |=+ ϕ, s supports ϕ,
s |=− ϕ, s rejects ϕ, and s |=◦ ϕ, s dismisses a supposition of ϕ.

• A seemingly small, but important feature of the semantics, and crucial
in understanding it, is that the inconsistent state, ∅, is taken not to
support or reject any sentence. Rather, the inconsistent state is taken
to suppositionally dismiss every sentence.

• If only for this reason, support and rejection are not persistent. It can
be that some state s supports or rejects a sentence ϕ, but that a more
informed substate t ⊂ s no longer does. However, that will only be the
case if t dismisses a supposition of ϕ. Growth of information can cause
supposition failure.

• However, although support and rejection are not fully persistent, they
are persistent modulo dismissing a supposition. Any substate of a state
that supports a sentence, either still supports it, or suppositionally
dismisses it. And the same holds for rejection.

• Dismissing a supposition is fully persistent. If a state dismisses a sup-
position of a sentence, then so does any of its more informed substates,
including, of course, the inconsistent state.

• So, the union of the set of states that support a sentence with the set of
states that dismiss a supposition of it, is downward closed. The same
holds for the union of the set of rejecting states with those that dismiss
a supposition, and it holds for the union of all three sets of states.
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• The set of states that support a sentence and the set of states that reject
it are mutually disjoint. No state that supports a sentence can reject
it as well, and vice versa. But the states that dismiss a supposition of
a sentence also dismiss a supposition of its negation, and vice versa.

• The set of states that support a sentence and the set of states that
dismiss a supposition of it are not necessarily disjoint. A state can
both support a sentence and dismiss a supposition of it. And the same
holds for rejection and dismissing a supposition.

• Finally, a maximally informed consistent state, consisting of a single
world, will always support, reject, or suppositionally dismiss any sen-
tence.

• So, if we consider the union of all states that support, reject, or suppo-
sitionally dismiss a sentence, then it will form a cover of the set of all
worlds. In standard inquisitive semantic terms, since the union of all
states that support, reject, or suppositionally dismiss a sentence, is a
non-empty downward closed set of states that forms a cover of the set
of all worlds, it is an issue over the set of all worlds.

• Resolving the issue embodied by the proposition expressed by a sen-
tence is related to finding an appropriate way to respond to it.

4.2 Support, reject, and dismissal clauses

The clauses of InqS are given on the next page. We will go through the
clauses one by one and explain what they amount to. In the remainder
of the handout the clauses will be further motivated and illustrated with a
number of examples.
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Definition 1 (Suppositional inquisitive semantics).

1. s |=+ p iff s 6= ∅ and ∀w ∈ s : w(p) = 1

s |=− p iff s 6= ∅ and ∀w ∈ s : w(p) = 0

s |=◦ p iff s = ∅

2. s |=+ ¬ϕ iff s |=− ϕ

s |=− ¬ϕ iff s |=+ ϕ

s |=◦ ¬ϕ iff s |=◦ ϕ

3. s |=+ ϕ ∧ ψ iff s |=+ ϕ and s |=+ ψ

s |=− ϕ ∧ ψ iff s |=− ϕ or s |=− ψ

s |=◦ ϕ ∧ ψ iff s |=◦ ϕ or s |=◦ ψ

4. s |=+ ϕ ∨ ψ iff s |=+ ϕ or s |=+ ψ

s |=− ϕ ∨ ψ iff s |=− ϕ and s |=− ψ

s |=◦ ϕ ∨ ψ iff s |=◦ ϕ or s |=◦ ψ

5. s |=+ ϕ→ ψ iff both of the following hold:

(a) ∃t ⊆ s : t |=+ ϕ

(b) ∀t : if t |=+ ϕ, then ∃u ⊇ t : u |=+ ϕ and u ∩ s |=+ ψ

s |=− ϕ→ ψ iff both of the following hold:

(a) ∃t ⊆ s : t |=+ ϕ

(b) ∃t : t |=+ ϕ and ∀u ⊇ t : if u |=+ ϕ, then u ∩ s |=− ψ

s |=◦ ϕ→ ψ iff at least one of the following holds:

(a) ∀t ⊆ s : t 6|=+ ϕ

(b) s |=◦ ϕ
(c) ∃t : t |=+ ϕ and ∀u ⊇ t : if u |=+ ϕ, then u ∩ s |=◦ ψ
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Atoms. A state s supports an atomic sentence p just in case s is consistent
and p is true in all worlds in s. Similarly, s rejects p just in case s is consistent
and p is false in all worlds in s. Finally, s dismisses a supposition of p just
in case s is inconsistent.

The idea behind the latter clause is that in uttering p, a speaker makes
the trivial supposition that p may or may not be the case—which can only
be dismissed by an absurd, inconsistent response.

Negation. A state s supports ¬ϕ just in case it rejects ϕ. Vice versa, s
rejects ¬ϕ just in case it supports ϕ. Finally, s dismisses a supposition of
¬ϕ just in case it dismisses a supposition of ϕ.

Conjunction. A state s supports ϕ ∧ ψ just in case it supports both ϕ
and ψ, and it rejects ϕ ∧ ψ just in case it rejects either ϕ or ψ. Finally, s
dismisses a supposition of ϕ ∧ ψ just in case it dismisses a supposition of ϕ
or dismisses a supposition of ψ.

Disjunction. A state s supports ϕ ∨ ψ just in case it supports either ϕ
or ψ, and it rejects ϕ ∨ ψ just in case it rejects both ϕ and ψ. Finally, s
dismisses a supposition of ϕ ∨ ψ just in case it dismisses a supposition of ϕ
or dismisses a supposition of ψ.

Implication. The clause for implication is the most involved.

• Support. Let us see what is necessary for s to support ϕ→ ψ. First of
all, the antecedent, ϕ, should be ‘supportable’ in s, i.e., some substate
of s should support ϕ. Secondly, the idea is that s has to support the
consequent, ψ, relative to any maximal state supporting the antecedent
ϕ. So, among the states that support the antecedent ϕ, we have to
look at all the maximal states, and whenever u is such a maximal state
supporting ϕ, we have to check that u ∩ s supports the consequent ψ.
There is one complication, however: it may be the case that there are no
maximal supporting states for ϕ. This is why the clause is formulated
as it is: we require that for every state t that supports ϕ there is a
state u ⊇ t that still supports ϕ and which is such that u ∩ s supports
ψ (a technique adopted from Sano, 2012).

• Reject. Now let us see what is necessary for s to reject ϕ → ψ. First
of all, as in the case of support, the antecedent of the implication, ϕ,
should be ‘supportable’ in s, i.e., some substate of s should support ϕ.
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Second, the idea is that s should reject ψ relative to at least one max-
imal state supporting ϕ. But again, it may be the case that there are
no maximal states supporting ϕ. To circumvent this, we require that
there be at least one state t supporting ϕ such that every state u ⊇ t
that still supports ϕ is such that u ∩ s rejects ψ.

• Suppositional dismissal. Finally, let us see what is necessary for s to
dismiss a supposition of ϕ → ψ. There are three cases in which this
happens. The first is when the antecedent of the implication, ϕ, is not
supportable in s, i.e., no substate of s supports ϕ. Notice that this is
precisely the oppositive of the first requirement in the support clause
and the rejection clause. The second case in which s dismisses a sup-
position of ϕ→ ψ is when s dismisses a supposition of the antecedent,
s |=◦ ϕ. And finally, the third case is when s dismisses a supposition
of the consequent, relative to some ‘maximal’ state supporting the an-
tecedent. Again, it may be the case that there are no maximal states
supporting the antecedent, so what we require is that there be at least
one state t supporting ϕ such that every state u ⊇ t that still supports
ϕ is such that u ∩ s dismisses a supposition of ψ.

4.3 Supposition dismissal: triggering and projection

• The clauses pertaining to supposition dismissal can be seen to fall into
two categories: some specify when supposition dismissal is triggered,
while others specify how supposition dismissal is projected.

• There are only two clauses that specify when supposition dismissal is
triggered, namely the clause for atomic sentences, and the first sub-
clause for implication.

• All the other clauses pertaining to supposition dismissal merely spec-
ify how supposition dismissal is projected. Negations, disjunctions,
and conjunctions simply inherit supposition dismissals from their con-
stituent sentences. An implication inherits supposition dismissals from
its antecedent, as well as supposition dismissals from its consequent,
relative to ‘maximal’ supporting states for its antecedent.
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4.4 Support for implication explained in more detail

• In order to understand the clause for implication better, let us first
focus on the sub-clause for support, and see how it differs from the
corresponding clause in InqB.

• In InqB, we have that:

s |=+ ϕ→ ψ iff ∀t ⊆ s : if t |=+ ϕ then t |=+ ψ

• In InqS, we have that:

s |=+ ϕ→ ψ iff both of the following hold:

(a) ∃t ⊆ s : t |=+ ϕ

(b) ∀t : if t |=+ ϕ, then ∃u ⊇ t : u |=+ ϕ and u ∩ s |=+ ψ

• There are three important differences between the two clauses. We will
describe each of these differences, and explain why they are there.

4.4.1 The antecedent has to be supportable in s

• In InqS, we require that the antecedent ϕ be supportable in s, i.e., that
some substate of s supports ϕ. This is not explicitly required in InqB,
although notice that the requirement is always fulfilled in InqB, since ∅
is a substate of any s, and ∅ supports every sentence in InqB.1

• If in InqS we would not require that the antecedent be supportable in
s, we would have the following clause, which is closer to what we had
in InqB:

s |=+ ϕ→ ψ iff ∀t : if t |=+ ϕ, then ∃u ⊇ t : u |=+ ϕ and u ∩ s |=+ ψ

• The other way around, we could also change the clause in InqB, to get
something closer to what we have in InqS. That is, we could add the
explicit requirement that ϕ be supportable in s to the clause in InqB:

s |=+ ϕ→ ψ iff both of the following hold:

(a) ∃t ⊆ s : t |=+ ϕ

1Clearly, this does not hold in InqS. In fact, ∅ does not support any sentence in InqS.
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(b) ∀t ⊆ s : if t |=+ ϕ then t |=+ ψ

However, given that the supportability requirement is always fulfilled
in InqB, changing the clause in this way would not affect its behavior
in any way.

• The reason that we make the requirement explicit in InqS is very
straightforward. Namely, if the antecedent of an implication is not
supportable in a state s, then we want the semantics to tell us that
this state dismisses a supposition of the implication, and not that it
supports the implication.

• For instance, we want the state |¬p| to dismiss a supposition of the
implication p → q, and we don’t want it to support the implication.
This is indeed what comes out in InqS. On the other hand, in InqB we
get that |¬p| supports p→ q.

4.4.2 Global quantification over states supporting the antecedent

• A second important difference is that in InqS, we look at all states t
that support the antecedent, while in InqB we only look at substates t
of s.

• If in InqS we would switch back to quantifying just over substates of s,
we would get the following clause (assuming that we already dropped
the requirement that ϕ be supportable in s), which is again a bit closer
to what we had in InqB:

s |=+ ϕ→ ψ iff ∀t ⊆ s : if t |=+ ϕ, then ∃u ⊇ t : u |=+ ϕ and u∩s |=+ ψ

• On the other hand, we could also adapt the clause in InqB to get some-
thing closer to what we have in InqS:

s |=+ ϕ→ ψ iff both of the following hold:

(a) ∃t ⊆ s : t |=+ ϕ

(b) ∀t : if t |=+ ϕ then t ∩ s |=+ ψ

However, again, making this change would not affect the behavior of
the clause in InqB.
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• In InqS it is crucial that we quantify over all states that support the
antecedent in order to detect certain cases of supposition failure, which
would otherwise go unnoticed. Consider the following example:

(5) (p ∨ q)→ r

Suppose that we evaluate this sentence in the state |¬q∧r|. Intuitively,
this state should dismiss a supposition of (5), and should not support
it. This is indeed what we get in InqS. In particular, we get that |¬q∧r|
does not support (5) because there is a state supporting the antecedent,
namely |q|, which does not fulfill the given requirements. That is, there
is no state u containing |q| such that u still supports the antecedent
p ∨ q and such that u ∩ |¬q ∧ r| supports the consequent r. This is
easy to see: the only state that contains |q| and still supports p ∨ q is
|q| itself, and |q| ∩ |¬q ∧ r| = ∅, which does not support any sentence,
certainly not r.

• Notice, however, that |q| is not a substate of |¬q ∧ r|. Indeed, every
substate of |¬q ∧ r| does fulfill the given requirement. Thus, if we only
quantify over substates of the state of evaluation, we get the wrong
result here. Indeed, in InqB we get that |¬q ∧ r| supports (5).

4.4.3 Focus on ‘maximal’ states supporting the antecedent

• A third and final difference is that in InqS we only look at ‘maximal’
states supporting the antecedent, whereas in InqB we look at all sub-
states of the state of evaluation that support the antecedent, not just
at the ‘maximal’ ones.

• If we remove this final difference, the two clauses come to coincide (un-
der the assumption that the other two differences are already removed
as indicated above).

• Again, to do this we could go in either one of two directions. First, we
could take the (already adapted) clause in InqS and quantify over all
substates of s rather than just the ‘maximal’ ones. This would give us
exactly the clause as formulated in InqB.
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• Alternatively, we could take the (already adapted) clause in InqB and
quantify only over ‘maximal’ supporting states rather than all support-
ing states. This would give us exactly the clause as formulated in InqS.

• In the latter case, even though the formulation of the clause changes,
its behavior again remains unaffected. Thus, as long as we operate in
InqB, the clause as formulated in InqS is completely equivalent to the
clause as formulated in InqB.

• Clearly, if we operate in InqS, this is not the case.

• In InqS it is important to quantify only over ‘maximal’ supporting states
in order to avoid certain cases of unwarranted supposition dismissal. To
see this, consider the following sentence:

(6) p→ (q → p)

Suppose that our state of evaluation is the ignorant state, ω. Intuitively,
ω should support (6), and should not dismiss any supposition of it. This
is what we get in InqS, because the only maximal state supporting p is
|p|, and we have that |p| ∩ ω = |p|, which supports q → p.

• If we looked at all states supporting p, we would encounter a problem.
Namely, among these states there are ones that reject q (e.g., the state
|p∧¬q|) and these states do not support q → p, but rather dismiss its
supposition. Thus, we would get that ω does not support p→ (q → p).

• The general intuition is that in order to determine whether an implica-
tion ϕ→ ψ is supported in a state s, we have to look at all the states
that support ϕ with a minimum amount of information, and then check
whether ψ is supported whenever we restrict s to one of these states.

• If instead we would consider just any state supporting ϕ, we would also
encounter states that contain information which is not directly perti-
nent to supporting ϕ, and as we just saw, this impertinent information
may hinder support of ψ due to supposition dismissal. This would
cause the semantics not to yield support in cases where support should
in fact obtain.
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4.5 Implication rejection explained in more detail

• Now that we have a better understanding of the support clause for
implication, let us move on to the rejection clause:

s |=− ϕ→ ψ iff both of the following hold:

(a) ∃t ⊆ s : t |=+ ϕ

(b) ∃t : t |=+ ϕ and ∀u ⊇ t : if u |=+ ϕ, then u ∩ s |=− ψ

• As in the case of support, condition (a) requires that the antecedent
ϕ be supportable in s. Considered first the following simple example
(which we also considered above when looking at the support clause):

(7) p→ q

Suppose that our state of evaluation is |¬p|. Intuitively, this state
should not reject (7), but rather dismiss its supposition. This is indeed
what we get, since the antecedent p is not supportable in |¬p|.

• Notice, however, that condition (b) is also violated in this case: the only
maximal state supporting the antecedent p is |p|, and |p| ∩ |¬p| = ∅,
which does not reject any sentence, certainly not the consequent q.

• So, for this simple example, condition (a) is not really necessary to block
rejection. One may get the impression that, more generally, condition
(a) is implied by condition (b) and therefore redundant.

• However, there are cases where the two conditions come apart, and
rejection is only blocked by condition (a). Consider the following ex-
ample:

(8) (p→ q)→ p

Again, suppose that our state of evaluation is |¬p|. Intuitively, this
state should again not reject (8), but rather dismiss its supposition.
We would not get this result just based on condition (b). After all, in
this case there is a unique maximal state supporting the antecedent,
namely |p→ q|, and we have that |p→ q| ∩ |¬p| = |¬p|, which rejects
the consequent p. Thus, if condition (a) were not included, the system
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would wrongly predict that |¬p| rejects (8). This means that condition
(a) is indeed non-redundant, and is needed in general to block rejection
of an implication in case the antecedent is not supportable.

• Now, let us look more closely at condition (b). This condition requires
that there be at least one ‘maximal’ state t for the antecedent ϕ such
that s, when restricted to t, rejects the consequent ψ.

• Perhaps the most basic example illustrating this clause is the following:

(9) |p→ ¬q| |=− p→ q

Clearly, p is supportable in |p → ¬q|, which means that condition (a)
is satisfied. Moreover, there is a unique maximal state supporting p,
namely |p|, and we have that |p| ∩ |p → ¬q| = |¬q|, which rejects q.
Thus, condition (b) is also satisfied.

• One may wonder why we do not consider all ‘maximal’ states sup-
porting ϕ and then require that s, when restricted to any one of these
states, rejects ψ. This would be analogous to what we required in the
case of support. Now, instead, we just require that there be at least
one ‘maximal’ state supporting ϕ such that s, when restricted to this
state, rejects ψ. This is a much weaker requirement, with existential
rather than universal force. To see why this is appropriate, consider
the following example:

(10) (p ∨ q)→ r

Suppose that our state of evaluation is |p → ¬r|. Intuitively, this
state should reject (10). This is indeed what we get because there is
a maximal state supporting p ∨ q, namely |p|, such that |p → ¬r|,
when restricted to this state, rejects r. However, there is also another
maximal state supporting p ∨ q, namely |q|, for which this doesn’t
hold. Thus, formulating the clause with universal force would make
the requirement too strong.

4.6 Implication dismissal explained in more detail

• Finally, let us look in more detail at the dismissal clause for implication:

17



s |=◦ ϕ→ ψ iff at least one of the following holds:

(a) ∀t ⊆ s : t 6|=+ ϕ

(b) s |=◦ ϕ
(c) ∃t : t |=+ ϕ and ∀u ⊇ t : if u |=+ ϕ, then u ∩ s |=◦ ψ

• Unlike the support and rejection clause, the dismissal clause is disjunc-
tive: as soon as at least one of the conditions that it specifies are met,
the given state dismisses a supposition of the given implication.

• The first case in which this happens, captured by condition (a), is when
the antecedent ϕ is not supportable in the state of evaluation s. As we
have already seen above this predicts, for instance, that |¬p| dismisses
a supposition of p→ q, as desired.

• One may wonder why condition (a) requires that ϕ is not supportable
in s, and not, for instance, that ϕ be rejected by s. Prima facie, the
latter would also be a natural condition. However, it does not always
give desirable results, as witnessed by the following example:

(11) (p ∧ ¬p)→ q

Suppose that our state of evaluation is the ignorant state, ω. Intuitively,
any state, including ω should dismiss the supposition of (11), since it
is impossible to suppose p and ¬p at the same time. However, ω does
not reject the antecedent, p ∧ ¬p, and therefore, under the alternative
formulation of the dismissal clause for implication, ω would not dismiss
the supposition of (11).

• Of course, the reason why this result arises is that the rejection condi-
tions that we assume, especially in the case of a conjunction, are very
strong. A state only rejects a conjunction if it rejects one of the con-
juncts. This means, for instance, that ω does not reject p ∧ ¬p, even
though p ∧ ¬p is not supportable in ω.

• In general, whenever a state s rejects a sentence ϕ, then ϕ is not sup-
portable in s. But, as we have just seen, the opposite does not always
hold, i.e., even if ϕ is not supportable in s, it is not necessarily the case
that s rejects ϕ.
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• We could think of a state s in which ϕ is not supportable as a state
that weakly rejects ϕ. As shown by the example above, it is this weak
notion of rejection, rather than the strong notion that is recursively
characterized by the semantics, that is relevant for the dismissal clause
of implication.

• One may wonder whether it would not be preferrable, then, to immedi-
ately characterize this weak notion of rejection in the semantics, rather
than the stronger notion. This could indeed be done. On the other
hand, the weak notion can also be defined at the meta-level, as we did,
while the stronger notion would not be definable at the meta-level if we
did not characterize it recursively in the semantics itself. This is our
main reason to stick to the semantic clauses that we have right now,
with a weak notion of rejection defined on top.

• Now let us turn to the remaining two conditions in the dismissal clause
for implication. Condition (b) is very simple: it says that a state dis-
misses a supposition of an implication ϕ→ ψ if it dismisses a supposi-
tion of the antecedent ϕ. This means, for instance, that |¬p| dismisses
a supposition of:

(12) (p→ q)→ r

• Notice that in this simple case, supposition dismissal also follows from
condition (a), since the antecedent of the implication is not supportable
in the state of evaluation. However, there are slightly more complex
cases where the two conditions come apart, and condition (b) is re-
ally needed to predict suppositional dismissal. Consider the following
example, with a disjunctive antecedent:

(13) ((p→ q) ∨ (¬p→ q))→ r

Again, suppose that our state of evaluation is |¬p|. The antecedent of
the implication is supportable in |¬p|, so condition (a) is not satisfied.
On the other hand, condition (b) is satisfied, since |¬p| dismisses a
supposition of one of the disjuncts in the antecedent, and therefore of
the antecedent as a whole. Thus, in such cases condition (b) is really
needed to detect supposition dismissal.
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• Finally, let us turn our attention to condition (c). This condition says
that a state s dismisses a supposition of an implication ϕ → ψ if,
when restricted to some ‘maximal’ state supporting the antecedent ϕ, it
dismisses a supposition of the consequent ψ. This means, for instance,
that |p→ ¬q| dismisses a supposition of:

(14) p→ (q → r)

4.7 Some basic general facts about the semantics

• No state can both support and reject a sentence.

Fact 1 (Disjointness of support and rejection).

1. If s |=+ ϕ, then s 6|=− ϕ
2. If s |=− ϕ, then s 6|=+ ϕ

• For the language at hand, we have the stronger fact that:

Fact 2 (Downward disjointness of support and rejection).

1. If s |=+ ϕ, then ∀t ⊆ s : t 6|=− ϕ
2. If s |=− ϕ, then ∀t ⊆ s : t 6|=+ ϕ

• Support and dismissing a supposition are not disjoint.

Fact 3. The following both hold:

|¬p ∧ r| |=+ (p→ q) ∨ r
|¬p ∧ r| |=◦ (p→ q) ∨ r

• Rejection and dismissing a supposition are not disjoint.

Fact 4. The following both hold:

|¬p ∧ ¬r| |=− (p→ q) ∧ r
|¬p ∧ ¬r| |=◦ (p→ q) ∧ r

• Dismissing a supposition is persistent, and support and rejection are
persistent modulo dismissing a supposition.
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Fact 5 (Persistence).

1. If s |=◦ ϕ, then ∀t ⊆ s : t |=◦ ϕ
2. If s |=+ ϕ, then ∀t ⊆ s : t |=+ ϕ or t |=◦ ϕ
3. If s |=− ϕ, then ∀t ⊆ s : t |=− ϕ or t |=◦ ϕ

• Given the way negation is defined we obtain the following fact:

Fact 6 (|=+, |=−, |=◦ and negation).

1. s |=+ ϕ iff s |=− ¬ϕ
2. s |=− ϕ iff s |=+ ¬ϕ
3. s |=◦ ϕ iff s |=◦ ¬ϕ

4.8 Non-inquisitive closure

• If we want to have a non-inquisitive closure operator, it seems that
we have to introduce an extra basic operator in the language, i.e., it
seems that such an operator cannot be defined in terms of the already
existing basic operators, as in InqB. We propose the following semantic
interpretation for it:

Definition 2 (Non-inquisitive closure).

s |=+ !ϕ iff there is a non-empty set of states S such that

∀t ∈ S : t |=+ ϕ and s =
⋃
S

s |=− !ϕ iff there is a non-empty set of states S such that

∀t ∈ S : t |=− ϕ and s =
⋃
S

s |=◦ !ϕ iff there is a non-empty set of states S such that

∀t ∈ S : t |=◦ ϕ and s =
⋃
S

Conjecture 1 (Non-inquisitive closure adds expressive power).

Without non-inquisitive closure it seems that no sentence in the lan-
guage is supported by every state, and that no sentence in the language
is rejected by every state.

Fact 7 (Non-inquisitive closure adds tautologies and contradictions).
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1. For all s : s |=+ !(p ∨ ¬p)
2. For all s : s |=− !(p ∧ ¬p)

• In the remainder of this handout we will leave non-inquisive closure out
of consideration.

5 Towards a logic of responsehood

5.1 Dismissing support or rejection

• The requirements on support and rejection in the recursive semantics
are very strict, e.g., we have that (15) and (16).

(15) |p→ ¬q| 6|=− p ∧ q

(16) |¬p→ q| 6|=+ p ∨ q

• But on the meta-level we can define weaker semantic notions:

Definition 3 (Dismissing support or rejection).

1. s supportively dismisses rejection of ϕ, s |=+ ϕ iff

s 6|=+ ϕ and ∃t ⊆ s : t |=+ ϕ and ∀t ⊆ s : t 6|=− ϕ
2. s rejectively dismisses support of ϕ, s |=− ϕ iff

s 6|=− ϕ and ∃t ⊆ s : t |=− ϕ and ∀t ⊆ s : t 6|=+ ϕ

Fact 8 (Dismissing support or rejection and negation).

1. s |=+ ϕ iff s |=− ¬ϕ
2. s |=− ϕ iff s |=+ ¬ϕ

Fact 9 (Non-rejectablity and non-supportability).

1. ∀s : s |=+ p ∨ ¬p or s |=+ p ∨ ¬p
2. ∀s : s |=− p ∧ ¬p or s |=− p ∧ ¬p
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5.2 Fine-graining dismissing a supposition

• We define four strengthenings of when a state dismisses a supposition
of a sentence.

Definition 4 (Fine-graining dismissing a supposition).

1. s suppositionally dismisses ϕ, s |=⊗ ϕ iff

s |=◦ ϕ and ∀t ⊆ s : t 6|=+ ϕ and t 6|=− ϕ
2. s suppositionally dismisses rejection of ϕ, s |=⊕ ϕ iff

s |=◦ ϕ and ∀t ⊆ s : t 6|=− ϕ and

s 6|=⊗ ϕ and ¬∃t ⊇ s : t 6|=◦ ϕ and t |=+ ϕ or t |=+ ϕ

3. s suppositionally dismisses support of ϕ, s |=	 ϕ iff

s |=◦ ϕ and ∀t ⊆ s : t 6|=+ ϕ and

s 6|=⊗ ϕ and ¬∃t ⊇ s : t 6|=◦ ϕ and t |=− ϕ or t |=− ϕ
4. s partially suppositionally dismisses ϕ, s |=� ϕ iff

s |=◦ ϕ and ∃t ⊆ s : s |=+ ϕ and ∃t ⊆ s : s |=− ϕ

• These four categories do not cover all states that dismiss a supposition
of a sentence. For example, a state that both supports and dismisses a
supposition of a sentence falls in neither of these four categories.

• We note the following fact concerning suppositional dismissal and nega-
tion:

Fact 10 (Suppositional dismissal and negation).

1. s |=⊗ ϕ iff s |=⊗ ¬ϕ
2. s |=⊕ ϕ iff s |=	 ¬ϕ
3. s |=	 ϕ iff s |=⊕ ¬ϕ
4. s |=� ϕ iff s |=� ¬ϕ

• Some sentences are suppositionally dismissed by any state.

Fact 11. For any state s : s |=⊗ p→ (¬p→ q) and s |=⊗ (p∧¬p)→ q
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5.3 16 distinctive logical relations of responsehood

• Above we distinguished the following 8 mutually exclusive semantic
relations between states and a sentence ϕ, that jointly cover all states
that support or reject or dismiss a supposition of ϕ.

1. |=+ support

2. |=+ supportively dismissing rejection

3. |=− rejection

4. |=− rejectively dismissing support

5. |=⊗ suppositionally dismissing

6. |=⊕ suppositionally dismissing rejection

7. |=	 suppositionally dismissing support

8. |=� partially suppositionally dismissing

• For each of the first four relations we can further distinguish three
mutually exclusive subcases. In case of support these are:

1. s non-suppositionally supports ϕ iff

s |=+ ϕ and ∀t ⊆ s : if t |=◦ ϕ, then t = ∅
2. s suppositionally supports ϕ iff

s |=+ ϕ and s 6|=◦ ϕ and ∃t ⊆ s : t |=◦ ϕ and t 6= ∅
3. s supports and dismisses a supposition of ϕ iff

s |=+ ϕ and s |=◦ ϕ

• So, in total we have distinguished 16 mutually exclusive semantic rela-
tions between states and a sentence ϕ, that jointly cover all states that
support or reject or dismiss a supposition of ϕ.

• For each semantic relations between states s and sentences ϕ, we can
define a corresponding logical relation of responsehood between sen-
tences ψ and ϕ, where ψ is a response to an initiative ϕ.

• For the eight semantic relations that we notationally distinguished, the
corresponding notions of responsehood are obtained by filling in the
following scheme:
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Definition 5 (Scheme of types of responses ψ to ϕ).

ψ |=† ϕ iff ∃s : s |=+ ψ and

∀s : if s |=+ ψ, then ∃t ⊇ s : t |=+ ψ and t |=† ϕ

• Because, except suppositional dismissal, our semantic notions are not
persistent, we do not quantify over all states that support ψ in the
definition, but over ‘maximal’ states that support ϕ.

6 Examples

6.1 Simple conditionals

• Concerning a simple conditional assertion like p → q, in suppositional
inquisitive semantics we do not only get, as we do classically and in
standard inquisitive semantics, that (17), but also that (18).2

(17) p ∧ ¬q |=− p→ q

(18) p→ ¬q |=− p→ q

• Whereas classically we have that ¬p |=+ p→ q, and in standard inquis-
itive semantics also that ¬p |=+ p → ?q, in suppositional inquisitive
semantics, these do not hold, but we get instead that (19) and (20).

(19) ¬p |=⊗ p→ q

(20) ¬p |=⊗ p→ ?q

• Unlike classically and in standard inquisitive semantics, it does not
hold in suppositional inquisitive semantics that q |=+ p→ q, but what
we do get is that (21) and (22) hold.

2One can conceive of a still weaker notion of rejection of a conditional, where p → q
is ‘rejected’ by p → ♦¬q (or ♦(p ∧ ¬q)). But, first, note that this would result under the
notion of rejection as we have it here, in case we read p→ q as p→ �q. Secondly, if one
responds with p → ♦¬q to an intiative p → q, one signals that one refuses to accept the
proposal, or is reluctant to do so, rather than signalling that the proposal is unacceptable,
in the sense that updating with it would lead to an inconsistent state. The notion of
rejection that we model is the one where it signals unacceptability of the proposal.
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(21) (p ∨ ¬p)→ q |=+ p→ q

(22) (p ∨ ¬p)→ q |=+ q

• And we have also that:

(23) (p ∨ ¬p)→ q |=+ p→ ?q

(24) (p ∨ ¬p)→ ¬q |=+ p→ ?q

• The formula in (23) may be taken to correspond to (25) in response to
the conditional question in (2).

(25) Whether Peter goes to the party or not, Maria will go.

• The response in (25) can again be countered in several ways, one of
which is:

(26) No, if Peter will not go to the party, then Mary will not go
either.

(27) ¬p→ ¬q |=− (p ∨ ¬p)→ q

6.2 Disjunctive antecedents

• Denying one of the disjuncts of a disjunctive antecedent of a condi-
tional, is a response that suppositionally dismisses support of the con-
ditional (but does not reject it, as was the case in radical inquisitive
semantics):

(28) ¬p |=	 (p ∨ q)→ r

• It can still come about that the conditional is rejected, where it remains
the case that a supposition of it is dismissed:

(29) ¬p ∧ (q → ¬r) |=− (p ∨ q)→ r and |=◦ (p ∨ q)→ r.

• And it can further happen that the conditional is finally fully supposi-
tionally dismissed:
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(30) ¬p ∧ ¬q |=⊗ (p ∨ q)→ r

• We noted above that, e.g., if s |=	 ϕ, then s |=⊕ ¬ϕ. We find the same
patterns in the responsehood relations. (In radical inquisitive semantics
we obtained support in these cases, where here we get suppositionally
dismissing rejection.)

(31) ¬p |=⊕ ¬((p ∨ q)→ r)

(32) ¬p |=⊕ (p→ ¬r) ∨ (q → ¬r)

• Concerning disjunctions of conditionals we note:

(33) (p→ q) |=+ (p→ q) ∨ (r → s)

(34) (p→ ¬q) ∧ (r → ¬s) |=− (p→ q) ∨ (r → s)

(35) ¬p |=⊕ (p→ q) ∨ (r → s)

(36) ¬p ∧ (r → s) |=◦ (p→ q) ∨ (r → s) and |=+ (p→ q) ∨ (r → s)

(37) ¬p∧ (r → ¬s) |=◦ (p→ q)∨ (r → s) and |=− (p→ q)∨ (r → s)

(38) ¬p ∧ ¬r |=⊗ (p→ q) ∨ (r → s)

6.3 Nested implications

• Sofar we did not consider cases where the second disjunct of the clause
for suppositional dismissal for implication has effect, i.e., where a sup-
position of the antecedent fails.

• The second disjunct in the suppositional dismissal clause for implication
can only have an impact if the antecedent is suppositional, as is the
case for (p → q) → r. The effect is that not only (39) holds on the
basis of the first disjunct in the dismissal clause of implication, but also
(40) holds, on the basis of the second disjunct in the clause.

(39) p→ ¬q |=⊗ (p→ q)→ r

(40) ¬p |=⊗ (p→ q)→ r
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And by persistence of suppositional dismissal, it follows from (39) that
we also have (41):

(41) ¬q |=⊗ (p→ q)→ r

• The last disjunct in the suppositional dismissal clause for implication
also guarantees that suppositions of the consequent of an implication
are inherited by the implication as a whole. The effect is that not only
(42) but also (43) holds:

(42) ¬p |=⊗ p→ (q → r)

(43) ¬q |=⊗ p→ (q → r)

The third disjunct in the dismissal clause for implication also takes care
of (44).

(44) p→ ¬q |=⊗ p→ (q → r)

• So, the suppositional content of (p → q) → r and p → (q → r) is the
same, but their support and reject conditions differ.3

6.4 Conjunctive antecedents

• The nested implication p → (q → r) and the implication with the
conjunctive antecedent (p ∧ q)→ r, behave much the same.

(45) p→ ¬q |=⊗ p→ (q → r)

(46) p→ ¬q |=⊗ (p ∧ q)→ r

(47) ¬p ∨ ¬q |=⊗ p→ (q → r)

(48) ¬p ∨ ¬q |=⊗ (p ∧ q)→ r

• The following examples are related to strengthening the antecedent.
They reflect that although we refined the interpretation of implication,
some essential features of material implication are preserved.

3For instance, the state {111, 010} supports p → (q → r) but not (p → q) → r, while
the state {110, 011} rejects p→ (q → r) but not (p→ q)→ r.

28



(49) p→ r |=+ (p ∧ q)→ r

(50) (p ∧ q)→ ¬r |=− p→ r

However, support is no longer persistent. This means that, whereas
any maximal state s supporting p → r will also support (p ∧ q) → r
(as reflected by (49) above), any proper substate t of s that rejects q,
will suppositionally dismiss (p ∧ q)→ r.

(51) (p→ r) ∧ ¬q |=⊗ (p ∧ q)→ r

6.5 Non-tautologies

• As in standard inquisitive semantics p ∨ ¬p is not tautological, but
corresponds with a meaningful polar question ?p.

(52) p |=+ p ∨ ¬p

(53) ¬p |=+ p ∨ ¬p

• In standard inquisitive semantics, like classically, p→ p is a tautology
in that any state supports it. That does not hold here, p → p has
suppositional content. In contrast with (53), we now have that (55).

(54) p |=+ p→ p

(55) ¬p |=⊗ p→ p

• But p → p can more easily be supported as well: any state that is
consistent with p supports it. That does not hold for p ∨ ¬p.4

(56) For all s : s |=+ p→ p or s |=⊗ p→ p

4That means that if we would add an epistemic possibility operator to the language,
(i) would hold, whereas (ii) would not hold.

(i) ♦p |=+ p→ p

(ii) ♦p 6|=+ p ∨ ¬p
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• Perhaps also worthwhile to note is that whereas already in standard
inquisitive semantics we have that (57), in suppositional inquisitive
semantics we also have (58).

(57) q ∨ ¬q 6|=+ p ∨ ¬p

(58) ¬q 6|=⊗ p→ p

• On the contradictory side, we can observe similar things.

(59) p ∨ ¬p |=− p ∧ ¬p

(60) ¬p |=⊗ p→ ¬p

(61) q ∨ ¬q 6|=− p ∧ ¬p

(62) ¬q 6|=⊗ p→ ¬p

6.6 Conjunctions

• A conjunction like p ∧ q is “reject inquisitive”, in the same sense in
which the disjunction p ∨ q is “support inquisitive”.

(63) ¬p |=− p ∧ q

(64) ¬p ∨ ¬q |=− p ∧ q

A state which just does not contain any world where both p and q is
the case, does not suffice to reject p ∧ q, but it does rejectively dismiss
support of it.

(65) p→ ¬q |=− p ∧ q

(66) p→ ¬q |=+ ¬(p ∧ q)

• The conditional sentences in the language are not counterfactual.

(67) For no s : s |=+ ¬p ∧ (p→ q)

(68) p |=− ¬p ∧ (p→ q)
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(69) p→ ¬q |=− ¬p ∧ (p→ q)

(70) ¬p |=⊗ ¬p ∧ (p→ q)

• These four facts imply that the following four hold as well.

(71) For no s : s |=− p ∨ (p→ ¬q)

(72) p |=+ p ∨ (p→ ¬q)

(73) p→ ¬q |=+ p ∨ (p→ ¬q)

(74) ¬p |=⊗ p ∨ (p→ ¬q)

• For a contradictory conjunction like p ∧ ¬p we get that a consistent
state either rejects it or rejectively dismisses support of it.

(75) p ∨ ¬p |=− p ∧ ¬p

(76) p→ ¬¬p |=− p ∧ ¬p

(77) p ∨ ¬p |=+ ¬(p ∧ ¬p)

(78) p→ ¬¬p |=+ ¬(p ∧ ¬p)

6.7 Adding partial support and rejection

• Sofar we paid no attention to partial suppositional dismissal. An ex-
ample is (79).

(79) ¬r |=� p ∧ (q ∨ (r → s))

As is characteristic for partial suppositional dismissal, it can still come
about that the initiative is rejected, see (80), or supported, see (81),
where it remains the case that also a supposition of the initiative is
dismissed.

(80) (p ∧ q) ∧ ¬r |=+ p ∧ (q ∨ (r → s)) and |=◦ p ∧ (q ∨ (r → s))

(81) ¬(p ∧ q) ∧ ¬r |=− p ∧ (q ∨ (r → s)) and |=◦ p ∧ (q ∨ (r → s))
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• One might ask: if you care to distinguish partial suppositional dis-
missal, why not care as well for partial support and partial rejection?

(82) p partially supports p ∧ q

(83) ¬p partially rejects p ∨ q

• There are actually good reasons to include partial support and rejection
in the recursive semantics.

• Consider (84).

(84) ¬(p ∧ q) |=	 (p→ r) ∧ ((p ∧ q)→ r)

When we replace the initiative in (84) by the initiative in (85), we do
not even obtain that the same response dismisses a supposition of it.

(85) ¬(p ∧ q) 6|=◦ (p ∨ (p ∧ q))→ r

• One would like to obtain the opposite of (85). And since when ¬(p∧ q)
holds, (p ∨ (p ∧ q))→ r can still be rejected by p→ ¬r and supported
by p→ r, one would like to obtain that (86).

(86) ¬(p ∧ q) |=� (p ∨ (p ∧ q))→ r

• When the recursive semantics specifies that a disjunction is partially
rejected in state, when one of its disjuncts is (partially) rejected in that
state; and that a state dismisses a supposition of an implication already
when it partially rejects its antecedent, then we could obtain (86).

• Once we go this way, we also no longer have that p ∨ q ∨ (p ∧ q) is
equivalent with p∨ q, since the former would, and the latter would not
be partially rejected by ¬(p ∧ q).

7 Conclusions

• We have motivated and presented a suppositional inquisitive seman-
tics, where the notion of meaning not only concerns informative and
inquisitive content, but also suppositional content.
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• On the logical side we concentrated on characterizing a variety of logical
notions of responsehood, and have illustrated them by discussing a
number of examples, largely concentrating on conditional sentences.

• There are certain extensions of the system that we left out of consider-
ation. Most notably, a suppositional treatment of epistemic modalities.

• Another extension we are working on is the incorporation of deontic
modalities, in a way analogous to, but also different from, their incor-
poration in radical inquisitive semantics in Aher (2012).

• But also with respect to the system presented here, much work still has
to be done. Notably also in comparing the system proposed here with
other approaches, which, actually, go back as far as Aristotelian times.

• Fundamental comparative issue: is there a viable pragmatic alternative
to the purely semantic treatment of suppositional content proposed
here?
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