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Index, context, and rcntent

1,  SYNOPSÌS

If a gnIrm.r ìs to do its jobs 3s part of 3 svsteDritic testatement of

our connnoD kuowledge about our practices oflinguirtic commud

cation, it must rssign semrntìc *lues that determile which sentenccs

àrc true in which contexts. If the sermntic values of sentcnces also

sene to help determine the semantic values oflarger sentences hàv

ing the giver senience as a constitlrent. then also the semntic values

must detetmine how rhe truth ofa sentcnce varies when ccrtain teà

tutes of contcxt ue shifted, one feature Àr a tlme

Trvo sortr of dependence of nuth on fcat!1res of context are jn

volreà: antzxt depenlenrc and inlex'tlepenfunee A "d'r' is a location

- úme, pìace, md posìble wold - where a sentcnce is said lt has

countless featurcs, determined by the chàracter of the location An

tÍler is an ,-tupìe offeatur:s ofcontext. but nol necess:ìrily fèatures

that go togethcr in any possible coDte*t Thus ai index night conlist

ofa speaker, à dme before hìs birt'\, a wodd where he never lived:t

all, and so on. Sìnce we de unLikely to think of a[ the feàturcs of

FiRt publùh€d in Stig Kúger ind Svcn Òhnun (eds ) P'iido?hv Ún Cnflît|t (Dòr

drchi Rcldel, 1980). Colynght q l9l0 bv D r'cidel Pubúslnng Conprnt

Reprinied ùìdr tind F(mi$ion Èom Klùùer Academi. Pnhli\ùeR

I an g reful to nîny ftiends for vrlutrblt discu$iotu of rhe ucrial in thtr Paper

steci:l mcntion r dùc to Ma c6swell, Grtú Eud. chlles Fi[ùoE DNid Krl]

bn, rnd Roteft Sì,lnaker An cady venión wrs prdcnted to thc V"aion School nr

Logi. Í V,.tori3 Univeslty of welnEton in August 1976i I thr'lk the New

Zcdand-Unncd States ldúcfionrl Fóúrdatjoù fÒr Ésearch súPPot on thàt occrsÓn
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context on which truth sometimcs depends, and hence unLikelv to
construct adequ3tely rich ìndiccs, we cannot get by wìthout contcxr
dependence as wel as indcx dependence. Stuce iùdices but ror con
tcxts car be shilÌed onc feàture at a rìrne, we c.lDnor get by without
indcx dependence as wel as coDrext-dependence. An assi$rment of
.cm-nu \J luA |  ,u \ r  br \ (  r r  |  'p  r .  r r i .n  .en,<n,  c
tcxt . at iDdex t, lrhere / need not be rhe ìndex n\ar gìves the feanres
of contc'xt r. Fortunarelt àn index Llsed togerher with a context ji

rhis wxy Deed nor give all relemnt fearurcs of contexrj only the
shiltablc feiìtures, lvhich ate much lewer

T\vo a.lteùr:ìtivc srntegies are avaihble. (1) Variable bur simple se-
ùaDtic mlues: a sentence hils dilTerent semnric alues ar diferenr
contexts. and these semantic v:rlues are functions from indices to
trúth values. (2) Conplex bur consrmt seùantic qlues: a sentence ha5
tlìe sàme seùaDhc value ar all conter.ts, and this value is a furction
*om context index pajîs to truth qlues. But the stntegies aie not
genuine .ltcrnatives. They difer oDly supcrfictu11)r tsIence .rrenprs to
ar$e aor ùe supctiorlty ofone over the other are nnlguided. Whar
ever one can .lo, the other cai do, and with almost equd coÀ,enence.

2,  PHILOSOPHY AND GRAMMAR

We have ùade it parr ofn\e busìnes ofphilosophy to set down, in an
explicit and slstenaric fmhìon, the broad outlnres of our comon
knolvledge about rhe pràctice of language. Part of úìs rcstatemenr
ofrvhat we all kaorv shoul.l run as foÍows. The ftrcmost dring we do
rvith rrcrò is to iùpart ìnformarion. and rhis 1s how we do ir. Sup
pose (1) that you do not know q,hether ,4 or B or . . ; and
(2) that I do knowj and (3) rhàt I úent you ro kDowj and (4) that no
cxtnneous reasons ùuch constnin my choice of wordsj ànd (5) rh:ìt
wc boú know thàt the condirion! (1)-(5) obtain. Then I rvìlt be
tuúfu1 aDd you wi be rust;€ and thercby you wil coùre ro share
rny howledge. I wì Énd somerhing to say that depends for ir! rrurh
on whcther ,4 or B or . . . and rhat I rrle ro be rue. I will say it .rnd
you wìll hear it. You, tmsting lllre to be wilLing md able to tetÌ rhe
trurh, wìI then be jn a posirion ro intu wherher,4 or B or. . . .

That ws not qùire rìght. Consider rhe tribc ofl-ìa6 rhe ones ìn

22

the tìddles, the folk we fe* to meet at forks in the mad Unlike

connon liars, the L;m have no wlsh to tÌlslead Thev convev infor

mation smoorbly to each other; rnd once we knorv theù for whàt

rhey ale, we too can learn 6otÌl then which rcàd leaò to ihe clrv'

Thev àre as truthh ln ther own ivay a! lve arc in o11rs But they are

"','ir.r i" li"** -a -e are truihful in Énglish, dd Lisrese s a lan-

g u a g e  l i k -  L r g l i  h b , r r  s I ' h  l ' e t u r h v J ( r c ' ' e t ' r ' r d  T \ ( n '  n n g

i ' . ,  " r - , t  ' ,on t l ' \hds '  rhrr  we "k or  ot rhs r t 'be

irro,,. i,r'ouia "", r'.". spoken sinplv of mv ftuthful'es and vorr

i.',t. r ,l"Ua r."". ,"ia, r *U S. "uÀr"l-ill Euglih end vou vill be

trusting ìn English, and that is how vou will cone to shÀre mv

1""-tJag". L;i[ n"a *niethìns to sÀv tlÌat dcpends for its ruth in-

n"*ti,t .,i' '"t'.,r'* I o. r or . ard that I uL" to be rue-in-English;

yoJ - 

 

"*, *" to be wiling md abìe to te[ the trlth-in-English

îuthtulnesvin-Liarese rvouÌd have <ìone as wel (and truthtulnesHn-

English rvould not have done) had voll been trusring-in-Liùesc
"Truth-ln 

English - what is thirt? A complete restlltenent of our

-..-". 1."-i.a*" "rr"ut the rnchce oflaùgu'ge mav not ur r'\is

oi.*. -i,f."* *oia;;g it We nced r chapter which cuhmlntes ir
'" 

,p*,l""rio" oi th. À"dttio's undet whìch someone tells thc

úu;h-ìn English. I cali that chalter 43ff'1n4lfor English

I u.. thi wo..Ì 
'g'.",-".' i" a broad sense. Ilsc I could have

6u1ìd lrttÌe to say about our assigned ropic lfir is to end bv chanc-

terizing trutb-in Englìshi I gúùnar nust 'over nost of \thÀt has

t"l" i"u.a 'y",*. "-.h oì 'vhat h" t'een cà[ed semandcs' and

even pm of ihe niscell-rry that hrs been ca[ed prrgmatics lt ù]st

..".,',fr" p-, of p'rg"ti., tlut nigh' ber'r have been called rt-

d""rcal s"-"nti.. - p*g*t., in the scnse of Bat Hillel fll rnd

MontagDe [10] Ir need rot covcr some orher pars of pragluhcs:

convenatiomt appropriateness and ;nPlicarure' disaúbiguatroi' rax-

onorny olspeech acts, or vhat it is abour ui thal makes sone gran-

nars risht and others wrong

I anr ptoposing both a dJineadon otùe subject of sralÙ1ar.and a

modest condition ofidequacy for grar nàrs A good giaÙmar $ one

sùired to plav a certdn role a systema!' rest'Èment of our con-

,no" knorvl"dge ab."t r"nguage lt rs the detailed atrd patochìal pàrt

- thc part that would be diferent iî we were Liars or if rve were
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Japanese. It attaches to the resr by way ofthe concept of truth-ìn-

Englhh (or ìn some other laquàse), whìch the granrmu supplìes

ànd which the rest ofthe rcstatenenr employs

The subject D1ight be diferendy delineated, md Dore stringent

conditions of adequacl might be demanded. You might irsist that a

good gramar should be suited to fit ioto a psycholinguistìc theory

that goes beyond knorvledge and explaiB the irorer

nechanisnr that make our practice possible. There is notlìing wrcng

ìn prìnciple with t\is mlbitior$ gorì, but I doubr that it is worth

while to pursue ìt in our present state of knowledgc- Be that as ìt

may. ir is certainly not a goiÌ I dare pursue.

3. CON-TEX'I DEPENDENC!

Any :ìdequate grammr nùst tell us that truth-in-English depends

not only on what words are saìd and on the facts, but also on feàtures

ofthe situatìon in which the words are said. The dependeúce is sur-
prisiDgly multi&rìoús. If t\c words are 'Now I am hungÍy' then

some ficts about who is hungry wheD natter, but also it matters

when tle speech occurs aod who is speaking. lf the wotds are
'Frmce n hexagonal.' of course the shape of France natters, but so

do the aspects ofpreviorls discourse that nisc or lower the shndards

ofprccìsion. Truth-in-English hrs been achieved ifthe last thing said

beforc sas 'ltaly is sort of boot-shÀped.' but not if the ldt thing s:ìid

before was'Shapes in geometry are ever so nuch silnpler thd shipes

in geognp\'. Ifthe words are 'That one costs too much.'ofcourse

the priccs of certain things matter, and it mtters whìch things e

traversed by the line projected from the speakerì pointing Ànget but

also the relations ol compdittive salience among these things mettel

These relrtions in turn depend où \-irìous aspects ofthe situetion, es

pecially the previous discoulse. If the lvords are 'Fred came floating

up thîough the hatch ofthe spaceship iìnd turned left.', rhen it matteB

what point ofreferencc and what orientation we have estabLished. Be

w:ìrer these are established in a complicated llay. (See Fildore l3].)
They need not be the location and orientatìon ot the speaker, or of

the audience, or ofFred, either now or rt the time under discussion.

lgherì buth-itr-Engljsh depends on natters of tact. that is c.Ìed

.orri,ge'rrl Wher it dePends on features of cootext that ìs called i'-

aexià;ty. s,tt need we dìstingursh? Some contingent facts arc facts

about cortext, but are there any that aJe not? Every coltett $ lo

cated not onÌy in Physical sprce bìrt also in logical space lt is at soúe

particular possible worìil our world if it is rn àctual coDtext an

"th.. -o.U ifit i. " -.relv possible contcxt (As vou see' I prcsup

Dose a metaphvsics of modal realism lt's not that I think L\is

1","f.**rl -r-iu.*t is indìspensable to proper philosophv of

l rnL rqr '  in  phi lo 'ophl  rhcre r r '  rsuJlv  mrnv wr) '  (o  ! r r '  |  (ar '

e , i l . . ,  r  , "p, ,  , t .  p"p" l r  pre 'urnPr ion r l r i r  r r rodJ rcal 'm r rnd '  In

nee<i of iusrification.) It is a featule of 'lllv context' actuar or onler

whq that its rvorld rs one where mitters ofconhDgent fact are a cer-

tain way. Just 3s truth iD-EngLìsh mav r:lepend oD the dme of the

context: ; the speaker, or the stand:rds ofprecision' or the salience

relanons, so lìkewìse mav it dePend on the world of the context

Contìngency is I kìnd of indexicaliry

'I StrMANTIC VÀLUES

A concìse gr:ìmm:ìr for a big langlage fot ìnstance' a fìnite gram-

mar for anìnfìnùe hnguage likc ours - had betìèr work où the com-

positional principle. Most Lingùistic expressions must be bu t up

i "p-i,.. r'i ".".""""4"n or in soùe more couPlicated uav' ftom a

stock of basìc exPressions.

lAltemativelv, structùres that de not logÌllstìc expresìons may be

boit op st"p*is", and some of these mav be ransformed inro lin

quì,ti. "*p."*1.... F". evidence th:rt these approaches diflcr ornv su

oo{, i " ì1 ,  .ce Coope-,nd Prrsob l4I

To so beyond syntax, a coúpositìonal graNrar must iìrsocnte

r"itl' e"".h e*p,esion àn enrìtv rhat I sha11 call its rend"n /dhe (In

ca," of mbig"irv. nore than one must be àssigned ) Thcse plav a

twofold rcle- Fitst, tbe semantic ralues of some exPtcssloÙ' the ren-

rer..r, must enter soneholv into detetmining whether truth in-Ing-

lish rvoutd be achìeved if the expression were uttered in 3 given

contert. Second, the serontic v:ìlue ofany expressìon rs to be deter-

nììned bv the semantic vJucs of the (inmediate) constrtúents rlom

which it n built, together with the wav it is built from them'
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To thc cxtcnr drat sentences are buìlt up, dincdy or iudirccdy
frcm sentenccs, thc semDtìc \%lues of sentenc.-s hrve both Jobs to
do. The senuntic valucs ofnon sentences have only one 3ob: to do
dreir bit toward deternúning the seronnc raÌucs ofthe sentences-

Semnric values ruy be anythùg, so long as t\eir.jobs get done.
Ditrercnt compositional gnmm may assrgn dìfercnt softs of sen@
tìc rdues, yet succeed equally well ir tellìng us the condìtion of truth
in-English dd tletefore sene equally well as chaptes in the syfematic
restatenent of our comon knowledge about language. Lìkewisc,
differeni but equally adequate graman mìght pa6e sentcnces into
drffeent constituene, combined accordhg to diferent rules.

More ambitious goels plesumably would mean tighter constnints.
Maybe à gramnlar that assigns one sort of semantic rzlue could 6t
better into future psycholingu;ti.s thàn onc ther asigas another sort.
Thereof I sball not speculate.

Another source of obscute and unwanted consbaints is our rad;

tion:ìl seDantic vocabuÌary. We have too many words for semantic
raÌues, and fòr the relation ofhrving:ì semantic vaÌuel

apply to
Bedeutung

fall uudet
s:tisEr

signi4'
Stfl

for r start. Notjust any of these words can be used forjust àny sort

of assignment of seftìntic values, but it is far from clear which go

with which. (See Lewis [9].) There are conilictins tendencies in past

usage, ind presuppositions we ought !o abandon. So I have ihought

it best to use a iewish and neutnl term. thereby dodging :ll issues

lbout which possible sors oÍ senantic values would deserve which

of the frmiliar names.
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5.  SHI lTINESS

OfieD the truth (-in Erylish) ofa sentencc iu a contet depends on

the truth ofsome relatcd sentence when soùe È,tture ofthe orìginat

context js shifted. 
'Thcre h.we been do$ ' ìs trùe now itr'Thete are

dogs.'is ruc at some tiù1e before uow. 'Somewhere the sùn n shn-

ing.'is true here ifi"The sun is shùing'is trùè soúcvhere 'Aunts

must be womeD.'is true at our world if 
'Aunls are wontn isrueat

aìl worlds. 'SnictÌy speàking. Ftance rs nor hexrgo.af is trùe evcn

Lrnder low standards ofprcclsion if 'France is not hexagoniìI.'is true

undcr stricter standads.

ln such a cte, it nay bc good stmt.gy for à comPosltional Sarnrur

to pane one senteuce as tle result ofapplyirg a modifier to another:

'There have been dogs.'= 
'It has beei thar ' . 

'+ 'Thcre àre

dogs.'

'Somewhere the sun ìs shìning' = 'Somcwhere . ' + 'The

suú ìs shiDing.

.Aunts must be wonren., = .k must be th:ìr . . . + Aunls are

'Strìctly speaking. France is not hcxagonàl-'= 
'Strìctlv spesking

. . .' + 'Fntlce is not hexagoml.

Then ìf the semntic value of the first sentence is to dcternìine rts

truth ìn v:rious coDtexts, and ifrhat Qlue is ro be deteroined by the

values of constìtuents, then the value of the secord s.ntence nÙst

provide informtion :bout how the second \enterce qries in tuth

value when the relerant featurc ofcontext is shifted.

I emphasized that colltext dependence wai multifarious' but per

haps the shiíty kiod of conter-t-dependence ìs l'-ss so The list of

shifiable features of contexr roy be quùe short l have tqgested n\àt

the list should include time, place, world, and (some asPects o0 stan

ddds ofprecision. I ùl not sure what more should be added

To be sure, we could speak a langurge ìn which 
'As for vou, I am

hungry.'n true if 'l a hungry'is tue when the role of speakeî is

shifted from me to you - in othet words if vou are hungry We
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could - but we doDt. For Englhh, the sPeaker is not a shiftable fea

ture ofcontext. we could speak a langÌrage in which'Backúard, ùat

onc costs loo much.'ìs true if'That one costs too much is true

undcr a revenal of the direction the speaker's finger points. But wc

don't. \Ve could speak a ìanguage in which'Upside dowr. Fred

camc floanng up through the hatch ofthe spaceship and tumed left.'

is ruc itr'Fred cmc floating up through the h:tch of the spaceship

:ìnd turned left.'is rue undcr iì reversal ofthe orientation esteblìshed

in the originaÌ conrext- But we dont. There are ever so many con-

.ervrb le lorrn.  or .h: l ì inc"  r -hat  ue d"n i  i rduìge .n

(Io forestal confusion, let me say that in calling a feature of con-

text uúshiftable, I do not mcan that we cannot change ù. I just tnea

that it does not 6gure in any ruÌes relatrng truth of one sentence ìn

context to trùth of3 second sentence when some letture ofthe orjg-

inrl context ìs shifted. The established orieniaiìon of a contert is

changeable but proìrably nor shiftaì:le. The worid of a context is

shifÈable but not changeable.)

We seer11 ro havc a happy coincidcnce. To do thei Érstjob ofdc

tcrmining whethcr truth-in-IngLidi would be achieved ìf a given

sentence were urtercd in .r given context, ìt seems that the seDantic

valucs ofsentences must provide inforniation :ìbout rhe dependcnce

of ruth on features of coDtext. Thlr seems to be the very infornìa-

tion rhat ls also needed, nl view ofshiÍìiness, ìfsemantic v ucs arc to

do thet second job of helping to determine the semàntic values of

sentences with a given scnteDce as constìtuent. How nice.

No: we shal see that matte$ aÉ more complicated.

6.  CONTEXT,{ND INDEX

whenever à scnteDce is said, it n said at some partìculd íne, pÌace,

od world. The pmduction of a token is located, both in physicaÌ

sp.ce-time ànd ìn logical spàce. I ca such a lo..iion r rn"&rr.

That is not to say th:ìt the only features of context ue time, place,

and worÌd. There are countless ot\er feàtuîes. but thcy do not vary

ìndependently- They ile given by the intrinsic and relatìonal charac

ter of the tiúe, place, and worl.l ìn questiol The speaker of the

context is the one who ìs speaking at that time, at thàt place, at that
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world. (There may be nonei not every coDtexr is I context of utter-

ance. I hcre lgrrore the possibility that more thàn one speaker núght

be speaking at r,\e s:ìme time. place, ànd world ) The au'líence' rhc

srandards ofpîecìsioù, the saìiencc relations, the presupPortrons '

ofthe context are given 1es ditectly Thev an: determrned. so lat as

they:ìre determincd at a[. by súch things as the previous course olthe

conversation that is still goiDg on at ùe contca.t, the states of nùd of

rhe prÌtìcipants, and the conspìcuous aspects oft\eir suft)Ìrndlngs

SupFose a gramnur assjgns senrantìc vdues in such a vav as to de-

termìne, for each context aDd .'ach sentencc (or for eàch disam-

bìguation of each sentence). $hether th3t ientence is nue in that

context. ls that enough? What more could we wish to krow about

the dependencc of futh on featùres of context?

That is not enough. Unless our gîrnDúr explains amv all seem

ing cases of shiftìness, rvc need to know what happens to the truth

values ofconstituent sentcnces when one feature ofcontext ìs shifted

aDd the rcst .ue held fixed But features ofcoDtexr do not vary inde-

pcn<lently. No two contexrs difi'er by onlv one Èaturc Shift one Èa-

ture only. and the rcs t ofthe shilt is not a context at al1

Ixarnplc: under one disarnbigurtìon, 
'lfsoneone is speaking here

then I exist.'h true at any context whatever' No shift ftom one con-

text to anothcr can make ìt fa1sc. But a time shìft, holding othet fca-

t!Ìres Àxed, can nake it falsei that is why'Foreveln1orc, ifsoneone is

speakìng herc then I wll exist.'is false in the original context Like-

wise a world shift can make ìt false; thar is whv'Necesarilv' ifsonr

one is speìking here then I must exist' is false in the original

conter.t. The shifts that make the senrence false Dlust not be shilts

{ìom one context to another.

The proper rreatnent of shifrnress requre\ not coitexts but t1-

d/rrsr packages of îeatÌrres of context so combìned that they 'd' v:rv

independcntly. Ar ìndex n m n-tuplc of feanrres of context of vari-

ous sortsi call these features the dooldtu4rer ofthe hdex We nrpose

no requirement rhat the coordinates of an ;ndex should aÌl be fea-

rurcs ofany one context For instancc, an;rd€x mìght have among

irs coordjnates a speàkct r rime belbre hls biîth' and a rvorld rvhere

he noer livcd .ú :11. Atytuple of n\ings of úe right kùds is 'n

ìndex. So. although wc can nevcr go from one context to another bv
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shiftnrg only one featurc, we can ahvavs go irom one lrdex to an

other by shiftìng oDly one coordinàte

Given à conter:t, there is an ìn.lex having coordinates thàt match

rhc appropriate leatures ofúat context Cà[ ìr the i"d'r dthe con-

rext. If we start wìrh the index ofa context and shilÌ one coordirate.

oltcÌ the result wìll be :n ildex that is not the index of any context'

That lvas the case for the tìme shifts and wodd shifts that made our

example sentence 
'Ifsomeone ìs speakìng herc tlìen I exnt 

'go taÌse

Contexn have countÌess featÌrres. Not so for ìndicesr they have the

featurcs of context that ùe packed into them as coordinÀtes, and no

others. Given an i dex, we camot ex?ect to recover the salience rc

lations (for example) by aski g what wàs salìent to the speaker ofthc

indei at t\e tine of rhe index at the wodd of the index That

Dethod works for 3 context, or for the index of a context, but 'ot

for rùdices generàIìy w1lat do we do if the sperker of the index does

not exist àt that time at úet world? Or if the speakcr never clsts at

that world? Or ìf the time does not exist at the world, sincc that

world rs one wirh circular tiùe? The onlv wav

lience Èlarions úom an arbitrary ind.x is if we have put them there

as coodmales, varyìng indepeodent\ ofthe othcr coordiDates Lìke-

wise for any odrer feature of coDtext

I emphasized thrt the dependence ol truth on context wiìs sur

prlsiryly multifùìous It lvould be no easv màtter to devìse a list of

all tbe leatures of contcxt that arc somctimes rele\Ènt ro ltr]uth-in

rnglsh. In t7l I g:ìve À lìst that was lomg for jt! dav, bui not neaÙ

long enough. Creswell righdy comphtued:

ì?riters vho, like Davìd Lcwis, tly to give a bit nore bodv to these no

rioùs t.lk aboùt tines, !l.ces. speakes, hearers, etc dd then go

thrùgh agonies of conscìence in tryilg to decide whether thev have taken

accoúnt ofenough. lt seems to Dre imPo$iblc to lat doMr in advance whàt

sort of thins is soing to count [.i a relevlnt feature of context] Thc

noral hoe seem to be that theÈ s no wav ofspe.l&ìns a tdte list orcon

texrìal coordrnatcs. (121. P. 8)

Cîesswe[ goes on to cmpÌoy objects which, though not the same as

the time placc wotld locations I have ca ed contexts, arc like them

aod unlike ìndices in giving ìnfoîmation :ìbour irldefinítelv nunv feà

7. THE INDFXICALIST'S DlI-EMM,{

To do then fintjob of deterninìlrg whether truth-in Engìirh would

be achìeved ifa given sentence were uttered iD a given context, the

semantìc values ofsentences úust pÌovide ìnfornition about the de-

pendence oftruth on context Dependence on hdìces wont do. un-

less they are built inclLNively enough ro include every feature thàt is

ever rclevant to truth \ve have almost certÍn1y overlooked a grcat

Dxny featurcs. So lor rhe present. whìle the task of consrucong an

expljcir gnnrmàr is stil1 unfinished, the indi'es we know how to

consruct won't do. Ìndiccs are no sÙbstitute for contexts because

contexrs are rich in fertures and indices are poor'

To do their secondjob ofheÌping to determ e ùc senantic lalues

of sentences $1th a gìven sentence Às a constrtùent, the

of scntences must prcvìde infotmation about the dependence of truth

on indìces. Dependence on contexts woDt do, sjnce we mLÌst look at

the vdiation oftruth \zlue under shifts of one featurc on\a Contexrs rre

no substitute for indices beciruse conterts are not ùlenable 'o shifting

Contexts and iDdices wil not do each other's work Thcrefore we

need bot!. An adequatc dsignlncDt of senDntic values nust caPrure

two ditrerent dependencics of trut,\ on features of contexi context

dependence and ìndex-depeDdence We need the relationi sentence i

is true at context . at index i we necd both the case ìn which ; is the

index ofthe comext . and úe càse in shich i has becn shified awav'

in one or nore coordinates, fiom the index ofthe conter't The for

mer cise can be abbrcviated. Let us say that sentence s is true at con-

text . ìff r is true a! . at the index ofthe context .

Once we help ourseÌves to contexts and indices both, we need

not go through:ìgonies ofconscience to make súîe thar no rele\ant

features ofcontext have been left our of the coordinates of our in-

dices- Such dìficult incÌusivenes rs needed onlv ifindices are meant

to replace contexts. Ifnot, then it is enough to make sure tbar every

shiftable feature of context is incllded as a coordinate lf most fea-

tures ofcontext th:ìt are relelant to rurh are unshiftable, as ]t seems
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rcasouable to hope, dren it nnght

8.  SCIIMEN.fENCES

Bcsides rhc aùbirious plan ofdispensirg rvith coltexts after learoing

hov to construct sufnciendy ìnclLtsive indìces, ùere $ 'nother wxv

to c'vade nry conclusioi dut wt necd context dependcnce and

ú.lcx dependence both. The latter \ms needed onÌy for the treat

nrent of shiftiness, and we rnight clarn that there ìs ùo such thing

We can petfcctly weI bu d a conpositioDal gramiar ir wlich it

never happens that sentences are constituents of othcr sentences' or

of Ànythlng elsc. (Make aD exceptron ifyou like fot truth-functioml

corDpouDding. Nlich 1sn't shiftyi bùt I sbal consider the stntcgv ú

its llrost extreme form) In this grarùur senteDces àre the output,

but uever an internlcdirte rtcp, ofthe composinonal Proccss

If rve take thn coune, \'e will úeed rePlacemeits fòr the sen

t.nces hirherto regarded as constituents The rtand-in! wilÌ have to

be more or tes sentcrcelike But we úiI no longer calÌ them

sentcnces, rescrving thal tìtle for the output setrtcDces Lct us c!11

them r.tr7rrr.r..s insreàd. We càn go on parsìng'There hrvc been

dogs.'as the result of appìyìng 'It has becn thet 
'to 'Thcre are

dogs.'; but vc Dust nolv distúguish the.onstltucnt Jt,n'ri'r'c
'Therc are dogs.'from the homonymous J.,lcr.e" whìch is Dot :ì

constitucnt of anything. Now the scDl.rtltic values of genuine scn

tences have ody the fitst oftheir forùerjobs: deterniDitig whether

truth-in EDglùh would be achieved ìfa given tntence vere uttercd

iD .t givcn context. For that joìr, dependence Òr irrth oD context is

all we necd. The sccond job, thit of helplng to deterùine the se

nl.ntic valucs oftentcnces with a gìven constjtuent, now bcloDgs to

the seùantìc r ues of schmenteDces Thar job, of couisc, still re

quircs jndex dependence (rnd conte{t-dcpendence too, u'les the

nrdices aîe xlclusive cnorigh) But othng requircs index depen-

dent truth of genuiúe scntences. Insted ofgiviig rhe senantìc !al-

ucs ofsentences whàt it trkes to do I doublejob. we crn divide the

Dor be too hard to lìst aìì the -A. mrienr ofthe schmentencìte srratcgy ìs to dútinguhh schmelr

terccs ftoù senteúccs syntacticallf 
Wwe 

mighr srite the schncn

tences wihout a capitaì letler and a Pcriod. Or we might decoràte

tbe schnentences újth Èee vatiables as approptiate Then I'e nright

parse 'There have been dogs.' as the result ot spplving 
'It has been

that . .'to the schmcntence 
'úere àre dogs at /'where / is re

garded as a vlrìable ovcr tlmes The confùslug hoùonymv between

schmentences and sentents is rhueby removed. Index-depcndence

of the schdentcnce thtr detìves fron1 index-depcDdence of the

vaÌues of ìts vàrìabler. Schnentences would be rkìn to the oPen

fornulas th,ú iìgure in the standard tteàùrent of quantification'

Truth of a schmcntence at an indcx would be like satìsfactiol of

a fomula by rn asignment of values to arìables But whilc the

schmentcncite night ptocccd in thn way. I insist thrt he need not

Not all n a larìablc that varies. It úe coordimtes of indices were

homogeneous in kind and ullimited iD number - which thev are

rot then it Diight bc hrnd,v to use varid:les as a devicc for keeping

tnck oferacdy ho*'thc nuth vaÌue ofa schnentcnce depcDds on the

varìous coordìDates. But variables can be erPlàincd .rwàv even rhcn

Gee Quine tlal)j or nther, they can be replaced bv other dericer to

serve the s re puryose. Ifthe coordimtes ofìndic.s are tew and difl

lerent in kìnd. it rs not cleu that variablcs rvould crcn be a conve-

(Just as we can lìken nlder-dcpcndent schmentcnces to fornrula!

tl t depeDd lor truth on the assigDnent of nlúes to thejr frce \ar]-

ables, so also we can go ìn the rcvcrse directioD We caD inchrde the

value asìgnnents as coordìmtes of indìces, o I did in [7]' aùd

theÉby subsume assigúircnt dependeDce of lormLrlas under nrdex-

dcpendence olsentences Howevet, this treàhnent is possible onlv if

úc Ìimit the v:ìlues ofvariables For instance wc cannot let a varìable

takc as its vaÌue :r function lrcm indiccs, sìnce úat would Dean that

sone ùdex 1v:ìs a meùber of a nembcr of . . a member of itself -

which is imposìble.)

I concedc thìs victory to the schùcnrencite: strictly speaking. we

do not rced to prcvidc both context-dcpeiden.e rnd indcx-depen

dence in thc assigamert of sermntic values to genuine senteDces His

v r c r o r y  s  o o r h . L e ' p  " n J  P o i  l ' ' .  1  p r c p . ' <  t n  i E n u r e ' r
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9.  DISTINCTION \ ) I ITTIOUT DI!FERENCE

Thcrefore, let us agree dnt senteDces depcnd lor iheìt truth on both

context and index. Whàt, then, úould we take as their scm]ntic val-

úes? lle hale t\vo oPtro$.

First optioù: the seùaotic valLrcs ofseDtence' "'e vari?ble but sDl-

plc. A valLre 1òr a scntencc is a luncnon. perhaPs paftj3l, fronr indices

to trurh va1Ìres. (Alternatively, ir is a set ofrtdìces ) However, r sen-

tence may have drtTere t sem.rntic \alues in dìlT'rent contexts, and

thc gràmnúr nìNr tell us hoe'va1ue depcnds où coùtexr' The gr'm-

nur asìgx a sernantìc valuc (or nore than oDe, in crse ofanbiguitv)

to each sentcnce-context prir' The vrlue in turn s soùìerhìng {'hich,

toget\er with an lndex, yiel.ls a truth value- Di€tanùnaticallv:

/+Senunric 
Value\

Contexr/ \ \ -iTruth Valuc
r"d.*'-"-"'

Sentencc s is true :ìt context. at ìndex i iff I/l(t) is trúth' wheÎe

l/) is the \due of s at . sentence r is true at cortext ' iff r; (i") 1s

úuth. r'heft t is dle ìndex otthe conrcxt .

Second option: the semantic raÌues of sentences arc oBtnnt b|t

onplicated. Av]lue Îot a sentence is a Àrnction, perhaps partial, fron

combnrations ot a corter:t and an nrdex to iruth values (Alrcrnr-

tively, it is a set ofcontext-nrdex co binatiors ) The sena'1t1c v'lue

of a sentence (or its set ofv:rlues, ìn case ofambìg'uìtv) does not varv

fiom context to context. The grarÌnar assigns it once and for alì'

Diagra ùaticJly:

itT I,'G + i.) 1s ruth, where ;. is the iDdex ofthe 'oútext r' Context

rtrdex conbìn:ìrjons could be taken iD eiúer of t o ways: as pairs

(c i) ofa context c and an indcx i, or aìtemativelv rs ('1 + 1) tuplcs

ic ;,. . . . ,;,) that ,t-t "arh . and coútinue ùith the a coordirrarcs oft

(It ìs \orth dentionìng and relecting a zeroth optior: the lenDntic

'.r1.ì", o{.".ten."' rc vtry uatiabte but 1)ery lnrple 
'Ihc'v are sinplv

trùrh !Àluesi however, a seutence has diffetent semantic values at dìffer

ent cotrtext ìùdex conrbirations. Thìs opnon flouts the compositjonal

prjncìple. wlich rcqÌrires thrt the senúntic Yèlúes of sentences be dc

ter-red by the semdtic !!lÙes of their consrituent sentenccs The

truth mluc ofa seDtencc at a gìven context and index may clepcnd not

on the truth lalue ofà constituent seDtencc 1Ìt that context and ìúdcx'

but nther oD ìts truth qlue àt that context and other' shifted ùdiccs

Thc less I have said about what so caled senrartic vrlucs úust be' úe

ore ì am entitled to ìtisjst on whlt lhl/d sry lf they don t obey the

conpositìonJ principle, they aÉ not lvhàt I call sensntic !1rlues )

Asked to choose benveen ollr flvo optrons. you úay wdr suspect

rhàt we have a di*inction $jthout I difference Gìven a gr3núar

that assigtN semannc vrlues accordtug to onc oPnon, ìt ìs pefcctly

aubmàtic to convett it into one ofthe other sort Suppose givcn a

grannur th$ Nsigns v.rjrblc but snìPle senranrc vaiÙes: for anv scn-
't"".. 

' ""a .""t.*, ., the value of r ar r is rl Suppose vou souÌd

preter a gramù that assigns constart but complicated lalues Very

."ell: t" e.r.h '.nt""..,., assign once and frt a1l the functìon f/, such

that. for evety contrxt. and index t,I/"G n t) is ]/i(t) or suppose

Er\e J edmmd'  rh, t  " - 'gn '  on 'anr  D"t  '  omPl:  ' r_d 'ernJr ' i i r  \ r l -

; . ' ,  , " . . " , . " , .  i r  J{ i r î '  on ' (  'nd ror  aJ Lhe \ r l !è  /  \ rppo\"

you would prefet a gramrar that assigns variable but sinple values-

%ry -ell' to thc sentence r aDd context t, sssign the functloD t/:

. . .  \  l rar  ior  eveD rno. \  i .  /  i \  h  , "  t \ '

Given thc ease of convetsion, how could anvthìng of nrportance

Dossìbìy turn on the choice between our two opdont? whichever

,o,t oi "r,ig"-""t 'u. "." given, we have the othcr as wcll and the

issigned entities equ.tlly well deserve the name ofscmantic vàlues be-

cruse tbey equal1y wel do the jobs of semmtic values (If we asked

whcùet t'\ey equalìy well deserved some other name in our tradl-

tional serndtic vocabulary, thàt would be a hrder question but an

Truth Value

Sentcnce I is trùe at corrtext . at index t iff f(t + ;) is truth. where

tr/'is the constatìt semantic rzÌue ofs Sentcnce J is trùe at context '

35



idle one. If we asked $'hether thcy would [t equallv well into future

psycholìngùisrics, that would in n1y opùÌon be a questron so

had and speculàtìve .$ to be .Lìtogct\er futìle.) How could dre choice

b,  r .eer  rhc opron.  po- ,b l )  be:  r r ruLt '  i "u , '

I hàve certri.ly not trkcn the nsue very scrjoudv ln [7] I oPted

lor constant but coDplicated semntic values (though not quìte as I

dcscdbed them here, sincc I undcrestimarcd the agonier of con-

strùctins suficiently rich indicet But iIr [6] .lnd [8], wrìtten :ìt

about the same time, I thought jt màde foî smoother exposition to

use rariable but simple v3lues (rgaìn, not quite as described here) l

rhought the chojce a matrer of irdifference, aùd took for granted

thar nry readers would think so to.

But I was wons. Robert Stalnaker [11] and David Krplan [51

have taken rhc issue very seriously lndced Thev have argued that re

oughr to prefer the fìrst opnon: \ariable but snnple semantic values

Irch thinÌs thàt sir Plc, conrext-dependeot semantic values of the

proper sort ftut Dot compìicatcd constant onet de good becàuse

thcy can do an exna job, besides the rwo .lÒbs for semútic values

that we have becn considering so f.r. Thev diffcr about vhrt thìs

extra job is, howevea and accotdingly thev advocatc somewhat drf

fercnt choices ofvarìabÌe but sinPle values.

10. CoNTENT ,AS OBJECT oI A'ITITUDES: STAINAKER

In Stelnaker's theory, L\e semàntìc value ot a sentence iD context

(afÌer disambiguation) a a proldslliorr a functìon fron Posible worlds

to truth values. DìagrunnaticallY:

\ Lrrammar
) ---' trropos'non '-\

/ -"'- 
>l r uth v'lue

c""t.",/ \r"nd '-'-"''

Hc mentions the alternahve analysis on which a sentence ìs assig1ìed'

once ard fòr all, a íunctìon &on context-wodd combìmtions to

It is d simpler anatysis than t$e one I àm sketchingi I need somc argúncnt

for thc nece$ity or desìrabj1ìry ofthe etn reP oD thc road fron sentcnces

to trúîh valúes. Tl1ìs stet is Justified onlv if the nìddìcner the proposi-

don are of some independert interest. The ìndePeDdenr nreres! n

propositiotr .omes Éon, the fact that thev úe ùe obJecs of ilÌocuronary

acts an.l propositioral attitudes. A proPositìon is súpposed to be the conÈ

non conteút of statemetrts, judgeúents, Pronnes, wihes and úznts' qùee

tioN àn.l aDswes, rhinss thri àre losible o. probable (írl. pp 27'7278)

I agrce wirh much of this SBlnaker is right that we can à$ig1

pÌ1jpositional content to senteDces in context, tÀking propositlom rr

functions Èom rvorlds to buth mlues. He is also right that proposF

rions havc an independeDt jntcrest as suitable objects for attitudes

such as be[et and b the other ways he mentions (Hrre I pass over a

big idealizanon; n could be defended ìn several wa)s and I am not

sure whiclì I prefer.) Furt'\emore, an accouÚ oft thful conmuni

cxtion - not part of the grannur ttself, but another chapter in thc

systematic restatement of our comon knowledge about language

must concern ìtse1f at least inplicitly \tith the relations betwcen the

proposìtìona1 objecrs of the speaker's :rttitudes and the proPosihonal

content of hìs senterccs

To rcvert to our idtìal exmple: I knorv. 'nd vou necd to knolv'

whether I or Bor '' i so I say a sentenc€ that I take tobe Íue rn-

English, iD 1ts co11tert. xnd that depends foi its truth on whether '4 oÎ

B o . . . ; and thereby. if all goes rvell' vou 6nd out what voù necded

to know. My choice ofwhat to sry js guided bv my belie6 It depends

or whether I believe the prcPosition true 1r exacÙ the '4-worlds' or

the one true at exactly the B-worlds. or' In the sìlnplest case' the

sentence I choose to sry is one whose prcpositional content (in Eng

lish, in conter.t) is whichever one of these proPosìt1ons I believe

Thàt is all very we[, but ìt does not mean thàt lve need to equate

the pîopositional content and the semantic ulÙe of a sentcnce in

coDtext. lt is cnough that the rssignnent of semantic lalues shouid

somehov determine tlìe rrsigEnent ofprcpositional content 'And it

does, whcther we opt for variable but simple values or for constant

but compLicated oies Eìther rvay. wc have the relation: sentence r is

rue rt context . at indcx i Frcn1 that we can de6ne the proposF
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tional content of sentence s in context . as that proposition that is

true at world p itr s ìs t|ue at . at the index ;i that rcsuÌts ìf we take

the index i ofthe context . and shift its wodd coordinate to 1,]r

(we can call rhis rbe hoizontal propositiaMl eo ttnt oÎ s in .; bot

rcMng and nodiftiug a suggcstion ofstelnakc ìn [12] wc could slso

define the d/a.qoral propositionol ante t af 5 ir. Suppose soneone ut

ters r ìn r but without knowing wlìether the context othis uttera ce

is r oî whether it ìs soDle other po$ìbÌe conret h some other world

which is n1dìstinguishable frorn t. Since aÌl igaorance sbout contn-

gent nutte$ offact is ignor:nìce about featurcs ofcontext. thc sort of

ignonnce under coùìdemtion is a Dnìvers.rl Pîedi.aìnenr. Let .' be

thar context, rf there is one, th:ìt is located at woíd u and indistìn-

gurshable froni r; then for atl the speaker knows he nnght jnhabit l,

and.' might be the conter.t ofhis uttelance. (I ignore the casc oî

two ìndisrìngùrhable conter.ts at the same world ) Let iJ, be the

index ofthe context r". note that this may difÈr fìom the index i1

nrntioned abovc, siice the contexts c aod r" will difer not onlv in

world but in other leatuies as wel and rhc indice! of the dìlTeiing

contexts may inherit sone oftheir ditrerences We define the dìago

na1 content ofs in c as th3t prcposition that is tlue .Í a vold - ì1I (l)

there is a contexi.'ofthe sortjust considered, .nd (2) J n true at t'

at tt. Stalnaker shows ìn [12] that horizontal and diagon,l content

both enter iito an account oflìngurtìc communìcation. Thc forner

pÌays the central tole ifthere is no sìgùflcant ignorance offeatures of

context relcvant to truth; othenvise we do well to considet ùc latter

ìnsted. Stalnaker speaks of ÈìnterPretìng seDtences ir certair con-

texts so thar they express their diagonal nther úan their horìzoDtat

content. I find this an ioadvisabìe rvay of pr:tting the point. since Lf

there is a horizon!ìl-diagonal anbiguity ít is very unlike ordinary

sorts of ambigd+ I doubt that ve can perceiv.'ìt as an aìbiguitv; it

ìs neither syntàctìc nor lexical; and ìt n remarkably wìdespreàd l

think it mighî bc better to say th.tt :ì sentence ìn context has both a

horizoDtìl and x diagotl:ìl content; that thcse mry or my not be dre

sànÈi and that úey enter in dìffercnt ways into:ìn account ofcom

muoication. Be that as it may, I slìal fiom now on connne my rtten-

tion to proposiiiorl{ content of the horizontal sort; but what I say

lvou1d go for diagon.l content also.)

It would be a convenience, nothing more, if we could take the

Drcposirioml content of ir lentence ìn context as lts semantrc vluue

b"i*e c""not. rhe p-positioml coutents ofsentences do tot obev

t\e conposition.l princìple. therefotc thev are not semantic values'

s,r.h ".e th" ways of shìftnres that the propositional content ol
'somcwbere the sutr n shining 

'ìn contexr ' is Dot determiDed bv the

content in t ofthe constiruent sentence 
'The sun is shining' For an

adequate treatment ofshìftiness ve need not just wodd-dependence

but index <tependencc - dependence oftruth on all rhe shìftable fea

tures ofcontext. V/or1d is not the ody shiftable lèat!'re'

(Staìnaker does suggest, àt one poirìt, t'\lrt he might put world

tinr paì$ iù place ofworlds 
"Does a tensed senteÙc deternxne a

oroposrtion which ìs sornetines true, sornetimes faÌse' or does it ex

p'.,, aif.-", ,i"-t." proPosiúons at differcnt times? I doubt thar a

,ingl. geneol ans."- c"" be giveù." ([1]1. p 289) But thls does not

eo f". .no"gl'. World and time de not the onÌv shìft:ìb1e features ot

context. And aìso pcrhaps ìt goes too far Ifpropositìons are recon-

strue.l so thàt they may vàry ì1r truth Èom one time to another' are

they srill sLlirable objects for Propositional attitÙdes?+)

There rs always the scheDlentencite wy oùr to rescue a general-

ization, rcclìssify the exceptions. If we said that thc seemng seD-

rences involved in shiftìness of Èatures other thàn world (and pethaps

time) were nor genuine sentcnces, then we woÙld be liee to sav that

rnc <rrnrr '  vr lu .  nf r  genuin(  (enr(nce.  rn c 'nre ' { '  u 's  i r 'propo' i

tjonaÌ content. But what's the poìnt?

I h.ve been À bìt unfeir to comPlaìn that the prcpositional content

ofa sentence in conFxr is not its semanúc valúe Shlnaket never said

it was. 'semanric \àlue'is lnv term, not his Nor did he fiìlse1v claim

that contents obeys the conPositional prìnciple'

But my point can be stated fairlv Non\iDg n wrong lvith what

Stalnaker-says, but by omission he gives a nisleading impresìon of

. rmpl jcr t .  Be.rde.  Lhe Propo r r ror 'a l  orr renr  o l  d  gr \en \ rnten ' -  i  

 

r

giu.. .ont.tt, ànd besides the function that yields the content of a

gìven sentence in any context, we need somethtng more - some-

* lAddcd 199ól Yes indeed Fói dn'úsion sce nrv AÙitudes Dt Dtrlo rnd D' Sr"

mL Philo:aphitdl Rúi.wAA 17979) pp 5l3 543'
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L\ìng that gocs unùcntioned in Sta.Lmket's theorv we nced 3n as-

sìgment of scnantic values to senrcnces (or to schmelltencet that

.ttur"' tl'e d"p.nde"." oftruth both on context rnd on index, and

tlut obe)s tbe conPositional princiPle An assigunlent of variable but

sìnple scnanîic raÌues would meet thc need, rnd so would au as

sig nenr ofconstant but complìcated ones N'ithet ofùese couÌd b'

thc.ssignment ofproPositional content Either would sufiìce to de-

rermine it. So StalDaker\ dìscussion of prcpositÌoml coltent aflcrds

ro reason fcr us ro prefer varìablc but rnnple senantic values ràther

than constatrt bur complicated oncs

1l  CONTENT AS 
WWHAT IS SAID:  KAPLAN

KÀplan [5]. ùnlìke Stallaker, ctearlv advocates the assignmcnt ofvari-

abìe but sirnple sernantic values at I h:rve dev:ribed rt herc Hrr tcr

minology ìs lìke Stalnakert, but I'hat he cells the conteut of a

sentencc in context is a lunction frcn noderately rich itrdices to

tluù a1ues. Diagramnutìcrlly:

) > Content ('ProPosrtion )-\

/ ->- +r."th v"1'e
Context/ lndex ('Circumstancei) /

I cannot comphh agaìnit KNPlan. d I dìd rgaiù' Stalnakcr, that hls

so-called contents are not sem:ìntic viìlues because they vìohte con-

positìoDàliry tsút Kàphn cannot plausiblv claim, as Stalnaker did,

ihat his contents have an irdePendent interest as surtablc objects for

propositional attìtudcs

KapÌan clains a di$erent sort ofìndePendenr inteÈst for his coD-

tenb I thàt is, for varìabÌe but sinple semaDtic v'lues We have the

íntuirive, pre theoretiQl notioD of 'what is sdd' bv a sentence ìn

-u rerr .  We 5 r '<  rwo \ rntent  e\  .n  or  'ne "nr(nc '  in

tNo contexts, or tvlo sentences in one contexq ànd we judge that

vhxt has been sard is or is not the same for both scntence context

pairs. Krplan thinks that if we assign simple, context dePendent se

maitic values of the rìght sort, then $'e càn use them to exPxcate

ourjudgcments ofsamcness ofwhat n saìd: what is said bv scntence

s, jn context ., is [,\e sàme :s what is said by sentence J: in coolext 'l

ìff thc seÍEntìc value ofii in .i and the semntic vàlue ofs' in r' are

idenrical. Indeed, Kaplan suggests that our inform'l locurìon 
'wll3t $

saíd'isjust 3 hdldy lalonym fot hn technìcal term'contenC

Thús ifI say, todày 'I was iruúLcd vestcrdr-v'and )ou u

toúorrow whrt ìs sdd is drferent lfwhat we sav difen in truth !xlùe' that

n eDough to show rhat we say dilferent things BÙr even if the ruth vJues

-*e tr'i gnq 't is cr.- that therc are po$ible cncúmstances in which whar

I sìd woù1d be truc but what vou said woùld be falsc Thus we slv di$cr

ent things. Let ús cal thn 6st kind of meàning what is said - 'o'r"r'

(fsl, p. 1e)

Consìder some furthet exanplÒ (1) I srv'I an] hunPfv' You stlnÙl

hneously tày to me 
'You .re hrúgry' whar is súd ìs the sane (2) I sav

'I rm húngry.'. You snruk.neoùsly sav'l am hmgry' whàt is saìd rs

not the s;c. Perhaps what I said is true but lvhat you sdd ìsnl (3) I

sav on 6 lune 1977 
'Today is Mondav' You sav on 7 June 1977 'Yes'er-

dav ws Moo<iay' What is said rr the same ('l) Sdne for úe' but vou

say ù 7 Fne 1977 'Today is Tuesdav'. whú is sàid is the stme (5) I

say on 6Jùne 1977 'lt ìs Mondry. l ùjght have srid Ù1 thc very samc

co.t.xt, 
'O 

Ju". 1977 n Mondav' or perhàps 'Todry n Montltv '

Wlut js saìii not the sane What I djd sav is false on si\ d:ys oùt of

erry seven. whena.s the nrc things Ì núght havè said rre revet false'

I put ìt to you that tlot one ofthese exàmples carries coNactlon

Ir eve.y cas". tlre p.ope' naive response js thai in sorre sensc what $

saíd is the same for both sentence-contexr pairs, whercas in another

- equally legitinate - scDse. what is said is lot tlie saùe Unless ve

erve i r  .omc 'pq r" l  re ,  hnrcJ me-rr 'ng rhe 'ocunon s r  r r  s  r rJ  r

i . -y  r . '  e"*  , - .o  J  l r  'Jn nr  rn l r r  Propo r r ion" l  'onn nr '  'n

Stalnaker's sense (horizonr.l or diaeonal) h 'àn nreàn the exact

words. I suspect that it can nean alnost anyn\ing in between TttÌc'

whrt n said is the same. ìn somc sense, ìff the senÌìntic vÀlÙe is the

same accotding to a gtamniar t1* assigns variable but simple velÙes

So what, unless thc sense in questioo ìs nore than one 'nong úat1v?

I think it n ako so that wl13t h said is the sa e. in some sense' itrthe

semntic lalue is the sane àccordìng to a granxnàr tbat assrgns con

stant but conìPlìcated ldues
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Kaplanls teadets leun to focus on the sense of'what is said' that

he has ìn ìind, ignornìg the lact that dre same words caD be used to

make dìtlerent dìstinctions. For the tlmc being. the words nrark a

definìte distinction. But wlry o$k that .lìstltlction rather than othcrs

that we coùld equally well attend to? lt is not a spccial àdvantag. of

variàble but sìnrple seùmtìc values t\rt they can easily be used to

explicate those distinctions that rh.y can eaiily be ùsed ro expLicxte

12.  SOLIDARITY FOREVER

I see Stalnaker md Kàplan as putting fòfth PackÀgc de.ls. Otrercd the

whole of cither packagc take it or lcave it I take it But I would

nther diadc the issues. Part of each package is a preference, wlich I

oppose as unMrinted ànd ubitrary, for wiable but simFle semmtìc

values. But there is much in crch P)ckage th.tt I applaud; and rhat I

have incorporated into rhe proposals ofthc present paper, whichever

option is chosen. In particular there are duee Points on which Sî,1

nakcr and Kaplan and I joìn in disagreeing with rìy ea icr self, the

àuthor oft7l.
First, the ruthor of I7l thought ìt an easy thing to construct in

drcs rù\ enough to ìnclude a[ Èatures of context rhat arc evet

Élevant to trutb. Stalnaker :nd Kaplan :nd I aI have recourse to

genuìne context-dcpendence and thereby shnk úe quest for rìch jn-

dices- Stalnaker ànd Kaplan do not dweìl on thìs as à virtue of ùejr

theories. but ìt is one a[ the same.

Second, I take jt thet Stalmker ànd KapÌan and ljoìn jn opposing

arry proposal lor comtant but complicated but not complicated

enor:gh semartic values that would ignore the followlig disrinctìon

There are scntences rhat de true n any contet, but pernàps not

nccessarily Eue; and there are sentences in context that are necesar

ily true, thoùgh perhàps rhe same sentence is not necc$ar y true' or

not true at all, in rnother context (ThÍ is at least an :ìsPect of

Kripke's well kno$n distinctioD between the r //lori and the neces

sary) The dishnctìon might be aissed by a treatment ùat sinPlv rs

sigDs tunctions frcm indices to Íuth values (as in Fl), or tunctions

tÍom contexh to truth valucs, as the constdrt semàntic vàlues of

sentences. lt is captured by any treatnent that combìnes context

dependence md indcx dependence, as ìn (aplan's theory or the

treat ent prcposed here; it is like\'ìse captured by aDy treahnent that

combines context-dependence and world dependeDce, às ìn Sral-

naker's theory or nry [6] and lSl h the 6rst càse it is tlie dìstinction

betwcei (1) à sentence that is ruc at every context . at the index i of

c, and (2) a sentence that is trùe xt a particular coùtext ' at every

index ii that cones liom the indcr i of the context . bl shiftìng rhe

world coordinate. ln rhc secord case it is t\c distinction betwcen (1)

r senterlce that is trLÌe at cvery context t àt the world oft, Ànd (2) :ì

sentence that is Ùue ar some particular cootext r at evcry rvorld'

Thìrd, :ìll three of us, untìke the author of [7]. havc availed our-

selves of the device of r/ollblc tu/.rit4 CoDtext-dependencc 'nd

index-dcpendencc (or world-dependence) tosether give a doùble

vorìd-dependence: truth ruy depend both on the world ofthe con-

text rnd on the wodd-coordinirte ofthe index, .tnd these mav difer

since the latter mày have bcen shifted That facrÌitates the semantrc

analysis ofsuch modiÀers as'actuary': 
'Actuallv 

d'is ruc at context

. àt ìndex i ifó is truc at t at i', the index thàr comes frcm t by shift

nlg the world coordìnate to the wodd / ofthe context ' Simiìàrlv'

context-depcndence and index dependence together givc a doubl'

time dependence (if indices have time coordìnates) so that we càn

give a vèrsion of kmp's analysis of how': 
'Nov 

@ is rue at con

text . at index i if ó is true at . at ir. the index that conts Èom t by

shifting the time coordinate to the tilìre I ofthe context t

For extensive dìscussiors of thc uses and origins of doublc ìndex

ing, sec Kaplan [s] and vù FlaàsreD [13]. However, there s a mea-

sùte ofdisappoinhrent in store For some uses of double indexing, it

is enough to have double rvorld dcpendence (or time-dePendence)

iD whìch the world (or tine) appcan oncc shìftablv and once utt-

shiftably. 
'Actua[y' (or 'now'), for ìmtance, wilt alwavs bring us back

to the wo d (or tnùe) of the context. For these uses, the extra

worÌd-dependence and time depe ence thàt come as pùt ofcon-

rcxt-dependence will meet our needs. But there aÎe other applica-

tions of double indeung, no tess useful in the semantìcìst\ toolbox'

that requirc double shiftabìlìqa The principÀl àpplicirtion iD [13] n of

this soît. MoÈover, if we combure several applìcations th't each re

quire doublc shiftabilìry we may then need nore than double index-

,13
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ìng. Coordnrites thàt hrve been shiÍled lor one purpose are not

avaìlablc unshifted for another Purpos.. If we wìnt mùltiply shiftable

úluliiple indexing, then we wrll have to repeat the world or tìme co-

ordìnates of our indices as matry times over as needed- The Ìrn-

sliftrble world and time ofthe context will take us only part of the
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'W4tether' report

KNO.WING 
'WHETHER AND TELLiNG WHETHER

Mr tsody lìes foully murdered, and the suspects are Grce!, Mustarcl,

Peacock. PluÙr, ScÀrlet, and \I'hite. we mav iake ir as settled that

onc oftheù did ìt, and only oue The questìon ìs whethcr Cìreen drd

it, or Mustard did ìr, or Peacock, or Plùm. or Scarlet, or White

Holmes N on the scenc-

IfcÈen dìd it, then Holnes knows whcdler GrceD did it or ' or

Whìte did rr ìf and or y if he knows that Green did it Likervise if

Multrrd did rr, then Holìles krows whcther ' . if and oÙ if hc

kno\s thn Mustad did ìt. Likervìse for the other cases ln shorr'

Ho!ìB knows whether ' ifÀìd onìy ìfhe knoús thc true one ofthe

îlternatrves prescnted by the 'wherher -clausc, Nhichev$ one that s'

S; 1aiy for tcling. In at least one Principal sense' Holmcs tells

w.tson whether creen dìd ìt. or Mustaîd did it. or Peacock' or

Ptuùr. or Sciìtlet, or White, ìf aud orly if Holmes rcÌls lvatson the

true one of the aftcrnatìv-'s Preserlted bv the 
'whether' cÌàuse- Thit

s: ìf:nd only if cìther Green did it and Hoìmes tells Wrr'on that

Fns pùblislred in Toù Pànli ?t dl. \eú) 320311: tthilÙ:alhîal Esd!: DÙttrdkd ta

bn d Àqrnî ú hn Fi||tith tshlid4 (Uppsla, FnÒrcnska studiea 1982) Relrìntcd

sith knrd pemision ft.n Fnoso6skr Srrdier
Ar Ànceror Òfthn Prpcr ws witten ù 1974 rs r coDkihrtion to tr Workshop Òn

semantìc5 rùd Synaa ofNon-!*enslonrl Consùuctions, hcld a! thc Unn€nitv of

Mà$acbusetts, Amhert, ind sPoD.otd by tne Mathemticrl So'ial Scicrces Boa l

àm Bútefùl ro tle !r icipants fói their connììens to ih' Uni'e^iq' for hospt'lrry

rùd !o thc Boaid tor rrPPort


