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Assignment 2 (due Monday, Oct. 17 in class) 
 
I. Pragmatic Impairments 
 
A. Children with pragmatic impairments are often unable to reason from Grice’s  
 conversational maxims to the intended meaning of a speaker’s utterance.   
 This is illustrated in the following two exchanges.  
 
(1) Adult:  Can you tell me about your party? 
 Child:  Yes.  (With no signs of continuing) 
 
(2) Adult:  So you like ice cream.  What are your favorite flavors? 
 Child:  Hamburger. . .fish and chips. 
 
 For each, state the conversational implicature that the child has failed to  
 derive.  Then, identify the maxim(s) that would be involved in deriving the  
 implicature, and provide a brief description of the reasoning that a  
 pragmatically unimpaired hearer would go through to derive the implicature. 
 
B. Next, consider the child’s response in (1).  Ordinarily, (i.e., in conversations  
 with pragmatically unimpaired individuals), the adult would derive an  
 implicature from what the child has said.  What is this implicature?  How  
 might the adult’s willingness to derive this implicature depend on his/her  
 knowledge of the child’s impairment?  What does this show about the  
 importance of the Cooperativity Principle to the derivation of implicatures? 
 
II. Defamation and Falsehoods 
 
Many legal systems recognize an individual’s right to protect his/her reputation 
from harmful attacks.  The criminal act of defamation is typically defined as the 
written or spoken communication of a claim that (i) is false, and (ii) is somehow 
injurious or harmful to one’s reputation.  Determining whether a certain 
statement is defamatory thus requires that we first determine its meaning, in 
order to assess its truth or falsity.  Unsurprisingly, many of the same issues that 
arise when identifying acts of perjury are also relevant when identifying acts of 
defamation. 
 
In the case Nichols v. Memphis Publishing Co., the following newspaper article was 
alleged to consitute an act of defamation: 
 

Mrs. Rush A. Nichols. . .was treated at St. Joseph’s Hospital for a bullet 
wound in her arm after a shooting in her home, police said.  A 40-year old 
woman was held by police in connection with the shooting. . .Police said a 
shot was also fired at the suspect’s husband.  Officers said the incident took 
place Thursday night after the suspect arrived at the Nichols‘ house and 
found her husband there with Mrs. Nichols.  Witnesses said the suspect first 
fired a shot at her husband and then at Mrs. Nichols, striking her in the arm. 
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II.  Defamation and Falsehoods (continued) 
 
All of the reported facts were accurate.  However, the plaintiff Mrs. Nichols 
argued that the article implied that she and the suspect’s husband were 
committing adultery, and so was harmful to her reputation.  In fact, this 
implication was false—the two individuals were not committing adultery.  
Additionally, the article failed to mention that  Mrs. Nichols‘ husband and two 
neighbors were also at the house when the shooting occurred. 
 
A. How does the article’s selective inclusion of the relevant facts create the  
 implication that adultery was committed?  In particular, state the  
 conversational implicature that the article gives rise to.  Then, identify the  
 maxim(s) that are involved in deriving the implicature, and provide a brief  
 description of the reasoning that derives it. 
 
B. The newspaper article was ultimately ruled to constitute an act of defamation,  
 and Mrs. Nichols won her case.  How does the standard employed here for  
 identifying acts of defamation differ from the Supreme Court’s standard for  
 identifying an act of perjury (as established in Bronston v. United States)? 
 
III.  Numeral terms and scalar Q-implicatures 
 
Note:  for this problem, you should make the standard assumption that the 
‘exactly‘-interpretations of sentences containing numeral terms arise via 
conversational implicature.  (See our class handout “Scalar Implicatures“.)  
 
Each of the following sentences, as a result of the underlined numeral terms that 
appear within them, are normally associated with a scalar Q-implicature. 
 
(1)  (Given her income and her savings,) Molly can spend 600 dollars a month. 
 
(2)  Molly can live on 200 dollars a month. 
 
A. What are the respective implicatures of (1) and (2) (state them as precisely as  
 you can), and how do these implicatures differ from each other? 
 
B. How do the derivations of the two implicatures differ?  Specifically, what are  
 the stronger alternatives to each of the above sentences which, when  
 submitted to the Standard Recipe for Q-implicatures, will yield the 
 implicatures that you identified in Part A? 
 
C. In Chapter 3 of our Geurts reading, the following two, closely related claims  
 are made:  “the notion of strength does not enter at the lexical level. . .rather,  
 it is full sentences that are compared for strength“ (p. 58) and “it is the  
 entailment properties of entire sentences, rather than their parts, that is  
 relevant for defining alternatives“ (p. 59).  How do the differences between  
 the implicatures of (1) and (2) (and their derivations) support these claims? 


