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Abstract

A presupposition of a statement S, or of tha sentence which ex-
presses it, is a proposition which is necessarily true whenever S is
either true or false. Questions (interrogative sentences) and requests
or orders (imperative sentences) also carry presuppositions, and so do
utterances which explicitly express promises, christenings, etc. (ex-
plicitly performative sentences). Therefore it is necessary to expand
the notion of presupposition to account for this. Presuppositions
must be distinguished from conditions on the "appropriateness" or '"good
faith" of utterances. Each lexical item is associated with (possibly
null) sets of entailment and presupposition schemata, which determine
the logical consequences "triggered" by that item when it appears in a
sentence.

A combination of entailment- and presupposition-triggering elements
occur in sentences which contain indirect questions, making them rich
in logical consequences. Indirect questions are viewed as clauses with
the complementizer wh, embeddable under virtually all factive predicates
and under a few non-factive "verbs of questioning." Only factive indi-
rect-question sentences have an existential entailment or presupposition
of belief (or knowledge) specifying that the subject of the upper sen-
tence has an opinion (a true opinion, respectively) as to the answer to
the embedded question. Certain co-occurrence restrictions, different
for the two kinds of sentences containing indirect questions, can be
accounted for in terms of the latter kind of entailment. Indirect-ques-
tion sentences contain "referentially ambiguous" contexts, in which an
indefinite NP can ordinarily be interpreted either as specific or non-
specific; but the indefinite pronoun underlying the wh-word of an indi-
rect question under a factive predicate must be interpreted uniquely as



specific if these logical consequences and others are to he accounted
for.

The exhaustiveness constraint on answers to direct questions, which
requires that they be complete (as well as correct) applies also as a
truth-condition on sentences containing indirect questions. However,
the exhaustiveness constraints on factive indirect questions cannot be
expressed in terms of the factive main verb itself, but must rather be
expressed in terms of universal epistemic and emotive "pro-forms."
Exhaustiveness conditions on the truth of such sentences, like those
on sentences containing plural definite NP's, must be expressed as
presuppositions in disjunctive form, with one disjunct a condition on
the truth and the other a condition on the falsity of the sentence.

It is necessary to define "(explicitly) performative sentence" in
order to account for the meaning of such sentences; in particular, the
notion "presupposition of a performative' cannot be defined until "per-
formative" is. "Performative sentence" cannot be defined in purely
syntactic terms nor in the purely semantic terms of conditions on the
truth of statements. Rather, it must be defined in terms of the illo-
cutionary acts a sentence can be used to perform. The presuppositions
of a performative sentence are defined as the preparatory conditions on
the successful performance, by an utterance of that sentence, of the
illocutionary act corresponding to its performative main verb. This
definition will allow us to characterize "presupposition" in a unified
manner for all kinds of sentences.

Non-performative sentences may also be used to perform illocution-
ary acts; the illocutionary acts which a sentence may be used to perform
correspond to the "(potential) illocutionary forces" of the sentence.

The set of illocutionary forces of a sentence S cannot be accounted for
adequately by the assumption that S has n underlying representations,

each consisting of a performative sentence with one of the n illocu-
tionary verbs corresponding to the forces of § as a main predicate and

S embedded as a complement, Rather, sentences and their potential forces
are to be paired by an algorithmic device which inputs (the semantic
representation of) the sentence and outputs the list of illocutionary

acts whose propositional content conditions are met by the input sentence,
A similar device is postulated in the grammar to account for the (actual)
illocutionary forces of utterances of sentences. Since the actual

forces of an utterance are a subset of the potential forces of the uttered
sentence, the utterance-force pairing algorithm works by determining, for
each potential force of the uttered sentence, whether the (circumstances
surrounding the) utterance fulfill the preparatory and essential condi-
tions on the successful performance of the corresponding act.

Thesis Supervisor: Paul Kiparsky

Title: Associate Professor of Linguistics
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Die Wirklichkeiten aber sind langsam und
unbeschreiblich ausflihrlich.

"Realities are slow and indescribably detailed."
. . . Rainer Maria Rilke, The Note-

books of Malte Laurids Brigge

England gave Ramanujan such honours as were possible. The
Royal Society elected him a Fellow at the age of thirty
(which, even for a mathematician, is very young). . .

But soon he became ill. It was difficult, in war-time, to
move him to a kinder climate. . . Hardy used to visit him,
as he lay dying in hospital at Putney. It was on one of
those visits that there happened the incident of the taxi-
cab number. . . . Hardy, always inept about introducing a
conversation, said . . . 'I thought the number of my taxi-
cab was 1729. It seemed to me a rather dull number.' To
which Ramanujan replied: 'No, Hardy! No, Hardy! It is a
very interesting number. It is the smallest number express-
ible as the sum of two cubes in two different ways.'

« « « C.P. Snow, in hisg Foreword to A

Mathematician's Apology by G,H. llardy
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CHAPTER I ~ INTRODUCTION: PRESUPPOSITION AND SEMANTIC THEORY

It seems that almost always we connect associated

propositions with the main proposition which we ex-

press; these assoclated propositions, even if unex~

pressed, are associated with our words according to

psychological laws also by the listener.

. . . Gottlob Frege (1892),
"On Sense and Nominatum"

The notion of "presupposition" was introduced by Frege at the
end of the last century, and revived by Strawson some twenty years
ago, but it has only recently come to the attention of linguists of
the generative-transformational schocl, The surge of interest in
this topic may be attributed to the gradual rejection of the struc-
turalist idea that it is possible to study the syntactic structure
of sentences without any reference to consideratiors of meaning - not
only possible, in fact, but necessary, since semantic data were per-
ceived as too vague and elusive to be amenable to rigorous descrip-

tion.1

But as a consequence of Katz and Postal's (1964) claim that
greater explanatory power can be achieved if transformations are
formulated so that the deep structure of a sentence constitutas the
sole determinant of its semantic representation, with 1ts corollary
that the deep structure of a sentence must reflect the meaning of
that sentence, the subject of semantics gained new respectability.
The degree to which a proposed deep structure would illuminate the

meaning of a sentence began to be regarded as just as important a

criterion of its adequacy as its success in capturing syntactic
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generalizations, And once it was agreed that semantics was indeed to
be taken seriously, new terminologies and tools of analysis were de-
vised to handle the new problems it presented, with the result that
many old problems (for example, pronominalization, deletion phenomena,
quantifiers) were able to be dealt with in a more subtle and thorough
manner from this point of view.? Presuppositional analysis is one of
the new tools which has already shed light on some of the more stube
born enigmas of transformational grammar. Forms of presuppositional
analysis brought out facts which paved the way to new theories and
concepts in the paper "Fact" by Kiparsky and Kiparsky, which demon-
strated how certain semantic properties of verbs and adjectives with
respect to presupposition affected their syntactic behavior, and in

J. L. Austin's posthumous collection of lectures, How to Do Things

with Words, which introduced the notion of "felicity," providing a
framework for a unified characterization of presupposition-satisfaction.
The inspirations leading to this dissertation derive ultimately firom
these two works. The present work can be viewed, from one angle, as

an attempt to apply presuppositional analyses to two areas of current
concern in linguistics, namely indirect questions and illocutionary
acts. From another angle, given the assumption that one of the tasks
of the grammar-writer 1s to devise rules by which each sentence in a
language is paired with 1ts corresponding set (or sets, if the sentence
is ambiguous) of presuppositions,3 the goal of this thesls is to refine
and clarify the notion of presuvposition in order to state some of

these rules as accurately as possible,
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In this introductory chapter we define the classical relation of
presupposition which may hold between two propositions (or between
two declarative sentences, on a reading of each; see footnote 4) and
which is based on the entailment relation. We then extend the noticn
of presupposition to account for analogous relations which may hold
between a question and a proposition, between a request and a proposi-
tion, and so forth., We show that the presuppositions of a sentence
should not be confused with "good faith" conditions and other condititms
on the appropriateness of utterances which refer to the speaker's or
hearer's beliefs, expectations, etc, (presuppositional conditions,
on the other hand, are derived solely from the mcaning of the uttered
sentence). We indicate how the logical consequences ~ the presupposi-
tions and entailments ~ of a sentence may be accounted for within a
nenerative grammar of a language. The sorts of underlying representa-
tions and rules I will be proposing are intended to be applicable

within either an interpretive or a generative semantic framework.,

Section 1: What 1s a presupposition?

la. Presuppositions of gtatements.

The German philosopher Frege is generally credited with origin-
ating the concept of presupposition: In "On Sense and Nominatum" (1892)
he pointed out that a proper name ~ a definite noun phrase - in subject
position must refer to someone or something in order for the sentence

in which it occurs to express a proposltion which has a truth value:



- 12 -

The sentence 'Odysseus deeply asleep was disembarked at
Ithaca' obviously has a sense. But since it is doubtful
as to whether the name 'Odysseus' occurring in this sen-
tence has a nominatum [referent], so it is also doubtful
that the whole sentence has one [i.e. it is doubtful
whether the propc=zition expressed by the sentence has a
truth value]. However, it is certain that whoever ser-
iously regards the sentence either as true or false also
attributes to the name 'Odysseus' a nominatum, not only
a sense; for it is obviously the nominatum of this name
to which the predicate is either ascribed or denied. Ile
who does not acknowledge the nominatum cannot ascribe or
deny a predicate to it, (p. 90)

Whenever something is asserted thern the presupposition
taken for granted is that the employed proper names . . .
have nominata. Thus, if we assert 'Kepler died in misery'
it is presupposed that the name 'Kepler' designates some-
thing. However, the proposition that the name 'Kepler'
designates something is . . . not contained in the sense
of the sentence 'Kepler died in misery.' . . That the
name 'Kepler' designates something is rather the presup-
position of the assertion 'Kepler died in misery' as well
as of its denial. (p. 95)
Frege did not limit his discussion to presuppositions associated with
definite noun phrases ~ for example, he claimed that the sentence
(1) Bebel imagines that France's desire for vengeance could
be assuaged by the restitution of Alsace~Lorraine
is analyzable into the two propositions
(a) Bebel believes that France's desire for vengeance could
be assuaged by the restitution of Alsace~Lorraine.
(b) France's desire for vengeance cannot be assuaged by
the restitution of Alsace~Lorraine, (Italics mine)
and suggested that "an analogous situation prevails with expressions

like 'to know,' 'to recognize,' 'it is known'" (pp. 100~101). 1In

modern terminology, we would say that (1) presupposes (b) (and "asserts"
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(4)); in genergl, a sentence containing the verb imagine presupposes
the negation of, the proposition contained in the complement to imagine,
while sentences containing predicates like know and is_ known presup-

pose the complement propos:tion itself.

An explicit definition of presupposition is given in Strawson
(1952) as follows: A statement S entails a statement S' "if S' is a
necessary condition of the truth, simply, of S . . . S presupposes S'

if S' is a necessary condition of the truth or falsity of 8" (p. 175,

italics his). Modern definitions tend to be paraphrases of Strawson.
For example, Van Fraassen (1968, p. 138), says that

A presﬁpposes B if and only if:

(a) A necessitates B,

(b) (not-A) necessitates B,
(where "A necessitates B if and only if, whenever A 1s true, B is also
true"), which Karttunen (197la) glosses as "P presupposes Q just in
case Q is true whenever: P has a truth value" (p. 3). Horn (19€9)
offers a "convention" by which

if (S ~»S') and (~S'~—»~5), then S entails S' (to be read
"If from S we can conclude S' . . .")

if (8 —»s') and (~s —»S'), then S presupposes S'
(p. 98). An obvious criticism of this is that the significance of the
relation "conclude from" is no clearer than that of " —3", On the
other hand, the following, by FKeenan (1971), is extremely explicit:
A sentence S is said to be a logical consequence of a set

of sentences S* just in case S 1s true in every world (that
is, under all the conditions) in which all the sentences of



- 14 -~

S* are true. 1In such a case we also say that , . , S*
logically implies S. . . . A sentence S logically pre~
supposes a sentence S' just in case S logically implies
S' and the negation of S, ~ S, also logically implies
S'. . . . If S' is not true then S can be neither true
nor false (and must in the formal logic be assigned a
third or "nonsense" value). (pp. 45~46)

All these characterizations define the presupposition-relation
which may hold between two propositions? as a conjunctior. of entail~
ment-rclations. Clearly if a sentence A presupposes B, A therefore
entails B, according to such a definition, but the theory must dis-
tinguish between what we shall sometimes refer to as "mere" entail-
ment (entailment by a sentence but not necessarily by its negation)
and presupposition (entailment both by a sentence and by its nega-
tion)., The above definitions do this: they supply a "negation test"
for determining whether a given proposition B, which is entailed by a
given A, is "merely" an entailment or in addition a presupposition of
A, depending on whether (respectively) only A or, in addition, the
negation of A, entails B. But they give us no guidelines for making
a decision as to whether the truth of not-A necessitates the truth of
any particular B which is entailed by A. This decision is often diffi~
cult because of the ambiguity (or vagueness) introduced by sentence~
negation operators. Before we go any further I would like to clarify

some of the issues surrounding the distinction between "mere" entailment

and presupposition,

The entailment relation between two propousitions A and B (written

"A —»B") can be defined in any one of the following ways (all are
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equivalent) :
(2) a. If A is true, B must be true.
b. The truth of A is a sufficient condition on the truth of
B.
c. The truth of B is a necessary condition on the truth of
A,

d. If B is not true, A cannot be true either.
These formulations are made in terms of two possible properties which
A and B can possess - being true and being not-true. "Not-true" means
“"either false or zero (truth-valueless)," so such definitions are valid
in a three-valued (true, false and zero) logic (i.e. they apply to A
and B even if these statements carry presuppositions). It is sometimes
assumed in speaking of entailment that when A entails B, the negation
of B - i,e, its falsity ~ entails the negation of A by the contraposi-
tive rule. That is,

(3) (A—>B)z("B —>"A),

where "~" is the negation sign and is read "it is false that," and ":="
is logical equivalence. But this equivalence holds only when it is
assumed that A has no presuppositions, or that (in general) every pre-
supposition of A is also a presupposition of B, Otherwise it is not
necessarily so. For suppose that .. presupposes C and A entalls B, but B
does not presuppose C. Then when B is false, C is not necessarily true,
But if C is not true, A has no truth~value, since A presupposes C. Thus
although when B is false, A cannot be true, it is possible for A to be

zero (to lack truth~value) when B is false, This means that given A ~>B,
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A is not always false when B is false; for A is sometimes zero when

B is false. Thus “B—>"A is not a necessary consequence of A ~—>B,
since (3) does not hold when A has a presupposition which B lacks.
Rather, when B is false, the most we can say about A (which entails B)
is that it is untrue - either false or zero,> However, although we
must guard against invalid inferences via (3), we can argue validly
according to the rule

(4) I1If A~»B, and A presupposes {C;,...,C }, then

n
("B and {Cy,...,C ] —> A,

Thus while we cannot always argue, via A —>»B, from "B to "A, it is
valid to deduce, via A —>»B, that the conjunction of "B and the pre-
suppositions of A entails “A. The converse of (4) is also valld, and
san be used as a test for entailment, just as the right-to-left
conditional of (3) (i.e. ("B=——)"A) —> (A ~—>»B) is commonly used as a
criterion for B's being a necessary condition on A when presupposition
is not involved., Given A and B, and wanting to determine if A ~—>B,
then, assuming that B is not inconsistent with any of the statements

which we know are presuppositions of A,6 we ask whether the conjunction

of "B and {Cy,...,Cy} entails "A. If so, A ~—>B.

We said that the inference from A ~3B to "B —> A is not valid
if A has a presupposition which B lacks; this includes the situation
in which A presupposes B, since of course B does not presuppose itself.’/
When A presupposes B, the consequences listed in (2) are valid, and so

also are the following:
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(5) a. If A is false, B must be true,.
b. The falsity of A is a sufficient condition on the truth of
B.
c. The truth of B is a necessary condition on the falsity of A.
d. If B is not true, A cannot be false.
Thus the distinction between presupposition and "mere" entailment
rests upon the issue of what A is - whether false or zero - when B is
false. If A entails but does not presuppose B, then "A can be deduced
from "B in conjunction with the presuppositions of A, If A not only
entails but also presupposes B, then whenever B is false, A lacks a
truth value (regardless of the truth values of the other presuppositions
of A): This is equivalent to the “"negation test" for distinguishing
presupposition from mere entailment. In practice, however, when
dealing with actual propositions expressed by sentences in a natural
language, the distinction between mere entailment and presupposition is
often clouded by the ambiguity or vagueness introduced by negative
operators; that is, the negation test is not always reliable. For
example, it is clear that
(6) John is surprised that Bill won the election
entails
(7) John knows that Bill won the election,
since if John doesn't know that Bill won, there is no way that he can
be surprised that Bill won. But we will claim (Chapter II, Section 1b)

that (6) presupposes (7). The question of whether (6) is false or
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truth-valueless when (7) is false is the question of whether the
negation of (6) is true or zero when (7) is false. If

(8) John is not surprised that Bill won the election
is zero when (7) is false, then (8) as well as (6) entails (7), so
(6) presupposes (7). If (8) is true when (7) is false, then (6)
merely entails and does not presuppose (7)., The answer to this
question - or to the equivalent question of whether (8) entails (7) -
depends on how (8), the negation of (6), is interpreted. That is,
the not of (8) means "it is not true that," so (8) can be interpreted
either as

(9) The truth-value of (6) is falsity
or

(10) The truth-value of (6) is zero.
Certainly (9), rather than (10), represents the way (8) is ordinarily
understood by speakers of English. When someone utters (8), we
generally feel free to infer (7), unless he explicitly states other-
wise; and by stating otherwise, he will generally make it clear that
he means (10) by his utterance of (8), as in:

(11) Of course John isn't surprised that Bill won ~ how could

he be, when he doesn't even know that Bill won!

The typical situation in which a person would utter (8) in the absence
of a belief that John knows that Bill won - i.e. in the sense of (10) -
would be one in which that person had just been asked whether or not
John is surprised that Bill won, Of course, the question, like the
statement, presupposes (7);8 in such a situation (assuming that both

participants are speaking consistently with their own beliefs) the
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asker of the question believes (7) while the person who was asked,
believing contrariwise that (7) is not true, can "correct" (from his
own point of view) the asker by uttering (8), meaning (10) - i.e.
meaning not that {6) is false but that it is impossible for (6) to be
either true or false. But if he does this, he is required to make it
clear that he does mean (10) and not (9) ~ say by uttering (8) in a
context like that of (11) ~ or else he is liable to be misunderstood;
the asker is entitled to assume, if the respondent merely utters (8),
that he means (9). Only (9) (or (6)) is an answer to the question of
whether or not John was surprised that Bill won; (10) is a denial

that the question is truthfully answerable,

There are two issues to be decided as to the relationships among
(6) - (10), one empirical and one terminological. The empirical
question is whether (8) is ambiguous or merely vague, whether (8)
has two readings, (9) and (10), expr .ssing two different statements,
or whether (8) is neutral between the two so that any utterance of it
alone could express either meaning (although even if (8) is not ambigu-~
ous it is still understood, if it is uttered without any specific denial
of (7), to mean (9)). This issue, like the parallel cases we will men-
tion in Chapter II, Section 2b, probably cannot be decided given the
present state ot the art. The "terminological issue" is decided as
follows: once out of this sub-~section, we will use the expression "the
negation of P" to mean the proposition that P is false (unless we indi~
cate otherwise). We will ordinarily express negation by inserting not

or another morpheme of sentence-negation into a proposition; these are
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to be regarded as equivalent to "~", the negation sign of logic. A
negated sentence like (8) will, in this paper, always be understood
as an assertion of falsity - as (9) rather than (10) (we do not of
course deny that (8) can be read as (10), but we will be ignoring
this interpretation). When we do refer to a lack of truth-value by
a sentence or a proposition we will always make it explicit that
this, and not falsity, is being predicated of the statement.? Given
this terminology, it is clear that (8), like (6), entails (7), and
(7) is thus a presupposition of (6), not merely an entailment of it,

When (7) is not true, (6) is zero rather than false.

My claim that

(6) John is surprised that Bill won the election
presupposes (rather than merely entails) (7) rests on a factual claim
that one would not ordinarily utter (8), the negation of (6), in the
absence of a belief that John knows that Bill won, unless the context
of the utterance indicates that (8) is to be interpreted as (10), not
(9). But it is not always so clear whether an assertion of the negation
of a sentence A (such that A entails B) should, when B is false, be inter-
preted as implying that the speaker believes that A is false or that he
believes that A is truth-valueless. Thus although we define presupposi-
tion (along with Strawson, Van Fraassen, and the rest) in terms of what
is entailed by the negation of a statement, we caution the reader that
this sort of definition does not provide a clear intuitive test for
determining whether or not a given sentence-proposition pair satisfies

the definition.lo
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What we have done so far is to define, as others have done, the
notion "presupposition of a statement (or sentence)" in terms of the
notion "entailment of a statement," so that what a statement presup-~
poses is a matter of its logical consequences or truth-conditions
But it is usually recognized that questions (or interrogative sentences),
as well as statements, carry presuppositions; we will go further and
argue that all kinds of sentences may be said to presuppose propositions.
Clearly, ou. definition of presupposition, as it stands, cannot account
for the relation between a question, or a request, etc, and the presup-
positions which it is intuitively 7judged to have, since questions and
requests - or interrogatives and imperatives ~ cannot be assigned truth-
values. And if they are never "true" or "false" they can have no logical
consequences nor truth~conditions. Thus it is not sufficient simply to
define presupposition in terms of possession of truth value. What I see
to be required by linguistic theory is rather a definition of presupposi~
tion as a relation between a sentence (or the statement, question, request,
etc. which it expresses) and a statement-expressing sentence or proposi-

tion.

1b. Presuppositions of statements, questions and requests;

Logical propriety.

This being so, various linguists have seen fit to extend the
domain of the term "presupposition" so that it can also be applied to a
relation between an interrogative sentence and a corresponding set of

propositions. The earliest attempt to do this, I believe, was in Katz
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and Postal (1964): On the assumption that the underlyinag phrase

marker of a question is of the form

Sentence

Nucleus

NP
wht+Det+ | +PRO

The presuppositions of a question are all the
sentences whose reading at the 'Sentence' node

is the same as the reading of the constituent
Nucleus in the underlying P-marker of the
question (except for the syntactic marker Nucleus
and for the wh-bracketing) and all the sentences
that are entailed by sentences that are presup-
positions. (p. 116)

(p. 115),

Thus, for example, if the question-word who is represented in deep
structure as "wht+someone," then "Someone saw John" is a presupposition
of the interrogative "Who saw John?". And the stipulation that entail-
ments of a presupposition of a sentence are also presuppositions of
that sentence allows us to derive "'John' has a referent" as a presup-
position of the question, since this proposition is entailed by "Some~

nne saw John."

Keenan (1971) also addresses himself to the problem of accounting
for the presuppositions of questions: "We can extend logical semantics
to account for the presuppositions of questions by defining their pre-~
suppositions to be the sentences which are logical consequences of

every one of their answers" (p. 48).11 Thus, for exanple, some possible
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answers to the question "When did John arrive?" are “John arrived at
noon," "“John arrived on Thursday," "John arrived at 14.6 seconds
after 2:45 p.m." - all of these entail "John arrived," which is pre-
supposed by the question. But Keeran's definltion is not algorithmic,12
at least not for wh-questions: That is, his characterization does not
allow us to determine the set of presuppositions of a guestion Q, given
Q, since the set of possible answers to a wh-question is indefinitely
large. On the other hand, it is obvious that Keenan's definition was
not intended as an algorithm; rather, it is valuable in that it pro~
vidos a statement of what phenomena the expression "Q (a question) pre-
supposes P" should be used to capture. That is, it offers a solution
to the following problem: There is a special relationship between,
say, the proposition

(12) Kepler died in misery
and the proposition

(13) "Kepler" has a referent,
which consists in the fact that the first proposition has a truth
value only when the second is true. We call this relation "presupposes."
In general, a statement containing a name presupposes that the name
refers. Similarly, we intuitively feel that there is a special relation-
ship between a question containing a name and the proposition that this
name has a referent - for example, this relation holds between the ques-
tion

(14) Where did Kepler live?
and the statement (13). Orn the assumption that the relation between

(14) and (13) is somehow analogous to the relation between (12) and (13),



- 24 -

we take the liberty of giving the same name to the former relation

as we did to the latter: we say that the question (14) "presupposes'
the statement (13). But clearly the similarity between these two
relationships is only an "analogy," not an identity, although we

have given both relations the same name. Certainly the relation
"presupposes," as it holds between (14) and (13), does not consist

in (14)'s lacking a truth value whenever (13) is false ~ this is
because (14) is a cuestion, not a statement, so it can never be said
to have a truth value, and it makes no sense to call anything a con-
dition on (14)'s having a truth value, Thus in saying that (14) pre~
supposes (13) we have merely given a name to the relation between
(14) and (13) without specifying its content. So the problem is
this: If "S (a statement) presupposes P" means that P must be true
in order for S to be true or false, what does "Q presupposes P"

mean? In other words, what is "bad" about a question with a false
presupposition? By Keenan's definition, such a question will have

no true answer. (That is, let Q presuppose P and let P be false; then
for each A such that A is an answer to Q, the fact that A entails P
results in the fact that A will not be true when P is false,) Thus a
question has at least one true answer if and only if all its presupposi-

tions are true.

We can achieve a better parallel between these two senses of
"presupposes" if we alter slightly the canonical form for answers to
wh-questions. Let us stipulate that all "Answers" to yhfquestions

must be in the form of cleft-sentences .3 Then, for instance, "Who
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has the tickets?" can be "Answered" only by a sentence of the form
"It is NP who has the tickets." "When did John arrive?" can be
"Answered" by "It was at noon (on Thursday, etc.) that John arrived,"
"Answers" to yes-no questions are assumed to be of the normal form
"p% or "not~P." This convention allows us to state that a question
Q presupposes a proposition P just in case every "Answer" to Q is
such that it has a truth value only if P is true - that is, "Who has
the tickets?" presupposes "Someone has the tickets," since when the
latter is false, all sentences of the form "It is NP who has the
tickets" are neither true or false (because such sentences themselves
presuppose that someone has the tickets, unlike sentences of the form
"NP has the tickets," which only entail that someone does). Similarly,
"Is John's brother home?" presupposes "John has a brother," since
either a positive or a negative answer to this question will lack a
truth value when John lacks a brother. The convention makes our
characterization of the notion "presuvpposition of a question" dependent
on the classical notion "presupposition of a statement," since it de-

fines the presuppositions of questions in terms of those of statements.

We may now speak of the property of a question of answerability or
non-answerability, parallel to the property of a statement of either
having or lacking a truth value: A question is answerable if and only
if it has at least one true "answer" (in the usual sense of "answer,"
as put forth in footnote 11 and employed by Keenan), or if and only if
all of its "Answers" (in the sense just described) are either true or

false. There is an obvious extension to the case of requests or orders
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expressed by imperative sentences, which may be said to have the
property that it is either possible or impossible for the person

to whom the request or order is addressed to fulfill it by carrying
it out.14 Thus a request or order can be defined as "fulfillable"

just in case all its presuppositions are true.

For the sake of generality, let us define a notion of "logically

proper" as follows:

A logically proper statement (proposition) is either true or false.
A logically proper question is answerable.

A logically proper request or order is fulfillable.
Thus our characterization of "presupposition" becomes:

A sentence S (on a given reading) presupposes a proposition P if and
only if P must be true in order for the statement, question, or
request/order expressed by S to be logically proper. From this it
follows that (the statement, question, etc. expressed by) S is

logically proper if and only if all its presuppositions are true.

The notion of "logically proper" is not yet completely general,
however, and will not be until we specify what it means for an ex-
plicitly performative sentence to have a presupposition. (The notion
of a "performative" sentence or utterance is defined in Chapter Iv.)
That is, since

(15) The present King of France has a beard

presupposes that there is an individual who is presently King of France,
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we ust at least consider the possibility that the explicit performa-
tive

(16) I promise to shave the present King of France
has the same presupposition. Similarly, if we agree with Fillmore
(1971a and b) that

(17) John accused Mary of writing the editorial
presupposes that Mary's having written the editorial would he "blame~
worthy," we must face the question of whether the explicit performa-
tive

(18) I accuse you of writing the editorial
likewise presupposes the "blameworthiness" of the editorial-writing
activity predicated therein of the addressee. But although (16) and
(18) are declarative sentences, they have a reading on which they
do not express statements and cannot be said to be truve or false.
Thus our notions of logical propriety/impropriety cannot be attrib-
uted to them. Therefore, we cannot even address the question of
whether (16) and (18) have these respective presuppositions until we
define, as we did for interrogative and imperative sentences, what
we mean when we say that an explicitly performative sentence - or a
promise, an accusation, etc. - has a presupposition. The formulation
of such a definition is the subject matter of Section 3 of Chapter IV;
I do not. state the result of that section here since to do so would
necessitate the introduction of a great many terms and concepts which
will have to be discussed later in any case. Uere I merely restate
the major points of this section: That all kinds of (full, non-

elliptic) sentences carry presuppositions, that the relations which
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hold between sentences - all sentences -~ and the set of their pre-
supposed propositions must be accounted for in the grammer, and that

in order for this to be possible, the notion of "logical propriety/im~
propriety" (or the equivalent one of 'presupposition~satisfaction/fail~
ure") must be defined so as to range over not only all syntactic sen-~
tence~types, but over periormative sentences (on their performative

readings) as well.

Section 2: Presupposition, Conversation, and "Good Faith"

The presuppositions of a sentence are derived from its meaning
and structure by grammatical rules; thus the question of whether or
not a given sentence presupposes a given proposition will be answered
in the same way by every member of an 1deal homogeneous speech-com-
munity. That is, the answer to such a question involves only an indi-
vidual's "knowledge" of his language ~ his internalized grammar. It
does not involve his "factual knowledge," his beliefs about the world.
However, two native speakers (with the same ideal grammar) may have
different opinions as to whether or not a given sentence is logically
proper, since although they will agree that S presupposes P, they may
disagree as to whether P is true. For this reason many writers
characterize presuppositions as conditions on what an individual ought
to believe if he utters a given sentence. For example, Sellars (1954)
writes:

An utterance of "The table over here is large" . , .

presuppose[s] that there is one and only one table

"over hece.”" To say that the utterance presupposes

this is to say that it is correct to make the utterance

. . . only if one believes there is to be one and only

one table "over here" and that this belief is shared by
the listener. (pp. 207-8j
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But this is not very helpful as a definition of presupposition as
it defines presupvosition in terms of a rather vague concept of
"correctness," and there seem to be all sorts of reasons, some of
which do not involve what we would like to call "presuppositions,"
for considering an utterance "incorrect." Furthermore, I think
that Sellars is confusing several issues here -~ we may view this
passage as making three points, which can be separated as follows:
(19) a. The sentence (or the proposition expressed by it,
or an utterance of it) "The table over here is
large" presupposes that "the table" has a unique
referent ~ that is, if "the table" does not have
a unique referent, the statement is without truth
value,
b. An individual ought not (i.e. it is not "correct"
to) utter a sentence S which presupposes P unless
he believes P to be true.
c. An individual ought not address an utterance of 8
(which presupposes P) to anyone who does not, in
the speaker's opinion, believe P,
(19) is a statement of a presupposition; b and c are "good~faith" condi-
tions on the beliefs of speaker that they may utter certain sentences.
There are really three sorts of conditions involved in Sellars' concept
of "correctness":
(20) Conditions on the logical propriety of a sentence (i.e.
presuppositions).
(?1) Conditions on an arbitrary person's judging a given

sentence to be logically proper.
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(22) Those conditions on a person's uttering a sentence "in
good faith" which involve its presuppositions.
(20) is a matter of grammar (i.e. semantics); (21) and (22) are about
human beliefs and actions. The (21)~conditions are neutral with re-
spect to speaker vs. hearer (addressee). They may be expressad as
follows: Given that S presupposes P, then (assuming that P is the
only presupposition of S):
(21) a. If an arbitrary person (henceforth AP) has an
opinion as to the truth of P, he will judge S to
be logically proper if he believes P, and logically
improper if he disbelieves P.
b, If the AP has no opinion as to the truth of P he
will, under most circumstances, assume S to be
logically proper, thereby deducing P.
There are at least two (22)-conditions:
(22) a. (=(19)b) A speaker ought not utter S unless he
judges S to be logically proper.
b. A speaker ought not utter S to an addressee unless
he expects the addressee to consider S to bhe
logically proper by virtue of (21)a or b,15
(22)b is a modification of Sellars' condition on what a speaker ought
to believe about an addressee's beliefs in order that he may utter
certain sentences, which we represented as (19)c. The latter is too
strong in that it implies that we should not utter S (which presupposes

P) to an addressee whom we believe tv have no opinion as to P, but I
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think there is really nothing wrong with doing so as long as we feel
that the addressee would be willing to accept P as a new belief, My
formulation of conditions (21) and (22) is just a first approximation.
It is necessary to look more carefully at just what is meant by

"most circumstances" in (21)b. Also, (21) and (22) are dependent

upon each other: For example, if a speaker utters "All my children

are boys," .nd if I know nothing abomt the speaker's family life, I

will deduce from this utte:ance (by (21)b) that the speaker has at

least two children. 7The reason I am entitled to make this deduction

is that I am assuming the speaker to be operating under the '"good-faith"
rules of (22). Similarly, the reason why the speaker is entitled to
make this assertion without knowing whether I am aware that he has
children (i.e. in the absence of a belief that I believe that he has
children) is that he expects me to deduce, if I do not already know,
that he has children. I will not make this deduction only if I suspect
that the speaker is trying to deceive or mislead me -~ if I expect that
he is violating (22)a - or if I do not take the utterance to be intended
literally - perhaps it is meant as a joke, or the speaker is quoting
someone else. But in that case, since the utterance is not meant to

be taken literally, the question of logical propriety, in the strict
sense we have in mind, does not arise: Jokes, metaphors and quotations
doubtless have happiness conditions of a sort parallel to presuppositions,
but they are not the same as those for literally-intended utterances (al~-
though they are probably based on them in some manner); we will not

consider these conditions here.
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It is necessary to formulate conditions like (21) and (22) be-
cause it is important to clear up confusion about the role of the
speaker's (or addressee's) beliefs which is present in some accounts
of presupposition and its consequences. What the presuppositions of
a sentence are, and what is wrong with the sentence when one of them
is false, is expressible in terms of truth~conditions on propositions.
However, in real~life situations, when actual speech-acts are taking
place, we cannot appeal to "truth" or "facts" but only to our beliefs
and our perceptions of others' beliefs. Therefore, on the grammatical
level, we must avoid reference to the idiosyncratic beliefs of indi-
viduals involved in particular speech~acts, but on the conversational
level, we must make conditional statements as to how the fact that
certain sentences have certain presuppositions affects which utterances

we may or may not make.

These two levels are confused in discussions of presupposition
which employ expressions like "The speaker of this sentence presup-
poses . . .." Karttunen (197la) notes that:

Currently there are at least three different locutions

in use . . . :
(i) (in uttering the sentence X) 'the speaker

presupposes that . . .'

(ii) 'the verb X presupposes that . . . '

(iii) 'the sentence X presupposes that . . . '

Actually, (i) and (ii) seem to be some sort of short~
hand formulas for longer expressions that involve (iii),
For example, (ii) is generally intended to mean some-
thing like 'any sentence with the verb X as predicate
presupposes that . . . ' It need not be the case that
there is really a genuine confusion in the mind of the
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users about whether 'presupposition' is an act by the

speaker, a relation between a verb and its complement,

or a relation between two propositions. However, the

indiscriminate usage of (i~iii) is likely to breed

such confusion in the minds of others., (p. 23, fn 6)
I agree that (ii) is properly regarded as merely a '"shorthand" for
(iii) (although to avoid confusion we will avoid speaking of verbs
as "having" presuppositions - rather they "trigger" presuppositions
which are possessed by the sentence (which expresses the proposition,
etc.) in which they occur. But if Karttunen, when he said that (1)
could likewise be expressed in terms of (iii), meant that (i) is
equivalent to something like

(23) the sentence X presupposes that the speaker of X
believes that . . .,

this would be inconsistent with my formulation: In general, the
logical propriety of a sentence depends not on the beliefs of its
speaker - not on whether or not the speaker bhelieves a certain propo-
sition P ~ but on the truth of the proposition P itself.16 Thus if a
sentence S presupposes P it is inaccurate to express this by the locu-
tion "In uttering S, the speaker of S presupposes that 2" if this is
to be interpreted as (23), because (23) and "S presupposes P'" are two
different analyses of S, giving two different truth-conditions and
logical propriety-conditions on S. If (i) is interxpreted as (23), then
(i) and (iil) make two different statements about the sentence X, and
only (iii) makes a statement which is consistent with the classical
notion of presupposition. (Note, however, that (i) could be inter~

preted as consistent with the classical notion if it is regarded as a

"good faith" condition on an utterance of S rather than as a condition
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on the logical propriety of S.)

In the hope of dispelling such confusion, Garner (1971) exhorts
every writer on the subject of presupposition to state explicitly
"what sort of thing or things . . . [he] wishes the variables x and y
to range over in the formula "x presupposes y" (p. 26). Karttunen's
comment in the last paragraph and my discussion of it dealt directly
only with the specification of "x." 1In my account, x refers to
either a proposition, a question, a promise, etc. - or to the sentence
which expresses it. (But when we speak of a sentence having presupposi-~
tions, we mean a sentence on a given (or understood) reading; therefore,
X does not strictly refer to sentences but rather to readings of sen-
tences, or their deep structures.) Presumably it would also be permis-
sible to speak of verbs or noun phrases having presuppositions, as long
as it is specified that they are actually presuppositions of the sen-
tence containing the verb or noun phrase and triggered by that element.
But people -~ speaker and hearers, or addressee -~ do not have pre~
suppositions, unless we interpret saying that they do as saying that
they have the belief that a given presupposition is true. The y of "x
presupposes y'" refers to a proposition, or, derivatively, to a declara-
tive sentence on a given reading. These presupposed statements may be
predications of beliefs to the speaker of, the addressee of, or the
human referent of a noun phrase occurring in the sentence (see footnote
16), but only if that individual's holding that belief is a condition
on the sentence being logically proper -~ having a truth value, nr what-

ever. The mistake of interpreting (23) as equivalent to Karttunen's
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(iii) is that we will thereby be led to claim that S presupposes that
the speaker of S believes that P, when S merely presupposes P. An
example of this mistake is found in Bach (1971), where he states that

It is of the nature of definite noun phrases that

they embody a presupposition that the identity of

the referent is known to both speaker and hearer,

(p. 158)
But the issue of whether or not the speaker and/or the addressee of,
say, an utterance of "John is bald" know to whom "John" refers has
no bearing on the question of whether this sentence is true, false,
or logically improper. The fact is that "John is bald" has a truth
value just in case "John" has a referent, whether or not the speaker
or addressee believe or know this. Thus if we express the presupposi-
tion of this statement as a statement about what the speaker and
hearer believe, we fail to capture the notion for which the term
"presupposition" was originally designed - i.e. the notion of a condi~
tion on a statement's having a truth-value. (To give Bach credit, he
does admit to the inadequacy of his formulation in a footnote, and
corrects it as follows: "What is presupposed is actually the existence

of a unique referent [for the definite NP]."17

Section 3: On the formal representation of presuppositions in

a generative grammar.

What we have done so far is to define the relation "presupposes"
and the related notion of "logical propriety;" these definitions amount
to descriptions of a particular sort of intuitive judgment made by

native speakers of a language (i.e. as to whether or not a presupposition
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of a given utterance of a sentence is satisfied) which, we claim,

are made with respect to all kinds of sentences, regardless of

their syntactic form and whether or not they are performative. We
have also set forth some conditions on the uttering of sentences

in "good faith," conditions which depend upon a speaker's judg-
ments with respect to the logical propriety of sentences. But

we have not yet considered the crucial question of how the concept
of presupposition is to be represented in the semantic component

of a generative grammar, The point of representing this concept

in a formal grammar is to account for the ability of a native
speaker to determine intuitively (i.e. by means of his internal-
ized linguistic competence) what the presuppositions of a given
sentence are, or whether or not a given sentence presupposes a given
proposition. Only lately has this problem begun to be approached
by linguists; most references to the presuppositions of sentences
have been anecdotal. Fillmore (197la) calls for a more rigorous

description as follows:

I believe that linguistic theory
is in need of a kind of analysis
of the speech act that takes in-~
to account the presuppositional
and illocutionary aspects of
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speech communication, and I think that eventually

linguists will be able to construct a system of rules

by means of which, given the complete grammatical de-~

scription of any sentence, one can "compute" the full

set of the presuppositions which must be satisfied for

any in-good-faith utterances of that sentence. (p. 277).
The key word here is "compute" - what is needed is an algorithm of the
form PR(S) = {Py,...,P,}, which, when "fed" information about s, will
output the set of presuppositions of S. None of the "definitions" of
presupposition we have cited are algorithms in this sense, since all
refer to judgments made by native speakers as to the entailments of
sentences, and there is as yet no recursive mechanism in the grammar
to predict what these will be. This does not mean that such character-
izations of presupposition are not relevant to the task of accounting

for the phenomenon of presupposition in natural language - rather,

they should be viewed as descriptions of the consequences of the rela-

tion "S presupposes P." In a sense, we need two "definitions" of pre-
supposition: One which characterizes the notion in terms of what is
wrong with a sentence when one of its presuppositions is false, and

one which constitutes an algorithm for determining PR(S), the presupposi-
tions of a sentence S, given information about S. The latter serves as

a model for the native speaker's ability to determine the presuppositions
of a given sentence; it is a generative "definition" of the notion of
presupposition in the same sense as a transformational grammar of, say,
English, is (in part) a definition of the notion "grammatical sentence
of English." Some suggestions as to the general form such as algorithm

might take follow.1?
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We can view each of the presuppositions of a sentence S as
being "triggered" by a constituent of S. At this point no definite
statement can be made about which kinds of constituents are capable
of triggering presuppositions. 1In this thesis we will be dealing
primarily with presuppositions which result from the presence in
a sentence of a verb or a noun phrase, but it is certainly the case
that such expressions as "if" and "on purpose" contribute to the

presuppositional analysis of sentences.

To derive presuppositions triggered by verbs, we visualize
rules of the following form: We assume, along with Fillmore (197la
and b) and others, that the lexical entry of each verb includes a
specification of the role it plays in relation to other items in a
sentence. For example, the verb regret must be specified as requiring
an animate noun phrase as its subject and a sentence as its object.
We postulate that each lexical entry includes a (possibly null) set
of "presupposition schemata" which determine the presuppositions
triggered by that verb when it appears in a sentence. (Actually, there
will be one set of such schemata for each reading the sentence has by
virtue of containing that verb.) Thus if regret is represented in the
lexicon as occurring in the context NP___ S, then the presupposition
schemata for regret will be stated as: (1) S; (2) NP believes S. When
regret occurs in a sentence, the presuppositions of that sentence which
are triggered by regret are derived by filling in the non-lexical por-
tions of the presupposition schemata for regret with material from the

sentence. That is, the subject of regret will be substituted for "NP"
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and the complement of regret, for "S". Probably some analogous system
can be devised for rules which derive the presuppositions triggered
by noun phrases. However, there are some differences between the
sorts of presuppositions triggered by these two classes which leads us
to suspect that this sketch of the algorithm for determining presupposi-
tions triggered by verbs cannot be adopted wholesale for NP's, First,
noun phrases trigger "existential" or "referential" presuppositions
which differ depending on genericness, definiteness, and so forth,
but which apply across-the-board irrespective of the lexical content of
the noun (for this reason we may suppose such presuppositions to be
triggered by the determiner, rather than the noun, of a noun phrase).
Verbs, on the other hand, while they may be cross-classified into sub-
classes according to which presuppositions they trigger (e.g. factive,
control, etc.), are idiosyncratic as to their presuppositional properties,
Second, the rules for deriving presuppositions triggered by noun phrases
depend not on the grammatical role played by tne NP (e.g. subject or
object) but rather on whether the noun phrase functions in the sentence
as a referring expression, used to pick out an individual or group, or
whether it is attributive, used to predicate a property to someone or
something (see Donnellan (1966)). For example, compare

(24) Pompidou is the present King of France

(25) The present King of France is Pompidou
and let P be the existential proposition "There 1s one and only one
present King of France." I find (24) ambiguous between the two readings

(26) Pompidou has the property of being the present King

of France (l1.,e, "Pompidou" is referential, "the present

King of France" is attributive).
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(27) The individual who is presently the King of France

is named Pompidou (i.e. "the present King of France"

is referential, "Pompidou" is attributive).
However, (25) is unambiguous and means the same thing as (27). It
seems tc me that only (25) and (27) presuppose P. (26), on the
other hand, merely asserts that Pompidou has such-and-such a property;
since in fact he does not, the proposition expressed by (26) is false

(but not logically improper).20

It is assumed that the operations which derive presuppositions
triggered by verbs take place at the level of deep structure, where
relations such as "subject of" and "complement of" are determined.?1
Thus the rules for deriving the presuppositions of a sentence S oper-
ate on the deep structure of 522 and derive the deep-structure repre-
sentations of the sentences which S presupposes, so that the mapping
of S onto the set of its presuppositions may be understood as a
mapping from a phrase-marker onto a set of phrase~markers, as illustrated
in Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1971, p. 350) .23 This way of regarding the
relation between a sentence and its presuppositions may be applied to a
non-standard theory of generative grammar which does not take the deep
structure of S to be the sole determinant of the meaning of S by repre-
senting the mapping as originating from the semantic representation of S
rather than from its deep structure, if we assume that semantic repre=

sentations can be drawn in the form of phrase markers.
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As a first approximation we may suppose that the list of pre-
suppositions for S is based on the collected lists of presuppositions
triggered by constituents of S, subject to certain modifications which
are necessary to account for the interaction between presuppositions

4 This

derived from constituents at different levels of embedding.2
thesis ignores the problems which arise from such interactions on
the grounds that there are problems aplenty to be solved in the pre-

suppositional analysis of sentences containing only one level of em-

bedding.

My description of the manner in which presuppositions of sen-
tences can be represented in a formal generative grammar is compatible
with the partial representations suggested in Fillmore (1971 a and b),
Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1971), and Keenan (1970), and could, I believe,
ke adapted to suit either a ‘'generative semantics" framework or an
"interpretivist” one. A radically different solution to the problem
of accounting for presuppositions, suited only to the former framework
is suggested in two papers in the Fifth Chicago Linguistic Society
volume. Morgan (1269) claims that "The relationship between unuttered
presuppositions and the sentence with which they are associated is
exactly (sic] the same as that between a left-conjoined S and the
conjuncts which follow it" (p. 174), offering as evidence such con-
trasts as the one between "Mike has a cat; and the catj is black" and
"?Mike has a cati and a cat; is black" or "?The cati is black and Mike
has a cati" (p. 173). This nbservation is the basis for his conjecture

that
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presuppositions are somehow conjoined to the left of the

performative. . .. A hypothesis: that conjoined to the

left of the performative [in Morgan's theory as in most

generative semanticist analyses, every sentence is intro-

duced by a performative at the deepest level of represen-«

tation; see my Chapter V, Section 2] is an abstract verb

of supposition, with many of the attributes of a performa-

tive. The t, presuppositions, those holding at the level

of [i.e. with the same time reference as] the performative,

are the complements of this abstract verb of supposition,

(p. 174)
Morgan further suggests the possibility that the verb "suppose,"
being an example of an "overt performative of supposition," might
take the place of the abstract lexical item. In other words, Morgan
seems to be claiming that, for instance, "John knows that Bill is
here" is a paraphrase of "I suppose that Bill is here, and (I assert
to you that) John knows that Bill is here." The non-equivalence of
these two sentences is one ground for criticism of Morgan's hypothesis;
another is the non-performativeness of "I suppose . . ." (what sort of
a speech act is "supposing"?); still another is the failure of this
notation to capture the fact that others besides the speaker of a
sentence can have intuitions about its felicity and logical propriety -
that is, this analysis is subject to the same criticism as a framework
which expresses presuppositions in terms of the belief of the speaker of
a sentence. Finally, any theory which merely states that presuppositions
of sentences are to be diagrammed in such-and-such a manner next to the
deepest phrase marker of their respective sentences is inadequate unless
it also specifies the manner in which a given sentence is to be paired
with its presuppositions - either a generative algorithm such as I have
described or an interpretive one which inputs pairs consisting of sen-

tences and sets of propositions and makes decisions on which pairs are

such that the sentence presupposes the set of propositions. As it
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stands, Morgan's theory seems to suggest that the presuppositions of
a sentence are independent of what the sentence asserts and the form
in which it is asserted. These objections apply equally to the sug-
gestion made in Morin and O'Malley (1969) that "presuppositions might
be embedded in some type of epistemic verb such as assume," with a
phrase marker whose main verb is assume standing by the slde of (but
not conjoined to) the phrase marker which specifies the rest of the

semantic representation of a sentence (p. 183).

Section 4: Aspects of presupposition covered by the thesis.

This thesis originated as an attempt to solve some of the out-
standing problems associated with the phenomenon of indirect questions,
The indirect question construction provides particularly fertile ground
for presuppositional analysis. For example, the presupposition of
"John knows who won the election” that "Someone won the election" can
be accounted for in two ways: First, the deep structure of the em-
pedded clause is essentially that of the direct question "Who won the
election?", which itself presupposes "Someone won." Second, given
the factivity of know and the classic method of deriving the wh-words
of questions from the indefinite pronouns, then if we assume the cor~
rectness of the claim, put forth in Bresnan (1969), that indirect ques-
tions are complements embedded under the complementizer wh (or Q), we
can state that "Someone won" is a presupposition of "John knows who
won" by virtue of its being the complement of a factive verb. Since

both the wh of questions and a significant subclass of the predicates
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which embed questions as complements (namely, the factive predicates)
are presupposition-triggering elements, we will be studying these
separately as well as in combination in order to attack (among others)
the following problems: What does John know when he knows who won the
election? (that is, what are the truth-conditions on sentences con-
taining indirect questions?), and what should a speaker kncw or believe
in order for him to assert that John knows who won, appropriately and
in good faith? My claim is that the answers to these questions and
others can be arrived at through an analysis of the logical conse-
quences - in particular, the presuppositions, of sentences containing
indirect questions and related complement clauses. Toward this end,
Chapter II is devoted to a study of the existential entailments and
presuppositions of sentences containing indefinite noun phrases (such
NP's are claimed to be the source for who wh-words of questions) within
their complement (lower) clauses. Chapter III deals with the presupposi-
tions triggered by factive verbs and adjsctives, especially with the
exhaustiveness constraint on the truth of sentences containing indirect
questions, which, as we will show, must be expressed as a presupposition
of such sentences.

We will argue in Chapter IV that the role played by presupposition
in language can be described in terms of how the truth or falsity of a
presupposition of a sentence contributes to deterxrmining whether or not
a speech act has been successfully performed by an utterance of that
sentence. To provide background for this claim, Chapter IV is devoted
to defining the notions "performative sentence" and "presupposition of
a performative." In Chapter V we offer the makings of two algorithms

for determining which illocutionary acts a given sentence may potentially
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be used to perform and which acts an utterance of it actually succeeds
in performing under the circumstances surrounding the utterance, argu-~
ing that these algorithms reflect a demonstrable ability, possessed by
speakers of a language, to make intuitive judgments as to the illocu-
tionary forces of sentences and utterances. The second algorithm is
based primarily on a statement of the presuppositions triggered by
those verbs which may be used to report the performance of illocu-

tionary acts.
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Footnotes to Chapter I

See, for example, Chomsky (1957), p. 17 (including fn. 4).
In fact, Keenan (1970) suggests that

"In many interesting cases, . . . the reliabhility

of native informants' judgments of logical conse-
quence far exceeds the reliability of judgments

of grammaticality. . . . This claim . . . suggests
that the semantics of English can ultimately be
stated with more rigor and clarity than can the syn-
tax ~ a rather starting claim in view of the old
and still current belief that the only rigorous
questions in language today can be syntactic ones"
(pp. 14-15).

This assumption appears to go unchallenged in contemporary
linguistics despite differences of opinion as to the exact
status of presupposition in the semantic component. Chomsky
(1970) states that "The grammar generates sentences and ex-
presses the fact that these sentences carry certain presup-
positions" (p. 2). Lakoff (197la) writes: "Given a syntac-
tic structure (Pl""'Pn) we define the semantic representa-
tion SR of a sentence as SR = (P, PR, Top [ic], Flocus],. . .)
where PR is a conjunction of presuppositions . . ," (p. 234).

A note on the terminology so far: "Presupposition" as we will
be using this term is a relation between a sentence and a state-
ment. A statement (or a proposition - we will use these two
terms interchangeably) can be thought of as a declarative sen-
tence with a given (or understood) reading and set of references
(to individuals, times, actions, etc.) We will some-

times take the terminological liberty of speaking of a sentence
as "true" or "false" or "truth-valueless," it being understood
that when we do so we are actually referring to the proposition
which this sentence expresses when it is assigned a reading and
set of references. It should also be noted that a "statement,"
as we use the term, may or may not have a truth value - thus,
unlike some writers, we do not say that a declarative sentence
with a false presupposition "does not make a statement" - rather
we say that the statement it makes has no truth value.

Thus the definition of entailment given in (2), which does not
distinguish between falsity and truth-valuelessness, holds even
when A has a presupposition which B lacks., It also covers the
case in which B has a presupposition which A lacks: in this sit-
uation the lack of truth-value of B is, along with the falsity
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of B, a sufficient condition for the un-truth of A, But the sort
of situation we will be discussing will ordinarily be one in which
A has a presupposition which B lacks; for example, a factive sen-
tence entailing a non~-factive sentence.

Since, if "B is inconsistent with some Ci, then
“("B and Cj),
so (B or “Ci)

i.e. Civ——iB,

and since B is an entailment of a presupposition of A, it is itself
a presupposition of A -~ so it is superfluous to ask whether A —>B.

In this situation (4) is clearly inapplicable -~ or rather, irrele-
vant; it says (correctly) that we can argue from

A—>B
and

A presupposes {B, Cj,...,Cp)
and

("B and {B, Cy,...Ch})
to

~

A.

But the third premise is a contradiction -~ it includes "B and “B"
- and it is a theorem of the propositional calculus that we can
argue validly from a contradiction to anything: since a contra-
diction is always false, anything is a sufficient condition on its
being false. Thus we can ignore rule (4) when speaking of an en-
tailment B of A which is also a presupposition of A, since the
only inference which can be made in this case by virtue of (4) is
an inference which is tautologically valid anyweay .

The notion "presupposition of a question" is defined in the follow-~
ing sub-section.

Keenan (1970) deals with this terminological problem in his logical

grammaz: by positing two negation operators, """ for "strong negation"

and "*" for "wcak negation": "°S is true if S is false, false if S
is true, and zero otherwise , . . *S is true if and only if S is
untrue, either false or zero" (pp. 83~84). However, he considers

"That Fred laughed did not bother John" to be an unambiguous instance

of strong negation (p. 81), with which I disagree.
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Karttunen (1971b and personal communication) offers two tests
for distinguishing presupposition from "mere" entailment, the
"possibly" test and the "if" test, which are more reliable
than the negation test. First, he points out that if A merely
entails B, "It is possible that A" entails "It is possible that
B.": For example
(i) John managed to open the door

entails

(ii) John opened the door;

and

(iii) It is possible that (i) = John may have managed to
open the door

entalls

(iv) It is possible that (ii) = John may have opened the
door.

On the other hand, if A presupposes B, then "It is possible that
A" entails B itself, not just "It is possible that B": Since

(v) John regrets having opened the door
presupposes (ii),

(iv) It is possible that (v) = John may regret having
opened the door

entails (ii). Second, he observes that (by virtue of the fact
that (v) presupposes (ii) while (i) merely entails it) an utter-
ance of (i) as the antededent of a hypothetical statement, as in

(vii) If John managed to open the door, he is stronger than
I had expected,

only commits the speaker to a belief that John might have opened
the door, not necessarily that he did open it; but an utterance
of

(viii) If John regrets having opened the door, he is a fool

commits the speaker to a belief that John did in fact open the
door.



11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

- 49 -

Clearly this definition is adequate only given a convention
that "answer" in this context is taken to mean "direct ariswer
which is a full sentence" - for example, the question "“Who
stole the tarts?" can be "answered" only by a sentence of the
form "NP stole the tarts." The following are not answers in
this sense: "John," "John did," "No one stole the tarts" (this
last is not a "direct" answer). Also excluded must be "I think
John stole the tarts," since it does not entail that 'Soneone
stole the tarts," which is a presupposition of the question.

By this convention, the only possible answers to a yes-no
question which asks whether or not P are "P" and "not-P" ("yes"
and "no" must be excluded, since by themselves they do not
strictly entail anything).

Neither, for that matter, is Katz and Postal's, for while their
interpretive rule does algorithmically derive the primary exis~—
tential presupposition of a question ("Who saw John?" presupposes
"Someone saw John"), it accounts for the other presuppositions oi
the question merely by stating that they are the entailments of
this primary presupposition - but, of course, a further algorithm
would be needed to generate these entailments.

I am not, of course, suggesting that cleft-sentences are more
"natural" answers to ygjquestions, or that such a definition of
the class of "Answers" to a question is empirically superior to
the usual definition of "possible (or direct) answer." (The
capital "A" is used merely to avoid confusion between the two
conventions.) The convention simply has the advantage of making
the notion "presupposition of a question" a function of the
older and perhaps better understood concept of the relation be-
tween a statement and its presuppositions.

By "possible" we mean "logically possible", or "true in some
possible world;" ‘"impossible" means "false in any possible

world." Some such clarification is necessary so that we can dis-
tinguish between cases in which someone is requested to do something
which it is not conceivably in his power to do - such as to grow
younger, or to divide a number by zero, or to be in two places at
the same time -~ and cases in which someone is asked to do something
which merely happens to be impossible for him to do, given certain
contingent circumstances - such as ordering a cripple to walk, or
ordering someone to travel from New York to California in five
minutes. Only requests of the first sort are to be considered
"impossible" in this sense. (Requests of the latter sort are, al~
thought not possible "in fact," still logically possible.)

(22) a and b are "good faith" conditions as opposed to "sincerity"
conditions - an example of the latter is that a person ought not
utter a declarative sentence which he believes to be false. Viola-
tion of this condition amounts to telliny a lie, while violating
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the good-faith condition (22)a is somehow worse than lying -
although people do not believe everything they hear, they do
tend, as we claimed in (21)b, to believe the presuppositions
of sentences they hear, unless they have prior reason to dis-
believe them. We are ignoring sincerity conditions here on
the grounds that they are linguistically irrelevant; they deal
with human behavior as opposed to human linguistic competence.

Of course there may be sentences which do have presuppositions
of the form "The speaker believes . . ." For example,

(1) T am (mot) surprised that Bill showed up
presupposes

(ii) The speaker (the referent of "I") believes that
Bill showed up

as well as
(iii) Bill showed up.

But in general, it is not necessary for an individual to believe
the presuppositions of a sentence which he utters -~ or rather,
his believing them is necessary only in order for the sentence
to be uttered by him in "good faith," but not in order for it to
be logically proper.

Incidentally, Bach's reformulation is an oversimplification (al-
though it succeeds in eliminating the fault we found with it):
For example, a generic definite noun phrase does not need to have
a "unique referent" in order for a sentence in which it occurs to
be logically proper (rather, there must be a class of individuals
which is picked out by the generic NP). Also, definite noun
phrases do not always function as referring expressions: "De
Gaulie was the King of France" dress not presuppose tnat there was
a King of France; rather it attributes to De Gaulle the attribhute
of having been the King of France. Since he never possessed thig
attribute, the statement that he did is false, not truth-valueless.
Compare (24) and (25) below.

Unless Fillmore means something other than what I do by "in-good-
faith," this paragraph expresses a different notion of "presuppo-
sition" from the one I have been considering. As I argued in

the last section, presuppositions are not conditions on a sentence
being uttered in "good faith;" rather, they are conditions on its
being logically proper, and there are in addition conditions (my
(22)a and b) on a sentence being uttered in good faith relative to
its presuppositions and the beliefs of the speaker.
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All remarks to follow characterizing the treatment of presupposie
tion in a formal generative grammar apply also to the device (as-~
sumed by me to exist within the semantic component) which gener-
ates the ("mere") entailments of sentences.

The (26)-reading of (24) may be brought out by stressing the
present King of France, and the (27)-reading by stressing Pompidou.
Note that (24), in the sense of (26), is a natural answer to

(i) Who (or what) is Pompidou?

while (24) in the sense of (27) or (25), is a natural answer
to
(ii) Who is the present King of France?,

but not vice versa. This is because (ii) shares the presupposi-
tion P with (27) and (25), while (i), like (26), does not presup-
pose P (although it does presuppose that "Pompidou" has a refer-
ent). The reason that (24) is ambiguous while (25) is not
probably has to do with the hierarchy of different types of
anaphoric expressions (see Lakoff (1968), p. 15) in which names
are higher than titles -~ for example, it is more natural to
pronominalize Pompidou with the present President of France

than vice versa. Whether a noun phrase functions as a referen-~
tial or attributive is also relevant to the presuppositions it
triggers by virtue of its lexical content (if indeed NP's do
trigger such presuppositions). For example, it has been claimed
that

(iii) My cousin is a bachelor

presupposes that the individual referred to as '"my cousin" is
adult, male and human, and asserts that 'ie is unmarried. (Evi~
dence for this claim is the fact that (iii) is not a natural way
to go about asserting that one's cousin is male (or grown-up,

or human), nor is the negation of (iii) normally used to assert
that one's cnusin is female.) But this analysis is certainly
not applicable when "a bachelor" is used referentially, as in

(iv) A bachelor entered the room.
(v) I have a date with a bachelor tonight,

That is, in these sentences, there is nothing "presuppositional"
about the "unmarried" component of bachelor, as opposed to the
"adult" or "human” or "male" components, If there is no one who
is properly described by these four adjectives and who entered
the room, (iv) is false, not truth-valueless, and similarly with

(v).
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This holds on the further assumption that each reading of a sen~
tence has a different deep structure! Remember that when we

speak of a sentence presupposing another sentence, we are really
talking about the proposition (question, explicit promise, request,
etc.) expressed by a sentence presupposing a proposition (expressed
by the other sentence). This detail is important since an ambigu-
ous sentence may have a different set of presuppositions for each
reading - each proposition, etc. which it expresses. (And of
course, the sentences which express the presupposed proposition
may also be ambiguous, although when formulating presuppositions,
we try to express them as unambiguously as possible.)

By saying that the rules for deriving the presuppositions of a
sentence operate on its deep structure, we do not mean to rule

out the possibility that presuppositions resulting from the
presencre of contrastively stressed elements may be derived from
surface structure. For example (see Chomsky (1969), pp. 18-27),
"John doesn't write poetry in his STUDY" (where the capitalization
indicates heavy stress) presupposes that John writes poetry some-
where, while the same sentence without this stress does not carry
this presupposition. I will not consider the issue of whether
this presupposition is derived from the deep structure representa-
tion or at the surface structure level (where, Chomsky argues,

the contrastive stress is assigned); rather, I will merely weaken
my claim that presuppositions are determined at “he deep structure
level to apply only to presuppositions which are not triggered by
contrastive stress.

Kiparsky and Kiparsky also have diagrams in which verbs as well

as sentential phrase markers are represented as presupposing
presupposition schemata (p. 354), and Keenan (1970) has devised

a formal system in which both "formulas" (sentences) and "names"
(definite noun phrases) carry presuppositions (e.g.

"pr(p) = {exist (p)} if p is a proper name," p. 175). I would
argue that there is a greater simplicity in a framework such as
mine in which presuppositions of noun phrases and verbs are re-
duced to presuppositions, triggered by such elements, of sentences
containing them.

Recent linguistic research has shown that we cannot regard the
presuppositions of a sentence as simply the sum of presupposi-
tions triggered by its various constituents. Langendoen and
Savin (1971), Morgan (1969), and Karttunen (197k ) have suggested
that in certain contexts, some presuppositions must be blocked
and others must be added. 1In particular, Langendoen and Savin
state a "projection principle for presuppositions" as follows:

"Presuppositions of a subordinate clause [i.e. presup-
positions triggered by a verb occurring in a subordinate
clause] . . . stand as presuppositions of the complex
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sentence in which they occur. If either an assertion

or a presupposition [i.e. of the highest clause] con-
tains a variable which stands for a subordinate clause
(say, an object complement), then it follows that the
variable is replaced only by the assertion [and not

by any presupposition] of the subordinate clause" (p. 57).

Morgan deals with a slightly different problem, that of presupposi-
tion-triggering verbs embedded under "world-creating" expressions
such as "dream" and "if there were . . ." He envisions presupposi-
tions as "flowing down the tree" of a sentence in such a way that

"certain verbs . . . can block this flow by defining
a new set of presuppositions which consists of the
down~flowing set plus changes overtly defined within
the sphere of this lower WC [world-creating] verb.
The new set of presuppositions holds in the sphere of
this verb in the same manner unless changed again by
a lower WC verb" (p. 171).

Karttunen's work is concerned with verbs which block the presupposi-
ticns of their complements and with logical connectives such as if
which allow some but not other presuppositions to "filter through R
I have not examined the facts about conditional statements closely,
but I do think he is wrong when he claims that all performatives
and verbs of saying are "plugs" - i.e. verbs the presuppositions

of whose complements are not presuppositions of the sentence as a
whole. While I agree that "Cecelia asked Fred to kiss her again"
does not presuppose that Fred had previously kissed Cecelia, I
will argue in Chapter IV that whether or not "Sheila accused

Harry of beating his wife" presupposes that Harry has a wife de~
pends on whether this sentence is a report of Sheila's having

made an explicit accusation or whether it is a report of Sheila's
merely having called Harry a wife-beater, which the reporter intexr--
prets as an accusation. In the latter case, the presupposition
remains (but it is blocked in the former case: See footnote 22

in Chapter 1IV). Also, performative verbs do not block presupposi-
tions triggered by elements embedded under them when they occur

in explicit performatives - certainly "I promise to leave New

York" is infelicitous in Austin's sense, or unsuccessful as a
promise, if the speaker is not in New York at the time of the
utterance. Clearly there is a lot more research to be done in

all the areas touched by these three papers, before a unified
projection principle can be stated.
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CHAPTER II - INDIRECT QUESTIONS AND RELATED FACTIVE COMPLEMENTS

-Mira, Sancho . . . - dijo don Quijote - . . , eso que
a ti te parece bacia de barbero, me parece a mf el
yelmo do Mambrino, y a otro le pareceri otra cosa,

"Look, Sancho," said Don Quijote, "That which you see
as a barber's basin, I see as the helmet of Mambrino,
and someone else will see it as another thing."

. . . Don Quijote, Book I, Chapter XXV

We study indirect questions in this chapter and the next because
they are rich in semantic problems and semantic oddities, many of
which we hope to explain or at least clarify in terms of the presup-
positions and entailments of sentences which contain them. 1In the
present chapter we will deal with such problems as the semantic
properties and sub-classifications of predicates which take questions
as complements, the existential entailments of sentences containing
indirect questions, and the sources of the wh-words of the different

types of indirect questions.

Section 1l: Existential entailments and presuppositions of sentences

containing indirect questions.

la. The distribution of indirect questions with respect to the main

predicates of sentences in which they occur.

We should clarify at the outset what we mean by an "indirect

question," since there appears to be some disagreement as to which
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sorts of constructions are properly referred to by this term.
Baker (1968) discusses two possibilities in Chapter II of his thesis:
The first is that indirect questions occur embedded only under verbs
of questioning, like ask and wonder; the second is that they also

occur under epistemic predicates such as know and realize. Baker

argues in favor of the second proposal on the grounds that there are
two types of wh-clauses found under verbs like EBE!; one type he
calls "free relatives," and these must be distinguished from the
other type, which bear much more similarity to the wh-clauses under

ask and wonder than to any sort of relative clause. But Ross (1970b),

while he agrees that the embedded clauses of roth

(1) John asked who won the slection
and

(2) John knows who won the election
are indirect questions, also includes in his discussion such examples
as

(3) It's fantastic, who won the election
and

(4) John was amazed at who won the election.
It is not clear why Baker excluded such sentences as (3) and (4)
from his consideration ~ whether through oversight, or because he
didn't consider them to contain indirect questions, or because he
found them ungrammatical. Certainly they pass the various tests he
offers for distinguishing indirect questions from free relatives f(alw

though many, such as "Where he lives is wild," are ambiguous between
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the two). For example, they occur with all the wh-words except
whether (see Section lc), while free relatives allow only what, when
and where. Furthermore, they allow two or more wh-words (with the
same restrictions on the distribution and order of the wh-words as
are found for direct questions), e.g. "Who he buried where is fantas-
tic," while relative clauses never do (*John believed what Bill said
when). It is difficult to believe that Baker found all instances of
indirect questions embedded under these factive emotives ungrammatical,
although he does explicitly star "It was odd which of the boys stayed
for supper" (p. 106), which I find grammatical. I do admit that many
of these sentences have a colloquial ring, and some sound stranger
than others. 1In particular, extraposition, when possible, seems to
affect their acceptability - thus (6) sounds much better to me than
(5):

(5) Who came to the party is odd.

(6) It's odd, who came to the party.
In any case, this thesis will assume a dialect for which (3) - (6)
are grammatical as indirect questions, and in which such predicates

1

as be fantastic, be amazed at, be odd, etc.™ allow interrogative

clauces as complements,

Assuming, then, that certain verbal and adjectival predicates
are grammatical with embedded questions as complements, while others
are not, we would like to know how the distinction between these two

classes can be characterized. As we shall see, the assignment of a
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feature [+ embeds indirect questions] is far from random; but although
we will otfer some generalizations about the subclasses of predicates

which take indirect questions, no solution has been found to the prob-
lem of showing the ability of a predicate to embed questions to bhe

dependent upon some other syntactic or semantic feature in every case.

Since one of our aims is to account for the presuppositions and
other semantic aspects of indirect questions, we will begin by consid-~
ering the properties of the verbs which take indirect questions with
respect to the feature [f factive]l. 1In Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1971),

a factive complement is one which expresses a presupposition of the
sentence in which it occurs; a factive predicate is one which triggers
this presupposition of the complement by the sentence. (We will also
employ 1n what follows such self-explanatory terms as a '"factive sen=-
tence" (i.e. one with a factive main verb) and "the factive presupposi-
tion," as opposed to other presuppositions, of a sentence or statement.)
It is striking that virtually all factive predicates take indirect
questions.2 And so do all the "indifferent" predicates -~ those de~
scribed in Kiparksy and Kiparsky as verbs "whinh occur indifferently
with factive and non-factive complements." Some examples of indiffer-

ently factive predicates are anticipate, acknowledge, remember, announce,

report. In most cases, indifferent predicates take factive complements

with a Poss-ing complementizer, non-factive comnlements with an infini-
tive; the Kiparskys observe that the complement clause is presupposed

in (7) and (9), while not in (8) and (10):
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(7) They reported the enemy to have suffered a decisive defeat.

(8) They reported the enemy's having suffered a decisive defeat.

(9) I had remembered him tc be bald.

(10) I had remembered his being bald.
Thus, for each complementizer which a given predicate allows, we can
speak of the predicate being either factive or non-factive with re-
spect to that complementizer. ("Pure" factive predicates are fac-

tive with respect to every complementizer which they take.)

Since all those verbs which are factive with respect to some com-
plementizers but not others take wh, the issue arises of whether any
or all of these predicates are factive with respect to the complemen-
tizer wh - or rather, the problem of what it might mean for a predi-
cate to be factive with respect to this complementizer. That is, it
does not make sense to ask whether or not an interrogative clause is
presupposed by a given sentence with a given main verb, since gquestions
do not express statements and cannol be true or false. We will make
sense of the question by defining a predicate to be "factive with
respect to wh" if, whenever the predicate occurs in a sentence con-
taining an indirect guestion as a complement, the sentence presupposes
the existential statement. obtained by removing the wh from the comple~
ment (with, of course, necessary adjustments in the word order). Under
this definition, all factive and indifferent predicates are factive
with respect to wh; for example, (ll)a - (l4)a below presuppose (ll)b -
(14)b respectively:

(11) a. John knows (doesn't know) who won the election.

b. Someone won the election.
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(12) a. Where he went was (not) surprising,
b. He went somewhere.
(13) a. I (don't) remember what he ate.
b. He ate something.
(14) a. They announced (didn't announce) who had been chosen.
b. Someone had been chosen.
(In each of (11) - (14), as in the case of direct questions (see below,
and also Chapter I, Section 1b), the claim made by the existential pre-
supposition is essentially that there is a (true) answer to the question-)
This extension of the notion of "factive with respect to a complementizer"
is merely a matter of definition, but it gives us the advantage of being
able tc account for the "someone" ("something," etc.) presupposition of
sentences containing indirect questions, by virtue of the factivity of
the main verb. The value of this innovation lies in the fact that
this existential factive presupposition cannot be completely accounted
for by the assumption of a Q in the deep structure of indirect questions,
which would trigger the presupposition as it presumably does in direct
questions (e.g. "Who won?" presupposes "Someone won") - because not all
sentences containing indirect questions have the existential factive
presupposition. For instance, we argue below that "John wondered who

won" does not presuppose '"Someone won."

The remaining predicates which take indirect questions may be divided
into two classes, "wh~factive" and non-factive. The "whnfactives" are
predicates which are factive with respect to wh but not with respect to
that, or, when it is allowed, ing. They are either verbs of saying,

such as tell, say, state, and teach, or verbs whose complement refers
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to the future, such as decide, stipulate, suggest, and Eredict (some

fit both descriptions). Note that in the a~examples below, the
(declarative) complement is not presupposed; in the b~examples, the
existential statement derived from the (interrogative) complement is
presupposed.
(15) a. John told us that Bill had an argument with someone.
b, John told us who Bill had an argument with,
(16) a. The teacher taught us that Columbus discovered America.
b. The teacher taught us who discovered America.
(17) a. John decided to go to Paris.
b. John decided where to go.3
(18) a. The weatherman predicted (incorrectly) that it would
rain somewhere.

b. The weatherman predicted (*incorrectly) where it would

rain.

All the non-factive predicates which take indirect questions are
"verbs of questioning" which take only the wh-complementizer - e.g.

ask, wonder, be a mystery, be unclear, inquire4 (some of these verbs

do allow other complementizers, but then there is a difference in
meaning - e.g. between ask when and ask that). These predicates are
quite odd in their behavior with respect to the existencial factive
presupposition. Consider

(19) John wonders who married Ann,

(20) Who married Ann is a mystery.
Evidently (19) does not entail

(21) Someone married Ann,
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since it merely asserts that John is in a certain state of mind,
characterized by his having no opinion to the effect that any par~
ticular individual married Ann. (19) does entail that John believes
that someone married Ann, but his belief might be false; in that
case (19) could be true and (21) false. Similarly, the negation of
(19),

(22) John doesn't wonder who married Ann,
should be taken to mean either (a) that John is unaware of or unin-~
terested in the question of who married Ann, if indeed she married any-
one, or (b) that there is an individual such that John is of the
opinion that this individual married Ann. However, (22) does not in
this latter case necessarily imply that John's opinion is correct; in
particular, it does not imply that there is anyone about whom the
opinion that he married Ann is correct - that is, (22) does not entail
(21). Therefore, (19) does not presuppose (21), aund wonder is non-

factive.

On the other hand, (20) does seem to presuppose (21). "It's a
mystery" means that the answer to a question is unknown; "Tt's no
mystery (or 'not a mystery')' means that the answer is known. Neither
allows the possibility of there being no answer. Apparently the reason
why (21) is presupposed by (20) but not by (19) is derivable from the
fact that (20), whose subject is a sentential clause, lacks an overt
indirect object corresponding to the subject of (19) (compare also
(23) - (25) below. The implied indirect object cannot be taken to be
"everyone," since (20) certainly does not imply that the question of

who married Ann is a mystery to everyone - for example, it is unlikely
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to be a mystery to the people who did the marrying. Furthermore,
(20) cannot be interpreted as
(23) Who married Ann is a mystery to me,
because (23) does not presuppose (21). (23) mercly asserts that the
speaker is in a certain state of mind, characterized by having no
opinion to the effect that any particular individual married Ann;
that is, (23) asserts about the speaker essentially what (19) asserts
about John. Thus the missing personal object of (20) does not refer
to the speaker alone, although it surely includes the speaker, I
would take the "logical subject" of such sentences as (20) to be
"both of us" or "all of us" - i.e. the speaker and the addressee(s);5
the addressee must be included since it is a condition on the truth
of (20) that "it" be a "mystery" to the addressee(s) as well as to
the speaker: If I utter (20) to you, and you know who married Ann,
you will contradict me, claiming it not to be a mystery. My judg-
ment is that sentences with "it's a mystery" have the existential
presupposition when they lack an indirect object or when the indirect
object refers to a group which includes the speaker and addressee(s);
otherwise, they do not have it: (24)a, 4, e and f presuppose (21),
but (24)b and ¢ do not.
(24) a. Who married Ann is a mystery

b. to me

c. to John

d. only to you and me

e. to everyone

f. to all of us.
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Furthermore,

(25) One wonders who married Ann,
which, like (24)a, e and f, asserts that an opinion is generally
lacking, does presuppose (21). Hopefully a more meaningful way of
describing this situation can be found; the essential point here is
that sentences containing the verbs of questioning, which take only
questions as complements, sometimes presuppose the existential proposi-
tion derived from the complement and sometimes do not, depending on the
semantic properties of the upper sentence. They are thus not "factive,"
since the complements of factive predicates are always presupposed; nor
are they "indifferent," since the occurrence of the presupposition is
dependent on the upper sentence, not on the complementizer (while in-
different predicates are factive with respect to some complementizers
but not to others). As far as I know, this sort of ambivalent behavior
with respect to the presupposing of the complement statement is limited

to this class of predicates, and as such it merits further study.

The predicates which take indirect questions as complements may

thus be classified according to their factivity as follows:

1 ~ "Pure" factives -~ factive with respect to all complementizers
which they allow (all allow that, ing, wh; some allow to).

2 - "Indifferent" predicates - factive with respect to ing and wh
but not to to or that.

3 - "yh-factives" ~ factive only with respect to wh, not with respect

to that, ing or to,

4 - Non~factives ~ take only wh; non-factive with respect to wh.
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We will refer to the conjunction of classes 2 and 3 and the "semi-

factive" predicates.

lb. The major distinction among sentences containing indirect ques-
tions, based on the factivity of the main predicate with respect

to wh.

The basic distinction among the predicates which take indirect
questions is between the factive and "semi~-factive" predicates on
one hand and the non-factives on the other - that is, between those
predicates which take declarative complements as well as interroga-
tive, and those which allow only wh. There are many reasons for con-
sidering the two classes separately. First, indirect questions under
the non-factive or "question" predicates are closely related to direct
questions (the only differences are in intonation (punctuation), tense
adjustment, and word order), and possibly derived from them; compare
(26) a. John asked what Bill was to do.
b. John wondered who the mysterious visitor was.
c. Why he did it is a mystery.
(27) a. John asked: "What is Bill to do?"
b. "Who is the mysterious visitor?" wondered John,
c. Why did he do it? 1It's a mystery!
Indirect questions under factive and semi~factive predicates, on the
other hand, cannot be paraphrased as direct questions. The factive/
semi~factive type of indirect question is more problemmatical, then,

not being viewable merely as a description of the mental or verbal
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asking of a question. In fact, this sort of indirect "question" is
semantically more of an "indirect answer;" for example, the it of
sentences with indirect questions under "It's well known" and "It's
surprising" can be thought of as referring to the answer to the emn-
bedded question. Sentences containing indirect questions of this
class can be paraphrased with "the answer" as in (28) below, just as
those containing indirect questions under non~factives can be para-
phrased with "the question":

(28) a. John knows {the answer to} wyho won?".
*the question

b. John asked {the Question } wgneye i he?",
*the answer to

The answer to

{4The question of} "Who won?" is unknown.

The question of} L9
why he did it is a mystery,
d. {*The answer to Y Y Y
1b.i. Corresponding existential entailments of factive (and semi-

factive) sentences containing indirect questions.

A semantic consequence of this distinction among sentences con-
taining indirect questions (between those whose main predicates are
factive or semi-factive and those which have non-factive or '"question"
predicates in their main clauses) 1s the fact that only sentences of
the former class have what we shall call "corresponding existential
entailments.”" That is,

(29) a. John knows who won the election
b. John doesn't know who won the election
¢. John is surprised at who won the election

d. John is not surprised at who won the election
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entail, respectively,

(30) a. (3x)(John knows that x won the election) ("There is
someone such that John knows that that person won the
election")

b. (3x) (It is false that John knows that x won the election)

c. (3x) (John is surprised that x won the election)

d. (3@x) (It is false that John is surprised that x won the

election),
while, of course,
(29) e. John wonders who won the election

f. John doesn't wonder who won the election

do not have entailments of the form
(30) e. *(3x)(John wonders that . . .)

f. *@x) (It is false that John wonders that . . .).
Clearly (29)a and c entail (30)a and c respectively; 1f John knows
(is surprised at) who won, then there must certainly be at least one
person of whom it is true that John knows (is surprised) that that
person won. Similarly, if John doesn't know (isn't surprised at) who
won, then, by virtue of the factive presupposition of (29)a-d (to the
effect that "Someone won the election"), there must be someone of
whom it is true that he won but false that John knows (is surprised)
that he won - for if there were not, everyone who won wuuld be such
that John knows (is surprised) that they won -~ and in such a gitua-~
tion, (29)b ((29)d) would surely not be true. That is, (29)b must
entail (30)b since if (30)b is not true, neither is (29)b, and similarly

for (29)d and (30)d. The corresponding existential entailments for
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(29) g. John predicted who would win
h. John didn't predict who would win
can be expressed as
(30) g. (3x)(John predicted x would win and x won)
h. (4x) (It is false that John predicted that x would win,
but x won).
(That is, the factivity of predict with respect to Eh.carries over
into the corresponding existential entailment (30)g of (29)g; the
"rightness" of John's prediction, inherent in (29)g, is made explicit
in the extra "x won" - clause of (30)y, and similarly for (29)h and

(30)h. See Section 2a.ii.)

2b.ii. Existential entailments of belief and knowledge.

The factivity of the main verb of a sentence containing an
indirect question also affects whether or not the sentence has an
externally quantified (i.e. with the quantifier to the left of the
main predicate) existential entailment of belief. The "existential

entailment of belief" of a sentence (with a deep structure) of the

form
someone
(31) NP -~ V1 - S[wh + < somethingye . . .]
etc.

(in which NP represents the "logical subject" and vy the main predicateﬁ)

is the specific reading7 of
someone
(32) NP believes that { something . .
etc.

i.e.

(33) (3x) (NP believes that x . . .).
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If the existential entailment of belief is valid for a sentence con-
taining an indirect question, this means that the sentence entails
that the subject (or the indirect object) of the upper sentence has
an opinion as to the answer to the indirect question. ("Having an
opinion" should be interpreted in this context as having enough of
an opinion to be able to give a confident (although not necessarily
correct) reply if one were asked the question.a) Sentences containing
indirect questions under the following kinds of predicates either en-
tail or presuppose (depending on which kind of predicate) that the
swject (or indirect object) knows -~ i.e. has a correct opinion as to -
the answer to the question:9

"Emotive'" factives (see below)

"Epistemic" factives

when positive10

Semi~factives
On the other hand, sentences containing indirect questions under
these prediates:
Question-predicates (non-factives), when positive
Epistemic factives
when negative
Semi~-factives
entail that the subject either lacks an opinion as to (in the case of
the non-factive question predicates) or doesn't know (in the case of
11

the negative factives and semi-factives) the answer to the question.

These generalizations are exemplified directly below.

The "emotive" factives, to which we just referred, include (be)

su;prise(d), be odd, and regret. Kiparsky and Kiparsky defined emo-
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tive predicates as those taking "emotive" complements,

to which the speaker expresses a subjective, emotional, or

evaluative reaction. The class of predicates taking emo-

tive complements includes the verbs of emotion of classi-

cal grammar and Klima's affective predicates (Klima, 1964),

but is larger than either and includes i1 general all predi-

cates which express the subjective value of a proposition

rather than knowledge about it or its truth value, (1971,

p. 363)
Actually, the term "emotive'" as I will be using it refers, in addition
to those predicates which express a judgment made by an individual (or
group) about the situation or eventreferred to in the complement,

those predicates which express an individual's claim to having made

such a judgment - for example, apologize, thank and forgive. Thus

the statements of
having stayed out so late
(34) John apologized for 4 how late he had stayed out
when he had come home
assert that John claimed to have certain subjective feelings about the
fact indicated in the complement - although they do not necessarily

assert that he actually had such feelings, as he might have been in-

sincere in his apology,

There are non-factive emotive predicates too, such as hope, prefer,

and desire. By contrast, epistemic predicates, such as the factives

realize and be well-known (and the non-factives believe and be sure)
express the opinion of an individual (or group) with respect to the
truth-value of the proposition contained in theilr complement, Evi-
dently the epistemic-emotive distinction exhausts the class of factives
(although there are some non-factive complement-taking predicates which

are neither emotive nor epistemic, e.g. seem, turn out, happen). All
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the semi-factives - the indifferent predicates such as remember and
suspect and the wh~factives such as decide ~ are epistemic, if we
allow the epistemic class to include verbs of saying such as announce
and suggest. This seems reasonable, as, for example, announce can be
analyzed as some elaboration of "inform" and "John suggested that we
should leave" has at least a sincerity condition that John must be-
lieve that we should go - that is, it implies that John believes the
complement proposition. Analogous reasoning with respect to the
non-factive verbs of questioning classes them as epistemic ~ for
instance, wonder means "want to know" or "wish that one knew". Thus
the set of predicates which take indirect questions is divided along
the distinction epistemic-emotive, with a sub-class of the pure fac-

tives being emotive and the remainder being epistemic.

Let us return now to some examples of our distinction among
sentences containing indirect questions between those which assert or
presupvose that the referent of the subject (or indirect object when
the embedded question is a subject complement) has an opinion as to
the answer to the question, and those which do not assert this. Sen-
tences containing indirect questions embedded under emotive factives
presuppose that the subject (or indirect object) knows the answer to
the question - e.q.

(35) a. John was amused at where Bill intended to spend
his vacation.
b, It wasn't surprising to John where Bill intended to

spend his vacation
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presuppose that John knows where Bill intended to go. That is,

John could be neither amused nor unamused, surprised nor not surprised,
at where Bill intended to spend his vacation, unless he had an opinion -
in fact, a correct opinion, as to the answer to "Where does (did) Bill
intend to spend his vacation?" Thus an existential entailment (in
fact, a presupposition) of belief is valid when the upper sentence
embedding the indirect question has a factive cmotive main predicate.
Since the truth-conditions on (35)a and b require that John's opinion

as to the answer be correct, there is in addition a stronger existen-

tial presupposition of knowledge.

On the other hand, sentences containing indirect questions under
"positive" (see footnote 10) epistemic factives or semi-factives do
not presuppose, but rather only entail that the subject (or indirect
object) has a correct opinion as to the answer to the question. Sen-~
tences containing indirect questions under "negative" non-factive
upper sentences (as in (36)d and e below) do not in general entaill
thot the subject has an opinion as to the answer to the question, al-
though they are always compatible with such a statement. (36)e, for
example, is vague between asserting that John didn't wonder who won
the election because John thought he knew who won the election, and
asserting that John didn't wonder who won because he wasn't interested
in who might have won (if indeed anybody did) (compare (22) above; and
see also Chapter III, Section 3). In the first situation, it is true
that (3x) (John believed that x won the election), but because of the

vagueness of (36)e it does not entail this. The same is true of (36)d.
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Thus of
(36) a. John realized

b, John remembered

c. John didn't forget who won the election,

d. It was no mystery to John

e. John didn't wonder
(36)a~c have an euistential entailment of belief, {36)d and e do
not, but they are compatible with the statement that (3x) (John believed
that x won the election (while (37)a and b below are not compatible
with the analogous statement). Note that (36)a-c also entail, on
account of the factivity of their main verbs, that John had a correct
opinion as to who won the election, while if (36)d or e is true, then
even when it is understood that John had an opinion as to who won
the election, it is still left open as to whether this opinion was
correct or not. (We will take up the notion of factivity as "correct
opinion" in Section 2a.ii and in more detail in Chapter III.) Thus
when a sentence containing an indirect question under a factive or
semi-factive predicate has an existential entailment or presupposition
of belief, it also has an existential entailment (presupposition) of
knowledge. That is (36)a-c entail that (3x) (John knew that x won the
election); (35)a and b presuppose that (Ax) (John knew that Bill in-
tended to spend his vacation at x). Finally, note that the existential
entailments of belief or knowledge or sentences (36)a-c are not also
presuppositions of these sentences, as the negations of (36)a-c do not

entail them,
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As we pointed out above, sentences containing non-factive "question"

predicates entail, when they are “positive," that the subject (or indi-
rect object) lacks an opinion as to the answer to the questior., as in

(37) a. John wondered where the money was hidden.

b. It was a mystery to everyone where the money was hidden.

(This entailment is relaxed when the main verb is ask or another verb
of saying -

(37) <¢. John asked where the money was hidden
does not necessarily entail that John does not know the answer, as
he might have asked a rhetorical question, or he might have been

feigning ignorance; see footnote 11.)

Sentences containing indirect questions under epistemic factives
and semi-factives in negative environments entail neither that the
subject (or indirect object) has an opinion nor that he lacks one:

(38) a. John doesn't realize where the money is hidden.

b. John has forgotten where the money is hidden.

c. It is unknown to John where the money is hidden.
That is, (38)a-c do not entail that John lacks an opinion as to where
the money is hidden, as do the examples of (37)a-b; the sentences of
(38) allow the possibility that John has an incorrect opinion. They
can be continued by either ". . . - he hasn't the vaguest idea" or
", . . - he thinks it's down the well, but he's wrong," What this
class of indirect-question sentences has in common with the class of
the last paragraph (i.e. the class containing non-factive upper verbs

in a positive context) is that neither class entails that the subject
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has an opinion as to the answer. The difference between

the two is

that the "positive" non-factive indirect-question sentences are in-

compatible with the statement that the subject (or indirect obiject)

has an opinion as to the answer, while (38)a-c, like (36)d and e, are

compatible with this statement.

In summary, sentences containing indirect questions
classified with respect to their existential entailments
as follows:

Emotive factives: Trigger an existential presupposition
(39) John is (not) surprised at who was there
presupposes

(40) John knows (has a correct opinion as to) who was

Epistemic factives and semi~factives (positive): Trigger
entailment of knowledge;
(41) John remembers who was there
entails

(40) John knows (has a correct opinion as to) who was

Epistemic factives and semi-factives (negative): Trigger

can be

of belief

of knowledge;

there.

an existential

there.

no existential

entailment of belief, but are compatible with such a statement;

(42) John doesn't remember who was there

entails

(43) (=negation of (40)) It is false that John knows

who was there

(i.e. either John has no opinion as to who was there, or he

has only an incorrect opinion).
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Non-factives (positive): Incompatible with existential statements
of belief;
(44) John wonders who was there
entails

(45) It is false that John has an opinion as to who was there,

Non-factives (negative): Trigger no existential entailment of belief
but are compatible with such a statement;
It's no mystery to John who was there
(46)
John doesn't wonder who was there
entail
(47) Either John has an opinion as to who was there, or John
is not interested in the question of who was there.

(Since (47) is a disjunction, (46) has no existential entailment of

belief.)

Section lc., Some distributional facts about indirect questions
noted by Ross, and an attempt to explain them in terms
of the notion of "existential entailment of belief" or

"having an opinion as to the answer."

The distinction we have just made among sentences containing indi-
rect questions, between those which entail or are compatible with an
existential statement of belief, and those which contradict such a
statement, is very similar to the distinction between "Conjunctive"
and "Disjunctive" questions proposed by Ross (1970b). His distinction

forms the basis for a claim that there are two different ways of
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analysing the derivation of sentences containing indirect questions
depending on whether the question is conjunctive or disjunctive. I
will be concerned here not so much with the derivations proposed by
Ross!?2 as with the conjunctive-disjunctive distinction and Ross's
claim that a number of syntactic contrasts wure explainable by dis-
tinguishing between those predicates which take conjunctive and
those which take disjunctive indirect questions. Below I list the
properties which define the distinction and argue that if the class
of predicates examined is widened and the generalizations somewhat
re~stated, most of the syntactic facts cited by Ross are semantically
explainable in terms of whether or not a given sentence has or lacks a

particular existential entailment (or presupposition) of belief.

Conjunctive and disjunctive indirect questions are distinguished
by the following criteria, quoted from page 2 of the handout for Ross's
talk (the terms conjunctive/disjunctive are derived from fact (48)c):

(48) Summary of criteria:

Disjunctive Questions Conjunctive Questions
a. Allow whether Excluda whether
b. Allow any, ever, etc. Exclude any, ever, etc.
c. Take disjunctive appositions Take conjunctive appositions
d. Exclude namely. Allow namely
e. Exclude appositive clauses. Allow appositive clauses.
f. Allow the hell Exclude the hell
g. Exclude either Allow either

(Below we discuss each of these points in turn.) The predicates which

take indirect questions can be divided, it is claimed, according to
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whether they take conjunctive oxr disjunctive questions.13 Ross lists

some examples as follows (p. 1):

(49) Conjunctive Disjunctive
be wild be unknown
be fantastic be a mystery

be surprised at/a surprise be unclear
be incredible wonder
be odd inquire
be horrified at ask

He sums up the class of verbs which take conjunctive questions as
(p. 4):
(50) a. Emotive factives (these never take disjunctive questions),
b. All other factives, except concessives, like grant,

concede, acknowledge, admit.

c. clear, determine, say, tell.

The verbs which take disjunctive questions amount to our non-factive
"verbs of questioning." (Ross's list includes be unknown, which we
listed not as a verb of questioning but as a factive; however, we will
show that, like other '"negative" epistemics, be unknown fits both
paradigms.) The conjunctive-question predicates correspond to our
factive and semi-factive classes. However, Ross points out (p. 2) that

the conjunctive predicate determinel4

allows disjunctive questions when
the upper clause is negated or modified in a number of ways, as exempli~-
fied in (51), where a question containing the hell -~ a disjunctive

characteristic - is embedded under various sentences containing determine,

a conjunctive predicate:



(51) *determined
?*have determined
will determine

*could (was able to)

determine
T couldn't
where tae hell he
tried to
left the poision.
wanted to decermine

?forced Max to
Other epistemic factive and sewi-factive verbs follow paradigm (51);

(52) a. I {fgiz?tbi:membe;} what the hell T did with my watch.

*understands
b. John un why the hell you won't apologize.
{;an't understan%} y Y P d

Emotive factives, on the other hand, never allow the hell (or any other
"disjunctive" characteristics) in questions embedded under them:
(53) a. I'm surprised at who (*the hell) you picked for the
committee.
b. TIt's fantastic what (*the hell) a little tarragon can

do for a salad.
Later we will generalize on these observations to formualte the condi-
tions under which this subclass of "conjunctive" predicates allow dis~-
junctive questions; however, it should be pointed out that (51) and (52)
indicate, as will many examples to come, that the ability to embed
either conjunctive or disjunctive questions (as defined by the criteria
(48)), or both, is a characteristic of the whole upper sentence, not
just a feature of the main predicate. Thus "conjunctive" (and "disjunc-

tive"), as applied to predicates, must be considered an abbreviation for
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"taking conjunctive (disjunctive) predicates when unmodified by not,

will, try, etc."

We will now examine each of the criteria of (48) which are
claimed to divide "conjunctive'" from "disjunctive" predicates. In
each case we will consider how the class of sentences containing indi-
rect questions is bisected by the criterion. In each case we will try
to show that Ross's conjunctive/disjunctive classification of predi-
cates which take indirect questions cannot account for the paradigms,
arguing in most cases that the distributional facts pointed out by him
should be accounted for in terms of whether or not the speaker of the
sentence is entailed or implied to have an opinion as to the answer.
(That is, most of Ross's criteria apply only when the subject is first-
person (in the case of predicates which take subject complements, when
the indirect object is first-person or unexpressed). In the first-per-
son examples, the existential entailments of belief or knowledge are
about the beliefs of the speaker. In third-person examples, which in
general have no entailments about the speaker's beliefs, one cannot (as

I will argue) distinguish between conjunctive and disjunctive.)

The first set of facts cited by Ross involves the distribution
of whether-questions. (Unlike the other sets of facts we will discuss,
based on (48)b-g, we do not succeed in finding too satisfactcry an ex-
planation for the distribution of whether-questions based on "knowing
the answer".) Ross offers the following paradigm as evidence for his

contention that only disjunctive predicates allow whether-questions (p,

1):
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(54) Why he did it
How long he'll be in jail
a. Who he buried where is a mystery.

When he hid the daggers
Whether or not he has a conscience

Why he did it
How long he'll be in jail
b. Who he buried where is wild.

When he hid the daggers

*Whether or not he has a conscience
However, (54) shows only that factive emotive predicates do not allow
whether-questions, while "question" predicates do. And if ability to
take whether-questions is indeed a characteristic of (and only of) dis-
junctive predicates, we expect the epistemic factives and semi-factive
predicates to take whether-questions only in certain "negative" settings -
that is, just as in (51) determine takes questions which contain the hell
(and are therefore disjunctive questions) when and only when it is modi-
fied by not, try, etc., we would expect epistemic predicates like know,
find out and remember to take whether-questions just under these condi-
tions. But this is certainly not the case. 1In fact, the property of
being able to embed whether-questions splits the indirect-question predi-
cates neatly between the (factive) emotives on one hand and all remaining
predicates, factive and non-factive on the other:

(55) a. (Factive epistemic) John (hasn't yet) figured out
whether or not 108 is prime.
b. (Semi-factive) John determined (couldn't determine)
whether Bill had left yet.

c. (Non-factive) I (don't) wonder whether the party has

started,
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*{I'm

d. (ractive emotive) ;
John i

s} amazed at whether or not
Bill won the election.

This means that ability of predicates (or upper sentences) to take

whether-questions cannot be correlated with their lack of ability to

take that-clauses, as Ross suggests with paradigm (50) and his deriva-

tions (see footnote 12), since the sentences of (55)a, b and d are

grammatical with whether (or not) replaced by that. Nor does my

distinction, between upper sentences which entail or presuppose that
the subject (or indirect object) has an opinion as to the answer to
the indirect question and those which have no such entailment, corres-
pond to paradigm (53), since (55)a, b, and c are grammatical in both
"positive" and "negative" versions. Since the factive emotive predi-
cates form a natural semantic class (by virtue of triggering a factive

presupposition of knowledge (see also the discussion of emotives in

Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1971)), it is possible to write a redundancy
rule which states that predicates marked as emotive cannot take
whether-questions, while other indirect-question predicates can take
them. But this is an gg_ggg_solution, as there is no other evidence
that these two properties are inversely linked. Moreover, there is
reason to suspect that the inability of factive emotive predicates

to take whether-questions is not of semantic origin -~ i.e. the badness
of (55)d, etc., must be explained either in terms of syntax or of per~
formance. The reason is that although (55)d is clearly ungrammatical,
a meaning can be extracted from it. Baker (1968) would have us inter-

pret embedded whether-questions as disjunctions of sentences containing
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that-clauses - for example,
(56) John knows whether Bill won ine election
is interpreted as
(57) Either John knows that Bill won the election or John
knows that Bill didn't win the election
(p. 50). Although we argue later that Baker's extension of this inter-
pretation to indirect who-, what-, etc. questions, via the universal
quantifier, is inaccurate as a paraphrase, certainly it is correct
that (56) entails (57). (57) can further be paraphrased as
(58) If Bill won the election, Jrhn knows that Bill won;
if Bill didn't win the election, John knows that Bill
didn't win.15
Thus Baker's paraphrase would interpret the ungrammatical
(59) *John was surprised at whether or not Bill won the election
as
(60) Either John was surprised that Bill won the election orx
John was surprised that Bill didn't win the election,16
or, eguivalently, as the quite meaningful and grammatical
(61) If Bill won the election, John was surprised that
he won; if Bill didn't win the election, John was
surprised that he didn't win.
The point is that if (59) can be interpreted as (61), it makes perfect
sense semantically, so the mechanism for indicating its ungrammaticality

should evidently be placed outside the semantic component. We could
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possibly write a syntactic redundancy rule basing the exceptional be-
havior of factive emotives with respect to whether~complements on
some syntactic feature of these predicates ~ for example, [+Adversa-
tive] (in the sense of Klima (1964)), the feature which allows most
factive emotives to take any, ever, etc. in that-clauses (see below).
But this would be as ad hoc as the semantic redundancy rule we were
mentioning a while back, unless evidence can be found linking the
two features. 1In lieu of anything better, I have attempted to con~
struct a "performance" explanation of the badness of (59), which will
be found in Appendix 1. (I have relegated this argument to an Appen-
dix since I feel that (59) deserves the "*" of intuitively apprehen-
sible ungrammaticality, so that whatever the merits of a "performance"
argument may be, it will still be necessary to incorporate a device,
ad hoc or otherwise, to account for the anomaly of (59) in terms of

the syntactic (competence) grammar.)

The next criterion allegedly distinguishing "disjunctive" from
"conjunctive" indirect questions (#(48)b on our list) is the ability

to take any, ever, etc. in the question clause, Ross's example is

unknown

62 When he ever had hance to bu nythi i
(62) ver had a chance to buy anything is {*fantastic

!

in whiciy unknown, being a "disjunctive" predicate, allows any and ever

while fantastic, being a "conjunctive" predicate, does not. The impli-
cation is that those predicates which allow whether-questions allow any,
ever, etc. in an embedded interrogative clause, while predicates which

disallcw whether-questions are ungrammatical with any and ever.
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"Any, ever, etc." refers to the class of elements which Klima

(1964, p. 313) labeled "Indefinites," including also even (on the
VP), a or a single (in the sense of "any"), at all, and the auxiliary

need (as opposed to the main verb need):17

(63) a. I {W°?der } why he even attempted to rob that bank.
*discovered
asked
b. John é i
{*was surprised at} who could spare a dime.

c. 1It's {i ggstery} how he even managed to survive a single day.
o

d. It was {unclear

~ .} who had any money at all.
*surprising

wonder

e. I Uran happy about

} whether I need leave yet.

(Since we are using the term "indefinite" as a feature on determiners,
with some as well as a and any being indefinite ~ as opposed to the,
those, etc., which are definite - we will not adopt Klima's name for
this class but continue simply to refer to its members as any, ever,

etc.)

But the distribution of any, ever, etc. within indirect questions
turns out to be much more complicated than the samples of (62)-(63)
would indicate. Furthermore, this distinction among sentences con-
taining indirect questions, between those which allow any, ever, etc.,
and those which do not, does not coincide with the distinctions made
by any of Ross's other criteria. This is probably because the problem of whe-
ther any, ever, etc. are permissible is not particularly a p.wblem
about indirect questions or even about embedded clauses in general;

these elements appear in relative clauses and in main clauses as well.



- 85 -

Therefore, the explanation of why the inclusion of these elements 1s
grammatical in some indirect questions and ungrammatical in others
should be derivable from the explanation for the distribution of any,
ever, etc. in all kinds of clauses and sentences. Because of this,
an attempt like Ross's to explain this distribution in terms of a
binary syntactic feature on indirect cuestion-taking predicates is
misguided; the same reasoning would apply to an attempt by me to ex-
plain it purely in terms of my semantic distinction among sentences
containing indirect questions, with regard to existential entailments
of belief. For this reason (and because the any, ever, etc. problem
is not directly related to our present concern, which is the semantics
of indirect questions), we will limit ourselves to an attempt to des-
cribe the distributioa of any, ever, etc. in indirect questions in
terms of the notions we have available (e.q., "Affective," "Negative,"

etc.). The data are to be found in Appendix 2.

The rest of Ross's contrasts are more easily dealt with. Points
(48)c and d are illustrated by Ross with
(64) a. Who he buried where - (namely) Otis under the tomatoes,

{:nd} Zack in the pumpkin patch, {223} Fritz near the

or
toolshed - is fantastic.
b. Who he buried where ~ (*namely) Otis under the tomatoes,

Tz:d} zZack in the pumpkin patch, fzid) Fritz under the

toolshed - is a mystery.
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That is, "conjunctive" and "disjunctive" predicates both allow
lists of N"'s - corresponding to the type of NP pronominalized by the
wh-word - to appear in apposition to indirect questions embedded under
them, but there is a difference in the sort of apposition allowed,

Conjunctive predicates, such as is fantastic, allow appositions of

NP's preceded by namely and connected by and; disjunctive predicates

(such 1s be a mystery) allow appositions of NP's connected by or

(this is the source of the "conjunctive'/"disjunctive" terminology) ,
and each disallows what the other allows. Ross would explain this
difference in terms of the ability of the disjunctive (and the
inability of the conjunctive) predicates to take whether~questions,
since disjunctive questions are, in his analysis, derived from
whether-questions, which can be derived from a series of disjunctions
(see footnote 12); on the other hand, conjunctive questions are derived
from a series of conjunctions of that-clauses. Note that those indi-
rect questions which allow disjunctive appositions allow them to be

preceded by whether or whether it was and are often improved by this

addition (see the examples of (66) and (67) below).

I propose a quite different solution for this contrast: A con~
junctive apposition in an indirect question (with or without namely)
indicates that the speaker of tha sentence containing the question
believes himself to know the answer to that question. A disjunctive
apposition indicates either that tae speaker does not know the answer

or that, for some reason, he wants to conceal his opinion as to the
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answer from his addressee. In more formalizable terms, conjunctive
appositions with pamely are possible in indirect questions except
when the sentence containing the indirect question entails that the
speaker does not know or have an opinion as to the answer. Disjunc-
tive appositions are allowed except when it is entailed that the
speaker does know the answer. 1In view of what we said in Chapter I
about the speaker's role in presupposition (and, consequently, in
entailment), it is clear that among sentences containing indirect ques~
tions, the only ones which will have entailments about the speaker's
beliefs will be those whose main clauses have a first-person subject
(or indirect object). 1Included are those sentences which have em-

bedded questions as subjects (under such predicates as be a mystery,

be surprising) and lack indirect objects, since in this case the

class of referents of the (understood) indirect object is assumed to
include the speaker. My theory thus predicts that sentences which
have third-person (or, less commonly, second-person) subjects (or
indirect objects) and contain an embedded question will be grammatical
with either conjunctive or disjunctive appositions, since such sen-
tences entail nothing about the speaker's beliefs. There are some
exceptions to this which I will try to explain in the "performance"

terms of Appendix 1.

I will support these claims by example. Beginning with the more
tractable epistemic cases, note that the sentences of (65), which like

(64)a allow conjunctive appositions and disallow disjunctive ones,
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entail, or are at least compatible with the statement that the
speaker (the referent of I) knows, or believes he knows, the answer
to the indirect question:
(65) a. I'm aware of
who won - (namely)
b. I haven't forgotten a
John {%#3% )} Bill
c. It's no mystery to me

and

{*or} Tom.

d. Until yesterday it was unknown to me
Meanwhile, the sentences of (66) follow the paradigm of (64)b, as they
allow disjunctive appositions, disallow conjunctive appositions and
namely, and entail that the speaker does not know the answer to the
indirect question:

(66) a. I never found out
b. I forget who won { (*namely) } John
(whether it was)
c. TIt's unknown (to me) | (*@Md} pi11 (*2"9} qon,
or or

The third-person examples of (67) allow both conjunctive and disjunc-
tive appositions, as they entail neither that the speaker knows nor
that he doesn't know the answer (although they vary as to their en-

tailments that Mary, the subject, knows or doesn't know) :

(67) a. Mary knows who won - (namely) (it was) John and
Bill.
b. Mary doesn't know who won - (whether it was) John or Bill.

(?namely) (it was) John and
} who won - ¢ Bill,
(whether it was) John or Bill,

c. Mary {wonders
doesn't wonder

(Although the namely-clause appears a bit odd with (67)c, this is only
because it is a non-sequitur; it is not inconsistent with or contradic-

tory to the rest of the sentence as in (66)arc.)
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The relation between the speaker's "knowing" or '"not knowing"
the answer (in his own opinion) and his use of conjunctive or dis-
junctive appositions in (64)-(67) is easy to explain - if the
speaker knows (or at least thinks he knows) the answer to the indi-
rect question, it is natural for him to specify this answer ~ usually
in an abbreviated or cleft form ~ in the same utterance. Of course,
if he needs to specify two or more people, places, etc. in order to
give a complete answer, he will connect these two or more NP's with
and, since the complete answer is a conjunction of them. In those
cases where the speaker is entailed not to have a confident opinion
as to the answer to the indirect question, it is still entailed, as
with all first-person sentences containiing indirect questions, that
he believes that there is an answer. That is,
(68) a. I wonder
b. It's a mystery who he bu‘ied where
c., I can't imaging
all entail
(69) I believe (i.e. the speaker believes) that he buried someone
somewhere,
with both somes interpreted as non-specific. (Later in this chapter
we will go more systematically into the non-specific entailments and
presuppositions of sentences containing indirect questions.) Now, to
say that a person believes a question to have an answer means (as we
argued in Chapter I) that he believes that there are possible answers

to that question, i.e. sentences which fit the syntactic definition of
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"answer" and which are either true or false. And in practice, it
is generally not too difficult for a person to suggest some possible
answers to a question he believes to be answerable, even if he has
no idea which (or whether any) of these suggested answers 1s correct.
In sentences with disjunctive appositions, the implication is that
the speaker believes that one (and only one) of the disjunctions
constitutes the single correct answer to the indirect question, but
that he doesn't know which of these it is, as is suggested by the
"whether it was . . . or . . ." construction. Thus in the "good"
versions of the sentences of (66) the speaker is merely justifying
his entailed belief that there was a winner by suggesting some possi-
ble answers to "Who won?". The "bad" versions of (66)a~c are ruled
out because in them the speaker is contradicting the entailment that
he doesn't know who won by "naming" the answer to that question. The
bad versions of (65)a-c are out because if the speaker knows the
answer to the question, he is hardly likely to follow his utterance of
it with a list of several possible answers, all but one of which he

necessarily knows to be incorrect.18

The emotive predicates cause some difficulty as regards criterion
(48)c, since disjunctive appositions appear to be ruled out entirely
in questions embedded under emotive predicates, regardless of whether
the main subject (indirect objec') is first- or third-person and re-
gardless, therefore, of whether the speaker is entailed to know the
angwer to the indirect question. (Conjunctive appositions, are, as we
would expect, permissible in all indirect questions under emotive fac-

tives.) Thus in addition to (64)a we have
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(70) a. I am amazed at
b. Tom is amazed at who won the election -~
c. It's odd (namely) John and Bill.
* (whether it was) John or Bill.}
d. I find it odd
e. Tom finds it odd
The paradigm is, however, consistent with our observation in Appendix
1 that it would be unusual for a speaker to use an indirect-question
construction under an emotive predicate if he does not know the
answer to the question, since, for example, it is unlikely that some-
one would arrive at the opinion that Tom is amazed without also having
some idea of what Tom is amazed about. Since this was noted in con-
nection with whether-questions - and since the class of indirect
question predicate:s which rule out disjunctive appositions in all cases
is the same as the class which is entirely unable to take whether-ques-
tions, there is evidence to support Ross's claim that disjunctive ap-~
positions are derived from whether -questions. (However, this does
not constitute evidence that the disjunctive questions themselves

are, no matter what the surface wh-word, derived from disjunctions of

whether-questions., See footnote 12.)

The explanation of the facts of point (48)g, illustrated by

(71) a, How long a sentence he'll get - {:iﬁzz;er} 20 or
30 years - is wild.
*either

' o
b. How long a sentence he'll get {whether} 20 or

30 years ~ is a mystery.,
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pretty much follows from the last paragraph. First, to the extent

that (71)a is acceptable with either (I would be inclined to give it

a ?), it might mean either that (1) the speaker is trying to support

his (presupposed) claim that he knows the answer to the indirect question
with "either 20 or 30 years'" - that is, he knows approximately what

the answer is, or that (2) the answer itself is a disjunction - see
footnote 18. The whether-apposition in (71)b means that the speaker

is suggesting a couple of possible answers, although he doesn't know
which one is correct. Thus either-appositions are good if the sentence
entails that the speaker knows the answer to the indirect question, and

whether-appositions are good if the sentence entails that the speaker

doesn't know the answer. Sentences containing indirect questions
which entail neither that the speaker knows the answer to (.0 question

nor that he doesn't know it allow either either or whether (again, if we

adopt a conversational postulate to the effect that the use of an emotive
predicate with an indirect question implicate. that the speaker has an
answer to the question, we can state more accurately that a whether-
apposition is allowed in an indirect question unless the sentence as a
whole either entails or implicates that the speaker knows the answer):

(72) a. Mary knows
how long a sentence he'll get -~

b. Mary doesn't know
either }

20 or 30 years.
whether y

c, It's no mystery to John

Point (48)e consists of the following: contrast:

{Wild

(73) Where he lives, which is very expensive, is *unknown’

But in this case, I think that Ross has just confused indirect questions

with free relatives, and his generalization is faulty. While disjunctive
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questions never allow appositives of the type exemplified in (73),
consider the following, which contain conjunctive questions:
(74) *Where he lives, which is very expensive, is well-known,
*I know where he lives, which is very expensive.
*Who he's dating, who is very ugly, is wild.
*How he did it, which was very quickly, was fantastic.
*John realized when Bill was arriving, which was very late.
The facts of (74) are not surprising, since in general, it is impos-
sible to hang appositive clauses on indefinite NP's, specific or non-
specific:
(75) a. *John saw a girl, who was knitting. (Compare: John saw
a girl who was knitting.)
b. ?Some men, who had very long beards, entered the room,
c. *I've always wanted to own an elephant, which {iie} very

large.

Why, then, is the first version of (73) acceptable, while the examples
of (74) are not? The answer lies in the ambiguity of
(76) Where he lives is wild.
Only one reading of (76) contains an indirect (conjunctive) question -
on this reading, (76) means essentially "It's wild that he lives where
he does." The other reading contains a free relative clause (see Baker
(1968), Chapter II), and can be paraphrased as "The place where he
lives is wild" or "He lives in a wild place." On the indirect question
reading, the predicate "wild" modifies the entire clause "where he lives;"

on the free relative reading, "wild" refers only to "where." Without
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going into the source of free relatives, it seems clear that this
reading of (76) must contain in its deep structure either the NP the
place, or some pro-form such as THE PLACE or an equivalent - in any
case, on the free relative reading of (76), where has a definite NP
as its source (while on the indirect question reading, the source of
where contains the indefinite NP sometplace). Thus it is the free rela-
tive reading, and not the indirect question reading, of (76) which per-
mits appositive clauses. The first sentence of (73) is, because of the
appositive, unambiguous ~ only the free relative reading is possible.
When we try to stick an appositive clause into an unambiguous (with
respect to the free relative/indirect question distinction) sentence,

as we did in (74), the result is ungrammatical.

Point (48)f is exemplified by

(77) How {the hell } he could lie so artlessly in court
in the world
, *odd
8 {unclear }

Again, it seems to me that our ability to insert the hell or in the

world after the wh-word of an indirect question depends inversely on
whether or not the sentence as a whole entails that the speaker knows

the answer to the question. If it does, we cannot insert the hell;

if it does not, we can. This distinction is clear-cut when the sen-

tence is first-person:
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(78) I wonder (don't kno;;\\\\\

*T know

*It's odd (to me)

*T determined

*I was able to

I will who the hell won the election.
I couldn't

determine
I tried to

I wanted to

The third-person cases, which entail neither that the gpeaker knows the

answer nor that he doesn't, allow the hell (except when the main verb

is emotive).

When the hell or in the world appears in such an indi:-

rect question, it is an indication that the speaker does not know the

answer, as the continuations to (79)a-d show:

(79) a.

John wonders who the hell won, {® " ° and so do I.

*# ., . . but I refuse to tell
him.
. . . and neither do I
lt . ’ "
John doesn't know who the hell won, {, C . but I do.
John knows who the hell won, {; - . but I don't.

« « -and so do I.
John was amazed at who the hell won the election,

{?. . . but I don't know who it was.
¥, . , and so was I.

However, there are exceptions to this generalization which I have no

formal explanation for. One example which would be ruled out by my

analysis but which I find only moderately unacceptable is

(80) ?I finally determined where the hell he left the poison.
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Perhaps the hell is allowed here because it refers to a time in the
past when the speaker did not know the answer to the question. And
perhaps in this case the hell indicates difficulty in finding out the
answer rather than ignorance as to the answer, Another oddity is
the apparent inability of whether-questions to take the hell:

(8l) *I can't imagine whether the hell he is coming to the

party or not.

Maybe (81) is ruled out for an independent reason ~ the hell and in
the world seem to suggest that there is a wide range of possible ans~
wers which the speaker considers plausible. Thus it would be strange
to insert the hell after whether since in this case there are of

course only two possible answers.

This concludes our discussion of Ross's conjunctive/disjunctive
distinction among indirect questions and indirect-question~taking
predicates. The discussion was meant to show that while Ross's dis-
tinction does not correspond exactly to our distinction between indi-
rect-question sentences which have and those which lack existential
entailments of the speaker's belief, the facts that he has pointed
out, when taken together with the additional facts I have observed,
are describable (and to some extent explainable) in terms of the

categories I have proposed.

Section 2: Indefinite NP's in Referentially Ambiguous Contexts.

2a., Some problems relating to the semantic interpretation of indirect

questions.

Any analysis of indirect questions must take into account three
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features of this construction which have both syntactic and semantic
consequences: The complement structure, which creates a "referenti-
2lly ambiguous context" (defined below in 2b.i), the indefinite noun
phrase, which ordinarily is the basis for an ambiguity when it appears
in such a context, and, since we are concentrating on factive indirect
questions, the factive predicate, which is responsible for entailments
and presuppositions based on the embedded interrogative clause. An-
other feature of sentences containing indirect questions under factive
predicates, which is semantic in nature but can be expressed as being
triggered by the wh-complementizer, is the exhaustiveness constraint

which is a strict truth condition on this type of sentence.

2a.i. The specificity problem.

The wh-words of questions, either direct or indirect, are assumed
to be morphologically derived from indefinite pronouns attached to the

right of wh: whtsomeone becomes who, whtsomething becomes what, etc.

(see, for example, Katz and Postal (1964), p. 92). We will not be con-
cerned here with syntactlc evidence bearing on the deep structure repre-
sentetion of sentences containing indirect questions; rather, we will
assume the simplest possible syntactic analysis for these sentences

and try to determine what apparatus is necessary in order to account
for their semantic properties - i.e. their presuppositions and entail-
ments. By the "simplest" deep structure I merely mean one which con-
tains only those elements which I should think everyone would agree it
must contain. Thus (82)-(84) are assumed to be derived from (85)~(87)

respectively:
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(82) John knows who won the election.
(83) John is surprised at who won the election.

(84) John wonders who won the election.

(85) John knows S[wh+someone won the election].
(86) John is surprised at S[wh+someone won the election].
(87) John wonders s[wh+someone won the election].
(This is essentially the analysis suggested by Baker (1968, Chapter 1II,
especially p. 69).) One reason for the naturalness of this source is
that it implies that (82) is semantically related to
(88) John knows that someone won the election,
and (83) to
(89) John is surprised that someone won the election.
(Of course (84) has no such counterpart since wonder does not take
declarative complements.) But we cannot begin to consider just what
this relationship is until we note that (88) and (89) are ambiguous;
(88) can be interpreted as
(90) (3x) (John knows that x won the election),
("There is someone such that John knows that that person
won the election,")
or as
(91) John knows that (3Jx) (x won the election),
(*John knows that there is someone such that that person
won the election")
(and similarly for (89)). In order for (90) to be true, John must

be capable of giving an " nformative"1? (and, since know 1s factive,
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a correct) answer to the question "Who won the election?". The
crucial condition on the truth of (91) is not so strong. For (91)
to be true, there need not exist a specific individual with the
property that John knows that he won; all that is necessary is for
John to know that the election had a winner, without necessarily
knowing who that winner was. We say that the indefinite noun phrase
someone of (88) is read as "specific" in interpretation (90) and as
"non-specific" in interpretation (91); the propositions expressed
by (90) and (91) are referred to respectively as the specific and
the non-specific readings of the ambiquous (88). But this ambiguity
is not a feature of the indefinite NP by itself; rather it must be
assumed to depend on the interaction of the indefinite NP with the
embedded construction. This is clear since most simplex sentences
containing indefinite noun phrases are not thereby ambiguous - e.qg.
the indefinite NP a book in

(92) I have a book
can be labelled neither specific nor non-specific. If I have any (non~
specific) book, then there is a (specific) book which belongs to me;
if there is a book which I have, then I am, in general, a book-possessor.
(92) is not ambiguous along these lines since there is no way to differ-
entiate a specific from a non-specific reading. Thus, it is not strictly
proper to speak of [tspecific] as a feature on indefinite noun phrases,
since they take on this polarity only when they appear in an embedded
clause or when they appear as the direct object of one of a very few

transitive verbs such as look for and want. Also, Fodor (1970, pp. 30~37)
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shows that we cannot, in general, account for the multiplicity of
readings which result from the presence of an indefinite NP on the
lowest level of a hierarchy of embedded clauses (there are in gen-
eral n readings created by the specific/non-specific distinction for
a sentence containing an indefinite NP n clauses down). Rather, she
argues, when there are several levels of embedding, each indefinite
noun phrase must, for each reading, be designated as [fspecific] with
respect to each predicate which appears above it in the phrase-
structure tree (such an NP is always neutral with respect to the
predicate of its own clause, as is the case with simplex sentences).
Since, for the sake of clarity, we are restricting our consideration
here to sentences containing only one embedded clause, the discussion
is limited to two way ambiguities, and it is sufficient to distinguish
the two readings in terms of whether an indefinite NP is [+specific]

or [~specific] with respect to the main predicate.20

Clearly, both readings of

(88) John knows that someone won the election
are related to

(82) John knows who won the elec*ic..
(82) entails both the specific and non-specific readings of (88). (82)
entails the specific reading of (88) because since it entails, by vir=-
tue of its faciive presupposition, that someone won, it also entails
that there must be at least one person whom John knows to have won.
(Note also that (82) follows from the specific reading of (88) plus

the statement that only one person won the election: If there was
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only one winner, and John knows that he won, then John knows who won.)
That (82) entails the non-specific reading of (88) also follows from
the factive presupposition: if John knows who won, then since there
was a winner John must know that there was a winner. The situation is
somewhat different for indirect questions under emotive predicates:

(83) John is surp-ised at who won
entails the specific reading of

(89) John is surprised that someone won,
i.e. (83) entails (3x) (John is surprised that x won)., This is because
if John was surprised at who won in general, there must be at least
one person such that John was surprised that that person won. (And
(89) in conjunction with the proposition that only one person won
entails (83).) However, (83) certainly does not entail the non-speci-
fic reading of (89), which can be expressed as "John is surprised that
there is someone such that that person won the election" (John is sur-
prised that (3x) (x won the election)), or, more colloquially, "John
is surprised that anyone won the election." For (83) means that John
is surprised at who the winners were, but the non-specific reading of
(89) means that John is surprised that there were any winners at all.
While (89)'s non-specific reading is not strictly speaking incompatible
with (83), it does not follow from it. Later in this chapter we will
show that the correct entailments follow from an assumption that the
wh-word of a factive indirect question is derived from an indefinite
noun phrase which is marked [+specific] with respect to the main predi-

cate.
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2a.1i The factive or "truth" aspect.

In Section 1 we noted that sentences containing predicates which
are factive with respect to that presuppose the proposition expressed
by the embedded clause, and, if the complementizer is ing or to, the
factive presupposition 1s obtained by fillinu out the embedded clause
with tense marke's and a subject if there is none in the surface
stiucture. So we suggested that an analogous presupposition exhibited
by sentences containing wh-complements embedded under factive or semi-
factive verbs could be accounted for if we took such sentences to
presuppose, by virtue of the factivity of their main verbs, the
proposition obtained by changing the wh-word of the complement into
an indefinite pronominal phrase of the form (Prep)-Some+N. Thus our
representations (85) and (86) of the deep structures of (82) and (83)
are adequate to the extent that they allow us to derive the presupposi-
tion of (82) and (83) to the effect that

(93) Someone won the election
in a mechanical way from the represertation of the embedded clause and
the factivity of the main predicate. However there are other aspects
of factivity which are not explained by this analysis: Just as
(94) *John knows that Bill wcn the election, but he's wrong
is contradictory, so are
(95) *John found out who won the election, but he turned out
to be wrong
(96) *John was amazed at who won the election, although that
person didn't really win.

(97) *John predicted who would win the election, but he was wrong.
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Baker (1968 , p. 112) suggested on the basis of such examples as
(95)~(97) that "object indirect questions represent 'the truth, ' "2l
Another way of describing the contradictoriness of (95)-(97) would
be to state that"John found out who won," "John was amazed at who won,"
etc., entail something like

(98) John is right about (i.e. has the correct opinion as to)

who won the clection.

The truth of the factive presupposition is not what prevents us
from adding "but he's wrong" to factive indirect questions; the
fact that someone won is not incompatible with an assertion that
John is wrong about who won. The existential entailment of knowledge -
e.g. entailment {90) of (82) - will yield us (98) only if it is
assumed that there is only one answer to the indirect question.
That is, if an election had only one winner, then the fact that

(82) John knows who won
entails the truth of the specific reading of

(88) John knows that someone won
means that if (82) is true, John is right about who won, and we cannot
add "but he's wrong" to (82). However, if the possibility is left open
that there was more than one winner, then the conjunction of John's
knowing of a specific individual that he won with the fact that some-
one won, is not sufficient to assure us of the impossibility of John's
being "wrong" about who won; although John is thereby necessarily "right"
about one specific individual, in believing that that person won, he

might still be "wrong" about other individuals, e.g. in believing that
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they won when they didn't or believing that they didn't win when
they did. Thus the existential entailments do not account for the

"truth"-aspect of (82) either.

Another related problem which stems from the factivity of many
of the predicates which take indirect questions and which can be ex-
plained neither by the factive presupposition nor the existential
entailment of knowledge concerns a Jdifference in semantic interpre-
tation between factive sentences which contain specifically interpreted
indefinite NP's in their complements and those which do not. It is
often assumed (see, e.g. Fillmore (1971a)) that sentences with
factive main verbs and declarative complements can be "broken up"
into a corresponding non-factive assertion that the subject stands
in a certain (epistemic or emotive) relation to the proposition ex-
pressed by the complement, plus a presupposition to the effect that
the complement is true.22 Thus, for example,

(99) John knows that Mary won the election
would be analysed as asserting something like
(100) John believes (or is of the opinion) that Mary won the
election
and presupposing
(101) Mary won the election;
wnile
(102) John is surprised that Mary won the election
could be said to assert

(103) John had expected that Mary wouldn't win the election
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and, of course, to presuppose (1l0l). Since the "assertion" of a
sentence is understood to be an entailment of it, a piece of evi-
dence in favor of this view is the fact that if (100) is false, (99)
is therefore necessarily false; similarly, the falsity of (103) en-
tails the falsity of (102). Also, the conversational rules resulting
from the logical relationships among sentences show that (100) and
(103) are entailments (of (99) and (102) respectively), while (101)
is a presupposition of both: If you utter (99) to me, and I am of
the opinion that (100) is not true, I will contradict you by saying
"You're wrong" or "That's false." On the other hand, if you utter
(99) and I think that (101) is false, I cannot rontridict you in
this manner. In such a situation I would judge (99) to be without
truth value, so I cannot claim it to be false. (Rather, my response
must be of the sort which is typically given by one who belives
that a logically improper sentence has been uttered - something on the
order of "How could John either 'know' or 'not know' that Mary won,
when in fact she didn't win?") But this analysis in terms of asser-
tion-and-presupposition is not adequate for the specific reading of a
sentence containing an indefinite pronoun (or any indefinite NP) in
the complement of a factive predicate. For example, the specific
reading of
(88) John knows that someone won the election,
which is understood as
(90) (a2x) (John knows that x won the election),
("There is someone such that John knows that that person

won the election"),
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cannot be analyzed as asserting

(104) (3x) (John believes that x won the election),
the specific reading of

(105) John believes that someone won the election,
and presupposing its complement,

(106) Someone won the election.
There is something missing from this analysis: Even though (106)
assures us that the election had at least one winner, there is nothing
to assure us of the truth of the following proposition:

(107) The individual who, by virtue of John's belief that

he won, instantiates (104), was in fact one of the
winners.

And this assurance must be included in an account of the meaning of
(90). Certainly, (107) is an entailment of (90), but, although it
is a part of the "truth"-aspect of sentences containing factive verbs,
it is not a presupposition of (90). (To see this, observe that (107)
cannot be an entailment of the negation of (90); if there is no indi-
vidqual such that John knows that that individual won, then anyone who
John might believe to have won, did not win - hence (107) is without
truth value when (90) is false, and (107) is therefore not entailed by
the negation of (90). Note further that the conversational rules we
alluded co above (specifying the "characteristic response to an utter-
ance of a logically improper sentence") show (107) to be part of the
assertion (i.e. a "mere" entailment) rather than a presupposition of
(90): Suppose that you utter (88) to me, meaning to communicate its

specific reading, (90), with your justification for the truth of this
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reading being, say, an opinion on your part that John believes that
Bill won in conjunction with a further opinion that John is right

and Bill did indeed win. Now if I think that John is wrong, and Bill
did not win, I can contradict you, saying "That's false," meaning

that a belief on John's part that Bill won doesn't fulfill the crucial
condition (107) on the truth of (90), since Bill did not win. This is
of course a typical response by someone who thinks that a preceding
remark has a false entailment (assertion). The response by someone

who believes the remark to have a false presupposition - which would

in this case be: "How could there be anyone of whom John either ‘knows'
or 'doesn't know' that he won?" - is inappropriate. This remark is in
fact appropriate only when the presupposition (106), "Someone won,"
of (90) is judged to be untrue.) The significance of the fact that
(197) is an entailment rather than a presupposition of (90) is that
it indicates that the factivity of a predicate is not merely a matter
of the presupposition triggered by that predicate, but also of an en-
tailment triggered by it. Thus, (90) should be analyzed as asserting
not

(104) (3x) (John believes that x won the election),
but rather as asserting

(108) (3x) (x won the election and John bhelieves that x won the

election),

and presupposing (106).

Observe now that the more straigntforward analysis is adequate

for expressing the assertion and presupposition of the non-specific

reading of
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(88) John knows that someone won the election,
that is,
(91) John knows that (3Ix) (x won the election),
("John knows that there is someone such that that person
won the election", or "John knows that the election had a
winner").
This is because (91) can be said to assert
(109) John believes that (3x) (x won the election)
and to presuppose, as does (90), the complement proposition of (88},
(106) Someone won the election
(i.e. there was a winner, so John's belief counts as knowing). This
indicates that the extra conjunct in the assertion (108) of (90),
the specific reading of (88), although its presence accounts for the
"truth" aspect of (88), is a reflection not only of the fact that the
sentence has a factive main verb, but also of the fact that the
indefinite pronoun of (88) is on this reading interpreted as specific
with respect to the main verb. The verb must be factive if the "and
he did win'" conjunct is to be needed, since of course there is no
such extra clause in the "assertion" of a non-factive proposition: The
"assertion," for example, of
(110) (3x) (John predicted that x would win the electicn)
(whose main verb is factive only with respect to wh), is itself, and
does not include "and x won;" (110) is neutral as to whether the x such
that John predicted that x would win actually did win. But since the

extra clause is lacking also in the assertion of (91), the non-specific
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reading of (88), we must assume that its pressence in the assertion of
(90) 1is necessitated by the interaction of the factive main verb and
the specific indefinite noun phrase in embedded position. Clearly,
sentences cortaining indirect questions under factive predicates also
need this extra truth condition as a part of their assertions,
since they too exemplify this special combination of a specific inde-
finite NP embedded under a factive verb. (And since, as we noted in
Section la, such sentence:s have corresponding existential entailments
in the form of factive sentences containing specifically interpreted
NP's.) We w'll defer the rest of our analysis of the "factive'" or
"truth" aspect of indirect questions until Chapter 111; here we merely
state a claim which we will justify there, that

(82) John knows who won the election
asserts, like

(20) (3x) (John knows that x won the election),
*hat

(108) (@Ax) (x won the election and John believes that x won the

election);

like (90), (82) nresupposes that

(106) Someone won the election -
but, unlike (90), (82) additionally presupposes a disjunction of ex-

haustiveness constraints.
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2a.iii. The exhaustiveness constraint.

Baker (1968) points out that
(111) *Mary knows who won the election, but she doesn't know
that John won
and similar sentences are self-ccntradictory (p. 36). That is, in
order for
(112) Mary knows who won the election
to be true, something more is needed than the truth of the corresponding
existential entailment
(113) (3x) (Mary knows that x won the election)
"There is someone such that Mary knows that that person
won the election"
and the truth of the factive presupposition ("Someone won"), since
these might be true and (112) false if, say, Mary correctly believed
that John won but she didn't know that Bill was also one of the winners.
Thus in order for (112) to be strictly true, it is also necessary that
Mary know, of every person who won, that he won. Similarly, for
(114) Mary is amazed at who won the election
to be strictly true, it is necessary that everyone who won be such
that Mary is amazed that he won.23 Exhaustiveness conditions such as
these also hold on factive sentences containing indirect questions in
"negative" contexts:
(115) *Mary doesn't know who won the election - kut she does
know that John and Bill won.
(116) *Mary wasn't surprised at who won the election - although

she was surprised that John and Bill won.
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But the exhaustiveness condition on the truth of a factive =entence
containing an indirect question is apparently not triggered by the
factivity of the main predicate, tor non-factive (and also semi-fac~
tive) sentences have such conditions as well:
(117) a. *Mary wonders who won, although she knows that
John and Bill won.
b. *It's no mystery to me who won, although I don't

know whether or not John won.
We will state and try to justify paradigmatical exhaustiveness con-
straints for sentences containing indirect quesiions in Chapter III,
where we will also argue that they must be expressed as presuppositions
of these sentences. We have introduced this topic here because in
Secticn 2a.iv directly below we will deal with a type of apparent
counterexample to an exhaustiveness condition which must be disting-

uished from real countercxamples thereto.

2a.iv. The opacity/transparency aspect.24

An apparent counterexample to the exhaustiveness constraint on
(112) Mary knows who won the election
is the acceptability of
(118) Mary knows who won the election, but she doesn't know
that the world's foremost authority on the boat-tailed
grackle won.
That is, the "but . . ."-clause of (118) asserts that there is someone
of whom it is true that he won but false that Mary knows that he won;

this violates the truth-condition on (112) that everyone who won is
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such that Mary knows that he won, so that (118) should be contradictory.
But it is not, and it is easy to imagine a situation to which it might
be applicable. For example, Mary might have been able to name cor.ectly
that particular winner of the election who is referred to in (118) as
"the world's foremost authority on the immat-tailed grackle," and she
might also be able to list several other identifying characteristics
of this person, but she might simply have been unaware that he happens
to be the same individual as the world's foremost authority on the boat-
tailed grackle. 1In such a situation this lack of knowledge on Mary's
part would not be sufficient violation of any condition on (112) to ob-
viate its being true. Thus the second conjunct of (118) does not con-
tradict the first; the truth value of one is not necessarily relevant
to the truth value of the other. The exhaustiveness condition on the
truth of (112) would not rule out (118) unless it demands that in order
for (112) to be true,

(119) Mary knows that D(x) won the election
must be true for every definite description D(x) of every person x who
in fact won. But surely such a condition cannot be imposed upon the
truth of (112) - it is not imposed in practice, and in principle, it
is probably impossible ever to fulfill, since there seems to be no

limit to the number of definite descriptions that apply to an individual.

Since there is no significant grammatical difference between
(111) Mary knows who won the election, but she doesn't know that
John won

and (118), we are faced with the problem of explaining why (111)
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apparently violates the exhaustiveness constraint on (112) while (118)
does not. The reason is that the but-clauses of both (111) and (118)
are ambiguous along the opaque/transparent distinction; both are con-
tradictory to (112) if interpreted transparently and possibly consis-
tent if interpreted opaquely. The difference between (111) and (118)
is that in the case of (111) the transparent interpretation is pre-
ferred, while the but-clause of (118) has a preferred opaque reading,
and this is simply because noun phrases which name individuals are
more likely than other sorts of definite descriptions tc be taken trans-
parently. Thus although (111) is normally interpreted as contradictory
due to a violation of the exhaustiveness condition on (112), it also
has a reading which implies that while Mary knows that the individual
named "John" was one of the winners, she doesn't know that he is named
“"John." To clarify this contrast, we turn in Section 2b to a definition
of the opaque/transparent distinction and a discussion of the ambiguities
produced thereby, with an emphasis on sentences containing indefinite

noun phrases in embedded positions.

2b. How Opacity and specificity interact to produce multiple ambiguity.

2b.i. Defining opacity, transparency, "referential ambiguity," and
existential generalization, as applied to definite noun phrases;

the logical independence of "accurate description" and existence."

If it is possible to change the meaning and thus perhaps the truth~
value of a sentence by substituting, for a noun phrase contained in

that sentence, an NP which is different in content but which refers to
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or correctly describes the same individual or object, the sentence
exclusive of the NP-slot is called an "opaque context," and any NP
filling it is "interpreted opaquely" with respect to the rest of the
sentence. In a transparent context, the substitution of a different
but co-referential noun phrase does not make any difference in the
proposition being expressed. We say that such a substitution "pre~
serves truth value," so that the resulting sentence has (necessarily)
the same truth-value as the original sentence. The most common type
of purely (unambiguously) opaque context is created by the use of
quotation marks (or their verbal counterpart, a rise in pitch for the
quoted material). Substitution of a co-referential but descriptively
different NP within quotation marks results in a difference in meaning,
for each proposition is a predication of some property to the nominal
expression within the quotation marks, rather than to the individual
referred to by the quoted NP. A classic example (due to Quine (1960) ,
p. 142) of an opaque context is the position containing "Tully" in

(120) "Tully was a Roman" is trochaic.
Note that a different proposition is created by substitutirg "Cicero"
for "Tully":

(121) "Cicero was a Roman" is trochaic,
and that (120) is true while (121) is false. (Of course, substitution
in an opaque context does not always alter truth value, but when it
does not, that is accidental. By contrast, substitution of a co-refer-
ential expression in a transparent context necessarily preserves truth-
value.) Most simplex subject-predicate sentences, containing no quota-

tion marks, create purely transparent contexts; an example from Quine is



- 115 -

(122) Tully was a Roman.
The conjunction of (122) and the statement that "Tully" refers to the
same individual as "Cicero" entails the truth of

(123) Cicero was a Roman;
that is, (122) and (123) express the same proposition and are both
true or both false together. In philosophical jargon, the inference
rule of "substitutivity of identicals" is valid in transparent contexts

but not in opaque contexts.

Complementation creates contexts which are ambiguously interpret-

able as either opaque or transparent. An example (Quine (1960), p.
145) is the position of "Cicero" in

(124) Tom believes that Cicero denounced Catiline.
We will refer to a context of this sort as "referentially ambiguous",25
and refer also in what follows to the "opaque reading" and the "trans-
parent reading" of a sentence containing such a context. On its trans-
parent reading (which, following Keenan (1970) , we will refer to as
(124)-t), (124) expresses the same proposition as the transparent
reading of

(125) Tom believes that Tully denounced Catiline,
so that (125)-t can be derived from (i.e. it is entailed by) (124)~t and
the statement that "Tully" and "Cicero" ar. co-referential. On this
reading, (124)-t and (125)-t both state that Tom believes that a cer-
tain individual denounced Catiline. The truth value of each remains
constant whatever term one happens to use to designate that individual.

As long as two terms are co-referential, they are mutually substitutable
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in the transparent context of (124)-t and (125)-t (with the truth value
of the reading preserved), even if the referent of the subject (Tom) of
the sentence does not believe that the two terms refer to the same per-
son or thing. On the opaque reading of (124) , however, such a substi-
tution does not always preserve truth value: Just because Tom believes
of Cicero that he denounced Catiline, it does not follow that Tom be-
lieves this of Tully, for he might not realize - or he might (mistakenly)
disbelieve—that Cicero and Tully were the same person. If, for example,
Tom was under the confused impression that "Tully" was co-referential
with "Seneca" rather than with "Cicero," Tom could believe that Cicero
denounced Catiline and at the same time disbelieve the statement that
Tully denounced Catiline without being inconsistent; in other words,
it is possible for (124)-o to be true and {125)~0 to be false. Thus
(124) -0 expresses a two-place relation between Tom and the proposition
"Cicero denounced Catiline." (124)-t expresses a three-place relation
between Tom, Cicero (i.e. the referent of "Cicero"), and the predicate

"denounce Catiline."

The distinction between the two readings of a referentially ambigu~
ous sentence can also be expressed as a matter of who is congsidered to
be "responsible" for the description or designation which appears in the
ambiguous context. On an opaque reading, the referent of the subject
of the sentence is considered to be responsible for the description, in
the sense that the speaker (assuming he is distinct from the subject)
merely "borrows" something the subject has said ov implied and uses it

to denote an individual without necessarily agreeing that the description



- 117 -

accurately applies to that individual. Thus the opaque reading of

(124) Tom believes that Cicero denounced Catiline
could be interpreted as: "Tom believes that a certain individual, who
in Tom's opinion may be accurately referred to as 'Cicero,' denounced
Catiline." This interpretation helps illuminate why (124)-o (in
conjunction with the proposition that "Cicero" and "Tully" refer
to the same person) does not entail the opaque reading of

(125) Tom believes that Tully denounced Catiline;
the fact that "Cicero" and "Tully" are co-referential does not insure
that Tom will consider "Tully," as well as "Cicero," to be an accurate
designation of the individual he believes to have denounced Catiline.
On a transparent reading, however, the implication is that the NP in
the ambiguous context is an accurate designation of the individual to
whom it refers, while the question is left open as to whether the
referent of the subject of the sentence would consider it accurate.
Thus (125)-t might be true and (125)-o false if it is true, say, that
Tom believes of a certain individual (who may, in fact, be accurately
designated by "Cicero" or by "Tully" or by other expressions) that he
denounced Catiline, but at the same time Tom believes that the proposi-
tion "Tully denounced Catiline" is false, because-he doesn't realize
that "Tully" is among the accurate descriptions of the individual whom
he believes to have denounced Cutiline. Since a person ought to believe
the implications of what he says, someone who utters a referentially
ambiguous sentence meaning to communicate its transparent reading ought
to consider the crucial NP (i.e., the NP in the ambiguous context) to

be an accurate description or designation of the individual to whom it
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is meant to refer, and for this reason the transparent reading of such
a sentence is often characterized in terms of the speaker's being con-
sidered "responsible for the description" (Fodor, p. 238, pp. 247-249,
Heringer, p. 91). I will also occasionally use this terminology, but
it should be kept in mind that (as Fodor makes clear ) the contrast is
not really between "speaker's description" and "subject's description"
but rather between a description which is in fact accurate (transparent)
and a description which the referent of the subject considers to be

26 In a transparent case, the subject may or may not

accurate (opaque).
agree that the description is accurate; similarly, in the opaque case,

nothing is said about whether or not the description is in fact accurate.

It is sometimes claimed that a transparent context can be disting-

uished from an opague context on the grounds that the inference rule
of "existential generalization" is valid only rfor the former. Existen~
tial generalization is valid for a proposition P (i.e. an unambiguous
sentence or a reading of an ambiguous one) containing a definite term
if P entails the proposition P' which is derived fiom P by replacing
each occurrence of this term in P with an externally quantified variable.27
Existential generalization is valid for unambiguously transparent sen-
tences and invalid for unambiguously opaque sentences. TFor example,

(123) Cicero was a Roman
entails

(126) (3x) (x was a Roman);
but

(120) "Tully was a Roman" is trochaic

does not, of course, entail
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(127) @x) ("x was a Roman'" is trochaic),

since (120) is not "about" Tully but rather about tlie word "Tully."

To a certain extent, the validity of existential generalization
distinguishes the transparent reading of an ambiguous sentence from
its opaque reading. The transparent reading of

(124) Tom believes that Cicero denounced Catiline
entails

(128) (3x) (Tom believes that x denounced Catiline),
but (124)-o, according to Quine, does not: He asks us to suppose
(1961, p. 141) that

(129) (=his (9)) Philip is unaware that Tully denouaced Catiline
is true on its opaque reading, while the opaque reading of

(130) (=his (11)) Philip is unaware that Cicero denounced Catiline
is false, in spite of the co-referentiality of "Tully" and "Cicero."
He then claims (p. 147) that

Existential generalization is umwarranted . . . in the

case of (9) [on its opaque reading]l . . . Applied to

[the opaque reading of] (9), it leads to

(3x) (Philip is unaware that x denounced Catiline),
that is:

Something is such that Philip is unaware that it
denounced Catiline.

What is this object, that denounced Catiline without
Philip's having become aware of the fact? Tully, that
is, Cicero? But to suppose this would conflict with the
fact that (11) is false [on its opaque reading].

Evidently what Quine means by existential generalization is that in

order for it to be valid from P to P', there must be an "x" such that
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the formula under the scope of the existential quantifier in P' is,
by entailment, true of x under any accurate description of x. That
is, for Quine it is a matter of definition that existential general-
ization is valid only out of transparent contexts; it is never valid
out of opaque contexts (or on the opaque reading of an ambiguous sen-
tence) since given only the opaque reading of P(x) it is always pos-
sible that there will be an NP which accurately describes or designates
X but for which P(NP) is false on its opaque reading (as in Quine's
example). Since transparency is a necessary condition on the validity
of existential generalization, I propose to make this aspect explicit
by considering the existential generalization out of (124) to be

(131) @x) (x is Cicero and Tom believes that x denounced Catiline);
in such inferences, "x is NP' means that "NP" is an accurate description

or designation of the entity x.

By our definition, existential generalization fails for a sen-
tence containing a definite NP in an embedded context if the sentence
is not interpreted transparently (in which case it is not entailed that
NP refers correctly). But it can also fail on the grounds that the NP
refers to nothing at all, so that there is no individual of whom (or
of which) the formula under the existential quantifier is true.28 As
Quine (1961) put it, existential generalization "holds only in the
case where a term names, and furthermore, occurs referentially" (p. 146).
A term (an NP) "occurs referentially" when there is an individual to
whom (or to which) the NP refers and whom the sentence, in a sense, is

"about;" this is the case only with transparent readings. (On purely
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opaque readings, the sentence is "about" the term itself, not its pos-
sible referent.29 For example, the existential generalization from
(132) Tom believes that the best swimmer will make the team,
which would be
(133) (3x) (x is the best swimmer and Tom believes that x
will make the team),
can fail for the former reason (misdescription) if it read opaquely:
Let us assume that Tom has asserted that Harry, whom he believes to be
the best swimmer, will make the team, with the sincerity of his asser-
tion being the evidence for the truth of (132). Then it is still pos-
sible that (133) might be false, if in fact it is not Harry but Bill
who is the best swimmer, since in this case neither Bill nor Harry
(nor anyone else) satisfies both conditions on the truth of (133) -
neither is both accurately describable as "the best swimmer" and the
individual who Tom believes will make the team. Secondly, (133) may
fail to be true, given (132), because there is no unique "best" swimmer -~
suppose that all those being considered for the team swim equally well
according to whatever standard is being used. In that case the quanti-
fied formula of (133) is not true of any x because there is no x who

can properly be described as "the best swimmer."

Thus although, as we mentioned in Chapter I, a definite noun phrase
is presupposed to have a referent when it occurs in a simplex sentence,
it is not always entailed, much less presupposed to refer when it occurs
in an embedded position.30 Because of this, existential generalization
may fail on account of the lack of an existence entailment (lack of

a referent for the crucial NP), as well as because of misdescription. It
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turns out that the question of whether or not an NP constitutes an
accurate description of the individual to whom it is meant to refer -
i.e. whether or not the sentence in which the NP occurs is read trans-
parently - is independent of the question of whether the NP necessarily
has a referent. First, note that the failure »>f the transparency con-
dition does not imply either the success or failure of the "existence"
condition: Clearly a reading can be considered opaque - i.e. to con-
tain a possibly inaccurate description in the crucial context - whether
or not the NP in that context is entailed to refer: If the speaker
does not take responsibility for the accuracy of the description, he
need not take responsibility for the existence of a referent for that
description either, since a referent might not exist except in the
imagination of the subject of the sentence, from whom the speaker
"borrowed" the descriptive phrase. On the other hand, it is also
possible for a speaker to "borrow" such a description from the subject:,
and to use it in an opaquely-intended assertion about the subject's
beliefs or feelings, without there being any doubt in anyone's mind
that the (possibly inaccurate) description does have a referent. In the
next paragraph we will give an example of a transparent reading which
does not entail chat the crucial NP has a referent - i.e. we will exem-
plify a reading for which the speaker must accept responsibility for
the description expressed by the NP but without committing himself to the
existence of a referent for that NP. The fourth possibility, a reading
on which the speaker does commit himself both to the existence of a
referent for the NP and to the accuracy of the description or designa-
tion expressed thereby, is probably, under ordinary circumstances, the

preferred interpretation of a referentially ambiguous sentence like (124).
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Fodor (1970) points out that it is usually assumed in discussions
of opacity that "the two inference rules, existential generalizationr
and the substitutivity of identicals, stand or fall together; that
these two criteria pick out exactly the same set of sentences' (p. 8).
She suggests (p. 112) that it is arbitrary whether or not we define
existential generalization so as to include the notion of substitutiv-
ity (as we have done, following Quine), as well as whether or not we
define transparency so as to include an existence entailment, as long
as we keep the two issues, description and the existence of a referent,
separate. Fodor keeps them separate by speaking in terms of NP's
being "transparent. (or opaque) with respect to the criterion of sub-
stitutivity of identicals" and "transparent (or opaque) with respect
to the criterion of existential generalization." I restate my frame-
work here as one in which "transparent" refers to contexts or readings
in which substitutivity of identicals holds, and in which the crucial
NP is assumed to be an accurate ("responsibility of the speaker")
description or designation of the entity to which it purports to
refer (regardless of whether or not a referent actually exists). On an
opaque reading, as I have defined it, substitutivity of identicals does

not always preserve truth and the crucial NP is not necessarily under-

stood to be an accurate description of the individual to whom it purports

to refer (although the referent of the subject of the sentence is assumed

on an opaque reading, to consider the description accurate). Existential

generalization is valid only if both of the following conditions hold:

the reading (or unambiguous sentence) must be transparent (i.e. substi=~

tutivity must hold), and the crucial NP must be entailed to have a refer-

ent.
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To complete our argument in favor of the claim that the question of

the existence of a referent for the crucial NP is independent of the ques-

tion of whether the NP is an accurate description - that the two ways in
which existential generalization can fail are unrelated to each
other - we must show that there can be a reading of a s:ntence on
which a given NP is interpreted transparently but on which this NP is
not entailed to exist. (This ground has already been covered by Fodor
(1970, pp. 170-177); see also my discussion (based on hers) of non-
specific NP's in ambiguous contexts in Section 2b.ii of this chapter.)
Consider the transparent reading of

(134) Don Quijote thinks that Dulcinea is beautiful,

adopting the point of view of the narrator of Don Qui jote {(who thinks

that Don Quijote himself is real, but that Dulcinea exists only in
Don Quijote's addled imagination). Even though the term "Dulcinea"
does not refer to anything, the image of her exists in Don Quijote's
mind and posseses attributes. Other terms besides the name also
accurately describe this hallucination; these are distinguishable from
terms which do not accurately describe it, so it is possible to speak
of the substitutivity of identicals, the "identicals" being the terms
which accurately apply to this imaginary individual. Thus there is
certainly a reading of (134) which is transparent in the sense that
Don Quijote thinks Dulcinex to be beautiful under any accurate designa-
tion of her; the transparent reading of

(135) Don Quijote thinks that the unequalled and incomparable

lady from Toboso is beautiful

follows from (134)-t and the fact that the adjectiva. phrase constitutes

an accurate description of Dulcinea, as Don Quijote conceived her.
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Heringer (1969) claims that when a referent for an NP

exists only in the belief world of the subject [of the
referentially ambiguous sentence]l, . . . the responsi-
bility for referring to the referent by the noun phrase
in question must lie with him alone [and not with the
speaker of the sentence, because] . . . an individual
cannot be held responsible for a description of a ref-
erent not in his belief world. (p. 94)

I disagree - the narrator of Don Quijote could report (135) as
true on the basis of Don Quijote's having declared that he thinks
Dulcinea is beautiful; in doing so the speaker takes responsibility
for the description contained in the crucial NP, without having there-
by committed himself to a belief in the existence of a referent for
the NP. Thus (134) and (135) can be interpreted as transparent, even
though "Dulcinea" has no referent and existential generalization is
impossible (since there is in fact no one of whom we can properly
assert or deny that Don Quijote thinks that she is beautiful), There-~
fore, the transparency condition can hold of a sentence and the "exis-

tence" condition not hold, concluding our argument that these two

criteria for existential generalization are independent of each other.

2b.ii Readings of sentences containing indefinite lexical noun

phrases embedded under non-factive predicates.

The distinction between the transparent and opaque readings of a
sentence containing an indefinite noun phrase in a referentially ambigu-
ous context is made the same as for definite NP's.

(136) Tom believes that a senator denounced Catu.line
has, whether "a senator" is interpreted as specific or non-specific with

respect to believe, a transparent reading (actually several) on which
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any description is substitutable which applies correctly to the
particular senator Tom had in mind (if "a senator" is specific) - or
which applies correctly to the type of individual Tom had in mind
(if "a senator" is non-specific). On the transparent readings of
(136) , it is entailed that "a senator" is an accurate description of
the individual or type which Tom had in mind when he asserted (or
otherwise indicated) that he had the belief in question. On (136)-o,
however, it is only necessary that Tom believe "a senator" to be an
accurate description; the speaker may merely have borrowed this NP
from Tom's own assertion without considering himself to be responsible
for the accuracy of "a senator" as a description of the individual or

type to whom it purports to refer.

Strictly speaking, the rule of existential generalization does not
apply to sentences in which the crucial NP is indefinite, since sentences
containing such NP's are already existentially quantified. However, we
can still ask whether such a sentence can be represented (on its various
readings) by an existentially quantified formula with the quantifier to
the extreme left (sce Fodor (1970), p. 43). Clearly only the specific
readings of such sentences can be so represented. Existential general-
ization from (136) would produce

(137) (@x)(x is a senator and Tom believes that x denounced
Catiline,
and (137) certainly does not follow from the non-specific reading of
(136) because it is possible for Tom to believe (as he does, according

to this reading) that Catiline was denounced by a senator without (Tom's)
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having any idea as to which senator it was; in this situation the non-
specific reading of (136) would be true and (137) false. That is,
there are three things which must hold of a reading of (136) in order
for existential generalization to be valid from it (i.e. in order that
it entail (137)): One, the reading must be specific =~ tne noun
phrase "a senator" must be interpreted as referring to a particular
senator, or else the existential quantifier would not be on the extreme
left. The specific readings of (136) entail, assuming the "existence"
condition is satisfied, " (3x) (Tom believes that x denounced Catiline),"
but the nun-specific reading of (136) only entails "Tom believes that
(3x) (x denounced Catiline)." Two, as in the case of (124) in which the
crucial NP was definite, the reading must be transparent, or else it
will not necessarily follow that "a senator" is an accurate description
of the individual who Tom has in mind. Three, also as in the case of (124),
the expression "a senator" mist have a referent, or there is no one of
whom the quantified formula of (137) is true. Granted, the possibility
of a situation, in which Tom's belief that a particular senator denounced
Catiline is based on a belief about an individual who exists only in his
own imagination, is pretty remote, but this is merely because the notion
of "a senator" does not often lead us into hallucinations and flights of
fancy. But it is possible for the indefinite NP of
(138) Don Quijote believes that a (certain) lady from Toboso
is waiting for him
to be interpreted both specifically and transparently (as the definite

NP "Dulcinea" of (134) above was interoreted transparently), without
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there actually being anyone to whom this descriptive phrase refers,
except in Don Quijote's mind. That is, it is possible for an in-
definite NP to be interpreted specifically but not as having a refer-
ent. Thus of the three conditions cn the validity of existential
generalization out of a sentence like (136) containing an embedded
indefinite noun phrase, the fulfillment of the "existence" condition
depends on the fulfillment of th specificity condition, although

not conversely (see below).

Since there are three conditions on the validity of existential
generalization out of a reading of (136), it follows that there are
three ways in which this inference can fail to be valid for a reading
of a sentence containing a lexical (non-pronominal) indefinite NP
embedded under a non-factive predicate:

Existential generalization may fail because the sen-
tence is being read non-specifically and thus is not
being taken to ascribe any property to any individual
(really existent or otherwise). On the other hand,
and quite independently of this, existential generali-
zation may fail in the sense that it is not valid to
infer the real existence of an object of the kind des-
cribed. Also, . . . existential generalization may be
said to fail because of considerations connected with
the description under which something is referred to.
(Fodor (1970), pp. 111-112)

We claimed in Section 2b.i that the satisfaction of the trans-
parency condition on existential generalization for sentences con-
taining definite NP's in referentially ambiguous contexts is indepen=~
dent of the satisfaction of the "existence" condition; we will shortly

argue that the same is true of indefinite noun phrases. We will also

claim that the transparency condition and the specificity condition
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are mutually independent,in the sense that if one of these is ful-~
filled, the other may or may not be. On the other hand, the satis-
faction of the "existence" condition by a reading of a sentence like
(136) , with an embedded indefinite NP, is, as we pointed out, depen-
dent upon the satisfaction of the specificity condition. This is
because if (136) is read non-specifically, it does not predicate
anything of any particular individual, real or imaginary; the expres-
sion "a senator" is being used attributively rather than referentially.
Thus the question does not arise as to whether or not any particular
individual "exists." (There is, of course, a question of whether
anyone (as opposed to any particular person) exists to whom the NP
"a senator" is applicable - i.e. the question of whether or not there
are any senators. This, and not the "existence" criterion we have
been discussing, is the question which Fodor referred to in the above
quotation as '"quite independent" of the specificity question. However,
the answer to this question does not have any effect on how the non-
specific reading of such a sentence is interpreted; the interpretation
of the non-specific readings of (136) would be along exactly the same

lines if we replaced "a senator" with "a poltergeist.")

If all three conditions on the validity of existential generaliza-~
tion out of (136) were mutually independent, there would be 23 = 8
possible combinations of fulfilled and unfulfilled conditions on the
truth of (137), given (136); since the existence condition depends
upon the specificity condition, thera2 are only six. Therefore, we
will claim at this point that (136) is six ways ambiguous with its six

readings satisfying six different: combinations of conditions on (137),
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as indicated in Chart (139) below (justification for this claim begins
in the next paragraph). The horizontal axis of Chart (139) is to bhe
interpreted as follows: If the "specific" box is checked, "a senator"
is interpreted specifically on the reading in question; if the "exists"
box is checked, "a senator" is entailed by that reading to "exist" or
to have a referent; if the "transparent" box is checked, "a senator"
is interpreted transparently on that reading and is therefore entailed
to be an accurate description of the (real or imaginary) individual (or
type) which it purports to refer to or describe:

(139) The criteria for picking out the six readings of

(136) Tom believes that a senator denounced Catiline.

Readings specific "exists" transparent
1 v/ 4 v/
2 / /
3 v/ V/
4 v/
5 /
6
(*7) %
(*8)
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The six readings can be distinguished from each other by expanding

(136) as follows (appended to the representation of each reading is

a possible continuation of (136) which would bring out the intended

interpretation) :

(136)

(136)

(136)

(136)

(136)

]

1

1

1.

5.

There is someons who is accurately described as

"a senator" such that Tom believes that he de~
nounced Catiline (. . . but Tom doesn't realize

he was a senator).

There is someone who Tom considers to be accurately
described as "a senator"”, and he is such that Tom
believes that he denounced Catiline (. . . but I
don't think he was a senator).

Tom thinks that there is someone who is such that
Tom believes that he denounced Catiline, and if he
existed, he would be accurately describable as "as
senator" (. . . but I don't think he exists).

Tom thinks that there is someone who is such that
Tom believes that he denounced Catiline, and Tom

thinks that he is accurately describable as 'a
senator" (. . . but I don't think that any such
person exists, and if he did, I wouldn't describe

him as "a senator").

Tom believes that someone is such that he denounced
Catiline, and the sort of individual who Tom believes

to have denounced Catiline is (in fact) accurately

describable as "a senator" (although Tom doesn't
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think that that sort of individual is accurately
describable as "a senator").
(136) - 6. Tom believes that someone is such that he both de-
nounced Catiline and is accurately describable as
"a senator" (. . . but the sort of individual who
Tom believes to have denounced Catiline is not in
fact accurately describable as '"a senator").
Of the six readings of (136), only one - the first - allows, by exis-
tential generalization, the inference of (137), since only this read-
ing satisfies all three conditions on the validity of this rule as

we have defined it.

In our justification of the claim that (136) has six readings, we
will begin with the non-specific readings, and then continue with the
specific readings, which are more central to our theme. Tf the indef-
inite NP a senator of

(136) Tom believes that a senator denounced Catiline
is read as non-specific, it is understood that Tom believes that Catiline
has the property of having been denounced by someone who may or may not
be accurately describable as "a senator" - but there is not necessarily,
given a non-specific reading of (136), any particular individual of whom
it is true that Tom believes that he denounced Catiline (although there
may be such an individual). Two writers who have discussed the problem
of non-specifically interpreted noun phrases in referentially ambiguous
contexts, Heringer (1969) and Fodor (1970) , disagree as to whether we
can distinguish two non-specific readings for a sentence like (136),

Heringer says we cannot: He claims that if the indefinite NP of
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(140) John wants to marry a witch
is interpreted as non-specific, the sentence has no reading on which
substitutivity of identicals necessarily preserves truth, so that (140)
has only one non-specific reading, an opaque one. As evidence, he
claims that an inference such as
(141) John wants to marry a witch (non-specific)
All witches are hunchbacked
Therefore, John wants to marry a hunchback
is not a valid inference since "a witch" is interpreted "attributively;"
because of the failure of the substitution criterion, (140) must be
interpreted opaquely if it is interpreted non-specifically. However,
this argument is open to criticism on two grounds: First, the sub-
stitutivity test is not, strictly speaking, available for distinguish-
ing between opaque and transparent readings when the crucial NP is
non-specific. Substitutivity of identicals as a test for transparency
depends on our being able to substitute, for an NP which refers to or
accurately describes an individual, a different but co-referential NP.
That is, the second premise of a substitution inference says that the
same individual that can be accurately described by one NP is also
accurately describable as another. But on the non-specific reading
of (140), there is no individual about whom it can be in question whether
she is accurately describable as "a witch" (or, for that matter, as a
"hunchback"), so the substitutivity test does not apply to this case and
and the inference rule cannot be proved to be invalid on the basis of

the invalidity of (141). Second, although substitutivity of identicals
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is not relevant to non-specific cases, a similar test does apply, in
which the identity premise of the inference is replaced by a condi-
tional - which for (140) would be
(142) Anything which is accurately describable as "a witch"
is also accurately describable as "a hunchback," and
conversely.
By this analogous test, (140) does have a non-specific transparent
reading, on which it, in conjunction with (142), entails
(143) John wants to marry a hunchback
on its non-specific transparent reading. That is, (140) on this
reading means that John wants to marry someone (presumably anyone)
who (in fact) has a certain property, that of being a witch. But if
all witches are hunchbacks, and all hunchbacks are witches, the sort
of individual John has in mind as a future wife must also have the
property of being a hunchback, so it must be true (transparently and
non-specifically) that John wants to marry a hunchback. But if (140)
is interpreted opaquely (as well as non-specifically), it is not
necessarily true that "a witch" is a proper description of the type
of person John wants to marry. That is, on this reading John wants to
marry a woman (presumably any woman) who has certain characteristics,
the sum of which would, in his opinion, constitute grounds for describing
such a person as "a witch." But it may in fact be false that this sort
of person is accurately describable as "a witch" (although this would be
merely a terminological mistake on John's part as to the meaning of
"witch" and not, as in the specific cases, a matter of whether or not a

particular person has such properties as would justify her being des-
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cribed as "a witch"). 1In this case (the non-specific opaque reading
of (140)), the truth of (142) does not leed us to the conclusion that

(143) John wants to marry a hunchback
(on any reading): Since the sort of person John wants to marry cannot
in fact be described as "a witch" (or at least it is not necessary
that this type of person be so describable on an opagque reading),
the truth of (.43) does not guarantee that this sort of person is
accurately describable as "a hunchback." Thus (140)~-t entails, via

(142), (143)-t; but (140)-o does not entail (143)-o or (143)-t either,

Heringer frames most of his discussion of indefinite NP's in
referentially ambiguous contexts in the terminology of "responsibility
for the description," with the speaker being responsible on transpar-
ent readings, and the referent of the subject of the sentence being
responsible on opaque readings. Since he claims that "Attributive
fi.e., non-specific] noun phrases in referentially opaque [i.e., refer-
entially ambiguous] contexts can only be construed opaquely," he there-
fore holds that the description contained in the non-specific NP '"must
be considered the responsibility of the subject of the sentence" (p. 92).
However, we showed that even if the description of a type of individual
(i.e. the descriptive NP is interpreted non-specifically) rather than
of a specific individual, there may still be a disparity between those
descriptions which are "in fact" accurate and those which the referent
of the subject of the sentence would consider accurate. Assuming that
the speaker of such a sentence as (140) is in possession of '"the facts,"

he may well take "responsibility for the description" if his notion of
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an accurate description differs from the subject's. For example, if
I utter (140) - meaning "a witch" to be interpreted non-specifically -
wy assertion may be based on John's having expressed a desire to marry
a certain sort of a woman - a sort of woman who I would describe as
"a witch." Assuming John's expression of desire was sincere, my
assertion is transparently true, ever 1f John would not agree that
this sort of person is describable as a witch. In this case, it is I,
not John, who is responsible for the description. I think Heringer
merely confuses the issue of non-specific NP's by pointing out that

an attributive noun phrase in an opaque context

cannot be supplied by the speaker of the sentence

if the description it gives is not at least pre-

supposed in the subjects' belief world by the de-

scription the subject originally gave, or, more

precisely, if the speaker does not assume that

such a connection exists in the belief world of
the subject. (p. 92)

What he means here (I think) is that if, for example, John expresses
the desire to marry a witch, a "speaker" has the right to substitute
"hunchback" for "witch" and assert

(143) John wants tc marry a hunchback -
non-specifically and opaquely - only if it is clear that John considers

all witches to be hunchbacks.31

That is, Heringer is pointing out that
certain special kinds of substitutions of descriptions do preserve
truth from one opaque reading to another which contains a different NP
in the crucial context. This has nothing to do with non-specific noun
phrases, however - the following inference is also valid if the first

premise and the conclusion are interpreted opaquely:

(144) John wants to meet the author of Shakespeare's sonnets.
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John thinks that Bacon is the author of Shakespeare's
sonnets.
John wants to meet Bacon. 3%

Fodor (1970), who claims (with me and contrary to Heringer) that
non-specific NP's in referentially ambiguous contexts can be inter-
preted transparently, gives an example (p. 226) in which a disagree-
ment between the speaker and the subject as to the accuracy of a
description is not merely a terminological disagreement about the
meaning of the term employed. She points out that the non-specific
reading of

(145) Charley wants to buy a coat like Bill's
is compatible both with a situation in which Charley has seen Bill's
coat and admired it, expressing his intention of buying a similar
one (opaque reading), and with a situation in which Charley has
described to someone the sort of ccat he wants to buy, not realizing
that this is the same kind of coat that Bill has. The other person
might then assert the non-specific transparent reading of (145), in
which he and not Charley has the responsibility for the description
"a coat like Bill's." This non-specific transparent reading of (145)

could be true without Charley ever having heard of Bill or his coat.

The distinction between the transparent and the opaque sub-readings
of the non-specific reading of our original example,
(136) Tom believes that a senator denounced Catiline,
is rather awkward to justify because of the nature of the crucial

term "senator" (since it would be rather far~fetched for Tom and the
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speaker of (136) to disagree as to what sort of person the descrip-
tion "a senator" applies to. However, we can construct situations
analogous to those for (140) to show that epistemic predicates as
well as emotive ones create contexts in which a non-specific noun
phrase can be interpreted either transparently or opaquely.33 For
example, consider

(146) Tom believes that John married a witch,
on its non-specific reading. On this reading, Tom believes that John
married someone who has certain characteristics, although he may not
know who in particular John married (that is, on the non-specific
reading of (146) there need not be anyone of whom Tom believes that
John married her). As in the cases of (140), etc., if Tom and the
speaker disagree as to whether someone with those characteristics
counts as "a witch" - i.e. if Tom is confused as to the meaning of
the word "witch," so that "a witch" is not in fact an accurate descrip-
tion of the sort of individual Tom had in mind when he indicated that
(146) was true - it is possible to interpret the non-specific reading
of (146) as either true or false, depending on whether the non-specific
NP is read transparently or opaquely. That is, two non-specific read-
ings can be distinguished for (146), and - on the assumption that it is
conceivable for a terminological disagreement to arise over what type
of person with what sorts of characteristics is describable as "a

senator”" - for (136) as well.

* * *

We turn now to those readings of sentences like (136) on which

the indefinite noun phrase in the referentially ambiguous context is
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understood to be specific. Again, we will concentrate our discussion
on an emotive case with the main verb want, since our conclusions are
based on those of other writers whc used want in their paradigms. (We
will omit the argument that our comments apply to (136) as well as to

(140) , for the sake of brevity.)

Fodor (1970) and Heringer (1969) disagree also about the number
of specific sub-readings of a sentence containing an indefinite lexi-
cal NP. Fodor (p. 228) says that ithere are only two specific readings
one transparent and one opaque. Heringer suggests (p. 93) that

(140) John wants to marry a witch
has three specific readings corresponding to the first, second and
fourth readings we claimed for (136). These (numbered corresponding-
ly) are:
(140) - 1. A transparent reading on which existential general-
ization is valid and "a witch" is presupposed to have
a referent,
(140) - 2. An opaque reading on which “"a witch" is presupposed
to have a referent but whose lack of transparency
invalidates existential generalization.
(140) - 4. An opaque reading on which there is no presupposition
(or entailment) that "a witch" has a referent.
Heringer implies that the classical position would be that (140) has
only two specific readings,34 (140)-1 and (140)-4. That is, in this
view (140) has a specific transparent reading out of which existential

generalization is valid and a specific opaque reading out of which
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existential generalization is invalid: "The description gquestion
[transparency/opacity] and the existence questioa [whether or not
the crucial noun phrase necessarily has a referent] are assumed to
be equivalent in most discussions of referential opacity [ambiguity]"
(Heringer, p. 93).35 Disagreeing with this position, Heringer claims
that a third reading must be accounted for (the one we represented
above as (140)-2). He writes (p. 93):

[The] ambiguity of sentences containing referential

[specific] indefinites in opaque [referentially am-

biguous] contexts does not result solely from the

question of who is responsible for the description

expressed by the indefinite, but also from the ques-

tion of who is presupposing that the referent exists.

This existence is not meant to be taken as existence

in the real world, but rather as belief-world exis-

tence. Thus the second question really amounts to

tne question of whose belief world the referent is

presupposed to exist in.
To understand what he means by this, recall first that (as we argued in
Chapter I, Section 2) the expression "the speaker presupposes" is wis-
leading and should be replaced (consistently with Heringer's reforuula-
tion in the last sentence of this quotation) by "the sentence (on a
given reading) presupposes." The "question of who is presupposing that
the referent exists" should thus be interpreted as the two questions of
whether or not the sentence presupposes that the crucial NP has a refer-
ent and of whether or not the sentence presupposes that the referent of
the subject believes the NP to have a referent. 1In Heringer's termino-
logy, when someone (the speaker or the referent of the subject) "“presup-
poses" that a certain NP "exists," this means that a referent for this
NP "exists" in the "belief world" of that person. In our terminology,

when the sentence presupposes (or entails) that the crucial NP "exists,"

it means that this NP has a referent in the "real" (including the fic-
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tional and legendary) world; when the sentence presupposes or entails
only that the subject believes the NP to "exist," it allows the possi-
bility that such a referent exists only in the imagination ("belief
world") of the subject.36 However, although Heringer claims that
there are two "existence questions" (with respect to the speaker and
the subject) - which, he points out, together with the "description
question" would give 23=8 "logically possible [specific] readings,"
(p. 94),37 - one of these existence questions must be answered posi-
tively if any interpretation of a sentence like (140) is to be true:
At least the subject must believe that the crucial NP exists. For
example, for (140) to be true on any specific reading at least John
must believe the specific NP "a witch" to have a referent. That is,
it is impossible to speak of John as wanting to marry an individual
whom he himself considers to be imaginary; in this case, we cculd only
assert something like "John would want to marry a certain witch if he
believes she existed." (Although it is conceivable that he might want
to marry someone who does not in fact exist, if he, at least, mistakenly
believes that she does exist.) Therefore, according to Heringer, only
one of the two "existence questions" is significant in distinguishing
among the specific readings of (140); "Either the referent exists only
in the belief world of the subject, . . . or the referent exists in
the belief worlds of both speaker and subjecc" (p. 94). There should,
then, be four specific readings for (140), depending on whether or not
"a witch" is interpreted transparently; this is what we have claimed.
However, Heringer rules out one of these four readings, the one corres-

ponding to (136)-3 in Chart (139) - in which "a witch" is interpreted
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transparently but it does not necessarily have a referent except in
John's imagination. Heringer's claim (p. 94, quoted by me at the end
of Section 2b.i) that a person (the speaker or the referent of the sub-
ject of a sentence) must believe that a crucial NP has a referent if
he is to be considered responsible for the description contained in
that NP, construins him to exclude the combination of criteria exem-
plified by (136)-3 and the corresponding (140)-3. However, T think
that the arguments we advanced in favor of a non-specific transparent
reading for (140) (and also those in favor of a transparent reading for
a sentence like (124) ("Tom believes that Cicero denounced Catiline"),
on which the definite NP in the crucial context ("Cicero") is not
entailed to have a referent) apply, in a slightly different form, in
favor of a specific transparent reading of (140) on which there is not
presupposed or entailed to be a referent for "a witch." As in the non-
specific case, one situation in which such a reading could be true can
be characterized as a terminological disagreement. For example, take
a situation in which John has in mind a particular individual whom he
wants to marry - an individual with certain characteristics. Suppose
he describes her to me (but without describing her as a witch), and,
as he does, I become aware that (1) he is describing an imaginary indivi-
dual who exists only in his own mind, but (2) the characteristics of this
imaginary individual are such that if she existed, she would be accurately
describable as "a witch." 1In such a situation, I could truly assert (140)
on its specific-transparent- "witch exists" - reading (i.e. reading
(140)-3): If John does not realize that the (imaginary) woman he told
me about is accurately describable as "a witch" (or at least she would

be so describable, if she existed), he might even deny that the girl he
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wants to marry is a witch, so in this case I would be taking the
responsibility for the description, even though there is no referent
for this description in my belief world. (This is essentially the
same situation as the one used by Fodor (quoted directly below) as
evidence for her claim that the speaker must take responsibility
for a description in an ambiguous context, whether or not he believes
the description to have a referent. Here I am using it rather to
show that the speaker may substitute what he considers to be a correct

description of an imaginary individual.)

Since Heringer seemed to be suggesting that the failure of other
writers to recognize a (140)~-3 reading for (140) (in which "a witch"
is (1) specific, (2) a correct (or "speaker's") description (inter-
preted transparently), but (3) not necessarily possessed of a real-
wr. r1d (speaker's belief world) referent) might be attributable to their
identifying the "description question" with the "existence question,"
it is interesting to note that Fodor, who explicitly rejects a neces~
sary conne ction between the two, does not distinguish such a reading.

Furthermore, she does not view the conditions on the truth of an opaque

reading as being necessarily satisfied whenever the description in-
herent in the crucial NP is considered by the referent of the subject

to be accurate. She writes (pp. 248-249):

Linguists have assumed . . . that . . . on the opaque
reading the speaker is merely taking over a description
from the subject of the opaque verb, saying what would
count, in his opinion, as a description of the object
in question from the point of view of that subject.
This assumption, I shall argue, is incorrect.

The asaumption that the source of the description, or
the responsibility for it, is always eilther the speaker
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(on the transparent reading) or the subject of the
opaque verb (on the opaque reading) is embodied in
the proposed representations that we have been con-
sidering. . . . I shall maintain that these two
alternatives are not mutually exclusive and that in
fact the speaker is always responsible for the des-
criptions that he employs, even if he is also at-
tributing them to the person whose beliefs, hopes,
etc., he is reporting. . . . The contrast between
the two readings is not a matter of whether the
speaker or the subject of the verb is responsible
for the description; the speaker is always respon-
sible, and the ambiguity is a matter of whether or
not he is also ascribing responsibility to the sub-
ject of the opaque verb.

In our analysis, based on Heringer's paper, we claimed that in a
situation in which "a witch" is understood as specific, we could con-
clude from someone's assertion of (140) either that he (but not nec-
essarily John) believes this person to be a witch (transparent reading)
or that John (but not necessarily the speaker) believes that she is a
witch (opaque reading). Fodor, on the other hand, would conclude from
such an utterance either than the speaker (but not necessarily John)
believes this individual to be a witch, or that both the speaker and
John believe that she is a witch. She would have to say that an opaque
reading of (140) on which the speaker believes that "a witch" refers,
but not to a witch, could not exist independently in the sense that if

it is true the transparent reading is true as well.

Fodor's evidence for this claim seems to be based on what it would
or would not be possible to say under certain circumstances. For ex-
ample, she asks us to

suppose . . . Charley tells me that he is off to catch
an animal that he is convinced is eating the tulips and
that he refers to this animal as a unicorn. In telling
me about it, however, he gives me a perfect description
of a griffin, (p. 259)
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case, she maintains, she would rather assert

5) Charley wants to catch a certain griffin

6) Charley wants to catch a certain unicorn,

the speaker certainly does have a responsibility to
correct terminological errors that he detects. (p. 260)
. . . Whenever I . . . realise that Charley has used an
inappropriate word or expression to say what he meant to
say, then I must change this to an appropriate word or
expression when I report what he believes, hopes, etc.,
even though not when I report what he said. (p. 262)

this reasoning to the case of (140), it follows that Fodor

would have qualms about reporting (140) if she did not consider "a

witch" to be an accurate description of the individual in question,

since sh

an error

(147)

but only
(148)

But this

believe

report "

e would then feel compelled to correct what she would consider

on John's part. Thuc she could never say

John wants to marry a witch, but I don't think she's

a witch,

something like

John wants to marry someone who he thinks is a witch.

is akin to a claim of mine, stated earlier, that if John doesn't
that the individual referred to as "a witch" exists, I cannot

John wants to marry a witch," but only something like "John

would want to marry a (certain) witch, if he believed she existed."

This was

did not

an intui

my only evidence that (140) had no interpretation on which John
necessarily believe "a witch" to refer; it was evidence based on

tive grammatical judgment. This leads us to suspect that Fodor's
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presumed rejection of (147) (in the face of Heringer's and my accept-
ance of it), and all that this entails, is likewise based on an intui-
tive judgment on her part, and not on a difference between the way the
two of us have analyzed referentially ambiguous utterances. If this is
the case, we are not forced to choose between her analysis aid mine (or

Heringer's), since they are based on different data.38

However, the difference between Fodor's and my criteria for the
truth of a transparent reading does not explain why she (unlike
Heringer and myself) has only two specific readings for a (140)-type
sentence. In this case we might again say that the discrepancy is
based on differing intuitions, but it is more likely to be due to a
difference in theory - the theoretical problem being a matter of defin-
ition of ambiguity. That is, Heringer and I consider the question of
whether or not the crucial noun phrase is presupposed (or entailed) to
have a referent to be a basis for separating the specific opaque read-
ing of (140) into two sub-readings (and I arque further that if this
duality results in two opaque sub-readings it must also break up the
specific transparent reading of (140) into two sub-readings). Fodor,
on the other hand, would consider both the opaque and the transparent
readings of (140) to be neutral as to whether or not "a witch" has a
referent (as long as "a witch" is specific); the truth of either reading
is compatible with this individual's being either real or imaginary
(pp. 92-100). For her, then, the question of whether or not "a witch"
exists does not add an extra dimension of ambiguity, only a "vagueness."
Since none of us is yet in possession of a foolproof definition of ambi -
guity (vs. vagueness), this matter cannot be settled by argument (so we

have settled it by assumption).39
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2b.iii. Readings of sentences containing indefinite pronouns

embedded under non-factive predicates.

The opaque/transparent ambiguity disappears when a referentially
ambiguous context contains a pronoun instead of a lexical indefinite
noun phrase; that is,

(149) Tom believes that someone denounced Catiline
(150) John wants to marry someone

have orly three readings apiece: The readings of (149) can be charted

as

(151) Criteria for picking out the readings of (149)

# Specific "someone" exists
1 /
2 /
3
(*4) (V)

(The starred reading (149)-4 is out because if Tom's belief is not

about any specific "someone," there can be no question as to whether

such an individual exists.) Naturally, existential generalization is

valid only out of reading (149)-1. When we compare (151) with Chart
(139) of the readings of

(136) Tom believes that a senator denounced Catiline,

we find that:
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Reading (149)-1 (136)-1 and (136)-2 of (136)
of (149) corres-

Reading (149)- 2 ponds to readings (136)-3 and (136)-4 of (136)

Reading (149)-3 (136)-5 and (136)-6 of (136)

That is, each of the three readings of (149) corresponds to a pair of
readings of (136), each of which pairs consists of two readings which
are distinguished by the opaque/transparent distinction but which are
alike according to the other two criteria. Since the transparency
criterion does not apply to (149) and (150), they have half as many

readings as their counterparts (136) and (140).

To see that this distinction does not apply to sentences con-
taining pronouns in an ambiguous context, recall that transparency
depends on the validity of the rule of substitutivity of identicals -

a reading is transparent when, if the crucial NP is replaced by a dif-
ferent but co-referential NP, the resulting proposition necessarily
follows from the original one and is true whenever the original one is.
Now "someone" can, in a sense, "refer" to an individual - suppose that
the specific reading of (150) is true, on the grounds that John wants
to marry Anne. Then it seems plausible that the result of substituting
any definite or indefinite NP which accurately describes Anne for the
NP someone in (150) will be a true proposition, if interpreted transpar-
ently. But this does not mean that (150), when interpreted specifically,
entails the transparent reading of

(152) John wants to marry Anne,
or that of

(153) John wants to marry my next door neighbor
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(if that is an accurate description of the woman John wants to
marry). For if we supposed that the specific reading of (150) en-
tailed (152)-t, then, since (152)-t clearly entails the specific
reading of (150), this would imply that the two have the same meaning,
which is of course not the case. Thus there is no way to make sense
of the subétitutivity criterion as a means of distinguishing between
transparent and opaque readings of (150). Or, from the point of
view of "responsibility for the description," note that such respon-
sibility in the case of (149) or (150) would merely entail committing
oneself to the proposition that the individual who constitutes evi-
dence for the truth of the specific reading of such a sentence is
human. But the use of a sentence like (149) or (150), on a specific
reading, commits the speaker not so much to the proposition that a
certain individual is human as to the grammatical appropriateness of
the use of someone as the subject of denounce or the object of marry.
That is, any disagreement between the speaker and the subject of this
sort of sentence as to the acceptability of the pronoun someone in this
context will be a matter of syntax, not of description or terminoloqy.40
Naturally, the same arguments apply to the impossibility of subdividing
the non-specific reading of a sentence like (149) or (150) into two
readings, as could be done with (136) and (140). Thus sentences con-
taining an indefinite pronoun under a non-factive predicate have only
three readings, one non-specific reading and two specific readings,
which are distinguished by the criterion of whether or not the indivi-

dual who makes the reading true - the "someone" who Tom thinks denounced
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Catiline or who John wants to marry - exists in the real world or

only in the mind of the referent of the subject.

2b.iv. Readings of sentences containing indefinite noun phrases,

lexical and pronominal, embedded under factive predicates.

We now restrict our attention to sentences with factive main

verbs, e.q.

(154) Tom knows that a senator denounced Catiline.
(154) has only four readings; it does not have readings corresponling
to readings (136)-3 and (136)-4 of

(136) Tom believes that a senator denounced Catiline
(see Chart (139)). That is, (136) has specific readings, (136)-3 and
(136)-4, on which "a senator" does not necessarily have a referent,
these readings asserting that Tom believes of a certain (possibly ima-
ginary) individual that he denounced Catiline. But (154) cannot have
such a reading: When (154) is interpreted as specific, it means that
someone is such that John knows that he denounced Catiline; i.e. some-
one, who may or may not be accurately described as "a senator," is both
such that Tom believes that he denounced Catiline and such that he did
in fact denounce Catiline.?l Therefore, any specific reading of (154)
must entail that the individual described in that sentence as "a
senator" does "exist," since the NP "a senator" must have a referent
within scme real or fictional framework in order for it to be true in
that framework that the individual described as "a senator" did denounce
Catiline. Thus (154) cannot have a reading corresponding to (136) -3 or

(136) -4 because the factivity of know and the specificity of a senator
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would cause such a reading to entail that a certain individual, who
may have been imaginary, did in fact denounce Catiline, which is of
course absurd. (154) does, however, have readings corresponding to
the other four readings of (136), distinguishable from each other by
the two criteria of specificity and transparency. As Heringer points
out?? (p. 94),

Factives with object complements work just like the

verbs involved in referential opacity [ambiguity]

(i.e. non-factives with object complements) with

regard to the ambiguity of who is presupposed to

supply the description given by the referential

[specific] noun phrase. Where these verbs differ

is in whether or not there is a presupposition that

the speaker necessarily believes in the existence

of the referent of the referential noun phrase in

the complement.
The two specific readings of (154) can be paraphrased exactly as the
two specific readings, transparent and opaque, of (136), which have
the existential entailment (i.e. (136)-1 and (136)-2), with an added
clause indicating that the individual who Tom believes to have denounced
Catiline (and who may or may not be accurately describable as "a senator",
depending on whether we have the transparent or the opaque reading) did
in fact denounce Catiline. That is, the factivity of know assures us
that

(155) (@x) (x denounced Catiline and Tom believes that x denounced

Catiline),
but it does not assure us that "a senator" is in fact a correct descrip-
tion of the individual of whom the quantified formula of (155) is true.43

In other words, while the factivity of know assures us (by virtue of

(155)) that Tom's belief about a certain individual that he denounced
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Catiline is correct, it does not guarantee that Tom's belief (which
he is entailed to have by the specific opaque reading) that this in-
dividual is describable as "a senator" is correct, so that with "a
senator" interpreted specifically, (154)-o can be true and (154)-t
false. On the other hand, (154)-t can be true and (154)-o false if
the individual who Tom has in mind (and who did in fact denounce
Catiline), is not in fact accurately described as "a senator," al-
though Tom thinks that he is. Since both specificity and transpar-
ency conditions must be met in order for existential generalization
to be valid from a statement, it is clear that only (154)-1, the
specific transparent reading of (154), entails (@x) (x is a senator

and Tom knows that x denounced Catiline).

My claim that transparent and opaque sub-readings can also be
distinguished for (154) when "a senator" is read non-specifically is
supported by a suggestion that these two sub-readings be interpreted
as (136)-5 and (136)-6 respectively with an added clause on each inter-
pretation to the effect that someone, who is or is not necessarily
describable as "a senator" (depending on whether we have the transparent
or the opaque reading), denounced Catiline. The possibility of the non-
specific transparent reading of (154) being true and its non-specific
opaque reading being false, or vice versa, is, as in the case of the non-
specific readings of (136), based on the possibility of a disagreement
between Tom and the speaker of (154) as to the meaning of the word
"senator" (within the context of the sentence), or of the constitution

of the class of senators. Admittedly this latter possibility,



and therefore the former, is remote. Consider, however:
(156) Tom knows that Mary married an alcoholic

a. . . .bat he doesn't know who it was. (non-specific)

b. . . .but Tom doesn't realize he is an alcoholic
(he thinks she married someone who only has three
drinks a day). (transparent)

c. . . .bat I don't agree that whoever she married is
an alcoholic (T think it was someone who only has
three drinks a day). (opaque)

The transparency/opacity distinction, as well as the question of
existence of a referent for the indefinite NP, ceases to trouble us
when we consider

(157) Tom knows that someone denounced Catiline,
a sentence which differs from the indirect-question-containing sentence
(158) Tom knows who denounced Catiline
only in that (158) includes an exhaustiveness condition on its truth,
to the effect that all and only these individuals whom Tom believes
to have denounced Catiline also have the property of having in fact
denounced Catiline. Since (157) contains a pronoun instead of a lexi-
cal noun phrase, we cannot distinguish between opaque and transparent
readings of it; and since the possibility is not allowed, when someone
in (157) is interpreted as specific, that the individual, of whom Tom's
belief that he denounced Catiline provides evidence for the truth of
(157) , does not "exist,'" two of our three criteria for distinguishing
among the readings of a sentence containing an indefinite NP in embedded
position are no longer applicable. There are thus only two readings for

(157): One specific reading, on which "someone" is assumed to have
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a referent, and one non-specific reading. Neither reading can be
characterized as either transparent or opaque, and of course, ex-
istential generalization is valid only out of the specific reading.
Since, as we pointed out (in footnote 33), the specific transparent
readings of

(136) Tom believes that a senator denounced Catiline
entail the non-snecific transparent reading of (136), and likewise
for its opaque readinjys, and since the same is true of

(154) Tom knows that a senator denounced Catiline
(the factivity of Eggg_in (154) does not change these entailments
since the non-specific reading of (154) has the same factive pre-
supposition as its specific reading), we would also expect that the
single specific reading of (154) entails its single non-specific

reading, which is the case.

Section 3: Some semantic interpretation rules which apply to sen-

tences containing indirect questions with the right

result if we assume that wh~words in factive complements

are derived from specifically interpreted indefinite pro-

nouns.

The major elements of the deep structure of a sentence containing
an indirect question are, from a semantic point of view, the main
predicate, the yb;complementizer, and the embedded indefinite noun

phrase (these last two combine in surface structure to make the &hfword).
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BEach of these is responsible for some aspect of the semantic inter-
pretation of the sentence; that is, each of these "triggers" some
entailment or presupposition, these logical consequences being de-
rived from the deep structure of a sentence by generalized semantic
interpretation rules (schemata) of the sort described in Chapter I,
Section 3. The main predicate of a sentence, if it is factive,
triggers the factive presupposition by the rule
v
(159) X-| +factive with] - COMP; - S - ¥
respect to
COMPi
presupposes S.
Rule (159) applies to sentences coutaining interrogative and declara-
tive complements alike. It assumes a deep structure representation
for indirect questions like the ones we gave in Section 2a.i, in
which the question is represented as the complementizer wh plus a sen-
tence containing an indefinite pronominal NP. (It is also assumed
that to and ing complements are full sentences in deep structure, with
subjects and tenses marked.) If the main verb of a sentence containing
an indirect question is a non-factive "question" verb, (159) does not:
apply. The wh-complementizer in the deep structure of a sentence con-
taining an indirect question triggers an exhaustiveness condition on
the truth of such a sentence (or its negation); all sentences contain-
ing indirect questions have exhaustiveness constraints, regardless of
the factivity of the main predicate. We will discuss this presupposi-

tion in Chapter III. The indefinite pronoun, if it is marked as

[+specific] with respect to the main verb, triggers the corresponding
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existential entailment.

3a. Corresponding existential entailments.

We observed in Section 1 of this Chapter that
(160) (=(29)) a. John knows who won the election
b. John doesn't know who won the election
¢. John is surprised at who won the election
d. John is not surprised at who won the election
entail, respectively,
(161) (=(30)) a. (3x) (John knows that x won the election).
b. (3x) (John doesn't know that x won the election).
c. (3x) (John is surprised that x won the election).
d. (3x) (John isn't surprised that x won the election).
If we assume the indefinite pronoun underlying the wh-word in each of
(160)a-d to be marked [+specific) with respect to the main predicate,
it is easy to write a rule deriving the deep structures of entailments
(161)a-d from the deep structures, respectively, of (160)a-d. The
rule simply substitutes a that-complementizer for the wh (so that in
the surface structure of each existential entailment the indefinite

pronoun is preserved in its non-wh form. The rule is

(162) Vo NP
X - +factive with | - g [wh - ¥ - | -definite -~ 2]
respect to wh 1 +PRO

+specific with
respect to wh

1 2 3 4 5 6
entails: 1-2~that-4-5-6.

We are assuming that there are "logical rewriting rules" which turn deep

structures containing certain semanto-syntactic features into 'well~
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formed formulae" written in standard logical notation, and it is in
this form that propositions expressed by sentences are dealt with by
the semantic component. For instance, we assume that the deep struc-

ture of the corresponding existential entailment of (160)a,

(163) John [knows t]s[that someone won the election].
+factive +specific
with respect
to know

(where (163) is the result of applying rule (162) to the deep struc-
ture of (160)a), enters the semantic component as a quantified for-
mula along the lines of (l6l)a. (If the someone of a deep structure
like (163) were marked [-specific with respect to know], the corres-
ponding logical formula would be "John knows that (3x) (x won the
election).") Presumably there are similar rules to turn conjunctions

into logical connectives, etc.44

Since

(l6l)a @x) (John knows that x won the election),
which represents the specific reading of

(164) John knows that someone won the election,
entails the non-specific reading of (164),

(165) John knows that (3x) (x won the election)
(see footnote 32), and since the entailment between ,161)a and (165)
is a fact about sentences containing indefinite NP's embedded under
epistemic predicates (i.e. the rule accounting for this entailment
would have to be in the grammar even if we didn't have to deal with
indirect questions), entailment (165) of (160)a is also easily derived

from its deep structure through an assumption that the wh-word of



- 158 -
(160)a is marked as [+specific], since entailment is a transitive
relation. Note also that (160)b-d do not have non-specific entail-~
ments corresponding to (165): Certainly
(160) b. John doesn't know who won
does not entail
(166) John doesn't know that (3x) (x won the election) -
i.e. "John doesn't know that there was a winner." (As Fodor points
out (p. 123-124), when there is an entailment from the specific to
the non-specific reading of a sentence containing an embedded indef-
inite noun phrase, there is no such entailment from the specific
reading of the negation of this sentence to the non-specific reading
of the negation. But there is an entailment the other way around, from
the non-specific reading of the negation to the specific reading of the
negation. For example,
[(l6l)a, (3Ix) (John knows that x won)]=» [(165), John knows that (3x)
(x won)]
is valid, while
[(161)b, (%) ("John knows that x won)]#¥» [(166), "John knows that (3x)
(x won)]
(with "™" to be read "it is false that') is not valid. But
[(166), ~John knows (3x)(x won)] =>»[(161)b, (Ix) (*John knows that x
won) ]
is valid.) Thus by representing the NP someone in the deep structure of

(160)b as [+specific], we can prevent the unwanted non-entailment (166)
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from being "read off" the deep structure of (160)b as (165) is read
off that of (lé0)a. Similarly, the fact that (160)c and d do not en-
tail, respectively,

(167) a. John is surprised that (3x) (x won the election)

b. “John is surprised that (3x) (x won the election)

can be accounted for in terms of the fact that (16l)c and d do not
entail these either (since the specific~to-non-specific entailment

holds only for epistemic predicates in "positive" environments).
3b. Transparent entailments.

Out definition of existential generalization, and the fact that
it is valid out of the specific reading of
(157) Tom knows that someone denounced Catiline,
suffice to explain why

(168) Tom knows who denounced Catiline, but he doesn't know

that {Tully } denounced Catiline
a senator

is not necessarily contradictory. Existential generalization from (157)
asserts that there is a "real" individual such that Tom believes of

him that he denounced Catiline. It is clear that if the individual who
Tom has in mind as having denounced Catiline is in fact correctly de-

scribed as "Tully" (or as "a senator"), the transparent reading of
y

Tully

} denounced Catiline
a senator

(169) Tom knows thatl

is true. However, the truth of the specific reading of (157) does
not under these circumstances assure us of the truth of the opaque read-

ing of (169), for (169)-o has an extra truth-condition that Tom must
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consider "Tully" (or "a senator") to be an accurate description of
the individual who he knows to have denounced Catiline. Consequently,
it is not inconsistent to assert (157) while denying (169)~-0. Nor
is it inconsistent to assert
(158) Tom knows who denounced Catiline
while denying (169)-o (as is done by (168) when the but-clause is inter-
preted opaquely); although the exhaustiveness condition on (158) assures
us (in part) that "Tom knows that x denounced Catiline" is true of
every individual x such that x in fact denounced Catiline, and it
necessitates that
(170) Tom knows that D(x) denounced Catiline
is true transparently for every description or designation D(x) which
accurately refers to any individual who in fact denounced Catiline,
it does not assure us that (170) is true opaquely of any particular
D(x). Therefore, (168) and sentences such as
(111) Mary knows who won the election, but she doesn't
know that John won
and
(118) Mary knows who won the election, but she doesn't know
that the world's foremost authority on the boat-tailed
grackle won
are contradictory - the but-clause in each case violates the exhaustive-
ness constraint on the truth of the first conjunct - only if the but-
clause is read transparently. They are consistent if the but-clause in

each case is read opaquely.
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