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Foreword

Stephen Schiffer
New York University

THE PAPERS IN this volume are article versions of selected talks given at the
third annual Inland Northwest Philosophy Conference, on Truth and Meaning,
held in Moscow, Idaho, and Pullman, Washington, March 24-26, 2000, This
was the first year the conference was funded to bring in participants from all
over the United States, and if, as I expect, future colloquia in the series meet the
same high standards, the annual INPC will occupy an important place in
American philosophical life. As a high-quality annual colloquium, it will quickly
gain the prestige and attention now held by only two other such philosophy col-
loquia in the United States, the one at Chapel Hill and the one at Oberlin.

I was honored by the invitation to be the keynote speaker at the collo-
quium, bue T had lirtle idea of what to expect from a philosophy of language
colloquium in Moscow, Idaho. Happily for me, it turned out to be one of the
best-run and most stimulating philosophy conferences I have ever attended in
any area of philosophy. The editors of this volume, Joseph Keim Campbell,
Michael O'Rourke, and David Shier, who must be thanked for conceiving the
series and actually getting it ro happen, organized and ran the conference with
near-awesome skill. The Universities of Idaho and Washington State are to be
commended for their generous and wholehearted support, thereby making this
new philosophical institution possible, one that will bring to those universities
each year a level and excitement of philosophical activity enjoyed at very few
other universities. ‘

The collection of papers published in this volume, aptly subsumed under
the wide-ranging rubric Meaning and Truth, covers most, if not all, of the top-
ics in the philosophy of language that are currently of most concern. The papers
by Lenny Clapp, Robert Cummins, Marian David, Kirk Ludwig, Michael
McKinsey, Jonathan Sutton, and myself deal with foundational questions about
the nature of meaning, of meaning theories for particular languages, and the
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CHAPTER 13

What Unarticulated Constituents
Could Not Be

Lenny Ciapp
Illinois Wesleyan University

INTRODUCTION

IN THIS CHAPTER I clarify and take a side on an issue that currently divides the-
orists working in semantics and the philosophy of language. On one side of the is-
sue are theorists who defend the traditional theoretical framewortks of Davidson's or
Montague’s semantic programs! and on the other side are those who favor rejecting
these traditional frameworks in favor of some form of dynamic semantics, or truth
conditional pragmatics® My allegiance lies with the latter camp, 1 think there are
many semantic phenomena that cannot be adequately explained within the more
limited constraints of Davidsons and/or Montague’s semantic programs. More pre-
cisely, I think these semantic programs cannot adequately account for the truth con-
ditions of all assertions. Moreover, the demise of these more traditional semantic
frameworks has significant consequences for issues of much interest to philoso-
phers—issues concerning the nature of intentional states, meaning, and communi-
cation. But, for reasons that will be made clear in what follows, there is no way to
demonstrate directly that there are assertions whose truth conditions cannot be ac-
counted for by some semantic theory that falls within the traditional semantic frame-
work; i.e., I cannot provide a counterexample. So here I take a somewhat indirect
approach: I argue that the situation of the traditional semantic theories is analogous
to the situation of logicism/reductionism and the problem of mulsiple reductions in
the philosophy of mathematics. That is, I argue that if we agree with Benacersaf
(1965) that numbers cannot be sets of various sorts—because there are too many sorts
of sets that would do the trick and no principled means of choosing between them—
then we should concede that there are semantic phenomena that cannot be ade-
quately explained within the constraints of the traditional semantic framework.
Moreover, though I will not support this claim here, one ought to accept Benacer-
raf’s argument, and thus the traditional semantic framework should be rejected.
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TRUTH CONDITIONAL COMPOSITIONALITY AND

TRADITIONAL SEMANTIC THEORIES :

What is at issue in the disagreement between the traditional semanticists and the
truth conditional pragmaticists? The essence of the disagreement concerns the
following general principle,

Truth Conditional Compasitionality: The truth conditions of an utterance
are a function of (i) the logical form of the utterance (i.e., the structure
of the LF of the utterance), and (if) the meanings of the words in the
utterance {i.e., the semantic values of the terminal nodes of the LF of the
utterance).

* Traditional semantic theories presuppose Truth Conditional Compositionality.
Indeed, Truth Conditional Compositionality is the central motivating idea of
traditional semantic theories—the principle is a slightly more precise rendering
of the slogan, often attributed to Frege, that “the meaning of a sentence must
be a function of the meaning of the words in the sentence.”

Consider the sentence -

(1) John kisses Mary.

How would a traditional semantic theory explain the meaning, or truth con-
ditions, of an utterance of (1) in keeping with Truth Conditional Com-
positionality? A traditional semantic theory specifies a function that takes as in-
puts the LF of an utterance, and the semantic values of the words in the
utterance, and has as its output the truth conditions of the utterance. Following
most contemporary theorists working within the traditional semantic frame-
work, I here assume the “Revised Extended Standard Theory” of syntax, and
thus T assume that the entities interpreted by a semantic theory are phrase struc-
ture markers at the level of LE or simply “LEs”. (The syntactic details do not
matter for my purposes; all that matters is the assumption that some sort of syn-
tactic representations of sentences play the role of LFs as specified by Truth
ﬁfnd}ifional Compositionality.) Suppose then that the LF of (1) is something
ike this:

S .
/oA
N VP
| 1\
John V. N

bl

kisses  Mary
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The following is a very simple, and partial, traditional semantic theory that can
account for the truth conditions of an utterance of (1) in keeping with Truth
Conditional Compositionality:3

Lexical Rules

L. SV{Jobn) = John

2. SV(Mary) = Mary.

3. SV(kisses) = [+ D = {g gis a function from D to {true, false]}
' Forallx,y € D, fiy) (x) = #rue iff x kisses y.

Combinatorial Rules

vP
1. If o has the form / \, then SV(0) = B(Y).

B v
S
5. If o has the form / \, then SV{(o) = v (B).
‘ B v
o

3. If o has the form, | then SV(a) = SV(P).
: p

This fragment of a simple traditional semantic theory determines the truth con-

 ditions of an utterance of (1), in keeping with Truth Conditional Compositio-

nality in the following way. First, the lexical rules are applied to determine the
semantic values of the lowermost nodes in the LF for (1): John' is assigned the
semantic value John, ‘Mary’ is assigned the semantic value Mary, and ‘kisses’ is
a assigned a particular function from individuals to functions, these latter func-
tions being functions from individuals to truth values.

Once these semantic values are assigned to the lowermost nodes, the com-
binatorial rules, which are directed by the structure of the LF, can be applied to
determine the semantic values of the non terminal nodes. That is, we can think
of the combinatorial rules applying to an LF structure where the words {or mor-
phological information) are replaced by the corresponding semantic values:

S
fA\
N VP
YA
John V. N

£ Mary
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The Combinatorial Rules are n
the non terminal nodes. Where there is

is applied. Thus the semantic values of t

signed as follows: he intermediate N and v nodes

S
I
John VP
|/
John A) Mary

|
A) Mary

Combinatorial Rule 1 is now a

n‘ode. Hence the function f) from individuals to functions
tic Vflluc of ‘kisses’ is applied to the argument Mary. The val
applied to this argument is another function,
truth values which is such that £(x)

ue of this function
a function g( ) from individuals to

= true iff x kisses Mary. In thi
fruh is suc ‘ . ty. 1s way the non-
nal node VP is assigned a semantic value in such a way that the semantic

value assi o . .
: as&gnec.l to It, viz., g{x), is a function of the semantic values assigned to
the nodes which VP immediately dominates.

N
[\
John )

I 7\

John A) Mary
|
) Mary

Finally Combinatorial Rule 2 s appl
top S node, or rather to determine ¢
signed #rue as its semantic value,

function g() from individuals to ¢
value of ‘John’. Hence the to

John kisses Mary.

This sir.n.ple example illustrates how traditional semantic theories r
Trut13 FZondumnal Compositionality. The semantic theory determines thcets pe:;:
cor.ldlflons of an utterance, or more specifically the LF of an utterance, b ?
assighing semantic values to the terminal nodes in the LF via the chic’i 1}’: 1’“
The truth conditions of the nonterminal nodes, including the top § noc:il { ; (If;
node, or whatever) are then determined by the semantic valyes Ef the t:mc:irnal

ied to determine the semantic value of the
he conditions under which this node is as-
More specifically, the semantic value of VP,
ruth values, is applied to John, the semantic
P S node is appropriately determined to be true iff

ow applied to determine the semantic values of
® . b . -
no “branching,” Combinatorial Rule 3

are as-

pplied to determine the semantic value of the VP
that is the seman-
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nodes and the structure of the LF via the combinatorial rules. In this way a tra-
ditional semantic theory, which is composed of such lexical and combinatorial
rules, illustrates how the truth conditions of an utterance are a function of (i)
the semantic values of the terminal nodes of the utterance’s LE and (ii) the strue-
ture of the utterance’s LE

It should be noted that utterances of context-sensitive sentences such as

{(2) Tam upset

do #or constitute even prima facte counterexamples to Truth Conditional
Compositionality. The truth conditions of utterances of (2) of course vary de-
pending upon relevant aspects of the contexts of utterance: If Monica utters the
sentence on Tuesday, November 23, 1998, at 6:30 ».M., ber utterance is true if and
only if she is upset at that time. And if Bill utters the sentence on Wednesday
November 24, 1998, at 7:00 4.M., then Ais utterance is true if and only if e is up-
set at this other time. The truth conditions of sentences such as (2) can be ade-
quately explained by traditional semantic theories which deviate only slightly
from the sort of theory sketched above. This is because though (2) is context sen-
sitive, its context sensitivity can be traced to the presence of two phonetically re-
alized indexical words and morphological features, viz., ‘I', and the tensed form
‘am’ of ‘to be’. Thus, to explain the truth conditions of sentences such as (2} in
keeping with Truth Conditional Compositionality one need only allow that some
of the elements occupying the terminal nodes of LFs will not have a constans se-
mantic value. The semantic values of such indexical elements will not be provided
by fixed lexical rules like lexical rules 1—3 above, but will instead be determined
by context-sensitive lexical entries {or characters, as Kaplan and his followers call
them) together with relevant information provided by the particular context of
utterance. For example, the character of T is something along the lines of

SV(T) in context ¢ = the agent of c.

Such context-sensitive lexical rules allow traditional semantic theories to ade-
quately explain the truth conditions of context-sensitive expressions such as (2)
in keeping with Truth Conditional Compositionality. The semantic values of the
terminal nodes in the LF for (2) are allowed to vary from context to context, but
once these semantic values are fixed the truth conditions of an utterance of (2)
are s#7ll a function of (i) the semantic values of the terminal nodes of the sen-
tence’s LE, and (ii) the structure of the sentence’s LE4

PROBLEMS FOR TRADITIONAL SEMANTIC THEORIES: PRIMA FACIE
COUNTEREXAMPLES TO TRUTH CONDITIONAL COMPOSITIONALITY
Though utterances of sentences such as (2) are not counterexamples to Truth
Conditional Compositionality, consideration of such sentences does suggest a
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strategy for finding counterexamples. Suppose an expression S (which may or
may not be a complete sentence) can be used to make assertions, and further
suppose that S has the following two properties:

(a) S is context sensitive so that its ruth conditions vary from context to
context, )

(b) The LF of S contains no relevant context sensitive words and/or features.

Such an expression would constitute a counterexample to Truth Conditional
Compositionality. This principle claims that the truth conditions of every uster-
ance of S are a function of (i) the semantic values of the terminal nodes of S5 LE,
and (ii) the structure of S’s LE But it does not even make sense to think of the
LF of an expression S changing from utterance to utterance; if S and S* have
different LFs, then, in the relevant sense of ‘expression’, S and $* are different
expressions. Consequently, if Truth Conditional Compositionality is to be pre-
served, no expression that can be used to make an assertion can possess both
property (a) and property (b). Therefore, for any context-sensitive expression §
that can be used to make an assertion, Truth Conditional Compositionality re-
quires that the LF of S contain some context-sensitive element so that the vari-
ance in truth conditions across contexts can be explained by a variance in the
semantic values assigned to this context sensitive element across contexts. The
upshot is that a potentially assertion making sentence, or mere phrase, that had
properties (a) and (b) would constitute a counterexample to Truth Conditional
Compositionality, and thus if such sentences and/or mere phrases can be found,
then this principle ought to be rejected.

As Bach (1994), Sperber and Wilson (1986), and other advocates of truth
conditional pragmatics have demonstrated, there are many expressions that at
least seemn 1o have properties (a) and (b} and thus there are many expressions that
constitute prima facie counterexamples to Semantic Compositionality. Here 1
present only four sorts of prima facie counterexamples.

Quantifier Domain Restriction

One sort of prima facie counterexample concerns quantifier domain restriction.
Sentences such as

(3) Every student came to Anna’s party

clearly have property (a), and they seem to have property (b). A typical utter-
ance of (3) does not state that every student in the universe came to Anna’s party;
rather a typical utterance of (3) states merely that every student relevant to the
people engaged in the discourse came to the party. That is, the domain of quan-
tification is not restricted to merely the set of students in the universe, but is fur-
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ther restricted to a proper subset of relevant students. Moreover, the proper sub-
set of students that serves as the restriction varies from context to context, For
example, one utterance of (3) might be true if and only if every philosophy grad-
uate student attending MIT in 1999 came to Anna’s party. But a different ut-
terance of (3) might be true if and only if every philosophy or linguistics grad-
uate scudent attending MIT in 1998 came to Anna’s party.> So if Truth
Conditional Compositionality is to be upheld, the LF of {3) must contain a con-
text-sensitive feature that, relative to a context of utterance, serves to further
constrain the domain of quantification, But there is no overt, phonetically real-
ized, term or feature that could plausibly serve this purpose, So sentences such
as (3) seem to possess properties (a) and (b), and thus there are at least prima fa-
cie counterexamples to Truth Conditional Compositionality.6

Comparative Adjectives
Another sort of prima facie counterexample concerns relative adjectives.
Sentences such as

(4) Bradley is tall

also seem to possess both (a) and (b). Again, (4) is clearly context sensitive. A
typical utterance of (4) does not state that Bradley is tall simpliciter (whatever
that might amount to), but rather that he is tall relative to some contextually
salient contrast class. For example, an utterance of (4) that occurred in a dis-
cussion concerning the physical characteristics of presidential candidates would
be true if and only if Bradley is tall for a presidential candidate, while an utter-
ance of {4) that occurred in a discourse concerning great centers in the NBA
would be true if and only if Bradley is tall for a great center in the NBA. Thus,
the truth conditions of (4) depend upon what contrast class is invoked by the
utterance. But, again, there is no overt, phonetically realized, word or feature
that might have the relevant contrast class as its semantic value. So sentences
such as (4) also seem to possess properties (a) and (b}, and thus they also are at
least prima facie counterexamples to Truth Conditional Compositionality”

Propositional Attitude Ascriptions

Yet another, and much more widely appreciated, problem for Truth Conditional
Compositionality is posed by attitude ascriptions. It is now widely appreciated
that actitude ascriptions are context sensitive. Consider the ascription

(5) Jerry believes that Marie baked the cookies.

In many contexts an occurrence of (5) is true only if Jerry thinks of Marie as the
referent of ‘Marie’; i.c., in many contexts an utterance of (5) is true only if Jerry
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utilizes a woman-named-‘Marie’ “mode of presentation” of Marie. For example
suppose we are at a cookie baking contest, where there are plates of cookies se;
out with name tags, where the name tags state who baked that particular plage
of cookies. We are observing Jerry who is tasting the cookies from a_plate with
a tag that reads ‘Ms. O’Connor’. Further suppose that we know that Jerry does
not realize that the baker of the cookies, Ms. O’Connor, just #s his acquaintance
Marie, and that we are discussing Jerry's plight. I thus say, “Ha! Poor Jerry does
not know that ‘O’Connor’ is Mari€’s last name, so he doesn’t khow that those
are Marie’s cookies!” If you were to utter (5) immediately following my stace-
ment, your utterance would be false. Moreover, it at least scems that it would
be false because Jerry does not think of the baker of the cookies as the referent
of ‘Marie—he does not utilize the referent-of-‘Marie’ mode of presentation. Byt
in other contexts (5) is more transparent, and in these contexts it is not the case
that (5) is true only if Jerry utilizes a woman-named-‘Marie’ mode of presenta-
tion of Marie. Again suppose that we are at a cookie baking contest, and sup-
pose that Jerry, whom we know to have no prior acquaintance with Ms. Marie
O’Connor, observes her at a distance placing her cookies on a plate. Seeing Jerry
observe Marie putting her cookies on a plate, I utter (5) to you. In this context
my utterance of (5) is (probably) true, even though Jerry does not think of Marie
u'nde‘r a referent-of-*Marie’ mode of presentation. So (5) is clearly context sensi-
tive in that some (“opaque” and/or de dicto) utterances of (5) are true only if
Jerry thinks of Marie as the referent of ‘Marie’ (under a mode of presentation
associated with the name ‘Marie’) while other (“transparent” and/or de re) ut-
terances of (5) do not require that Jerry think of Marie in such a way {or under
such a mode of presentation). So, if Truth Conditional Compositionality is to
be preserved, there must be some indexical element in the LF of (5} that is as-
signed different semantic values in different contexts. But again, there are not
any phonetically realized words or feature in {5} that are indexical in the rele-
vant way. Consequently, attitude ascriptions such as (5) also constitute prima fa-
cie counterexamples to Truth Conditional Compositionality.s

Nonsentential Assertions :
And finally, there are cases of whar Stainton (1994, 1995) calls “nonsentential as-
sertion.”® Suppose that Ben and Melia are at a party, and across the room Melia
observes a woman who is surrounded by a lacge group of people who are lis-
tening attentively to her. Melia turns to Ben and quizzically raises her eyebrows
while nodding toward the woman. Ben then utters the phrase

(6) A world famous topologist.
In this context Ben’s utterance of a mere noun phrase has truth conditions and

thus is an assertion: Ben's utterance is true if and only if the observed woman is
a world famous topologist. But clearly (6) is context sensitive, for in most con-
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texts the utterance of a mere noun phrase does not constitute an assertion at all,
and thus has no truth conditions whatsoever. Moreover, (6) does not have any
phonetically realized indexical words or features that might have different peo-
ple as semantic values in different contexts. Consequently nonsentential asser-
tions such as (6) also constitute prima facie counterexamples to Truth
Conditional Compositionality.

One might claim that the above example involving Bens utterance of (6)
does not constitute even a prima facie counterexample to Semantic Composi-
tionality on the grounds that this example involves the phenomenon of synsar-
tic ellipsis. Consider the following segment of discourse:

Jeremy: “Who believes in God?”
Anders: “James.”

In this brief dialogue it is plausible to suppose that Anders’ utterance of the
noun phrase “James” is syniactically elliptical for the complete sentence, ‘James
believes in God.” That is, it is at least plausible to suppose that the vetb phrase
“believes in God” is somehow “copied” as a phonetically unrealized element into
the LF of Anders’ utterance, so that the LF of Anders’ utterance is the LF of a
complete sentence. Thus, the explanation runs, in some contexts syntactic el-
lipsis occurs, and an utterance of (6) has a complete sentence for its LF, while
other utterances of (6) do not involve syntactic ellipsis, and in these utterances
(6) does not have a complete sentence for its LE So cases such as Ben’s utter-
ance of {6) do not constitute counterexamples to Truth Conditional
Compositionality. This explanation, however, is inadequate. For, as Stainton
points out, syntactic ellipsis requires a syntactic antecedent that can be copied
into the LF of a later utterance. Note, however, that in the case at hand Ben’s
utterance of (6) occurs in discourse initial position and thus there is no syntactic
antecedent that can be copied as an unarticulated constituent into the LF of (6).
More specifically, there is no previously occutring noun phrase refetring to the
relevant woman that could be copied into the LF of Ben’s utterance. Thus it
seems that Ben’s assertion of (6) cannot plausibly be construed as an instance of
syntactic ellipsis.

Two Strategies for Rescuing Truth Conditional Compositionality:
Pragmatic Ellipsis and Hidden Indexicals

If the defender of traditional semantics is to defend Truth Conditional
Compositionality, she must show that each of the above sentences and/for phrases,
despite appearances, does not really have property (a), or does not really have
property (b). That is, she must show that each of the prima facie counterexam-
ples is either not really context sensirive, or really does contain a (relevant) con-
text-sensitive lexical item. She can at least attempt to do this by arguing that the
LFs of these sentences are richer than they seem to be. More specifically, the de-
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fender of traditional semantics must argue that the LFs of these sentences and/or
phrases contain phonetically unrealized elements that can explain, in keeping
with Truth Conditional Compositionality, the truth conditions of the assertions.

There are two principal ways in which this general strategy of response can
be fleshed out. The first way, which 1 shall refer to as the “pragmatic ellipsis” sub-
strategy, involves positing familiar lexical items, i.., lexical items that are nor-
mally phonerically realized, as phonetically unrealized elements in LFs. These
phonetically unrealized yet familiar lexical elements are then assigned semantic
values by the semantic theory in the usual way. Thus, in proposition speak, the
proposition expressed by an LF that contains such phonetically unrealized lexical
items contains “unarticulated constituents,” i.e., semantic values thar are not the
semantic value of any phonetically realized word or feature. The second way,
which I shall refer to as the “hidden indexical” substrategy, involves positing a
new, unfamiliar, sort of phonetically unrealized indexical element in LFs and
claiming that these “hidden indexicals” are assigned different semantic values in
different contexts. The semantic values so assigned are again wnarticulated con-
stituents, as they are not the semantic values of phonetically realized words or fea-
tures. The “hidden indexical” substrategy thus attempts to rescue Truch
Conditional Compositionality from prima facie counterexamples by claiming
that the assertion in question really does contain context sensitive elements.

Both substrategies have been utilized in artempts to rescue the Principle of
Truth Conditional Compositionality from the prima facie counterexamples dis-
cussed above,1¢

Stanley (2000) utilizes the “pragmatic ellipsis” substrategy to explain away
the prima facie counterexamples involving nonsentential assertions. Stanley pro-
poses that the LF of Ben’s assertion making utterance of

(6) A world famous topologist

is

S
/A
NP VP
' I\
She V NP

VAR

is  aworld famous ropologist

where both the familiar noun phrase ‘She’ and the familiar main verb ‘is’ are pho-
netically unrealized. Stanley claims that even cases of nonsentential assertion thac
occur in discourse initial position are a special case of ellipsis. Stanley explains,
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It is true that syntactically elliptical sentences cannot felicitously occur in
the absence of a linguistic antecedent. But explicitly providing a
linguistic antecedent by mentioning it is only the simplest way to provide
it. There are other methods of raising linguistic expressions to salience in
a conversation with explicitly using them. (2000, 21)

Thus, in the case of Ben’s felicitous and assertion making utterance of (6),
Stanley claims that the context of utterance somehow makes the lexical items
‘She’ and ‘is’ salient, and in virtue of this salience, the LF of the utterance con-
tains these lexical items as phonetically unrealized elements, These phonetically
unrealized elements are then assigned semantic values in the usual way, and thus
the semantic values so assigned are unarticulated constituents. [f the LF of an
utterance of {6} is elliptical in this way and the requisite sort of semantic values
are assigned as unarticulated constituents, then the truth conditions of utter-
ances of (6) can be explained in keeping with Truth Conditional Composi-
tionality. Stanley’s pragmatic ellipsis proposal also accounts for the apparent con-
text sensitivity of (6). In some contexts appropriate lexical items are made
salient, by pragmatic processes such as the raising of eyebrows. In such contexts
utterances of (6} are elliptical and thus correspond to full blown sentential LFs,
and they thereby have truth conditions. But in other contexts appropriate lexi-
cal items are not made salient. In these deficient contexts the nonsentential ut-
terances ate not elliptical for full blown sentences. But, Stanley claims, such
nonelliptical utterances lack illocutionary force and thus have no truth condi-
tions. :

Stanley and Gendler Szabo (2000) utilize the “hidden indexical” substrat-
egy in an attempt to explain away the prima facie counterexamples concerning
quantifier domain restriction. Consider again sentences such as

(3) Every student came to Anna’s party.
Stanley and Gendler Szabo propose that this sentence be analyzed as containing

at the level of LF a “hidden indexical” that takes on different semantic values in
different contexts. More specifically, they propose the LF of (3) is something like

“this
S
/A
NP VP
T
Dee N V PP
/ | \ \

Every <student, i> came to Anna’s Party
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According to Stanley and Gendler Szabo’s analysis, the terminal node corre.
sponding to the phonetically realized noun ‘student’ is syntactically complex: I
is an ordered pai, the first member of which is the phonetically realized famil-
iar lexical item ‘student’ and the second member of which is a new sort of pho-
netically unrealized indexical element i.t This phonetically unrealized indexical
element is assigned, relative to a context, a semantic value. Thus there is a se-
mantic value invoked by an utterance of (3) that is not the semantic value of any
phonetically realized, or articulated, word or feature in (3); the semantic value
of i is then an “unarticulated constituent” of the proposition expressed by an ut-
terance of (3). Moreover, since i is an indexical element, it is assigned different
semantic values, i.c., different unarticulated constituents, in different contexts,
In terms of the previous example involving different utterances of (3), in some
contexts i is assigned as its semantic value the set of all philosophy graduate stu-
dents artending MIT in 1999, while in other contexts i is assigned as its seman-
tic value the set of all the linguistics and philosophy graduate students attend-
ing MIT in 1998. If there is such a “hidden indexical” in the LF of sentences
such as (3), then such sentences do possess a context sensitive lexical element and
thus they would not constitute counterexamples to Truth Conditional
Compositionality. That is, positing such a “hidden indexical” element that has
different “unarticulated constituents” as its semantic value in different contexts
explains the context sensitivity of (3) in keeping with Truth Conditional
Compositionality,

Ludlow (1989) has proposed using the hidden indexical substrategy to cope
with the prima facie counterexamples posed by comparative adjectives. That is,

Ludlow has proposed that the LF of
(4) Bradley is tall.

is something like

Bradley is A PP

The phonetically unrealized indexical element j can be assigned different se-
mantic values, different unarticulated constituents, in different contexts. In
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terms of the previous example involving (4), in some contexts j is assigned the
set of presidential candidates, while in other contexts it is assigned the set of
great centers in the NBA.!? Again, if there is such a hidden indexical element,
then the context sensitivity of sentences such as (4) can be explained in keeping
with Truth Conditional Compositionality. In other words, if there are “hidden
indexicals” such as j, then sentences such as {4) do contain a context-sensitive
lexical element, and thus they do not constitute counterexamples to Truth
Conditional Compositionality.

And finally, Crimmins (1992) has utilized the hidden indexical substrategy
to explain the context sensitivity of attitude ascriptions. Crimmins does not pre-
sent his theory using phrase sttucture markers, but under one way of under-
standing his proposal,!3 the LF of an attitude ascription such as

{5) Jerry believes that Marie baked the cookies

is something like

S
f A\
NP. . VP
/ I\
N v Cp
R
Jerry  believes C S
|7\
that NP -VP
/ |\
N VvV NP
/ | \

<Marie, ny> <baked, np> <the cookies, n3>

Each of the n; is a phonetically unrealized indexical element that can be assigned
different “modes of presentation” as its semantic value, and thus different modes
of presentation will be unarticulated constituents of propositions expressed by
utterances of (5).!4 In terms of our previous example involving (5), in some con-
texts nj is assigned Jerry’s “the referent of ‘Marie’”” mode of presentation, while
in other contexts ny may refer to some sort of perceptual “the person I am now
seeing” mode of presentation. Again, #f there are hidden indexicals such as ny
that have the requisite modes of presentation as their semantic values, then the
context sensitivity of sentences such as (5) can be explained in keeping with
Truth Conditional Compositionality. Again, if there are hidden indexicals such
as ny, then the LFs for sentences such as (5) do contain context-sensitive lexical
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items, and thus such sentences do not constitute counterexamples to Truth
Conditional Compositionality.!s

PRAGMATIC ELLIPSIS, HIDDEN INDEXICALS AND

BENACERRAF'S ARGUMENT

I claim that the recently rehearsed attempts to explain away the prima facie
counterexamples to Truth Conditional Compositionality are unsuccessful, and
they are all unsuccessful for essentially the same reason that the reduction of the
natural numbers to sets cannot succeed. Let us revisit Benacerraf’s (1965) argu-
ment against such reductions. According to one proposed reduction of the nat-
ural numbers, the natural number sequence is zeally the following sequence of
sets:

12}, P2}, (0 12}HRIPH), 12 1B} V) D (@} D@ . . .

But according to another proposed reduction, the sequence of natural numbers
is really the following distinet sequence of sets:

{@1LUay, ({2, (S, .. -

Benacerraf argues that neither sequence of sets can be identified with the se-
quence of natural numbers. His argument proceeds from two key premises.
First, the two proposed reductions are incompatible. For example, according to
the first proposed reduction one is a member of three, but according to the sec-
ond proposed reduction one is not a member of three. Since one cannot both
be and not be a member of three, both sequences of sets cannot be the sequence
of natural numbers. And second, there is nothing that could recommend one
proposed reduction over the other; there is no possible evidence that would
make it rational to prefer one proposal over the other. Benacerraf concludes
rightly, that neither proposed reduction is correct and thus numbers are n0;
sets:

If numbers are sets, then they must be particular sets, for each set is some
particular set. But if the number 3 is really one set rather than another, it
must be possible to give some cogent reason for thinking so; for the
position that this is an unknowable truth is hardly tenable. But there
seems to be little to choose among the accounts. Relative to our purposes
in giving an account of these marters, one will do as well as another,
stylistic preferences aside. There is no way connected to the reference of
number words that will allow us to choose among them, for the accounts
differ at places where there is no connection whatever between features of the
accounts and our uses of the words in guestion. If all the above is cogent,
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then there is little to conclude except that any feature of an account that
identifies 3 with a set is a superfluous one—and that therefore 3, and its
fellow numbers, could not be sets at all. (1965, 62)

The same considerations that led Benacerraf to reject the reduction of nat-
ural numbers to sets compel us to reject the above attempts to rescue Truth
Conditional Compesitionality. In what follows I will demonstrate how Bena-
cerraf’s argument refutes Stanley’s pragmatic ellipsis analysis of nonsentential as-
sertions and Ludlow’s hidden indexical analysis of comparative adjectives. I in-
tend my examination of these cases to illustrate that any analysis utilizing eicher
the pragmatic ellipsis substrategy or the hidden indexical substrategy will fall to
Benacerraf’s argument. »

Consider again Stanley's proposed pragmatic ellipsis analysis of nonsenten-
tial assertions. According to the pragmatic ellipsis analysis, Ben’s assertion mak-
ing utterance of '

(6) A world famous topologist
is elliptical for
(6% She is a world famous topologist

even though there is no appropriate linguistic antecedent such as “Who is she?”
present in the context. The problem is that there are equally plausible candidates
for what the elided material could be other than ‘She is’. Here are three plausi-

ble alternatives:

. That wonan
ii. That person
it The loud mathematician

First, these candidate-unrealized lexical items are incompatible; only one of
them can appear as the phonetically unrealized noun phrase in the LF for a fe-
licitous and assertion-making utterance of (6). But, second, there is no possible
evidence that would recommend one candidate over the other. In many contexts
‘the speaker will have no discernible intentions discriminating enough to rec-
ommend one candidate over the other, and neither will there be salient features
of the context that recommend one over the other. But these are the only kinds
of admissible evidence; any other facts to which one might appeal to support
one candidate over the others is, to use Benacerraf’s term, superfluous. So
Benacerraf’s reasoning compels us to deny that any phrase such as (i), (i), or
(iii) occurs phonetically unrealized in the LF for an assertion making utterance
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of (6).16 Therefore, Stanley’s proposed analysis fails, and we must conclude tha
nonsentential assertions such as (6) constitute counterexamples ro Trut}:
Conditional Compositionality.

A defender of Truth Conditional Compositionality might respond by su
- gesting that the threatened indeterminacy can be resolved by appeal to sim [ig—
i1y.17 Perhaps the candidate for the elided material that is to be selected isp t}f‘
simplest possible candidate. An obvious problem for this proposal is that it ie
not all clear what the notion of simplicity amounts to here. One possible dif
mension along which simplicity might be judged concerns the semantic conteny
of the candidates for the elided material, Judged along this dimension, one
might suppose that candidate (%) is to be preferred over (%), (3ii), and’even
Stanley’s proposed ‘she is, as its semantic content is intuitively simpler: All
women and loud mathematicians are persons, but nor all persons are women
nor are all persons loud mathematicians. But if this sort of simplicity is invoked,
then the even less informative ‘that is’ is to be preferred over candidate (%), be:
cause every person can be referred to using ‘that’, but not everything that can be
referred to using ‘that’ is a person.

Thcre are, however, serious problems with this appeal to simplicity of se-
mantic content. First, the proposal is at odds with the generally accepted prin-
ciple of communication that requires that speakers be interpreted as being max-
imally informative (e.g.,, Grices maxim of quantity). But more importantly,
there is no reason to believe that the proposal will resolve the indeterminacy, Fo;
example, ‘it is’ and ‘that is’ seem to have equally simple semantic content. One
might attempt to bolster the simplicity of semantic content by invoking sim-
plicity along another dimension; perhaps the simplest candidate is also to be
judged along dimensions of syntactic and/or lexical simplicity. But then which to
take precedence, simplicity of semantic content, or simplicity of syntactic struc-
ture? Stanley’s ‘She is’ is simpler syntactically than “That petson is’, but the lar-
ter seems to have simpler semantic content. Moreover, regardless of which di-
mension is to take precedence, there is still no reason to think that the
indeterminacy can be resolved, as ‘it is’ and ‘that is’ scem to be equally simple
along both dimensions. It is apparent that no intuitive and straightforward no-
tion of simplicity will determine a unique candidate for the elided material,18

In addition, it should be noted that candidate (#1z) would not suffice as a
complete specifi¢ation of the elided material, as it contains a quantifier phrase
(an “incomplete definite description” and a comparative adjective. So, for ex-
ample, Ben’s utterance of (6) cannot be elliptical merely for the sentence “The
loud mathematician is a world famous topologist’, for, like (6), this expression
also seems to have properties (a) and (b). And thus it also constitutes a prima

Jacie counterexample to Truth Conditional Compositionality. A complete speci-
fication of the elided material would have to specify some lexical element whose
semantic value was the relevant contrast class for the comparative adjecrive
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Joud’. And it would also have to specify some lexical items whose semantic val-
ues were the relevant quantifier domain restrictions for the quantifier phrase ‘the
loud mathematician’. If one were to apply the pragmatic ellipsis strategy “all the
way down,” one would have to avoid positing incomplete definite descriptions
and comparative adjectives as phonetically unrealized elements, for these ele-
ments would themselves be in need of further analysis; one would have to “bot-
tom out” with an analysis that posited no such problematic elements. This is
reminiscent of a familiar problem with Russell’s descriptive analysis of referring
terms: For example, one cannot maintain that ‘Plato’ is really an abbreviation for
merely ‘the teacher of Aristotle’, for ‘Aristotle’ is itself a referring term, and thus
in need of further analysis. Hence Russell’s-doomed search for “logically proper
names,” i.e., expressions in no need of further analysis. The advocate of the
pragmatic ellipsis substrategy is committed to a very similar, and equally im-
plausible, search.

The defender of Truth Conditional Compositionality might object that 1
have failed to establish the second key premise on the grounds that discernible
intentions of the speaker and salient features of the context do nor exhaust the
admissible evidence. After all, if LFs have some sort of psychological reality, and
are somehow represented in people’s brains, then all sorts of psychelogical
and/or neurological facts about Ben could be brought to bear on the question
of what the LF of Ben’s utterance really was. And of course Ben need not have
explicit knowledge of, or be conscious of, any of these facts.

This objection, however, confuses psychology and semantics, If LFs ate in-
stantiated in people’s brains somehow, then all sorts of psychological and neu-
rological evidence is relevant to determining what LF is instantiated in Ben’s
brain. But most of these psychological facts are irrelevant to the semantics of
Ben's utterance, because semantics is-concerned with communication and inter-
ptetation. Stanley and Gendler Szabo (2000, 11) assume that the task of seman-
tics is to explain the interpretation of “typical assertions,” and they maintain that
such interpretation “is successful just in case the hearer can identify the propo-
sition the speaker intends to communicate.”? The model of interpretation as-
sumed by Stanley and Gendler Szabo is paradigmatic of the model presupposed
by traditional semantic theories generally. According to this model, interpreta-
tion is a two-step process whereby a hearer identifies the proposition the speaker
intends to communicate, or equivalently determines the truth conditions of an
assertion. In the first step the hearer uses her syntactic and phonological knowl-
edge, together with whatever clues she can garner from the context of utterance,
to determine the LF of the assertion. Stanley and Gendler Szabo (2000, 13} use
the equation, “what is articulated + context = what is uttered” to describe this

first step, where “what is articulated” is a “phonological sentence,” and “what is
uttered” is a “grammatical sentence,” i.e., an LE In the second step the hearer
uses her semantic knowledge, together with whatever clues she can garner from
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context, to determine the proposition expressed, or equivalently the truth o
‘(‘htions. of the utterance. Stanley and Gendler Szabo (2000, 15} use the cquati: )
what is uttered + linguistic meaning + context = what is said” to describe thn
second step, where “what is said” is the proposition expressed, or the truth :
ditions of the utterance,20 o

The general problem with the pragmatic ellipsis substrategy is that it ren
ders the first step in the process of interpretation impossible. If the truth of :h-
equation “what is articulated + context = what is uttered” is to be presc:rvede
the hearer must be able to determine what is uttered, i, the LE from dis.
cernible features of the context of utterance. So even if facts about tl’me speakelri_
psychological state determine what LF is instantiated in his brain, these facts ars
not discernible by the hearer. Therefore such indiscernible psychological facts ay:
irrelevant to interpretation, and so are irrelevant to the semantics of his utter-
fmce.21 Again in terms of Benacerraf’s argurnent, such indiscernible psycholog-
ical facts are superfluous. (Consequently, if the level of syntactic representat':ogn
known as LF is not in the relevant sense discernible in a context of utterance
then LF is irrelevant to semantics, where semantics is concerned with interprem-’
tion and communication.)

The defender of Truth Conditional Compositionality might accept the
ak.mve objections against the pragmatic ellipsis substrategy yet still endorse the
hidden indexical substrategy, for the hidden indexical substrategy seems well
suited to avoid the problems encountered by the pragmatic ellipsis substrat-
egy. In particular, because the hidden indexical substrategy eschews positin
familiar phonetically unrealized elements in LFs and instead posits speciallg
designed unfamiliar (i.c., never phonetically realized) context sensitive itemsy
there is not an overabundance of candidate LFs, Consider again an uttemncé

of :
(4) Bradley is tall.

;f one were to attempt to explain away this prima facie counterexample utiliz-
ing the pragmatic ellipsis substrategy, one would be faced with an overabun-
dance of suitable proposals for the elided material. That is, an utterance of (4)
might be elliptical for ‘Bradley is tall for a middle aged American male in 2000’
or it might be élliptical for ‘Bradley is tall for a presidential candidate’. Thus
fhere are many equally plausible proposals as to what the LF of the utterance
is, and no reason to prefer one proposal over the others, According to Ludlow’s
hidden indexical analysis, however, there is only one plausible proposal as to
what the LF of the utterance is, for one can maintain that it is built into the
grammar that in sentences such as (4) comparative adjectives occur only with
the appropriate sort of hidden indexical. So on Ludlow’s hidden indexical
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analysis there is only one plausible candidate for the LF of (4), and it is some-
thing like

S
/A
NP VP
I
N vV AP
|7

Bradley is A PP()

Hence it appears that the hidden indexical substrategy is much more plausible
than the pragmatic ellipsis substrategy.

This appearance, however, is illusory, for the hidden indexical substrategy
succeeds only in relocating the fundamental problem. According to the model
of interpretation presupposed by traditional semantic theories, successful inter-
pretation requires that the hearer identify the proposition expressed by an ut-
terance, and this identification proceeds by way of the two-step process de-
scribed above. The problem with the pragmatic ellipsis substrategy is that it
renders this first step impossible, for it allows for an overabundance of propos-
als concerning what the LF for an utterance is, and no means of choosing be-
tween them. But notice that on the pragmatic ellipsis substrategy, #f'a hearer
somehow managed to succeed in taking the first step and thereby identified the
correct LE, then there is nothing especially problematic precluding her from suc-
cessfully completing the second step of interpretation, This because the prag-

_ matic ellipsis strategy posits only familiar elements as phonetically unrealized el-

ements, and consequently no special problem is posed regarding the assignment
of semantic values to such phonetically unrealized elements. Hence the prag-
matic ellipsis strategy poses no special problem for the second step of interpre-
tation, but does so only because it rendets the first step impossible.

The hidden indexical substrategy faces the complimentary problem. The
hidden indexical analysis poses no special problem for the first step of interpre-
tation, for according to it a hearer’s linguistic knowledge alone would enable her
to determine the LF of an utterance of (4); this because it is simply built into
the grammar that in sentences such as (4) comparative adjectives occur only with
the appropriate sort of unfamiliar hidden indexical. The problem for the hid-
den indexical substrategy arises for the second step of interpretation, viz., going
from the LF of the utterance to identifying the proposition expressed by the ut-
terance, or equivalently determining the truth conditions of the utterance. The
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problem now is that there are too many equally plausible proposals as to wha
the semantic value of the hidden indexical is, and no admissible evidence th t
would justify a hearer in choosing one proposal over the others. *

Consider Ludlow’s hidden indexical analysis of an utterance of (4)
According to this analysis the LF for an utterance of (4) contains a hidden :;1-
dexical, j, that has as its semantic value the appropriate contrast class. The prob-
lem is that there is an overabundance of plausible proposals as to which contrast
class is the semantic value of the hidden indexical. Here are two, among man
plausible contrast classes which might serve as the semantic value of j relative t}g
a particular utterance of (4):

() {x: x is a current presidential candidate}
(ii) {x: x is a current or past presidential candidate}

Again, these candidates are incompatible. The sets in question are not identical
a.nd therefore only one of them can be assigned as #he semantic value of j rela:
tive to a particular utterance of (4). Moreover, there is no possible evidence thac
would make it rational to prefer one candidate over the other. In most circum-
stances a speaker who utters a perfectly felicitous utterance of (4) has no dis-
cernible intentions that would determine which, if either, of (i) or (i) was the
contrast class he really “racitly referred to.”22 And it can simply be stipulated that
there are no discernible features of the context that recommend one proposal
over the other. Moreover, appeals to simplicity again cannot be invoked to de-
cide the matter because, first, it is not at all clear what it is for one set to be sim-
pler than another, and second, there is no reason to believe that such a notion
of simplicity, even if it could be made precise, would determine a unique set
And finally, for reasons given above, indiscernible facts concerning the spca.ker’;
psychological state cannot be appealed to as evidence to support one candidate
over the others; such facts are again superfluous. So we are in the same position
with regard to the question of which set is the semantic value of the posited hid-
'den indexical j as we are with regard to the question of which sequence of sets
is the natural numbers, Hence we ought to conclude that no set is the seman-
tic value of such a hidden indexical; there is no such unarticulated constituent.
And consequently Ludlow’s proposed hidden indexical analysis cannot explain
context sensitivity of sentences such as (4) in keeping with Truth Conditional
Compositionality. Sentences such as (4) involving comparative adjectives con-
stitute counterexamples to this principle after all.23
The defender of Truth Conditional Compositionality might respond by
pointing out that even familiar phonetically realized elements suffer from an in-
determinacy of semantic value. Consider a typical utrerance of ‘Now it is time
to go.” Precisely what span of time is to be assigned as the semantic value of the
occurrence of ‘now? Is it a two-second span, a five-minute span, a ten-minute
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span, or what exactly? Again, it is quite likely that the speaker has no intentions,
discernible or otherwise, that would discriminate between these candidate se-
mantic values. Or consider again a typical utterance of

(3) Every student came to Anna’s party.

Precisely what set (or intension) is to be assigned as the semantic value of the
occurrence of ‘student’? Is it the set of all full-time students, or does it include
people who take an occasional night course? If the former, precisely what con-
stitutes being a “full-time” studen? Once again, it is likely that the speaker
has nio discernible intentions, nor is there anything in the context, that would
provide answers to these questions, and thus there is nothing that would dis-
criminate between a number of candidate semantic values. So, the response
concludes, there is nothing especially problematic concerning the assignment
of semantic values to hidden indexicals; such indeterminacy is no more prob-
lematic for the posited unfamiliar hidden indexicals than it is for familiar pho-
netically realized elements. And consequently such indeterminacy ought not
prevent us from positing hidden indexicals to rescue Truth Conditional
Compositionality.?4

This response gives rise to a number of perplexing issues, but I think it is
relatively clear that it fails to justify positing hidden indexicals. The responder
is correct to acknowledge that the indeterminacy of semantic value is common-
place. The meanings of words and speaker’s intentions, discernible or otherwise,
cannot decide for every possible case whether or not the word applies to that
case. (This, I think, is 2 major theme in Wittgenstein.) But it seems to me that
the defender of Truth Conditional Compositionality cannot be so sanguine
about the indeterminacy of semantic values. For far from supporting the posit-
ing of hidden indexicals, acknowledgement of how commonplace this sort of in-
determinacy is seems to undermine the need for positing.such hidden indexicals
in the first place. If there is no precisely defined set (or intension) that is the se-
mantic value of, e.g., ‘student’, then what need is there for machinery that would
further constrain the (indeterminate) domain of students? Why posit machin-
ery to fine tune that which is indeterminate? Consider again the case quantifier
domain testriction involving a typical utterance of (3). One might respond to
such an utterance in a number of ways. One might accommodate the utterance,
that is, accept it as true and move on: “Yeah, what a blast! The faculty left early,
but no student left before twol’ Or one might refuse to accommodate by re-
jecting the assertion: ‘No, not every student was there; for example several stu-
dents with nonresident status were not there’. Or, one might refuse to accom-
modate by requesting clarification: "By “student” do you mean to include
students with nonresident status?’ If one accepts the indeterminacy of semantic
value, then one can and should view this phenomenon of accommodation, or
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refusal to accommodate, as discourse participants to some extent decidj
an(%/or stipulating as they go how expressions are to be used and int‘&:rprentedri]l
'thelr discourse. There is no reason to posit a precise and fixed proposition th .
is exactly what the utterance of (3) expressed when it was uttered; i.e., there 2::
No reason to suppose that there is a precise content that can be precisely stated
in .other terms. But if there is no reason to posit such a precise and fixed propo-
sition, then there is no reason to posit machinery that would explain how sfch
a precise and fixed proposition could, in keeping with Truth Functional
Con?positionality, be expressed by such an utterance. So, far from justifying hid-
den indexicals, the appeal to the widespread phenomenon of semantic valﬁe in-
determinacy undermines the need to posit such entities. These brief remarks do
not sesolve these perplexing issues, but they do demonstrate that the defender
of Truth Conditional Compositionality cannot unproblematically appeal to the

wndc-spreafi phenomenon of semantic value indeterminacy in defense of the hid-
den indexical substrategy.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

If we accept Benacerraf’s argument against reducing numbers to sets, then we
ought to reject both of the substrategies for rendering the many prima facie coun-
terexamples compatible with Truth Conditional Compositionality. Moreover, we
o.ught to accept Benacerraf’s argument, and there are no other plausible str’ate—
gies for rescuing the principle that will not fall to Benacerraf’s argument
Therefore Truth Conditional Compositionality ought to be rejected. Rejection o;'
the principle has obvious consequences for semantic theory. If the principle is re-
jected, then the traditional theoretical frameworks of Davidson and Minta ue
must be rejected. Moreover, the traditional Gricean distinction between semin—
tics and pragmatics breaks down. That is, if the domain of semantics is truth con-
ditions and “what is said,” then semantics cannot be concerned only with LFs
a.nd the semantic values of terminal nodes of LEs; rather the domain of seman-
tics must be expanded to include features of utterances and discourses that were
relegated to pragmatics under Grice’s way of drawing the distinction. It does 70z
follow that Frege’s fundamental insight that the meaning of an utterance is a Sfienc-
zrion olf the logical structure of the sentence uttered together with antecedently
given information; Frege's fundamental insight that determining meaning is a
matter of computing functions need not be rejected. What does follow is that the
truth conditions of an utterance cannot be a function of only the logical struc-
ture of the utterance itself; and the meanings of the words and semantically rele-
vant features of the utterance irself. It is still eminently plausible that the mganin
of an utterance is a function of logical structure, the meanings of the words ancgi
semantically relevant features of the utterance, and other relevant information pro-
vided by the context of utterance. Such other information might include nfore
global discourse properties such as topic and focus, as well as the previous utter-
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ances of the discourse and their structure. Many of the projects and proposals of
truth conditional pragmatics, including the project of Discourse Representation
Theory, attempt to formally model and thereby explain how such extrasentential
information contributes to the meaning of an utterance.

NOTES

This chapter benefited as a result of comments and criticism from Andrew Botterell, Jason
Stanley, Robert Stainton, Michael Glanzberg, Mark Richard, Michael O’Rourke, and those who
attended the session at the 2000 INPC where an earlier version was read.

1. Heim and Kratzer 1998 and Larson and Segal 1995 are excellent texts introducing semantic
theory within the traditional framework,

2. Kamp and Reyle (1993), Recanati (1996), Bach (1994), Carston (1991}, Sperber and Wilson
(1986), and Travis (1885) are good examples of theorists developing dynamic semantics
and/or truth conditional pragmatics. ,

3. I will here give a simple extensional semantics, but my remarks apply mutatss mutandis ro
intensional, Montague inspired, semantic theories as well. The simple theory fragment is
inspired by the semantic theory developed in Heim and Kratzer 1998.

4. Similar remarks apply to sentences containing demonstratives such as this’ and ‘that’, even
though such demonstratives do not seem to have anything like a character.

5. 1 here ignore other obvious ways in which (3) is context sensitive: tense, the referents of
‘Anna’ and Annds party’.

6. The problem posed by quantifier domain restrictions was, 1 believe, first invoked by
Strawson (1950} as an objection to Russell’s quantificational analysis of definite
descriptions.

7. The problem posed by comparative adjectives is discussed by Bach (1994).

8. Bach 1997 contains a cogent discussion of the problem attitude ascriptions pose for the
traditional semantic framework. ~

9. Srainton’s work on nonsentential assertion builds upon Barton 1990. Moreover, an
anonymous referee informed me that some of Barton's criticisms of elliptical analyses of
nonsentential assertions are similar to my objection against Stanley’s pragmatic ellipsis
strategy. See Barton 1990, chapter 2. :

10. These two substrategies do not exhaust the possible ways of rescuing Truth Conditional
Compositionality. Another strategy would be to claim that, despite appearances, one of the
phonetically realized elements of a prima facie counterexample is actually context sensitive,
Richard (1990) applies this strategy to prima facie counterexamples involving attitude
ascriptions; Richard claims that, despite appearances, propositional attitude verbs are really
context sensitive, And Heim and Kratzer (1998) suggest applying this strategy to prima
Jacie counterexamples involving comparative adjectives. Heim and Kratzer (1998, 71)
suggest that the lexical rule for ‘small” could be

SVmal)) = kx & D,
x's size is below ¢, where ¢ is the size standard made salient by the utterance context.

The effect of this lexical entry is to make the semantic value of ‘small’ vary from context
to context, I do not consider these other substrategies here for they run afoul of the same
sorts of difficulties as does the “hidden indexical” substrategy.

1. Actually, Stanley and Gendler Szabo’s proposal is more complicated, and much less
plausible, than this, For reasons that go beyond the scope of this paper, they suggest that
the second member of the ordered pair consists of a combination of an indexical f{) that
has as its semantic value, relative to a context, a function from individuals to sees {(or
properties), and an indexical # that has as its semantic value, relative to a context, an
individual. The set that is determined by applying the function “provided by context” ()
‘to the individual provided by context serves to further restrict the domain of
quantification. Not surprisingly, Stanley and Gendler Szabo are wholly silent as to how
such functions might be provided by context.
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12. Ludlow defends a more sophisticated analysis for cases in which the subject NP is headed

by a noun whose semantic value would serve as an appropriate contrast class. For example,
on Ludlow’s analysis, “That man is tall’ is true iff that man is tall for a man. Generally, on
Ludlow’s analysis a sentence of the form “That N is A, where N is a noun and Acisa
comparative adjective, is true iff that N is A for an N. (Please forgive the use/mention
sloppiness here.) This analysis cannot be cotrect, however, as it clearly fails in many, if not
most, contexts in which comparative adjectives are used, Suppose I am trying to break the
ice on my pond, and I say “I need something hard to break the ice.” John, picking up a
large rock, replies, “This rock is hard.” Clearly John has not said that this rock is hard for
a rock. In fact, Ludlow’s analysis scems to hold only in very minimal contexts in which it
is not all clear why one might be uttering a sentence of the form ‘that N is Al

WHAT UNARTICULATED CONSTITUENTS COULD NOT BE 255

(6b) No, bet not. He's a world famous topol.ogkally challengeti lingutst.
{6c) No ifs not. Jis a world famous topologwall): c}mlke,nged lmg‘uxst.
{6c) That woman is not a world famous topologlst! Shf:s a posvfr.

{(6d) That person is not a world ﬁlmouf topologist! Hek a poser!

(6e) No way. Just another mathematician who talks too loudly.

i infelici llowing Ben's utterance of (6),
M 1, note that the following would be mff-,llatou§ ,fo f
th;’:zeg(;lveir seems that they would be felicitous if “She is” were present, but phonetically
untealized, in Ben’s utterance:
(6£) Actually, it's a “he,” not a “she.”

(6g) Are you sure that's a “she”?
{6hy Oh!I thought that was 2 man!

13. I say “one way” because Crimmins {1992} does not commit himself to the existence of.a jeal assertions as follows: “In typical
phonetically unrealized element as LE In my view his analysis is wholly unmotivated if he 9. Stanley and Gendler S?ablo (zgaﬁ{(:r :I:de: fir:gl:y ﬁ:;rer, (ii) che speaker vocalizes a well-
does not make this commitment. If the purpose of the “unarticulated constituent” analysis assertions (i) t.herg 'ls 3 sing'e sp nd by doing so (iii} the speaker intends to convey a certain
is not to preserve (at least something like) the Truch Conditional Compositionality, then formed, meaninglul sentence, and by doing

H 3 A fon’ (% : “r » roposition. H ]
::::?; nl; :l::; ﬁgi?:ﬁv%y posit “modes of presentation” (“notions, ideas,” whatever) as »0. Pl"h 5 ugh Stanley and Gendler Szabo clearly endorse fh‘? nvo—steporzlggeall‘;{f;::‘?gg::;;’o“r;
; : i i ice "1 tation may n

14. The phonetically unrealized elements ng and ng are needed to explain opacity allegedly they are quick to p omt.oui rhi‘f 1[['1 praifll:e ﬁgr;ft)zizal sentc);\ce] through the sentence
arising as a result of there being various modes o presentation (ideas or notions) of baking from the sentence articulated [i.c., e p d to the proposition communicated”
and the cookies, respectively. urcered i, the LF] to the proposition ex[’)ress{:: :tocome l[::x [IJ)rooess of going back and

td . - . : 1, (i !

15. An anonymous referee suggested to me that the context sensitivity of (5) could be t(_10710» 17). ‘Th:t Is, :z;;al mnterpretation may invo P
accounted for by a sort of seructural ambiguity. That is, one could maintain that some (“de orth over the two steps. T « ional problem of
re”) utterances zf (s) have an LF that mo%e ctl);scly resembles ™ ome( 21 Stanley agd Giindler"S;é:&O t(l:: ijejé:;;:g,‘:lsgrgebmnof d::f)nflt(:::d?!g;::dep;ce.” The

ontext dependence ! s
(5} Jerry belicves of Marie that she baked the cookies fiescriptive gmmem of context dependence is solved by determmlnlg. w/lali IOJZ zz;‘;‘:",‘;
; . I ) , solving the des
while other (“de dicto”) utterances of {5} have an LF that more closely resembles the plays in c-letermmmg the m'nh condl}:mnsl:sf ul:e;sngis sylj,f:xcfnz‘;z;sfc meaning, and
phonetic form of {5). Thus the context sensitivity of (5} is likened to the structural problem s a matter .Of teasln% out the }r:) t}ﬁzr)llland concerns Aow context manages to
ambiguity of, e.g,, ‘Flying planes can be dangerous.” Moreover, this “structural ambiguity” context. The f°“ndm,°ml II)_;O lem, O?ht rev:r)a of ungng my objection to the pragmatic
proposal has lictle in common with either of the two substrategies considered in this paper, plgy Fhe role so dC{C“bed-_ e“fie a’g’ ?ound};do rf) al problem unsolvable,
and consequently it will not fall to the objections presented against these substrategies. So, ellipsis substrategy is that it r'e‘l]l eri the oblem, which he calls the “meaning-intention
with regard to the problem posed by attitude ascriptions there is an alternative strategy of 22, Schiffer 9992) raises essentially t HT pr ¢ m"tude ascriptions.
response available to the defender of traditional semantics, ' PWbIe‘}” for a hidden m.((iiexll;f ?&yﬁfﬁ; :vith the hidden indexical analysis by invoking
16 This point was made by Howard Wettstein (1981) with regard to an elliptical analysis of 23. One might atiempt to avoid ¢ ;dl N to determine the semantic value of j. One might
“incomplete” definite descriptions, a special case of quantifier domain restriction. Definite some sort of superevalution pro 1““’ tic value of j is the intetsection of al the sets that
descriptions such as ‘the murderer’ are incomplete, because there is, unfortunately, not a suggest, f?r examplc': that the actua sem;n levant contrast class. Such superevaluation
unique murderer in the universe, But Wettstein points out that concerning such are plausible candidates to serve as the rel F h procedures presuppose a
incomplete definite descriptions procedures, howe\;er, only iﬁ;lfcﬁteh e pii?:leur:t‘iono;ritzduge is to be performed. The
- i fass of sets over which t € supe I " "
there will be any number of ways o fill out the description so as to yield a {complete} detflmmamv: is that there are many equally plausible, yet incompatible, candidates ro serve
Russellian description (eg., ‘Harry Smith’s murderer’, ‘the murderer of Joan Smith’s P r(zhi:rjla!;: and no admissible evidence that would support one over the others.
husband’, ‘the murderer of the junior senator from New Jersey in 1975} and in many cases Q'Fh' Onse. OF something like it, has been offered by both Mark Richard and Herman
there will be nothing ahout the circumsances of utterance or the intentions of the speaker 4. LS rci POnse,
which would indicate that any of these fcomplete] Russellian descriptions is the correct one, Cappelen.
(1981, 250-51)
17. This response was suggested by an anonymous referee, : REFERENCES
18. An anonymous feferee suggested that evidence in support of Stanley’s proposal is provided

by the fact that after Ren’s utterance of (6), Melia mighe felicitously utcer
(62) No, She’s not. She's 2 world famous topologically chalfenged linguist,

Bach, K. 1994. “Conversational Impliciture.” Mind & Language 9: 124~62.

1997. “Do Belicf Reports Report Beliefs?” Pacific Philosophical Quarterly 78: 215-41.

Benacerraf, D 1965, “What Numbers Could Not Be.” l?f:i!o:op/yical f’eev{'ew 74: 4773
Barton, E. 1990. Nonsentential Constituents. Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

The suggestion is that the occurrences of ‘she’ in (62) must be anaphoric on a previous
phenetically unrealized occurrence of ‘she’. In my view the alleged phenomenon of
intersentential anaphora involving phonetically unrealized items is mysterious enough that
little weight should be placed on such evidence. But if such evidence is to be considered,
the fact that (62) would be a felicitous utterance all by itself provides no evidence in

support of Stanley’s proposal. For note thar all of the following would also be felicitous
utterances: '

Carston. R, 1991. “Impliciture, Expliciture, and Truth-Theoretic Semantics.” In Stephen Davis
(ed.}, Pragmatics. Oxford: Oxfoct;i;éln(i:versli)r)fdl’res;;{ MIT Press
immi , . Talk About Beliefi. Cambridge, Mass.: : '
g:;:lm;ﬂs;:; Xg?cirat:er. 1998. Semantics in Generative va;mz; Olzlford: Iiiacl;wellicP;bglsi}snﬁis;s
., H ‘ i ie. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Pu X
, H., and U. Reyle. 1993, From Discourse 1o ljogw. I : : ;
f::fn, R. :r?d G. ch);l. 1995. Knowledge of Meaning. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
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CHAPTER 14

Generalized Conversational
Implicatures and Default
Pragmatic Inferences

Anne Bezuidenhout
University of South Carolina

INTRODUCTION
GRICE DISTINGUISHED BETWEEN generalized and particularized conver-
sational implicatures. The latter are “cases in which an implicature is carried by
saying that p on a particular occasion in virtue of special features of the con-
text”, The former are cases in which the “use of a certain form of
words . . . would normally (in the absence of special citcumstances) carry such-
and-such an implicature or type of implicature.” (Grice 1989, 37). Grice himself
did not develop this distinction to any great extent. He gave a few examples
meant to illustrate the distinction he had in mind. He never indicated that he
thought generalized conversational implicatures occupied a separate level, be-
tween the level occupied by conventionalized meaning on the one hand and the
level occupied by the one-off speaker meanings that correspond to the particu-
larized variety of conversational implicatures on the other. However, some neo-
Griceans, especially Levinson (1987b, 1995, 2000), have tecently been develop-
ing a theory of generalized conversational implicatures (GCls). Levinson
proposes to treat GCls as (the output off) “default pragmatic inferences which
may be cancelled by specific assumptions, but otherwise go through.” (Levinson
19873, 723). He has been developing a set of heuristics or default inference rules
that he says ate used to generate GCls. These default inferences yield interpre-
tations that represent a level of meaning that he calls utterance-type meaning,
which is intermediate between sentence-type meaning and speaker meaning,
In this chapter I argue against the idea of a set of default inference rules that
are attached to certain classes of expressions. An account of utterance interpre-
tation that appeals to cognitive strategies that are independent of particular ut-



