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dependenc’exteuidscxcii beyondthe pronon4inaldomainto encompass
a large open classof contentful linguistic expressions.3Relationalpred-
icates s uch Ac win, local. imminent can be construedwith an implicit
argu i ent ‘ii cliii ordler for them to beiuiterpretablethecontext.linguis-
ic or extra-linguistic,must supply a certainkind of information.4 As

obseraed by Mit chell andPartee,implicit argumentsof suchpredicates
havedeictic. discourseanaphoricandbound variablereadings. Given
the similarity of implicit argumentwith overt pronominalelementsin
the ypcof context-dlependencytheyexhibit andtheir rangeof readings,
Partee(1989) arguedfor theneedto extendtheanalysesof pronominal
anaphoraso as to cover the entire classof context-dependentexpres-
sions andfor the needto integrate indexicality with variablebinding.

In this paperwe will assumethat contentful context-dependentcx-
pressioui,arerelationalpredicatesavith at leastoneimplicit argument.5

Our annis to give a unified accountof the readingsof their implicit am-
gumentsandto characterizethe type of context-dependencyinvolved.
He claim that context-dependentpredicatesare associatedwith fa-
uniliarity presuppositionswith respectto their implicit argumentsand
that thesepresuppositionsaccountfor theparticular kind of context-
dcpenclenc7and for the readingsof implicit arguments. In section 2
svc distinguishimplicit argunuentpredicatesthat arecrucially context-
dependentfrom thosethat arenot anddescribetheir rangeof readings.
In section3 we provide an analysisof theanaphoricreadingsof implicit
arguments.In section4 we integratetheanaphoricandindexical read-
ings of implicit arguments.

2 The Problem of Implicit Arguments

2.1 Types of Implicit Arguments
It is well-known that implicit argumentsof verbal predicatescan be
interpretediii at leasttwo ways (see,e.g., Fillmore 1969, 1986, Shopen
1973, Thomas1979, Fodor &c Fodor 1980, Dowty 1981). The implicit
argumentsof onetypeof predicate,suchas eat,get an existentialinter-
pretation,whereasthe implicit argumentsof anothertypeof predicate,
suchas apply, getan anaphoricinterpretation.6This contrastis exem-
plified in (1).

3
Mitchell (1986) calls them perspectival expressions.4
For a different perspectiveseePerry (1986).

ipartee considered this pnssibility but opted fur a different one, whereby an ex-

pression of this sort indexes to a context rather than taking an extra argument.
Indexing to contexts is not an easily available option within non-representational
theories of context, such as the one we will be assuming.t

This distinction corresponds to Fillmore’s (1986) distinction between indefinite
and definite null complements, Shopen’s (1973) distinction between indefinite and
definite ellipsis and Thomas’s (1979)distinction betweennonrealization and ellipsis.

(1) a. Therewas a pieceof breadlon the tab c ‘tui Jolt i Iitln’t ca
b. Therewas a good job available luem( vi I’m’ I liclri’I ‘ p U,

(la) implies that John didn’t eat anytbiu g, cclit a.’ $ 1- umphies sina-
ply that Fred didn’t apply for flue good lob Ba at a is ‘ii- a ilable li-crc
(althoughhe may haveapplied for other jobs

This difference in interpretatioii urns omit i a ‘i c inscmimic m cc of
a more basicconstrast:predicateslike apply ci pcuicl out tI-c couu cx in
an essentialway, whereaspredicateslike cal do no FBi this reason.
the two typesof predicatesbehavedifferent17 cchen usedavithotit an7
prior linguistic context. Predicatesaa’itli cxistcuul’’ I ‘IT p icil arr’unaenrs
areperfectlyacceptablein such contexts.as ma 2a . aclicmcaspreclica ‘s
with anaphoricimplicit argtinuentsarc infelicito us. ‘is in 9b

(2) a. I painted last week.
b. # I appliedlast week.

Another consequenceof flue inherentcontext clepeucI ‘nec of anapb.aric
implicit argumentsis that they eauu ri-ike icicle scoi’me vi C rosa‘ct I
other quantifiersin flue sentence.as can be sec u at 3b ‘suucl lb . In -

plicit argumentswith an existential interpreta t’ am , ci Bmc other li-and
take narrow scopewith respectto all senteuti’ apima oms. as cal be
seenin (3a) and (la).7

(3) a. I havebeenpaiiutiuug all aveck.
b. I havebeencalliiug all week.

Predicatesof both types inaa impose nIa cIion il restuictions Oil
their iunphicit arguments,so this property crctsscuuti.flit lii- sic cii t”xt
dependentvs. non-context-depeiudentclassi9cat’ an:

(4) a. We needa lot of bricks for ‘lit’ t oiustmtic C a tab ituml 110 (tile is
baking thesedays.

b. Themostattractiveprize capsa 20 p0 mcI timkta Johnwon.

Bakeconstruedwith an implicit argument.mcccicing an existential in-
terpretation,can only be about the baking or bread or other baked
goods, and not, for example, about roasts,or bricks. Similarly, the
implicit argumentof win, which gets an anapboric mm ac rpretation, is
understoodto be a contest-typeof euutitv ma Ia r than a prize-typeof
entity.

Although verbal predicateswith implicit argtmmnentshavereceived
the most attention, predicatesof any a mactic cmuicgara can be coil-
struedwith an implicit argument, in (5) ace give souneexamplesaf

tm
This contrast was originally pointed out by Foclom Vi I odor fQ8t) , nh , mi.c m eovem,

claimed that anaphoric implicit argunmonts take exelm,mrir cli- sri Ic scope~‘IN sri err’
scope readings of anaphoric implicit argumexils. lover em. ,ii $ ci at Ic. as shomvim

already by Dowty (1981). We discuss them’rm ii detail ii I or ‘eel ion-i,
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predicatesconstruedwith a comutext-depemudentimplicit argument. For
clarity flue ~mphicit argumentpredicateis italicized and the muecessary
mnfommatiomafor its imuferpretatiomuis supplied imu thesamesemi-fence,

(5) a. He observed the ceremonyfromn ten yards away/acrossthe
street.

b. Le’ sold iris Verimmeerafter Marion boughta similar painting.
c. When they put a locked gate on the roadto the beach,Sal

no longerhi-ad access.

The term ‘non-confext-depeuudemut’should not be taken to imply
that context does utot in any way affect the way we understandnon-
context-depemudenfini-phicit arguments.In a particular comutextwe may
draw certain imi-feremi-ces on flue basis of relevanceconsiderations,dis-
courserelationsbetweensemi-fences,etc., so as to derive additional in-
formation about the imnphicit argument. For instance, flue thiscourses
in (6a) audI 6b both imui-plv that I hi-ave beemubaking pastriesfor flue
party.

(6) a. We neededa lot of pastriesfor flue party.
I li-ave heemi- laaking all week.

b. I huavebeenbakimug all cveek.
He mi-ceded a lot of pastriesfor flue party.

The crucial differencebetweenfli-c two types of predicatesis that flue
context-depeuudencyof comufext-dependemutpredicatesis built into their
meaning.As a result, (i) infelicity ariseswheneverthe context cannot
providean elementfor fhi-eir interpretafiomu((2a) vs. (2b)) and(ii) there
arerestrictiomus on what elemnemutsimu a discoursecan supply a valuefor
animplicit argument,dueto flue waysemamuticinterpretationworks, As
aresult, it is theprior linguistic discoursethat determinesthe felicity
andinterpretatiomu of context-dependemutimnphicit arguments.Theorder
betweemutwo semmtemucesmakesacritical differencesincetheui-formation
contributedby flue first is part of flue comutext relative to which- the
secondis imi-terpretedhut mi-of vice c’ersa, (7) and (6) contrast for fluis
reason.

(7) a. Am- explosic’eswarehouseon flue other side of town exploded
yesterday.A muearbybar was seriouslydamaged.

b. A muearby bar was seriouslydanuaged.An explosivesware-
houseon the other sideof towmu explodedyesterday.

(7a) and (7b) differ iii- thuaf flue locafioiu mi-cededfor the interpretatiomi
of nearbycanbe provided by flue NP an explosiveswarehousein (7a)
but not in (7h). Hemi-ce (7a) and (7b) give rise to differemut inferences
aboutthestrengthof theexplosion in eachcase.

One ni-ay legitimately ask whethertlme lexical semanticsof a givemu
predicatedetermimuesin somuuecvaywhetherits implicit argumentis givemu

an existemufial or an anaphuoric imuterprtI a icmit, hoptf ill-. 11cc ‘i-mi-sac em
will turmu out to be ‘yes’ but muohodc 1 as u a ‘‘ I s i-d~ ha aui-d
we will mlot concemutrateon thus ci lest iOu lt rt , La cia ‘f hi-dr dX sf5
suchaconnection,omi-e still hasto aptcifa a ‘ha flue t oua ext chepencleui-ca
amountsto amud how it affects amid is affc’d ted ba ad mterpretatiomi-of
thewhole sentence.This js avhatcvr cvi I ‘c$mtcc’u tr’ I ou in lila caner.

2.2 The Readings of Implicit Argumuueiuts

Theimuterpretatiomuof context clepemiclemutpr clic’stes ~Icpt atls omi cur aiim-

stancesof their rise amud, iii order to he ba.tdl. lv t utt ‘xt of nfl cram-ce.
the previouslinguistic discourad’, or t lv cdii c t a. ‘it a luichm thea occtmr
mustsupply immformnatiomi- to fix fhe c’alumeof Il-tim mmuip icit ‘trgtumn ui-f. I or
example,to detemnuinewhuetli-er then is a him a’erifx hi-’ thm nui-t~macesii
(8), we ni-nsf hi-ave aspecified location mel i icc a aol ‘eli the liar is hoccl.
That location cam- be prOvidledl iii- a cane a’ c I a ac cI pemuclh g 01 th e
comutextin cvhuichi- thepredicatelocol apptaims,i-

(8) a. A local bar is selling eli-cal) lair.
b A reporterfor flue Titot’.s got scm mis liiuui-k.

A local bar was selhimmg did ap becu,
c. Every sports famu avatchechthe Stu i-cm aoai ‘it a ocal b~r.

In (8a) the relevantbeatiou- is proc’idecl a it c t ci of cit I eramce
it is time locafiomi- in which fl—c tilt er-ui-ce ma. 1 es hat’ , lit 81- ‘

provided by flue previous semutemuct it is But oc’ Bouu ol 1 d rep r e’ for
the Times. Imu (8c) if is hi-roa’idledh seui-temucc in eruuaii- u t

1 is tl’iaeuudlt mi-f
on the donuaimuof thequamufifier tom a giaen cli aceo s~orfs ‘aui- in t i-c
domain it is flue locationof that sports ‘aim.

Thue variety of readings,them-, am imuuphi~ ‘ ‘p mm mc a r xhiibm
cc mi-IC

pendson time kind of comutexfdlepeimdheuuca lima di -i’d d , Pp cificalla. if i is
dependemuton flue comutexfof utterance,if cc ts heictic iui-t d rpmcfatiomu,

as in (8a). if if is depemmdemi-tomi- lamec’io is Ii uUmmiSfic discatirs , it g ts
a discotmrseanaphuoricreachimi-g, as in Sb , autch if C is dlepeudldult omi- ‘a

quantificatiomualelememi-t, if gets at haoumi-el a‘iri’tlaIe me ach’uug. as in Sc
(8a) (8c) ni-ay have other readingsas ccelI for ‘mi-ct issuce, 8

c can hmac e
a readingin whuiclu the imuuphicit argumiment is c a rolled Ia~1 hi-c comi-tex
of utterance but simuce our aim-u here is to dId limit hi-c maui-gd of p assihle
readimugswe want to focums om tb-c readingsdi sc’riht cI alcoae. fhi-t crucial
fact is that ti-c implicit argtmmui-emutcoo hi coui mcllccl Ii- thu context of
tm

Fillmore (1986) discussespredicatrs such in c ‘ .‘ , v.1 c h 1—lie’ ii cmii
argument is existential and implicit recipic mit arguruc i m u’tuihorie.tm

The predicate local is also vague amid, there eme. ma cc t ‘rm’clepci. I ‘m I ii’ ‘ m ott
dimension, namely with respect to time degree cml m r - ‘inc m smcc ifu’imig time r$u

0
e

within whichsomething counts as local (Kammip 197 - Vie C I igmmc rc this sspcct in
what follows. In general, we considerths cout at did~Oi 1cm f rasgdme ci i t 5

andtlcat of predicates rvithi implicit arpumimermir s r m I . ,mmiem 5.
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utterance,that if canbe controlledby thepreviouslinguistic discourse,
andthat if can havea boundvariablereadingwhen in thescopeof a
quantificationa1 elemnent.

Certaincomi-fext-depeuudemufexpressionsplacefurther restrictionson
what typesof context candeterminetheir interpretation.For example,
ago can only pick out its tenporabreferencerelative to the utterance
situation,whereasbeforeexcludesthuis possibility and canonly be con-
trolled by flue himuguistic context. Thus, in the absenceof any prior
linguistic discourse,(9a) is felicitous but (9b) is not.

(9) a. Jill visited Madison two yearsago.
b. ~ Jill visited Madisomm two yearsbefore.

A somewhatsimilar contrastexists betweenpresent, which can only
be controlledby the context of utterance,and current, which can be
controlledeifhi-er by the contextof utteranceor the linguistic comutext,
aspointed out by Nunberg (1992).

A theoryof context-dependentelements,therefore,nuust account
both for the different typesof context-dependencyandfor the rangeof
readingsof elements imu eachclass.

2,3 Anaphora and Implicit Arguments
Partee(1989) distinguisheddescriptivelybetweenthreedifferent kinds
of contexts: theexternalcontext of ti—c utterance,the discourse-level
linguistic contextamid the semutence-internallinguistic context. Taking
thebound-variable-hikebeluaviorof implicit argumentsas central. she
arguedfor theneedto provide a sufficiently generalnotion of context-
dependenceandto imufegratecontextualui-formationwith “the recursive
mechanismsof semi-fencegranumnar.” We canamplify her point by not-
ing that fbi-crc aresubstantiverestrictionson what can supply a valtie
for an inuplicit argument, wluich are ultinuately semi-i-antic. One such
casewasdiscussedwith respectto thecontrastbetween(7a) and (7b).
Similarly, (lOa) and (lob) differ in that the location of the bar can
be dependenton the choiceof Italian mueighborhoodin (lOa) but not
in (lob) (assumimugboth indefinite descriptionsarewithin thescopeof
theadverbof quantificationalways).mo

(10) a. WhenJohnvisits an Italian neighborhood,he alwaysgoesto
a local bar.

‘°The contrasts exemplified by (7) and (10) show that the contextual determina-

tion of the interpretation of implicit arguments is not just a matter of pragmatic
principles. Concpare with Crimmins’s (1992:151) claim that “hearers standardly in
terpret unarticulated constructions limplicit argumentsl by relying only on common
knowledgeand general pragmatic rules, with only the thinnest of semantic rules to
go on,”

b. When John goes to a local liar, hue i-mac , a a wits an I ahut
neighborhood.

The generalizationis onefamiliar frouui ehisc mssio is Oi miaphi-onm himid~
ing: the ebenuemut that suppliesflue muterpret~tomu ‘or ‘li-c imnp icit am
gument, the implicit arguni-emut’s antecedemi-f.unlust huaac Il-c predicae
uvith the iuuuphicit arguuneumtin its ccope In or3’,’ r $ i-c count for la.s

generalizationwe must buave a fheor~flu’s avoule p11cc us to acea
properconstruabof seunanticscope.’o U tlc’mu~u t’e m’auneacomk s tmC5

suitedfor this task.
Relying omu the semnamutic theory of Kamnp 1981 . Pamte 19IN9

sketchesan accountin whuichua comutext-clepemteleuutelei,tentmmi-chcxesto a
context, in this casean accessibleDBS. Ciaen thmc uaeslmmi-g if DRS’s a
context-dependentelementni-ay anchorto ‘ui-a stipei’onehimi-aceDRS.The
questionthen is what the redluiremnentsarc li-a ‘t eomi-texf-dependent
ehenuentplaceson thue DRS if is imi-dexed fo i-ui-el lit ci thi- ‘a are satis-
fied. Parteeassumesthat teni-pomalecu-texttic ~ieuielti-” hind chmca es li-lace
the requirenuentthat flue DRS tli-ey and-or to comut’ ai- areferencecIa e.
spatialcontext-dependentprechicafcsplacc f li-c mcelliirerneui-f f hi-a’ it coui--
fain a referencelocation, etc. Although- the ecu-lea. - lependlentpredi-
cateitself doesnot haveas au argmmmnenl a aamiable commtspOndhmugto a
referencetime or location, rh-c DRS it atichuors a must.~i-

More generabby,Parfee.seconded1-ia hum,u i-em U 1992 . chaimi s li-a”
a dependentelement be it a pronoummi- or m hi-’ hi-i-phd ‘arguu’ ent of a
relational predicate”’hasassociatedavithi it he -ira cificatiom s imu I
which accotunt for its imuferpretafiomu.

(11) a. what kinds of comufext it cam- anchorlet
b. requirementsomu flue context trim the c. in mit ~a htc fclici ous
c. ni-caning

Accordingto Parteeand Nummi-berg. I Ia) is ui-ceded to chstiui-gtmisli- lie-
tweendifferemut typesof confext-depencleiuteleincmi-ts.such as thosethat
canonly becontrolledby the comufextof tmttemaui- ‘c e.g. ptureimiclexmcals.
implicit argunuentof ago, present).thosehi-ct caui b comutrolled ha ‘ui-a
oneof the threekinds of comhexts(e.g., promi-ocuns. inuphie’it argmmmuueuitof
local) andthuosethat excludecomutrol hi- thc context of iii teramice e.g..

~ Syntactic constraints can enter the pictsmre at this ii iii Di cc tI c~aolcc r he ii
determining semantic scope.
u

2~
rhisis assumingthat referencetimes, icicatmomim. etc.. mc ‘c a ci cs s smaccialtypo

ofdiscourse referents, as in the treatment ot ter iporal a ‘iph r s imc Kcmop Sr Rc hr
(1983), Partee (1984), Hinrichs (1986) , .‘mlt’rmc’ tireh, ef cm e irrcs. iocadicm a.

etc. can be construed as parameters of er’aim,matiom fom i5 cci, at, I c asucarr’e rair
do not hinge on this choice and can be reformiirmlatcc aim ni itelr.
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refiexices, befocr 13 The challengefor a unified analysisof comutext-
de e i-clcuicv is t cli-anactenizeflue fbi-nec kinds of contextsin a uniformn

i-ta cc’ithuout loosimug the clistimuctiomu hetweemuthem.
hami-i-p 1981 am-el Ileimuu (1982) umnfied the deictic rise of promuouns

ccith all fhueir otli-em risesby assummingthat flue top-leveldiscoursecomu-
L’X cobsarm’s thu~~xfemnalcumutexfof theutterauuce.Informationabout
mudividualssalient im~hue comtexf of utterance andthe “guise” (in flue

semi-seof Leeis (1979) tinder cvhichuthey aresalient is accomnni-odated
in ti-c top-level com_text.i~iAs Heiuu (1982)puts it, deictic referemuceis
nu’diateehby flue file amid flue contextof rutteramucesupplies“muof simply
imi-el’a’icitmals but ‘imudividtmabs in grnses’” (p. 318). In faking deicticpro-
mi-otmuus to be omuly context-semusitive,Kaunpamud Heimdepartedfronu pre-
vious aui-alyscsof deicfic risesof pronorumus,which took thenuto be hothi-
coatext-seimsifiveand directly referemitial. Theseanalysesare basedon
Kaplaui s 1989a fundamnemutaldistimuctiomu betweencontextandcircunu-
stancesof eaaltuafiomu. Accordimugto stuchanalyses,the denotationof a
eleictic pronoun mi-ugh-f c’ary from contextof utteranceto contextof ut-
terance.hut omuce the comutextof rutterammceis fixed, then its demuotafion
doesnot carl’ froni- one circuni-stanceof evaluationto another. Hay-
im’mg ‘Icictic refenemi-cemediatedby a file results in a radically different
tl’meory. simi-ce then deictic referencedoes muof involve direct reference
am-h, fluenefone,the denotationof a deictic pronouncan varyfrom omue
cmncuinstanceof evaluationto another,relative to the sanuecontext of
ruttemance,uu

Partcc differs froni- Kamnp andHeim in keepingthe externalcontext
separate:iii- thue represemutationsshe gic’es, it is thue outermostcomutext
and everyothi-er context is nestedwitluin it.i-6 The externalcontext
encodesui-formation abouttheutterancesituation,suchas thespeaker,
flue time amid locatiomu of flue lutteramuce.

2.4 Indexicahity and Implicit Arguments

Thue separationof flue external comufext from the top-level discourse
context is muecessitaled by thue semuuanticpropertiesof pure indexicals,
Pruneindexicalssuuchuas I, here, now anchuorto theexternalcontext amud
are directly referemufiah. They cannotbe givemu an accormntparallel to
that of deictic pronounsin Kamui-p (i98l) amud Heinu (1982)for ti-c rca-

mi-plural context-dependent elements may combine the different types of context-

dependency. See the discussion on time first person plural pronoun we in Partee
(1989)and Nunberg (1993).
ui-A similam proposal is ncade by Idarttunen (1969), wlcereby contextual salienceis

sufficient for the introduction of a discourse referent,
iltor arm indication of time consequencesof this moveseeIleim’s discussionou pre-

supposedcoreferenceand deictic pronouns (Ch. III, Sec. 2.3).
i
6

SeeCamp (1990 for am-i explicit treatment of indexicality within DRT.

sonsthat ni-otivateddirect reference li-ecu ‘ts I. I S’-i i a ‘e Pahalam
1979, l989a. l989b, Perry 1977 muter’ cute , Cli’ d Sc ‘ipluar ci-umelu ioui-s
associatedwitlu tlueir meauuimlgarerespomusihile at ii k’utt’ ‘ m I li-c ‘i’ Ia
imudividuab imu a givemu comutextof rut t en—mi-ce hmm cli- ui-ct ‘ i-men lie ‘e ui-re I

of what is said. As Kaplan (1989a, 500 puts it, ‘ I c dc-icnj lice mui-e auu-
imug of a prime indexical dhetermuuuuiesthir’ “tf mc’ ci’ i ii c ‘x cm .c’lt

respect to a comutexf of rise bruf is cit lien inapj l’cahl m”re lea a
determininga referentwitlu respectt ‘a “mc’tiutus ‘ti-ct of aa’uatioua.”

As a cosuseqrmemuce,(l2a) is i_ct svmioumvuui-omi’. cc itlu fBi- : ‘lit pmO~iO-

sition expressedby (12b) relative to uta’a c’ amut cil it t e i-cc is ‘aeces
sarily true, cvhi-ibe tluat expressedlb~ 12’s d mm

(12) a. I am flue speaker(of thus tu temamucc
b. TI—c speaker(of thuis uffenammcc’ ‘s Ia a i aar a his m ‘r-

amuce).

Fohlowumug Nrmmi-berg (1992. 1993),acewill mist lit ‘t rut I ‘B a’’ ‘o

to chuaractenizetheproperty of centaim’ lii” mu silo c mc ‘cc s imc’C m plume
indexicals)that the comuditionseletermi- ilium-c fItch mc ‘ ‘e ue.c ho ito eu-tee
imufo their contemut. ‘\‘Ve imutemucl this ouila as Its u ‘p ‘at’ emmu : thi-os
elemuuentsthat are imudicative umuust lie so ‘ a a recall i I ltd li uui am-mm

specificatiouu.
Like imudexicals,imuupbicit angruni-enta can hat c iii mci- el Icy thic’ coatcx

of utterance.Camu tluey, like imudexicals, lie imichica Ii e ‘~ C mi-lie rg 13. 2
claims that control by the couufext of mitten i-mud a i- i inehica iv mi-ess Jo
muot go luandin hi-and amud rises, iii- fact. imui-phic’ I ‘ r ‘tiui-i ats as a casei
point. We will argrme that implicit argmumui-euits Ia i-ax i lea.’ il meamchimigs
amid in fbi-at casetheyare inehicatice.

In flue fobbocvimug sectiomu ave shi-occ’ I hi- it iii p ‘cit ‘ B maidats pa i’d I ui-

with defimuite descriptions omu them amualuhionic rcac imc ‘a i-el in -icc iomm I

we arguethuaf theybehavebike Inruc iuuehexicalsomu hue’ ‘ dc Ic ic reatehing.

3 Implicit Arguments as Implicit Descriptions

3.1 Contexts for Implicit Argumnemi-its

\Vluat infonsnatiomu sluormbd flue coma.ext hinoviele for Ii in npnelation

of iuuuphicit argrmnuents?Iiu flue cxaunhilc’s considht ‘cdl s i far cc heme’ Il-c
implicit argumentis not couutnobledb5 1 hi-c’ lilt cmii cc slimu’tt iou. thi-ene
is an overt linguistic ebeunemutfl-at cami- he ideuttifieel a~.I hi-c auitee’edcmit
of fbi-c implicit argimmmmeiuf. Vt ithmiuu am ‘ micorl Iii-’ miss-i r

5
~ ilvnasmmac

binding,omuecamuauuahyzetime aui-feceehemifas direct him- I’ a” flit’ mmphieil
argumeuuf.Furfhermuuore,Pantee(1989 assuumi-tech hi-al ‘ tuhasct of ohicn-
classcontext-dependentexpressiomusexploit ih sc asp‘cts cif commt xts
thuat are always presemutamud ahcc’as rnu.itimmd, s m hi a., mc ‘eremuce lime.

referemucebocatiomu, and poimut of amccv. ‘I he ‘cf r ‘ui-c mac, mc fe rem-ce
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location and point of view of the externalcontextcan be assumnedto
be, respecficely, thetime, placeandspeakerof theutterance.Putting
the two assuni-ptiomustogether,we can formulate the hypothesisthat
an implicit argumemufis houmud elfluer by an overt accessibleantecedent
on by someinuphicit elementwhich is alwayspresentin a context and
unique relative to that coui-text.’7 However, thesecasesdo not exhaust
the rangeof possibilities: thereneednot bean overt antecedent,’8even
whuenthe ini-phicit arguni-emutis not couutrolledby someebenuentalways
pmesentin a context.

As ave will shocvhelocv, contexts for predicateswith imnpbicit argu-

ments arethosethat entail, or can he extended(via acconunuodation)
so as to entail, flue existemuceof am- emitity ti—at satisfiesthe selectional
restrictions mi-posedby flue predicatefor that argument. In that re-
spect ini-phicif argumnemutspattern cvithm defim’mite descriptionsrat li-er thai—
pronounsin ahbocvimugfor associativeanaphoricreadings.Saying, them,,
fbi-at imnphicit argumnemitsfumuctiosu like pronounsin termsof thecouutext-
dependencythey exhuihit is true in omue respect but not in another:

implicit argumentsare like pronoumusin their capacityto amuchor to
amuy kind of context: hocvever, they areui-bike pronounsandmore like
definite descriptionsin muot deni-amudimugan overt antecedent.

Thesemutemucesin (13) illustrate flue wayin which implicit arguments
patterncvith definite descriptions. Even without an overt antecedent
denotingabet, flue semi-fences(l3a) and(13b) sharea readingon which
every ui-uan‘avon flue wagerhue madeon tlue outcomeof the Superbowl.
The pronouniii (l3c) lacks this reading. Clearly, (l3a) doesnot con-
stitute a casewherethe imuupbicit argumentis controlledby somefixed
aspectof comufext. simuce contexts imu generaldo not contain information
abouttIme exisfemi-ceof bets.

(13) a. Every man who bet on flue Superbowlwon.
b. Every man who bet omu the Superbowlwon thebet.
c. Every man who beton flue Superbowlwon it.

Given the restriction of the quamutifier, for every ni-an in the domain
of quantificationthere is entailed to be a bet and that is sufficient for
the interpretationof the implicit argumentof win. It is exactly this
tm7

Parteasurmised that thuese trvo options correspond to different types of context-
dependencyand that therefore the classesof context-dependent elementsare distin-
guishedalong thesehines—third-persoma-like dependentsand first-person like depen-
dents,as shecalls them. The analysis we develop acceptsthat there is a division
but groups this classof implicit arguments discussed so far (except for those that
are always indexmcai) in the first rather than the secondcategory. Seethe discussion
in section‘1.2.
mspartee(1989) made a similar observation but she did not draw fronc it the con-
clusionu we are drars’ing.

entailnuemutthat is respomi-siblefor the felicity o lii he iemmdcuif chefini e
the bet B (l3b) as well.

Thurms, inuplicit argumnemmtsli-ave a cviclc’m ma .~ of rcachmio a thau hi-~~-
nouns. Imuuphhcit argunuemutsalso huac’c a ac’ieher r’ mi-ge of re’tdimugs hi-an
elenuentswhich- arestrictly depemideuti omi- mefenemi-ceparameters. Teni--

poral expressiomuswiflu implicit anorumneata.for c xammihe. ruc’ed m ot lie

anapluoricon flue referencefimne of am-c acccssmhahccom cxt. Io’ bust’ mi-cc.
(14a)hasa readingwhich is equnvahentto 1 li-at o ‘ -Ihi ahthoiuohi lucre
is no reasomuto assunuethat f lie coui-tcxl taf the restrictiou- of thu cfuamufi-
Ocr contaimusareferemucetinue connespouthiui-g lo the 1 ‘mm e of fl-c escape.~i-
Sinuilarhy, (14c) hasa readimugccinch is ceituia’aleui-f ‘o i hi-at o’ 111 ec’en
if muothimug imu thue previousdiscommnschi- a~I niggcmccl the iustnodtmctic,mi- of a
referencefinue correspoumdingto fl-c tune of thi5 hiakimig of mite cake.

(14) a. Every frugitive cvas caughtcc’i”hu.imu a ta.ansh

b. Every fugitive was caughi-t ac’i li-lit mu cii- hi of hue dun” hue
escapedarmthonity comi-trol.

c. The caketastedbetter after faaci ci- vs.
d. Tlue caketastedbetter fcc ci elaaa afl r flue liaue it capsbaked.

Beinga fugitive entailshac’ing escajued‘timthio ‘tv ceit 1 ‘0 f somuuepoimut
andthis entailmentis sufficiemut to procithe I li-c imufomuu ation Ion chic imn-
plicit argunuemutof within a month. just ‘ts i is to proa’iehe flue imufon-
nuafion for the felicity of flue depemmdemi-t clef-mite he tue lit cscapd
authority control. As for (1Ic), fronu flue f’oct hi-a son thi-iuug is a ale
we caninfer fl-at it wasbaked;adomi-l ext acill- iuv’an, a tican abouta ealce
thencam- be extendedto a comutext cc’uthm mm-for n’s ic_mu ahaoumt time timu c of
fhe baking of thecake.

A pieceof evidencethat fhuer~Is mi-si msi-fcn red I ‘iam~ c em’t’spommtmi’ p to
the time of theescapein flue restnictiou- of flue qmuami- ifiem ii, ida , on a
referencetimne correspondiuugto flue bakimig of f li-c cake iii- 1-Ic 20 is hi-c
contrastbetweemuflue imui-pbicit angumemutpredicatesiii II and I li-ose
that can omuhy be amuaphonicouu a refeneuice timi c , mcli as the aela’emhc
afterwards, beforehand, thereafter. Vi bile I 5a huas a mc adingcci mia’a-
lent to that of (l5b). (lbc) doesnot.” Simuahanha’, ‘on 1Sf the inuphicit

iSEven if the nominal predicatefugitive is assumed o Ii s cm iporci amgsmmcem$t

(e.g., Enc 1986), the value of that I emmiporal am ,,emma emil is ,m n t m v.a lcmrimi
0

sri id

a given individual was a fugitir’e. not time timmic of I m. c cop
‘
tm

This is assumingthat nothcimcg in the prcviodm’. disc .msc I is imtm clrmce I s~mI a
referemmcetime.
i-~Adverbs that are anaphoricon a reference0mm i-i-i-ic the u dl r’a ‘iabl reachim g
only if thaereis quantificationover referemmcetimes, as is ml. - se sri h ‘her clauses:

Whenevera prisonerescaped,he becammt a mespect’mhl ‘‘ ho ‘ rem immti aftem
wards.
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angrnueumtof afterwards camumuot be taken to be the time of the baking
of thecake ui-hess tI-at tinue is already introducedimu the discorurse.

15 a. Every fugitive becani-ea respectablecitizen after sometinue.
Ia. Every fugitive becani-ea respectablecitizen after sonuetime

from flue time heescapedauthority control.
c. Lvcny fugitive becamea respectablecitizen sonuetime after-

wards.
d. Thue calce tastedgood evenafter a long time.
e. Tb-c cake tastedgood evenafter a long time from the fimuue it

wasbaked.
f. Thuc cakefastedgood evemua long time afterwards.

For (ISc) and (15f) thuerenuust be sonuesalient time in the discourse
relafic’e to whichafterwards is evaluated.Thus, flue analysisthat Parfee
(1989) proposedfor flue entire class of context-dependentpredicates
cvith ami-aphi-onicreadimugsseenusto fit besta restrictedsubclassof thenu.

An imi-uphicit arg’nnenfcan also hue dependenton a context whuich is
itself inuphicit. i.e.. doesriot correspomudto any overt linguistic ni-aterial.
For example,(16a) li-as a readimugequivalentto that of (16b) andone
eqrmivalentto f liar of (16c). The inuphicif argunuenf of within a day,
then,can be comustruedso as to get the available linguistic elementas
if s antecedentamid so as to he equivalent with a definite description
taking ui-arrow scopewith respectto the modal.

(16) a. He might leavetoday. lIe should return within a day.
b. He nuiglut leavetoday. He shuouldreturn tomorrow.
c. lIe might leavetoday. He shuould return within a day of the

day he leaves.

Alt hotughuthenuodalslio old hasno overtrestriction, becauseof thepre-
viorms semutemuceiii- thediscormrseit is takento quamutifyoverfluosepossible
worlds in cvhichu li-c heaves(todayor at sometime or other). Thus is a
caseof muuodalsuhordimuatiomu(Roberts1989) and the interprefafiomuof
flue implicit argumemutdepemudsomu flue way the restriction of the muuodal
quantifieris comustrued.2’ Today,althoughapotential antecedent,does
muof haveto bimud the inuphicit argrmmnenfnor does if haveto determine
fl-c unphicit restriction. Tlue timuue of heaving is dependentupon flue
choiceof nuodalbasefor flue modal should, whichdoesnot haveto be
chosenin such a cvay that the time of leaving is today.

3,2 Our Proposal

lii- our auuabysisof ini-plicif argumnemuts,we will reconstructflue require-
mi-ueuuf fl-at an imui-phicif argrmmneuufplaces omu a context (Partee’s(lib)

rye will chscsmssbelow, the implicit restriction does not have to be an explicit

piece of some representation.

above) as well as flue specificatiommaof ad-at 1
5

u mel-i -omitexts am a -

cepfableanchors(Parfee’s(lla) ahciae’ asfchicit5 coneliti us. Eohhoacmmig
recentwork iii dymuanuicsemui-amifics (Heiui- 1982, Crc, umuchijlv. B Stokhof
1991,Dekbcer1993),we comistrime couctcxtsas iuuformu ,Sriou hoatesamuch ake
the meaningof a semi-femuce to hi-c specified im~ cmii s of huocc’ im updates
a givemu imufornuafiomustate. Meamuumias. iii cemicra . Inc ‘hi-au accemmzedas
possiblypartialfunctions fromuu infonmutaticum sta c s o uformu ation states.
Following Heinu (1982. 1983) am-cl Beaa’en 1993 , c take ‘ehicita con-
ditions to be requiremuuemutson aim infonmmi-atiom’m s ‘i-ut imu order for tIme
mneanimugfumuction to be defimmeel cmi- tha immformui t Ic u a ‘ t~. fmi- imi-fomuuua

fiomi state is specifiedas folhocvs:

An informnafiouustate S is a set of p umrs of a. orheisam-el ussigmumiueui-ts
such fl-at all the assigmumui-euufa hi-avc ti-c saum e thomu ‘ ii cc bich ac’e call
V

5
. ‘We call theset of worlds eletemumami-cel ha P II .8’ amid hue set of

assignmi-uenfs deferumuimuedby S j
3

’S~

We baseour analysisof implicit angimmui-tmits on fltin a (i982 ‘miaha-
sis of definite NPs, accordiumgto cchichm fl-em Butem p ‘e atmomu clepemichsout
thefelicity cosudifiomusfhuey imposeon iuuhirut imufonun ito i- st’ites. Defimuf’
descriptiomusrequirefani-ibianity of their dcnnespmi-elm0 yam” i-b eand them
descriptiveconfemut. (17) exemiuphifiesthe’ am-i ~ sis f sfauuch’tndl defimate
descriptions.

(17) 5 flue muuanr plays ehrmets
{(w, f) ~ S f(x) E w(phay-dbluets }
iff x g V

5
and V(w, f n P: f(a. ‘ tt’ mi-i-’ us

Else undefimued.

\‘Ve analyzethe implicit angruunemi-t a of rehaticimua l lamedhicate5 cm a par
with- definite descriptions. lmuuphicit angtuummematsam’ ‘msscciatedavithi fa-
nuihiarify conditions for flueir connespoachimi-ga’am’a hhc ami-tI thein dcscrip
five comufemuf. The descriptiveconehitiomis au-i-iccia c’eh aviths ‘cmi- ummiphicif
argumuuenfare. mnimmimuualby, flue somtah hi-roperrie a mechained ha’ mi—c prechi—
cafethe ini-phicif argrmnuemutis am— angrumuiciut oh.

(18b) illustrates omur accormiutof flue immuphie it anItmmuuc mut of local 23 Thuc
only felicity comudition placed by flue’ ti-maclieott’ ccct is li-at flue filler
of ifs secondargumenthe a hocatiomi (essemutialy mat hue sehectional
2

i-If the indexing to comctexts approaci is spell cI it m ‘s m cml mcumlam sac’ Ii a
recognizes local to he a relational predicate, tI em i ar i. s-id ‘am se , it em.
not substantially chifferemmt frummi time pmoposalpsi cm m m - m m his isuce, d rue

world assignment pair (mu, f) woumid satisfs ti c comicll I m c ‘ . fl f ‘ .

O am,’(local),wherep issomediscommrseumankem in C an 1,’ I ‘ . ii- cc tiafics I” then

g(y) o xi’ (locatioma). This formmmimstion is cppr upriat t 1 cc a ‘m s.hi ‘1 tI c in lid’
argument exploits a feature of commtexi, that is air-icr-i mccci . I m c timer cissev rye
wotuld ha-i’s to distimaguishc hetweemabelt smith ilhcmt - i ‘aim , - c m,dc’,t cc em dim

to whether that comatext comctains tice immfcinmmmatioi m cc am fc m II e ii ‘erpm etmdio’i

of rice implicit argnmunemct.
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nesfnictmomu on f hi-at argumnemut). \Vhaf readingthe implicit argument
gets dependson wI-at ui-formation S contains. (18d) illustrates the
way the discourseanaphuonicreadimug com’mues about, assunuingS is the
umufonmumfion state resultimug from ampdatimi-g with— flue first senfemuceof
(18c).’i-

(18) a. A local, bar,i- was sehlimug cheapbeer.
b. S a bocal~bi-ar~was sellimug cheapbeer =

{‘w.f d(w,g) oS: g <~ f, f(y) o w(bar)
f(y), f(z)) o w(bocal), f(y) o w(sebl-cheap-beer)}

if y ~ amid a o V~amud V(w, f) o 5: f(z) o w(locafion).
Else ui-defined.

c. A reporten~for the Tinuesgot seriouslydrunk.
A locale ban0was selling cu-capbeer.

d. S ~[alocal5 bar0 wasselling cheapbeer~ —

{ w,f h(w,g) o 5’: g <~f, f(y) 0 w(bar),
(f(y), f(z)) o w(bocal), f(y) o w(sebb-cheap-beer)}

if p ~ V
5

and z 0 V
5

andY(w, f) 0 5’: f(z) o w(hocafion),

whi-ere 5’ {(w,f) d(w,f’) ES: f’ <~f and
(f(z), f(x)) o w(hocation-of)}.

Else umudefimued.

Thu differencebetweenS andS’is accomnunodafedinformuuation. In order
for the felicity condifiomus of local to be satisfied,5’ accouu’mnuodatesa
mi-ecv variable, z, assigmuedto a location andrelatedto thevariablex in
5, assignedto a reporter. This is ‘tvhy in the readingrepresentedfor
(18c). flue bar is understoodto be local to the reporterfor the Times
mentionedmu theprevioussentem-ce.

The accommuuodafiomuof thenecessaryinformation in orderto satisfy
an implicit argument’sfelicity conditionsis anahoguousto the accom-
mnodafionbrought about in order to satisfy the felicity conditions of
a definite NP which is ui-of directly amuaphoricallyrelated to anything
uncutiouuedb imu flue discoursethurms far:

(19) The Porschelurchedto a stop. Theenginewas smoking.

The emugine iii- (19) is understoodas the engine of fhe Porsche. In
accomnunodatimugthe information for thefelicity of thedefinitewe satisfy
thefelicity couuditionsof thedefinite by connectingf huemuewlyintroduced
entity to somealreadymentionedentity in the discourse(Heinu 1982).

2
i-Tiae meaning specifications we provide throughout the paper make use of three

relations betweemc assignment fm,mnctions, defined as follows:

o < f if Domhg) C Dom(j) and Vu E Dom(g): f(v) — g(v)
q < f 1ff Dom(g) C Dom(f) and Vu e Donc(g): f(v) = g(u)

o <~f if g < f and Dom(f) = Dom(g) U {g}

Accomni-odationis muecessaryiii (19) to capttire hue dcpeuticu cc of ti e

definite the engineon flue NP thc Ii-ct’sc I u a a. el os ii t i ‘ nighi-
truth conditionsfor flue NP the cngimee.

Following Heiun, the kimid of accomuuunachatiomuill usr’ feel iii Md auid
(19) basicallyimpienuentsflue foihowimug atmmute ‘a:

Ordinary Accommodation
Ti—c informafion necessaryto satisfa’ hue famuuihiar’ha cc,nehfiouu i-’ a
definite NP nuay be accomnunodatedto astate8, cit eli it, a i-cc-i state

5’, by relatingthedefinite’sdiscoursemmmankerthu ‘ouch ac’uu~mel’ tm ‘a
to a discoursemarker iii- the donuainof ~Im.

If the definite’s discoursemarker is .e, flit rei~I iou is B. anei flue ehis-
coursemarker to be relatedto a is j, thi-emm for an mi-mi m state8. ave cam-
define a new stateby way of a I-placefri i-cf iciuu ci 8. H... amud y:

Acconu(S,R, x, y) - { w. f u’, cj 8: j . , ‘ am-el
f i- . f(,

Therearevariouskinds of condifiomusone ui-u hut plmt o’ “ccccmi-u to nefimue

flue tli-eory of accomnmuuodafiomu,such as that tie’ a ti-rich set of S nd 8’
bethesame(the acconumodateeleuutity avas cmi-tai eel to ‘xisi . much li-a
R be funcfiomuah, but thesewould ieaeh us fam ‘ill Id im e a mughedisa me~~
in thesemanticsof definifes. l’or ui-cad’, cc ‘ assimmuic’ au mu-el nctinatnai,ued
theoryof Accoun, which dotmbtlesslyahhocc’s 00 ui-mm ‘h lt~hi-’ ccomui-mi-i-o
dated.

Using Accomi-u, (18d) camu be reforucummiatecias umu 211

(20) S ~a local5 bar0 was selhimug chucahihem
{(w, f) S(w,g) o Accomuu(S, hocaticimu of. ~, . : p

f(y) o w(bar), f(y). f(z cc’ heic’,h
f(y) 0 w(selb-chueap-been)

iffy ~ V~and V(w, f) 0 Accommi-($, ietcaliout--t f. ‘, a
f(z) 0 w(bocatuomu

Else undefined.

And if the first argumemufof flue rebafiouu locaiticuc o’ is guanaui-tetel h5 a
meaningpostulateto be a location, fins hecomuas simnpla.

(21) S ~a local5 bar0 ‘avas selbimug eli-cap been
{(w, f) S(w,g) o Accomn(S,location-of, . .‘ : p

1(y) o w(bar), (fLi)~f(~ mt’ local
f(y) 0 w(sehl-clueap-been)}

iffy ~ V~.
Else undefimued.

An imimplicif argumentcanexhuibit scopalella ts I huncimugh omeiimi-amvac-
cornnuodafion.hts scope,as it were, is ehciemumumneel aa hue imfontnafiomi-
state that emufails ifs presrmppositiomus.Vi luemi thuc mmcm phci ‘ungtmmnemit us
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ccithimi- ac1ruamutiflcafiouuahcomutext, fluemu its presupposifionabcondifiomus
ca’i- be satisfied by flue auxiliary imuforni-afion statesthat conue about
in the cahcmuhation of the imuufonmuuafiomuupdatebroughtabout by a quan-
li-en. Imu hi-at cac, time inuphicif argrmmnenfhasthe bound-variable-like

rcadimg, on mi-i-one appropriatelyimi orur teruns,a dependentreadimug(as
acutlu d~p~,rdtmi-tdefimuite descrupfiomus).This is illustrated iii- (22).

22 a. Lacry maui-,. whuo beton f lie Superbowlwon5.
hi-. S - everymnaui-5 who bet omu flue Superhowlwon~ =

{ ma’,f OSI V/i-: f <~P [if (w.h) 0 S’,then Og: h < g,
w,g) o Accomn(S’, bet-of, a, xftwouu(x,zft[}

if .r ~ V~am-b V w, ii) o Accomn(S’, bet-of, z, a):
/i(z) C w(confesf)

cvhenc 5’ {(w, f) o S lip: f <~g, g(x) 0 w(nuan),
g(a) o w(bef-on-the-Superbowl)}

Else rum-defined.

Thenarrowscopereadimugswit hi- respectto anuodal,asin (16a),arise
wham- flue mmi-fonmuuatiommstateconstruedomu thebasisof themodal baseof
themodal is comupatiblewit hi- flue umuformationnecessaryto satisfy the
felicity comi-difiomus of the iuuuplicif arguiuuemit amid thus inforuuuafiomu camu
thus beaccounnuodatedrelative to fluaf informnafion state. Theway the
narrow scopeneadimugof flue ini-phicit argumnenfof (16a) arisesis shown
im~ 23 . ‘hueunodalsaretakento hi-ave amu epistenuicni-odalbase;Acc(w)
is a set of epistemi-ncallyaccessibleworlds from w.

(23) a. He-. mnighut leavetoday. He,r shouldreturn within1 a clay.
i-. S hue,, unighuf leavetoday — 5’ =

{(w, ft o S {(w’, f) WI 0 Acc(w)}~he.~beavestodaft ~ d}

c. S~ hue should retunmucvifhimut a day —

{ W, f) 0 5’ Saccmv~hi-emretun-s withimuta day~=
whereS’ — {(w,p) li(w, lu) 0 5’: h <~g, Vw’ 0 Acc(w):

g(t) 0 w’(timuue). (g(x),g(t)) 0 w’(leave)},

{(w’, ft w’ 0 Acc(w), f <t g, where
(mv,f) 0 Sft amud

~. is stick that VT’s5 VT’s5’ andV
5

, c V
5

’

5’ is ami inufomn’matiomu state stud- that ifs world set is comuupniscdof
ca’onldsiii- cvhncbuhue leavesat sonuetinue amudif hasadiscoursemarkerfor
fl-c timuue of flue beac’iuug. S~ti-em- satisfiesflue felicity comuditiomusof flue
implicit angrumnentof within amud cam— fbi-us be rmpdatedwith— her retarns

ti’tthi-tlO a daij.
Haa’imugamu overtvariablecomrespomudimugto flue imu’mplicit argrmnuemuf.we

do ui-of requireaccouuumnochatiomuat somuuerepresemufatiomuabbevel simucewe

specifyflue presuppositionsamid theami-chicnimig ee tellh iou a of I li-c iii- 1 1’ ci
argumentin fermns of definedmuesscomithit iou_s e ,iu - m immuu’ dcii- sI e.
The indexingto contextsapproachu.omu flue oIlmen tam cl, camumuch sidestep
the mueed for represenfafiomualaccounmucciciatiomi,

Assuuuuimug f hi-at contemutftmb context-cicpcui-eiemi en tats conrespouuch
to rebatiomualpredicateswith ami- iuuiphicif ar.zliumi u do ‘s ui-c cami-mi-mi

us to the presenceof a phiomuohogicahhym ill ‘ rgtmmue m ‘ Il-c samtactie
bevel. It also does mi-of conumuut rus to theme e‘a ‘ at’ c cu’,e saui-f e
tic or seunamuficcorrespondemicebetcc’eeuuan expressicm~avi’hi an ii phd
argumentandonewith- am- oc’erf angrumnent. 1 lieu are ‘ e taft saiuta ‘ ic
differencesbetweenthe two: synfacticahic un -ic a ‘e,mui- emits reqtmirc
casemnarkimugand they nuighut redirumnc’ centaimu p ‘chic-il ions ‘a adch ic i

(a local bar, a bar local to the n tghbcu’hcccl : prt~ehicafes cc’ hi imnphici
argumemi-fsiuuay li-ave a different syumfactic cIaatm’ ii- i-tue a f am- niedicates
whuoseargrmunenfs arcsyntactically expresseel. cm mm_s amuce, predicates
thuat are nomuuinalnuodifiers unay appearlurcncuuuii~ac if 1 ey hi-a no
syntacticcomuuplementsamud postnomniui-a~h~a’l ‘ lie ,s c em t i ‘ hoc.
local to theneighborhood).As poimfeel otul in se’c ,ic ‘i-.. lie sehecticui-al
restrictionsof a predicatewit hu auu overt ‘ ngtumn‘itt ‘ el hue connespommel-
ing onewit hi- an imnplicit argtmnueumtmnaa alsci lie h’ [cm at.

Finally, if am- overt argrmmuuenf is prunel~‘imiahahiom’c, 1 a ‘ muatust ace
an overt antecedent.As we hi-ave seen,no such- ‘cdl mint’ nemi exists for
an implicit argument. This webelieve is thic’ niphi’ Iidmshiccfia’e ho ha a
on suchdifferencesas illustm’ateel ham the ccafr’ s I 2- . el’sctusseelha
Partee(1989).

(24) a. Imu all nuy travels,wheneverIliac e call‘el cm aelcc’cn, cm~chas
arrived with—ui- am— liormr.

b. ft In all mny travels,whmcui-c’aen I i’aye c ahlcel ‘in a dcctom. cu_c
hasarrived therecvitlnmu an bonn.

Thereis anaphuonicamud hilce persomualpromi-Otumis ‘f mcqummncs Ui Odent an
fecedent. Adverbial elcunemutsthat require an overt amutecetlemutalso
sharewithu persomual promioumus ti-c haropenta of redltminiui-5 0 Oc’emt au
fecedenteven whuemu flue amufeceelentdoes mi-of ta ua uI idalv li-lu el themi
Informally, we can saythat all semuuanticahhc’a ‘ hihuc rue chemuuenlscan
haveE-fypc readimugs, as for exam-i-pie in 2S , I a ha respect themu
amuaphonicebemuuentsreqrminimmg au explicit aunletcthe mit umel timose I hatf do
mi-of, suchasdefinite descriptiomusamuel nui-hihciu an’ tai- eui-ts. are’ simi-uilar.

(25) a. He wamufs to move to a big cifa. Emit Ii m’ mimmusl 1i-c a gcccl
beach-muot far acvay.

b. He wants to mnocreto a hip elm a. Ba lien a nm-i’ hue a geicel
beachui-of far awayfroun thuenc.
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e. He ac’ants to umiove to a big city. But there must be a good
li-eaci ui-ct far awayfrom-i- Il-c center.

hlocc to formnnmhatca tli-cony ti-at cancapturethis notion of antecedent-
hood remaiuusam- opemu probbemnandwe will not addressit here.2i-

4 Indexicality and Implicit Arguments

4,1 Unifying the Analysis

Im thud sectionave proc’ide amu accountof indexicabsand of themdcxi-
cal readingsof implicit arguments. Tluus far, our accoumutof implicit
angumi-uenfs treatsthem like definitesandinvokesthe device of accom-
modatiomuto luamudlea numberof crucialcases.This suggestsa natural
strategyfor handlingthe indexical readingsof implicit arguments,such
as that of (8a). repeatedlucre.

26) A local bar wassebhimug cheapbeer.

To handlethe readingon which- locality is relative to the speaker,why
mi-of sinuply accommodateone discoursem’narker for the speakerand
anotluerfor thespealcer’slocation?

Omue imnunediateobstacleto this accountis that accomnuodafionas
ave have dcfiui-cd it requiresan object already in the discourseand a
nehatiomuby which to acconumodafe,and yet (26) seem-usto retain the
imi-dexical readini-g in alnuost any context. There is also somethinga
ii the tunmuafurababormt am- accouumtwhich— cam— introduce speakershi-i-to
diseonmnsesomuhy by cvay of somethingprior and ni-one familiar. Invok-
ing accommodationfor time indexical readings,them-, would probably
macminecmuniclnng orur theory of accommodation,somethingwe should
do omuly with great care.

Bnut there is a mi-i-mi-eli- mi-i-ore important reasonfor mi-of luamudhing the
undexicalreadimugsby appeabimugto more accomnuodafion:in their in-
dexicalreadimugs,inuphicif angrumemutsdo not behaveas definifes do, but
ratheras indexicabsdo.

A propertyof indexicalsthat playsa central role iii- mi-i-of ivafing the
accoumuf of Kaplan (1989a) is their referentiality. For exam-i-plc, if the
secomuelautbuorof this paperutters (27a), he expressesthe proposition
that it oughufto bethecasethat MarkGawronis awoman.Ontheother
hand, if Mark Gawronutters(27b), huemay expressthat samedeontic
judgemnemut,bnuf he canalsoexpressanothuer,mi-i-ore sweepingjudgem’mi-enf,
fl-at it ought to be the case that wluoevenmi-i-akes this nmftenanceis a
woni-an.

(27) a. I oughut to be a cvomauu.
h. Ti-c speakerof this utteranceoughut to be a womnamu.

Thus, thedefinite in (27b) cam-he captrmneciha lu dcci tic Oh ~ra cm. tl c
imudexicalin (27a) cannot. Kaphamiarenuetl Iha ItO 00 ‘ cm cancaptire
an indexicabin if s scope.

More generally,the referemufiahifypniperfa’ c ‘ iitthcxicahsis I i-i: neh~
ative to a givencontext of nutteramuceau muuclexmca refers a a pantucuham
individual the rmniqueindic’idnuai ac’io im that ‘en cx satisfies li-c de-
scriptivecomudifions associatedcc’if hi- time uncamimig of he umi-clexical anti
refenemuceto that individrmal persists.regardlesscif tI ‘ ‘incmmusistancesoh
evairmafion relative to whuich oflien pantsof time s uutcmu ‘a iii cc’hichi the in-
dexicaloccursareevabruated.am-cl neganehiesaa ‘is lii- - hi-a I imehexicaluuav
be refernimugto relative to othuereoumtaxtsof utterimie . Ic~aphancapfmmres
thereferentialify propertyof imuclexicaish7 ‘assni uiung that muuticxieaa are
directly referentialandby postnmhafimugaccii ditiomu mm imig i-nut operacr-i
that operateon characters.

Ti—c problem Kaplamu’s analysisfaces frcaui-a h’ pci of aiecv of a
unified accountof confcxt-dcpemi-demmcais chat i is ‘creed c cia iii-’ iii-g
ambiguify for any expressiomuthat cam’ ha~c- eii s m jiadic sic-cl ,,umd a
non-indexicalreading.

Imnpbicit argumentsfli-at anchuorto hue date ‘utah c amutcx exlibit the
referenfiabify property of punt inciexic’als. C mism hem Ui-c semucencesiu
(28), au uttered in a couutexf im~cc’hichu the aa aten ‘a anmia’imig a am

outdoorlocationandis askedto ecainuanetheemia irons f m ‘li-cm aes hietie
merits:

(28) a. Therecould hi-ave becuua nia’arnear uutr,,.
b. Therecould hi-acrebeemua nia’e r muc an flit ltcat ion of m Dis ml ‘em-

am-ce.
c. Thuereconuld havebeena riven meanhi-a.

Exanuples(28a) amud (28b) shuocv the expccteehcoateast 1 chadcan in hex-
icals anddefinite descriptions.If (281- is ma foe titheme liii- Palo ‘Vltc,
aniverlesscity. then if camu heuuaelefnnuc’ ba ccanumunarfac uahalecma ic’es
in which that senfemuceis uttereebat a hi-hacc 11 at does hi-i-ac a riven,
say, iii- the woods of flue Sierra foothuihis. If. ti-mm t e otluen hamd. 28a
is tittered iii- Palo Alto, if rermmainsstuhiaormchaamid homed fda Palo ‘Vito.
Ti—c omuby countcrfactrmal alten-atives that canui-i-i-h i tnmm iuccoha’e geo-
logical or climacticchangesthat stacm a nia’en funatmt hi- Paleu Etc. 1 hints.
the indexicabrcnuainsnefereumfial, its reference comism ‘aim-hug the set of
aifernativesave consider. Examupla(28c hi-as thee ci- ehimmug of 28’s , hi-nit
not of (28b). In acontext Mu whuielufl-c imi-uphicut angnm m en is ecnatraiuad
to beflue locationof flue ufteramuce,theimnphicit ‘In’ muncuif patfermi-savith
fhe imudexical. If imuuphicif argnmnceui-tscmii- baac cc hiatt cut b hesenibeelas
‘narrow scopereadings” cvithi- respectf c mci-cia c i-era tons as Mu Ma
and (25a)), wbuy is that muot flue case iii 28c ‘1

i-nt is discussedin sam-ic bemugth by hIeimn (1990) and Chierchia (1992).
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The clahhenge‘on us is to imufegrafa theanalysisprovidedin sectiou
3 aciflumi- a pmi-per I hi-cony of indcxicahity. Following Kaplan, we will
pursuean acconumi-f not by providimug a mechanismthat alwaysassigns
immudexicais cvieie scope,bnut by nuakinugfluem obligatorily referential.

4,2 Sketch of an Account of Indexicals
In Kaplam‘a theory. uuueamuings(charactersiii- his terms) are functions
fncmn eomutcxfsto contents. ‘The ni-caningof a sentence,for examnpbe,is
a function fromu eouutextsto setsof cincnmunsfancesof evaluation. The
tnnutlu-conditionalcontentof a semutenecwith respectto a context c is
flue set of all eircnmnustanccsof evalrmatiomuwith respectto which the
sentenceis true relative to c. Imu adynamictheory fl-at takescontexts
into account,mui-eauuhuugsshould be fumuctions from contextsto functions
fronu informafiomustatesto informuuation states:

Revising SentenceMeaning
Let H be the setof imuformnafiomu-sfates.Let C be thesetof contexts
(to be explaimuedbelow). Thensentcmuccnueaningsareelementsof

For a sentencefi ave cvibl syunbohizcthe result of applying ~ftto a

context c as [ftc

A context c is an infonmumation state such— fl—at F comi-faimus omuby a
single assignmuuentfrumuctiomu ft and TT7

C containsomuhy a simugle world w,
the world in cvhichu a given utterancetakesplace. Every expression
a,i-

6 couutexf c amud stateS that is an argumentof ~aJ[cmust satisfy the
UfteramuecComdhifiomu auud fhue ComusisfencyCondifiomu,givemi below.

~ Utterance Condition
Thereis a u which is an ufteramucetokenof a in Wc, that is,

(u, a) ~ w~(uttcrance-foken-of)

amid fl-crc areu, s, 1, andt, with u. s, 1, t all distinct, suchthat

(s, u, 1, ft 0 w~(speaking-af).

Ti-crc ni-rust alsobe threevariablesa, y, z, suchthat

{x, p z} C V antI
f~(x) s, ft(y) =1, f(z) t.

We refer to the uuuiqnme s, 1, t selectedby the ft of somecontextc as
ego, here, and now, respectively. ‘We refer to themcollectively as
contextucafroles. Comufextnabrolesarefeaturesof anrmtferancesituation
andany comi-fext mnusf contaimu imuforunafion about tluemn, if it is to sat-
isfy the UfteramuceComudif ion, regardlessof whethera langrmagehuas an

indexicalexpressionthat picks oume of fl-cut as i a mc u it m ‘P t’cuutc‘et
ti—at satisfiesthe UtteranceComuditioui- is ssuclm tI ‘ ‘ I mt c cries t i

utterancesituation: for a world to be imm tin avon cI a t a ‘hi acomite,
an actof ufteramuceni-nsf be takimig i-lace imi it. --i

Consistency Condition
S and c mustbe eonsisfcmuf.
An imufornuafion state S am-el a coatcx arc co uaiam it . ‘ ‘tuiel cuoc
if

VfCF
5

:1,K

TI-c Comi-sisfencyComuditionreqtmines 1 hi-at a 1 the assi an mm a umi-ade hi-a
a context be preservedby flue assigmunicui-f fmunctii-u s of -tim i Ecumimatiom
state.

Pureindexicals,bike I. here, now, ascc’ehh as exhumessicnscci hi- inuelex
ical implicit arguments,stud-as ago, putscutt, huave at a’ mu’ i-ha ass chafed
avith fhenu,bike otherNPs amudinuphieif angnumne’iut i-ne’ciuca1 a. 1 hi’f a ‘it’

abbenuusfbe assignedto flue right imudhc’ichmua,c i-i’m’ ‘i-c’eemhi’ te, ‘m ha
comi-fextual role. Imudexicab cleuuuemi-ts thnus place mdc mim’c - nes cmi ui-for

nuationstatesimu order for the ni-eami-ing of fia sea c’uuce : ,~hach thmt~
ocenur to be defimuedand arc fhuercforc acscuc’attel 1 Ii ‘ t’smum fehici a
conditions. Imudexicals(or cxpressicuui-sccuntainiii-t, itu le’si ‘a ha are fehic
ifonus only relative to informnation statesaashgnimic,hhi hr ‘ ‘neshioudiuui.c
variableto flue nigluf imudividnuab supplied li-~ he comu ext. I ti-n a a ccuu

text c that satisfiesflue UtferamuceComuehitioum asuui-eh ‘tmi-a ‘ii c n uiaticuu stat

S that is comusisfemutwith— if, it will be the case thea. e’ ‘ ma. ‘asai’,uincmm
functiomi- imi- F~assignssonevariable to ego . lucre a it i mi-ow

The ni-caningof a senfciucewit hi- I eamu fluemu hi-c’ a i- -t ifi I ‘ a imi 29 .~

UCiven our accotuntof time indexical readingsolin p jUt cr5mmmm ‘m ci s , il I I s-i
that a languagethat does not have aim mmceiexical eerie u a I’’ ,., ‘ m ,, ‘a] ‘ i e m

still have implicit arguments cvitlc amc inehexical icc lii ‘s m I - m’ ‘ -‘I o, mm em-i
would select here-. as their referent relative ta ccmmtcxt -

i-
8

For Kaplan, a context ncust include am-i a5cm-it but item et mm I m .‘m - m m mc, em
lIe clcaracterizesoccurrences of a semctemse’c iii a cc, tc xi , m cml m I] mm, mitt ‘m amid cs ,.i

a semutence in a context. here we are foilocvimm~the hr-ic, 1 11- m ,s h U’ m i9s.3
in trying to derive someimportamct properties of iii texic it to m ‘1, - di uiS ‘iiOi

utterances in utterance sitcmatiomcs,
SlATe are assuming free indoximig so am-i imielexical m 1 ‘h I - em S m ‘a 5 5 sede m

illicit indeximcgs are rcmied out hi-’ the felicity mcmi hitS isa -i Utu’ , ‘ 1. dl e mi-i . a

ical. An occurrence of an immdexical such as I, mmiii m t I c em Is i I m cIa Sc t -

informnatiomc stateS and a mmctext c evems u hemsmgi, c ,at is ‘ ‘‘ m m. em mmem’u’
and therefore contaimis an ego,.. This will be ti-ic cacd ‘.‘ Ii -m S di I’m, m a “ r -

distimccr from-i ego,,.
i-°Omcthis proposal, the mcceamcimcg of I, amcei of im ctexmc’msla ,m c’ m i , m s m rca
yields a comcstant cicaracter: for imstamcce, for eec’ d ii I ‘ a .. mci Is ‘ m ti

S ~I,. play duets ft are equal if li-oil-i are diefimmeel.
tm

We asscmnceti-is expressions of tice iangcmage have been disambiguated; thuat is,
they are expressionsof tice sort to which cue assignmeanings.
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29) S LI-. play duets)C

{ v, f w, ft 0 Samuelf(r) 0 w(play-duefs)}
iffbf OF

5
: f(r) — ego.

Else undcfiuscd.

Relativeto aghvcncomutcxt of utterancethen, an indexical, in effect,
refers to a particular individual, namelythe uniqueindividual who in
thatcontext fulfills flue contextualrolerequiredby thefelicity condition
assocmatcdwith the indexical. Relativeto that contextof utterancethe
indcxicaicvotuld referto that individual with respectto any information
state that is consistent whf Ii- the context, regardlessof whether the
informafiomuentahlcdby flue information stateabout that individual is
comi-upatiblewit hi- theinfonmuuationemutaihedby thecontext.m

We tunmu now to acconmntingfor the possibilityof an indexicalread-
ing for iuuuphicif argumentpredicatesbike local or nearby. According
to fhue accoummt of implicit argunucntspresentedin section3 and our
new treatmentof context, the implicit argumentof suchpredicateswill
now necessarilybe allowed amu indexical interpretationin any context.
The undexicalinterpretationis allowed becausein any context c. the

locationrole of local canbefilled with here. Consider(8a) and(28c).
The ConsistencyCondition guaranteesthat any information state for
which the meaningftmncfion relative to a context c is defined will be
suchthat all if 5 asshgnnuentfunctions assignsoni-e variable to here,,,.
Thins, any imuferprefationusing herec will satisfy the presupposifional
requiremuientsof local or nearby. In general,anchoringto the context
of ufferammec for an implicit argumentni-cansthat its corresponding
variableis assignedto omuc of thu contextualroles.

Onour account,theindexicabinterpretationof an implicit argumnenf

functionsas a kind of default. The utterancecontext is alwayspresent
andthe imuforni-ation it provides always availablevia the information
state.So iii- the absemuceof anylinguistic contextgeneratingentailments
to fill the implicit argumnenfrole theutterancecontext will serve. It is
perhapsno accident. then, that the vocabularyof implicit arguments
is replete cvifhi- words connectedwith spaceand time, when fluese are
two of theprincipal featuresof theutterancecontext.

More generally, flue kinds of contextsa dependentelementcan an-
chor to (as describedin section 2) dependson the specificity of its
felicity conditionsandneednot be statedindependently.Theelenuents
thataredescriptivelycharacterizedas anchoringto thecomutext of utter-
ancearcthosewhosefelicity conditionsrequirethat theybe assignedto
somecontextnabrole. TI-c ehemuuentsthat aredescriptivelycharacterized

SuThIS implies, for example, that I picks out the ego determined by a context c

evenrelative to information statesthat contain tics information that the individual
satisfying tlce contextumal role of ego ims c is not uttering anything.

as anchoringto any context whatsoeverarethi-ose a Mci-c fehici ~-i cci- i-eli-
tions require fl—at they be assigmuadto some ‘am ‘‘mi-i- imi- thu Lcd— i-ca
sense)entify.i-

4.3 Operators and Implicit Arguments

\Ve turn now to examninimughocv flue behaviorof hmu hi-hicit argnmmnemunstim--
denoperatorsdiffers from fl—at of defimuite’ eheseniptuomuICe hcaaeclaimed
that the implicit argumnentiii- (28e) li-as ami inclexical ‘mite npmef,amion, i.e.,
the implicit argumemutis indicative ami-d refamemufia In flux nhghut couufext,
hi-owevcr, the implicit argunucnfcan hi-c huutenpnetecl‘i--i uicui-~refc’nemi-~’ah.
Consider(30):

(30) a. If I hi-ad uttered ti—is semi-fencehi- a font’s tI-crc conuld hi-ac
beena river nearby.

b. If I had uttered fl—is semi-tam-ce hi a feunest, mdi- mc conuhel li-i- a’e
beemi-a river nearti-c bocafiomuof li-ha cm I cramuce.

Example (30a) hasa readingvery chose to ti-a ‘i cmi atice tutfenamuec-
locations readingof (30b). Consideromice agaimi e’xa ui- i-he 2s . mcpro-
ducedhereas (31):

(31) a. Therecould hi-ave beena nicer umeanhi-eec.
b. Therecormhdli-ave beenanic’er mmcar 11 a uca hon of I iuis if en

ance.
c. Therecould li-ave beena riven uueamli-a.

Recall that iii- contrast to (31b), (31e). iii a ccumi-’ cx iii- cchtich the ‘in-
plicif argumentis constrainedfd ha fbi-a locafmca of li-c ftemanee.hacks
the readingon cvhich alternativeutteranceioeathcuusarecomi-sielened a
readingavailable for 31b). Omuc availablereadimi-g is ami imi-chexical read
ing like that of (31a). Exanuphe(30) makesim clean thi-at ti-c ahsemica of
flue alternative-locationsreading li-as muothuimig to Ic c’ilh time ioeaneog
of (31c), but with how it is evahmi-atedimu I hue ahacicceof a mi-v cciuctexfual
help.

In fact, given soni-enaturalassunupthouisahi-onuf flue tucssibhihfa of ac-
comnuodafion,thecontrastimu flue availableneachiusugsfor 3 lb am-cl (31c)
is predictedby onmr acconmnt. Let mis final see heicc I i- mi-i-mi- referemifhal
readingof (31b) is possible.

In acoui-texf providing muo discourseunanheemfor nh-a tim aranceam-el its

location, flue definite iii (3Ih) can omuhy be licensed h cmchman~aeconi--
modation; asdiscussedin Sccfioiu 3, ordiuianv’accouxsncdaefioicituvoives

i-
2

Elements that are descriptively cicaracteri.-ied as am ci cr1, to am.i- u cu-itext Suit

tlce context of utterance miglct mcot form a homogeneoust’Iaua 11 e prom-‘rties of
refiexives should follow from their requmiremscemccfor iuvmct ‘set’-. bim diumg. r sttmcr 11 sums
any special felicity conditions. Elencents like be,fou’e, en clue II cm I am el, caru Sc
associatedwith an extra felicity comcciirions scmchm thuat their u I cdi ,,, to disc ccustexn

of utterance is excluded,
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mehatimuga nccc’ discoursemarkerto sonucnuarkeralreadyin thedonain
of flu diseonmnse.

‘Poac’ hen ua considerthe elefinite in (31b). On the relevant reading,
flue ti-i-oat muanurahcvay to accounnuodafethedefinite the location of this
tetccan ‘c is given bi-y flue comutemuf of flue mi-oumu plurase itself. That is,

uf flue definite’s umuariceris I amud flue muuarkerfor ti-c utteranceis u, flue
deimmuite is aceomnunodafccl by way of flue relation:

32) iocafion-of(l,u)

But fhi-crc is mi-c reasonto expecta neutral context to supply the dis-
coursemarker di for the ufteramuce. Thus, this acconi-modationis only
possibi-heif there is a prior accomuumnodafion, called for by the presence
of flue denuonstnative this mstterancc.

Tb-is is not flue placeto skefcli- out a full accountof denuonstratives.
Thue iccy point is ti-at a felicitous rift cram-ceof a demnonstnativerequires
that its demuofationbe imu thediscourse.Ti—us, havim’mgadisconmrsensuarker
nt for theutterancein a neutralcontext is possiblebecausethedemon-
i-f native this uatteraruccforcesoneto be in thediscourse.Let us assuni-e
for comucretenesst li-at dcmuuonstrafivcsarc definites accomnmnodafedby
nelatimug the denuomustrativediscoursemarkerto thedenuonstrafionti—at
imutnoducesthedefinite.

For flue sakeof illustration. bet li-s assumean accountof counferfac-
tuals alongthe lu-cs of Stalnaker(1968) andLewis (1973). We assume
a revisiomu rehafiomu Revises,basedon a world simnilanity relation, such—
hi-at

Rcviscs(wo,wi-, IV)

is fmnmc if andonly world w
1

0 W, IV a set of worlds, and there is no
clcmuuentof W7 fbi-at is ni-oresinnlan towi- thai- w

0
. Note fli-at imu requiring

tc’~to beim IV we excludethecaseavluereW is enupty. Thuis ni-cansthat
cvlucmu W is a muccessanilyfalseproposition (theeni-pty set), fbi-c Revises
relatiomi mi-ever huolds.

To captureflue semanticsof conmnferfacfnab could, we also needa
fnumucfiom fl-at takes us from-u flue meaningof the antecedentof a coun-
tcnfaetualevaluatedagaiui-sfaecu-textc, ~ft,to the propositiomu (setof
worlds) that ni-caningexpressesimi- that context. We call fl-is funcfiouu

~9(~ftC) {nu’ ‘Thi-cre is a state 5, w 0 ‘W
5

, and a state 5’,

5’ = 5~ftr amud w 0 1V5’}

‘lhc set W(~ci-Le)comusistsof cvonlds a such- that w is both in theworld
set of souuuc state S amud in the cvorbd set of 5’, flue result of rmpdating
S cvifhi p. Thi-us, 1/V(ftpi’~)is just flue set of worlds fli-at makes~ true
nclatuc’eto e.

S~çtucouldd} ftc -,

{(w.f)o S
If thereis no’ snuehuthat Rcai”es UP’

{(a’, ft Rcvises(tuu’.uu. W

We assunuea bare coumufenfactnualcal—bits un a comulextmm,,alla salhcmul
proposifiomi- or set of propositiomis to ~ ac’ tb’s no e ‘h/V di- h the
abovedefinition. Let

(34) a river be near the locathomu c’ ‘las mm t “it ‘a

bethe mucaningof flue couuseqnmeuutMu 3 1 ha) ccal m’tI e I gahasf ‘a comulext
c. If we affenupt to employ (33 fo amiahv7e 311 , tusumig 31 f
andusingacomufextualbysahiemutsatti-fcc orhcla l’s ‘mu a ace if of Vu” ,

we will haveam- umudefincelresnmlt ui-hessflue iumpnuf at’ a ahre aI, comut ui-s

discoursemnarkers 1 fur the bocatioum c,f ‘himd u u ‘aim ‘, mmmctm n~
rmtteramuce.

This is becauseof the kimuels of statas ticat 33 n ~ t s us tcu cci hmmafe
~JJ])C against. Let R(W, a, f) be:

{ ft’. ft Rec’iaasmu”. u. II

for a worldsctVii- amud for auuy cc’onlel o amid atsh manemun - I’hicii-, tm-iimi-g
(33) without an overt amufeceeieuufmacam-s ea”u ni’ih

R(Vi0, cm’. f
for thepragnuaficabbygivcmu Vu’tt amid for cad- t’ ‘cu-el ‘ a hi-a iuupnmt st’ibe
In a counferfactrualwith an overtanuifoodpuit , u ,u’ ‘u ,i- cgu-iuus “~ datu’ f

eachw andf wouldl omu flue ofli-er ham-el li-c:

R(W(ljti,’ .me’. j ii-

and ~ç5ftmuuay flurms proviehe ami ammteceehant1 cm ‘ti-a el’sco mm-ia ‘nanktr hi-
m,~u. Imu flue caseof 1 am-cl nm Mu (3.1 i, hi-ia cc tutu ci a 11 fo’ at meacihug an
cvhichu the locafiomu of flue nmttenamucacam cana In i-ui cc niel ‘o cconhel. a
readimugsuch- as we sacv in 30a1 au ci 3(1 Ia , Bum ‘Ic ‘a canteat cc h’ cli-
fails to provide stud— a 0. the onha cc’ay fda get atm a ‘i- idle ~Ii-Ois thmne lug

accommodatioum.
Let rms assnmmcflue imupnut state S alrc’aela ccii- a’ a h’ac’,i-nmnsc uuuankanP

for flue denuomustrafiomuaccomi-upaulyumugflue’ elcii-uem’,,,,”a ‘ m ~a. h/hun C
0

,
1

id

readimigof (31h) we areimufercstaebin. ccc uaecl a 51 ‘t ‘ ‘i- comumuiochathmcg
am- rmfteramucebocatiomurelated to that dc tii umustrail h i-u lea c ac’hm a.sshgui-mumauit

is:

(33)

Then thesenuanticsof couumfarfacfnuahmu Ic!. dc aim uma tech as ccltteI~

t I i-c ii-
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f. lIe cam do thns via:

Aceom(Aceomn(S,deunonstratunu-of,u,
location-of, 1, am) —

{(w,g)
Thereis (w,f) OS and f <a,i g
amud (g(l), g(ns)) 0 w(hocafion-of)
amud (g(u), g(d)) 0 w(demonstratunu-of)}

Evenif P amid a arerigid designatorsacrossrevisionworlds, flue location
of am may varyfroun revisionworld to revisionworld. Thenif Wo, R, ~,

and~yft areas aboveamud couldB~designatesthebarecounterfactuab
ccaid,

35) S[couidI_uc~i- aft =

{ a,ft 0 S If thereis W’ such- that Revises(w’,w, Wo),
fbi-en A(R(Wo. a.f))ftftc ~ Ø}

givesflue desiredreadingfor (31b).
‘We ui-ow turn to (31a) and (31c). Omu our account the indexical

readingsof thesesentencesare availablewithout any accommodation.
This is becauseflue UfferamuceCondition andtheConsistencyCondition
takemutogeflien guaranteethat any infornuationstateand context that
arc arguuui-entsof flue nucaninugof (31a) and (31c) provide a discourse
muuarkcrfor all flue contextualrobes:andtheutterancebocation is oneof
the comutextnabroles,namelythe omuefilled by herec.

The mi-ext questiou- to ask is why the accommodationavailablefor
(31b) is not availablefor (31c). On ouraccount,the iuuuplicif argument
of neorby mnust li-ave a correspomudingdiscoursemarker assigmuedto a
bocafiomu in the discourse.Il/by is it ui-of possibleto satisfy that require-
memut asbefore,by rebating the implicit argumentto the locationof the
ufteramuce?Imu othuerwords, using I againfor the location amud am for fl-c
nutterami-ce.wluy not acconuni-odate1 by way of location-of(l,u)?

Tiuc auuswerlies imi- flue natureof ordinary accommodafion. Acconu-
unodatingadefimuite rcqrmircsrelating it to an entity alreadygivenimi- the
discourse. But there is no reasomuin flue caseof a discoursein which-
a li-as mi-ct beenoverfly introduced,to assumethat the utterancea is
givcm. Auud in uttenumug(31c), Mu, say, a context whereflue speakeris
evairmatingtime aesthucticmuucnits of ti-c utterancelocatiomu, the utterance
itself li-as not been immutnodiured; imu tIns casethereis no denurunstrative
forcimug the introcluefion of a disconursemnarkerfor the utterance.

Comusideron fbi-c other li-and flue following sentencesuttered in a
ecu-text imi whuiclu flue speaker(perhapsimu wistfully addressinghimnself)
is evaluatingthe aestheticni-cnifs of flue utterancelocation:

THE CONTEXT-DEPFN i-u sec ic lame e . Pad :‘ ..sus Ce

b. Therecoruld havebeau a riven nearla.

In this caseboth (36a) amud (361-) haaereach i-~ a a’ nd- alnannatiac
locationsof flue speakerarecomusideneel.hone hi-at tIns is c

1
nuifc differ

ent from comusideningaltermuaticeboeatiomi-s for the nut amamuec, aimmee tI—a
speakerneednot be uttering (36a hm flue allamim t ia’e hocafuomuxcam aid-
ered. In thecaseof (36a) areadiui-gdlii cc icichu Htc ‘mu’ liv, leuccti mus o ‘ehe
speakerarecomusidenedis possibleccif li-oul adccununcelathe u . Everya ate
suppliesa discoursenarkerfor flue speakeram-el 36- is a i-onmt conmut cm’-
factual locationsof ti—at speaker.In theeaseof 36b , ‘icecuimmi- odaicm~
intervenes.The location required by aeauby can be a’’ c omunucha ad by
way of the relation bocatiouu-of(l,s)wi-crc .-i is the siucaker. Aceonuuuc-
dating by way of a relafiomu to flue shi-eakenus I cassibi-he iii- auuv context
becausespeakeris one of flue comufextmmalroles of ami lit c’namuce couCext
amud we requireeveryimufomnuation stateto 5lili-1i- v a liscoumrseun unken for
the speaker.In contrast,the accomnunodatiamuiu 32 cc’a a c tI-a title n-
am—ce u, amud omuby a prior accomuummuodation ccunuhel glum mmtec fl-c me epuired
discoursenuarker.

TI—c fact fl-at, imu relevant ecu-texts.361- ca i shame flux non-
referentialreadingof (36a)bnut ui-of thue nomu-refemcmi-fiah meaelhui- of 3 Ha
showsthat somethuingdistinguish-csspealcamsfrom-u ether nccasamahi-~~-
ticipantsof the rmtterancccomufext, suchas hi-c mm t e maui-ce itself. if nl us
providesmi-portant evidencefor f hi-a ideaof c ui-f a nmab role’s.. ,Pmc~a e-
count that automaticallyaccoununoclafas ccicatacer is alacac’s hi-flue it-

ferancecomtextwill accomnnuodata too umunuch amid am ccc ii’ iunhucsshi-he
readimi-g of (36b). Amuy acconumur that omita apeakenacc’ill ‘cc comui-mci-ochac
too little.

4.4 Contextuals
We havearguedthat in dealingcvithi- flue comitno tu ‘ implicit angnmuuuami-a
by flue contextof rmftcramucewe micech to c i-mi-captluau hi- separatetacoprop-
erties, indicativenessamud referentiaiily.

The camuomuicabexamplesof iuuelieatic’e exhumesamemus ame proucouuui-shike
I anddemnonsfratives in their true imuelaxheadnuacs. I hue referemiceof an
utteranceof I is detenunimuedby cvbuoac’an pnoehnicc5 1 li-a unfemauuee.hnm
flue rclatiomi of speakerauud nutteramucama mien par of fl-c ecu tent of the
sentenceI am hungry. Thereferenceof afmnme imuclexucal mae of that is
the objectpointed to. bnmf therebafioui- he’f-cvaamu ~ueuucter amid poimi-t eel-at
is not part of the confemmf of am- utterami-ce

Fobbowimug Kaphamu, we huave ehuoseucto pmmnsnme at direct mafenemucaac-
count of flue indicafivenessof imuclexicala. ‘Ni-is clime dlv me ‘c’nc ui-tiah ac-
count carriesover to ormr treatui-cm—b of iuunphicit angnumnaui-cati-at ami-chon
to the comutextof utterance.

Numuberg (1992) calls words like local coatexttie -i. lie ciefimcaa(36) a. Therecould hi-ave beena river nearme.
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textuahaas exprcssuoui-stI-at pemnuif control by the contextof utterance
bnut wiume muuaanimmg remainspart of the utterancecontent,andpoints
cut that in caseslike (37) thucy arccontrolledby the contextof utter-
ancewithout beingrcfcremufial.

(37) ‘. Thuc local sceneryis getting prettier.
H. The sceneryaroundhereis getting prettier.

Note that (37a) hi-as a reading(37b) lacks: the discussionmay be
taking place cmi- a train wit Ii- flue scenerymoving. Here local scenery
seemsto cany with flue unotion of fhe train, but the interpretation is
still controlledby the comufextof utterance.The fact that (37b) lacks a
neadimugwhuich allows here to vary is exactly what the direct reference
accountwonuld predict,but is the quantificationoverlocationsin (37a)
a problem for our amualysisof implicit arguments?

W~behicc’e not. Onmr accoumuf of local allows the presuppositional
rcquircmcmutsof the location argumentto be satisified by accommo-

dating a location info flue input ui-formation state. As in the caseof
(Pub), Mat aeconunodatcdbocafiomu,luowever, mayhecontrolled by the
context of utterancewithout refenninugdirectly to the locationof the
utterance.Supposefor all a amudf the locationx is acconumodatedby
flue following relation:

f(.r), ego-.)o a(bocation-of)

Our accoumutucocc’ rcqrnrcsthatego,remainfixed, but not thuaf flue valrme
of .za renuainfixed. In effect, we give this sentencethesanueaccountwe
would give:

(38) Ti-c scemueryaroundni-c is gaffing prettier.

Note that this sentem-Cetoo hastime readimgwhich (37a)hasand (37b)
lacks.

I’Ve mniglut also muoteumu passumugthataccordingto Nunberg’sdefinition
of contextnals,a word bike aeus alsoacontextual.Therelevantexaunpie
is Partec’s:

(39) Every time a nuusicianconi-esover, we play duets.

Here thereferenceof Wenuay varyeventhoughaerenuainsancluoredto
asingle uftcramuccsitnatiou- (asimuglespeaker).If g is flue gronmp-demuofimug
variableintroducedby an rift cranceof We, them-g will berestrictedby
flue comuditiomu:

(ego,,f(g)) o a(nucnuber-of)

To sum up, amm iuuuphicif argtmunenfnuay be controlledby flue context
of rmffcramuce wit huonmt beimug referemutiab, as in (37a), but ti—at caseimu-
volves accomnuuuodatiomuof abocatiomu-denofingdiscoursemarkervia the
ego, couufcxtrmalrobe. In other words, that caseis no different from a

descripfiouucomufaimuimi-g amu imudexical am-el tic-as ui-ti cc ,~ it lute’ a apecml
kind of indexicahity.

5 Conclusion
In this paperwe haveprovided am- aeceuuautc’ thu c u feat eiepanelemuev
of inuphicif argrmmncntsfbi-at resultsimi a uu’uiha’i ~“ “,tui~a aft l~mrna”cm

ings and amu acconsnfof imuchexieabsflu i-I capfnmras hue in imi hica icemuass
and referenfiabify. The two acconmmutsare melt e mucic mit ‘cmi h cl-am hit en
action falls onmt nafrmralby. ‘I’huis is a clesinalule Ii- ‘dali-c rf~’far an theona
relating amuaphuonicebeunemutsaui-d imudaxicahifa to hi-ace. A. ac’icia maui-’ a
of linguistic elcnmemufscam- cit li-ar fnunction ammahalucnicaha ti-n cal—bit li-a
speechsituation (fluird pcrsouupnomi-onmmus, ciafinit ‘s. hmucphicht angnmneuuta,
demnonstrafives).Thus we ccrauuf amuaphui-rid dIe’hucmueltu~has to hi-c muatu-
rally satisfiableby fcafm.urcs of fbi-c nmftenaiuuce’aitnu miomu. Tb mmcli i-u of
flue comufext oftuft cram—ceseemsto ha ui-aufunamlhaeatemieha he. li-a ax emueihmi-g
flue domain of the comutcxf aasigmumnc’mit ftmuucticuu.

For flue phuenonucmuadiscnusseelimu tins li-al-I m, ‘ ccaumheh 1 aa’a bcau
snufficiemuf to assrnncthat each imufonunaticumi-at ,at ‘ Ii-’ s hunt c d ‘signal. d
variableswhoseunique valnuesarc ego, here. itch non. rcspedthv h~.
Instead,we hi-ave imufroduceda coateat, a al-ecu-c kim el of ii fcnmathoui-
statewitlu nuaximuuabimuforni-afioui- ccit hi- meshed t u cccml ha , i-cl flue van --

ablesin ifs donuain,for two nuaiuu me aaomma. I’ ‘nat, mm aram ‘e sitnuatucmus
may cosufaimu additional clemui-cuuts, cc’hichc Ic temaui-c he u utt nlunc’f atiou
of himuguisfic expressionssuch-as demnoucstr’utic’aa. “I i-er ‘fame . ccc cc amuf a
constructfli-at cam in principle provieha iufcurun’a icim ‘ahasamul ‘ mia miami-mb n
of relevantcomutcxfrmal fcafnmrcs. Ti-c sacomi-ci ne’aaomi- has flu tic v’if ha hue
logic of indexicabs:Mu orderto caphnumathe logical mdupe’nIida of canfaimu
semi-temucescomutaimuimmugimudexicals,suehu as pragmmu’i-tic a”ihi hit a. acemi-each to
relativize interpretafiomutci- a ecu-text auth acm- ni-Iou aanhou state. Thuci-c
are, of course.among flue pnimucipal neasomialb-al un uf’a’a ccl Kaphauca
separationof flue comutexfof rmttenauuce’freunu cit lx n p’ar’cmi-i-cl’ ma of ec’alnm-
ation andthey apply to dymuamuuieasstem-maof sam las 1 Id imutanpefation as
mi-i-nd- as they appliedto classicaltnnmt hi- ceami-ehiti at al a~sIc mi-ca ti-f samnauunhc
imcmferpefafiomu.
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