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Plan

The course gives an introduction to the main idea of the principle of semantic
compositionality, some of its formal properties, some variants of the idea, and
some interesting applications. The applications come from both logic and nat-
ural language semantics. The following classes are planned; the program may
be detailed further at a later stage.

1.

The general idea of compositionality

[PP] Historical background. Formal definitions. Stronger and weaker
versions. Some standard arguments for and against compositionality.

Reading: Pagin and Westerstahl 2010a; Pagin and Westerstahl 2010b
(preprint1, preprint2)

. Compositionality and context dependence

[DW] Extensionality and intensionality. Extra-linguistic context depen-
dence. Linguistic context-dependence and general compositionality.

Reading: Westerstahl 2012 (preprint)

Applications 1:

[PP] (a) Quotation: non-compositional but general compositional. (b)
The problem of compositional accounts of the semantics of belief-sentences.
[DW] (c¢) Compositionality helps solving Carnap’s problem: Do the laws
of classical first-order logic fix the meaning of the usual logical constants?

Reading: Pagin and Westerstahl 2010c (preprint), Bonnay and West-
erstahl 2016 (postprint)
Applications 2:

[DW] Questions of compositionality in logic: Logics for dependence and
independence; IF-logic and Dependence logic. Compositional translation
and expressive power. Locality and compositionality.

Reading: Sandu 2012 (here), Kontinen 2013 (here)

. Compositionality and the computational complexity of interpre-

tation:

[PP] Is compositional interpretation the most efficient kind of interpreta-
tion?

Reading: Pagin 2017 (manuscript)
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