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The interpretation of indefinites in 
future tense sentences: A novel 
argument for the modality of will? 

FABIO DEL PRETE 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

In this chapter I reconsider the thorny issue of whether the future auxiliary will should 
be regarded as a tense or as a modal, by focusing on the interpretation of indef
inite noun phrases in will-sentences. A distinction that will play a key role is the 
one between specific and non-specific (interpretations of) indefinites, illustrated in 
(1a)-(1c): 

(1) a. Mary is trying to find a book on modality. 

b. 3x [book-on-modality(x) 1\ try(Mary, Afind(Mary, x)) ] 
' There is a particular book on modality that Mary is trying to find: 

c. try(Mary, A:Jx[book-on-modality(x) 1\ find(Mary, x)]) 
'Mary is trying to find some book on modality or other: 

The indefinite is specific in (1b ), the characteristic feature of this interpretation being 
that a certain book corresponds to the NP. By contrast, it is non-specific in (1c), as 
there is no particular book semantically related to the NP on this interpretation. 1 

The main question that I '~'.'.ill address is the following: 

1 The distinction between specific oml no n-specific i ndefinite~. nq I n111kc 11 ~ c oi' It In thlq dmptcr. i ~ 
not inlcmlcd 111 imply tlmt the Fnllllqh dt•tcl'll1 htcl' ,, " k~k,illy ll ll11lllt" " "'' 111 p111 1 k 11lnr, It ~ho11 ld 11111 
he lllldcrstood Ill lcr 111q of the ~cn1111 l l k ' 'Pf'Oqit lnn '1\'ll'l l' ill hil ' Hl hllq 'qll ll ll illlu ttlonul' llldl'lt nil l"i lll the 
Sl'llql' ••I i'tHIIII' lind ~ ~ ~~~ ( I oiU) 1111' W>IY I illl t' lil l It I ~ 11~ 11 N1 11 i.11 y Hl'llhllllil dl~ l li i lll llll , IIIII' whit h 1•1 

Ill !.11 I 1 '"' 'l '.t tlhlt• with 11 ll lllfllt nl 111111i y"l~ 111 liidlllllill ~ 11" ~ · ~ IH il ll l lti l ljll tllll lfii iH, 11" 1vll l lw I" "P" "I'd 111 
'•1• 111111 I l '1 

The interpretation of indefinites in future tense sentences 45 

(Q) Can the indefinite object of an extensional verb be non-specific in a 
will-sentence?2 

'The idea behind the argument is simple: if will is a modal (hence an intensional) 
operator, it should be able to give rise to non-specific indefinites in object position, 
as the intensional predicate is trying to does in (1a). We will see that will does give rise 
to non-specific indefinites, although to ones that, at the surface, seem to differ from 
non-specific indefinites of the more familiar sort, for which wide scope existential 
quantification of the indefinite's variable (for short, WSE) blatantly fai ls. To detect this 
sort of non-specific indefinite, other tests are needed, and I will discuss some relevant 
linguistic data in the following sections. 

The structure of the chapter is as follows. In Section 3.2 I introduce Stalnaker's Asym
metry, the prima facie observation that the inferences in (2) and (3) differ in logical 
status: the former is valid only under a reading of its premise in which the president's 
obligation is in relation to a certain woman- WSE fails as a general inference rule in 
this case; the validity of the latter, however, does not seem to depend on a particular 
interpretation of the premise in a similar way-WSE seems to be validly applicable as 
a general inference rule there. 3 

(2) a. President Carter has to appoint a woman to the Supreme Court. 

b. 'Therefore, there is a particular woman that the president has to appoint. 

(3) a. President Carter will appoint a woman to the Supreme Court. 

b. Therefore, there is a particular woman that the president will appoint. 

h ·om Stalnaker's Asymmetry, I provisionally conclude that (Q) has a negative answer. 
In Section 3.3 some data are presented which question this conclusion. At first, I con
sider the interpretation of discourses like (4): 

( ,~) Mary wants to marry a rich man. He must be a banker. [Karttunen 1976) 

As Karttunen (1976) remarks, (4) is ambiguous between two readings: the specific 
interpretation of a rich man correlates with the epistemic interpretation of must, while 

l 'I he attent ion in (Q) is restricted to extensional verbs for an obvious reason. lndefinite objects of inten
, ftmol verbs can naturally obtai11 non-specific interpretations, both in past and in future tense contexts, as 
·<i111Wn in (i) a11d (i i): 

(I) Mnry luokcd fo r n book on modality, but she did n't fi nd one. 
('M11 1 )' I• H•kcd 1( )1· s uiiiC hook 011 modali ty or other, hu t she clidll't fi11d any such book:) 

(II) Mury wlllluok for 11 bouk ull nHid.llll )'. hut she won't fi 11 d one. 
('M111 )' will look lm "'IIIC honk 1111 nwd,tll ty Ill' nt lwr, hut she wn11't lind nny such book:) 

lilt' 1111n ~l ll' l li ll li ll \' 1 1 11 ~ 1111 loll uf' r1 /looh 011 IIICidolil l'l ll (I) nnd (II) 1111'1 thl· ~11n 1c qull r,c: it dcpc111l q on the 
lllli'll'litlll ll il ty Pl til1• wll> hmk /PI, lhiiN It "" '' ~ lit I! 11•1111s llll)'thlng 11ltn111 wl u•tht••· tlu· htllll l' ll'ii'C lt q\'l f hnq 
•nn11• lillt'II Hi lulltl il'>llllll' tl 1111 11111i11'H It l '"~•ll> l1 • l•11 tl11• llldl lutl l'' tu lw lnlt'l l'" ll 'd 1111n sp''' lill>tll)' 

I "''nil II\ I 01 (JII )\11 111 ( 111) 1111' ltlllll 1>(1tl llitl 11 ( I IJHI ) 
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the non -specific interpretation of the indefinite is associated with a deontic-like inter
pretation of the modal, described later on as teleological.4 I observe that the variant of 
(4) with will in the place of want does not seem to allow for a reading in which a rich 
man is non-specific and must teleological: 

(s) Mary will marry a rich man. He must be a banker. 

While this conforms with the provisional conclusion from Section 3.2, I then show 
that we do find Karttunen-type discourses with will followed by must, in which must 
is teleological; furthermore, as we switch from must to should, it becomes easier to 
observe a parallel between want and will, as in discourses (6) and (7), both displaying 
the teleological interpretation of should: 

( 6) Mary wants to marry a rich man. He should be a banker. 

(7) Mary will marry a rich man. He should be a banker. 

In Section 3-4 I examine the possibility that the teleological interpretation of the modal 
would not require non-specificity of the indefinite in the will-sentence but a weaker 
condition of ignorance of the actual referent's identity. Here I argue that there is gen
uine non-specificity and make a preliminary informal suggestion to explain away the 
prima facie contrast between non-specificity of the indefinite object and some critical 
data at the basis of Stalnaker's Asymmetry. In Section 3· 5 a formal analysis of will is pro
posed on which its basic semantic contribution is that of a tense, as conceived in refer
ential/presuppositional analyses (e.g. Heim 1994): a temporal variable whose value is 
presupposed to be a situation in the future of the utterance situation. A central assump
tion is that speakers represent the future state of the world as open to themselves, in 
terms of a plurality of possible futures branching off from the present situation; this is 
reflected in the interpretation model, a variant of classical Branching Time (Thoma
son 1984; Belnap et al. 2001). All these possible futures are assumed to be equally 
eligible candidates for the truth-conditional evaluation of a will-statement. I further 
assume that, on top of will's basic semantics, a default universal quantification over the 
domain of possible futures comes into play as a supervaluational strategy to overcome 

4 Karttunen (2007) speaks of'epistemic' and 'deontic' interpretation of rmtst when he refers to the inter
pretations of (La) given in (i.b) and (i.e), respectively: 

(i) a. TI1e director is looking fo r an innocent blonde. She must be 17 years old. 
b. "flre director is looking for nn innocent blonde. It Is likely that she is 17 ycoll's old. 
c. The director is looking for nn innocent blonde. il ls ne~rssnry thnt she he 17 yc.rrs "'"· 

Following n suggestion hyun nnouyurou~ reviewer, I wllludnpl ilh' dl lktt'r11 tL' r 111 'll•klll llf\IL•il'tlll'dcr It> tire 
intcrprctnllunul' 11111!/ ln {I.e), l'~ plo l l l llf1 1l l\•l ntull lontht1 1 thl•t tl'• lll ltl fll•lll lw Jl•ll •l t' l ll,l ~t·d ~~ ~ 'tu he dlglhlc 
111 he piLkcd up hy the dh ct lur·, 11 hlw11h• tllll•l l lw Ht'\1'1111'1'11 )1'•1111 old' I wl llt r ~~· • VI' tilt• ''' ' '" 'dt•ut1lit' ' '"' 
lilt' ltrtr•tptt'i tl lilllllll •llltt/ln Nl'llll th n ltlw (II) lll~l t lld 

(II) )olr 11 IIIIINI III 111111111• hu11~ l• t lli1 IIIII oil 1 b) I h tolut 1 , lit 

The interpretation of indefinites in future tense sentences 47 

their plurality. This quantification introduces a modal feature in the interpretation of 
will, which accounts for the relation of modal dependence between will and a sub
sequent teleological modal should/must. Furthermore, from the assumption that this 
quantification is due to a supervaluational strategy, it follows that it invariantly takes 
maximum scope. The lack of scope interactions between the quantifier over futures 
and the existential quantifier of the indefinite provides the key to explain why Stal
naker's Asymmetry arises. In Section 3.6 I address the issue of the theoretical status of 
the supervaluational strategy, and discuss some general consequences of the proposed 
analysis with regard to the interaction between semantics and pragmatics. Section 3·7 
concludes. 

3.2 STALNAKER'S ASYMMETRY 

Against an intensional analysis of will as a modal of necessity, one could argue that the 
nnswer to our initial question (Can the indefinite object of an extensional verb be non
specific in a will-sentence?) is negative, based on the contrast between the dialogues 
(B) and (9):5 

(B) X: President Carter has to appoint a woman to the Supreme Court. 

Y: Who do you think he has to appoint? 

X: He doesn't have to appoint any particular woman; he just has to appoint some 
woman or other. 

(9) X: President Carter will appoint a woman to the Supreme Court. 

Y: Who do you think he will appoint? 

X: He won't appoint any particular woman; he just will appoint some woman or 
other. 

In dialogue (8), 'Y gives the quantified expression a woman wide scope in interpret
Jug X's statement. X, in his response toY, shows that he meant the quantifier to have 
nnrrow scope:6 The acceptability of X's answer shows that the indefinite can indeed 
he inlerpreted in the semantic scope of the necessity modal in this case, hence non
llped fi cally. X's response in dialogue (9), on the other hand, 'is obviously non-sense. 
'J here must be a particular person that [the president] will appoint, although the 
ti Jlt.'nkcr need not know who it is: 7 

~ llotlr dlalof\II CS :r rc f'ro111 S1,1in.1kcr ( r <)H 1: 9~ ,,), 
" !'ltuluokcr ( 1 •JH 1: 9~) . In tire Sll llll' P • • ~~ llf\C Stnhlilkcr n l~o rc rnn rk~ thntt he nmbi!juity between the two· 

t t'll dlngN 111 rl ll'rJ II IIIIr Itt (H) 'I ~ Pi 1.11111 Nt' not 11 lll t11 1c1' uf whether til~ spcnkcr l< nows who the womnn is. 
\ tlliHhl lrtll'l' n•t•llllllw whk NliiJll' ll'•ll ii11J\ 111 111 still not lutw know11 who lite WOillllll l,: I will return In 
'11 , tlrlll 1 •I to tltr• l ~srll' ol suhlt'l iiVI' lt~ll t lltll lll' nl tlw "'' '' ' l'trt 's ldt•llthy, wllil t• d l~liiN,Ing suppo,ctl 111111 

xpt.lll• 11 .ll ll ll f\S 1tll11dr ill till'S lit 11 1/1 Hl lll t llll s 
'

11111i1111fq r (I•JII I '1•1) 
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~ollowing Stalnaker's li~e1_of reasoning, we can submit that there is a contrast in 
logtcal status between the mference in (10) and the one in (n ): 

(w) a. The president will appoint a woman. 

b. TI1erefore, there is a particular woman that he will appoint. 

(n) a. The president has to appoint a woman. 

b. Therefore, there is a particular woman that he has to appoint. 

On the one hand, for (wa) to be true there should be a particular woman of whom 
it is true that the president will appoint her at some point. We may not know who 
that particular woman is, the president himself may not know her identity; in princi
ple, the woman may even not have been born yet. Still, the truth of (wa) appears to 
require that there is (in a temporally unrestricted sense) a particular woman that the 
president will appoint. On the other hand, for (na) to be true there need not be a par
ticular woman of whom it is true that the president has to appoint her. Accordingly, 
if we take the quantificational idiom there is in (wb) and (nb) to express temporally 
unrestricted quantification (over a domain which includes future individuals, as well 
as present ones), we regard the inference in (10) as unconditionally valid, whereas the 
validity of the inference in (n) is seen as contingent upon a construal of the premise in 
which the indefinite a woman is interpreted specifically- indeed, only on the specific 
interpretation is there a particular individual semantically related to the indefinite. 
Crucially, the premise (n a) has an alternative reading, one in which the president's 
obligations could be fulfilled by his appointing anyone of different women. On the 
latter interpretation, there is no particular individual corresponding to the indefinite, 
and the inference in (11) does not go through. I will refer to the prima facie con
trast between the unconditional validity of (10) and the conditional validity of (n) as 
Stalnaker's Asymmetry. 

As suggested by Stalnaker's description of dialogue ( 8) quoted above, the envisaged 
ambiguity of (na) could be explained by assuming a standard, Hintikka (1962)-style 
account of have to as a universal quantifier over possible worlds: the possible worlds 
in which all the obligations that the president has in the actual world are fulfilled-the 
president's deontic alternatives with respect to the actual world w0 • If the modal have to 
expresses universal quantification over such deontic alternatives, the contrast between 
the two readings of (na) can be explained in terms of a scope interaction between the 
universal quantifier corresponding to the modal verb and the existential quantifier 
corresponding to the indefinite. On the specific construal, it is the same woman that is 
picked out across different deontic alternatives, and this is captured by the wide scope 
construal of the indcllnitc, given in (12a). On the no n -sp l'Cilk ~omllllll l , difl~ rc nl 

women cnn he scl c~ l cd rclnli vc to dlll'c rcnl o it t' l ' ll ll li Vl'~, ,111d 1l li•1 I ~ l •IIHIIrcd by lil t' 

IHII' I'OW lllOPt' Ulll ~ ll ' t l l li nl'lht• lnddin lll". ~~lwn In ( IJ.h ) . 
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(12) a. 3x [woman(x, w0 ) 1\ Vw [Altdeontic(w0 , w, Carter ) --7 appoint(Carter, x, w)]] 

b. Vw [Altdeontic(w0 , w, Carter) --7 3x [woman(x, w) /\ appoint( Car ter, x, w)]]8 

Now, if will too were to introduce universal quantification over a domain of modal 
alternatives, the same ambiguity should be present in (wa) as has been found in (n a), 
and the validity of the inference in (10) should also be contingent on the specific con
strual of its premise. But (10) appears to be unconditionally valid. The conclusion, by 
modus tollens, is that the auxiliary will, unlike the modal verb have to, does not intro

duce universal quantification over alternatives. 
The obvious possibility that one could consider at this point is that will should be 

analysed as an extensional tense operator, on a par with the past tense morphology. The 
semantics of will should thus be thought of in terms of existential quantiftcation over 
times.9 The unconditional validity of (10) would thus be explained as follows: (10a) 
says that there is a time t1 such that t1 follows the time of utterance t0 and the president 
appoints a woman at t1 ; but from this it follows that there is (in a temporally unre
stricted sense) a woman x such that there is a time t 1 following t0 such that the pres
ident appoints x at t 1, and this is exactly what the conclusion (10b) says. TI1is theory, 
however, could not be tl1e whole story about will. We will see why in the next section. 

3.3 MODAL SUBORDINATION IN 
KARTTUNEN-TYPE DISCOURSES 

Karttunen (1976) observes a correlation between the specific/non-specific interpreta
tion of the indefinite a rich man and the type of interpretation of the modal must in 
discourses like (13) (where we intend that the pronominal subject of the must-sentence 
is anaphorically related to the indefinite a rich man):1o 

( 13) Mary wants to marry a rich man. He must be a banker. 

R For my present expository purposes, I assume the standard account of the specific/non-specific ambi
guity, in terms of a scope interaction between the indefin ite NP and the modal verb, as an intuitive and 
dc~al pt ively adequate explanation. 'Tite formal analysis that I will put forward in Section 3.5 , however, 
while maintaining that indefin ites are interpreted as existential quantifiers in both specific and non-specific 
wn~I I'IHtls , keeps loa principle of interpretation i11 situ, even in cases of specific interpretation (Reinhart 
1 '1'17: Kr.ll t er 1998; Schwarzsch ild 2002). 

'1 l'relly much In the same way as the semantics of t he Priot·ian tense operators P and F is given in fi rst
"llll'l' lentiH>r.tl lullk. Sec Kissinc (2ooBa) for a proposal in which the future auxiliary will is analysed as a 
t'olu1 1,111 lcnw nper.llm. 

Ill 1\111 111111en m.tkc~ I he nh~c o v,lliun in que~ lion in fool note J of Karttuncn (1976): 

Wlo.ll ll' llllllto~ ""''' l'l,tlncd here I' lhc t:tLI {ponll ed onl lo me hy John Olney) that IIIIlS/ in [(4a)JJMary 
" '•Ill/' /cl lllfll l l' lll ll It 1111111 Ill' 11111\(/lt' l l ilrlllkt'l . l 1 111~ lwu I IIC,II II IIJ:I~ depend III II nn lhe ;pe<.ilicity of the NP 
Ill /c /1 II IIIII Ill ll lc' lll l'trd\1111 Nl'lll\'111 I' If llu• liiNt Nc·ntt• n, l' l•iuloonl ll NJWI. ifk 1n1n1, then 111111/ln th1.• Sl'COnd 
"''nl c' lll l' I• fllll'l[lll tl'cll ll ll lollht'l wc•,ok N c 'll ~l 'I I IN llh• ly 11!111 ht' IN 11 hull kt•l ' 11111 11 llw Nl' 11 d clt lll tlll lq 
IIIIIIOI' ' 'I fh, lite• xc c n11d ~11111 111 c• I ell ,111 ~ ' II I ~ 111 1 c ~~. 11 1 th111 h1• lw 11 h,111 l<e•1' 



so Fabio Del Prete 

His observation about (13) is two-fold: 

(a) The specific reading of a rich man in the left sentence of the sequence natu
rally correlates with the epistemic reading of must in the right sentence, para
phrasable as 'It is likely that he is a banker: 

(b) The non -specific reading of the indefinite naturally correlates with a teleological 
reading of the modal, along the lines of the paraphrase 'It is required that he be 
a banker:11 

In support ofKarttunen's observation, we can adduce a couple of considerations. First, 
on its specific interpretation, the indefinite a rich man introduces a particular dis
course referent x which provides a suitable target for the subsequent guess: that very x 
must be a banker; crucially, it would not make sense to make a guess of this form if the 
variable x were not anchored to a particular previously established referent. Second, on 
its non-specific interpretation, the indefinite a rich man can antecede the definite pro
noun he only if the latter is in the semantic scope of must- indeed, a non-modal con
tinuation like She saw him at the opera would not be acceptable, while a one-anaphora 
would be needed in such context, for example She saw one at the opera; on this scope 
construal of the continuation, the modal must is naturally understood as elaborating 
on Mary's bouletic worlds: intuitively, it brings in a further condition that has to be 
satisfied in each one of those worlds. 

A criticism which is worth addressing at this preliminary stage, to pave the way 
to the argument that I will develop later on, is the possibility of contexts in which a 
rich man is specific and must is nevertheless teleological. One such type of context is 
characterized by the fact that the source of the teleological modal base of must is not 
Mary, that is, it is not Mary who imposes the requirements that a man must meet in 
order to be eligible to become her husband.12 Suppose that you are the teleological 
source in question, and among the requisites that the future husband of Mary has to 
satisfy, you contemplate the property of being a banker. Suppose further that you have 
overheard that there is a certain wealthy fellow whom Mary wants to marry. In this 
case, you could say (14) to me: 

(14) I heard that Mary wants to marry a rich man. You should remind her that he 
must be a banker! 

At least if embedded in a discourse like (14), which favours the dissociation between 
Mary and the modal source, (13) does allow for the combination of a specific 

l l 'Jhc terminology adopted here is ha~cd on l'orltt t•r (lOO')), who dhtlnKUI•hc• dctlnlk nHid lllily fro 111 
leleologic.li lllodnl ity ,IS I W(l d I n·crenl suh-type• tl t' Whlll ill' '" "~'" illlii)I IIJIItltll~ ( l'l>lllll'l' ?.()0<): I ,I~ ). On I he 
one IHIIHI, deontlc IIHHiul• :\l'l' ilil•cd onntnl'•li "'lllt'JliN N lllilll ~ ohllf1111 iou1, tll{hl , '"'" Wtolllj1 I )I ll ill' ntlwr, 
tdcolul.(lllilmodlll• II II' hu,t•d 1111 1h1· nuu.ally lll'lll ••" l!llllt' j11 ul flll itl Ill II II' ,,·,aallllfl ul all~"'li i NI' ( 11) In 
wlt llli 11111<1 t '\jll!'~ ~~· ~ 11 11 optl ll' llll' lll , 1 i!',lli)• llllll' IN 1111 llllll otltlllll l lillliVIIht ai , lt111 1111iy 111\11111 

I J l llliii i<N lotllllllllllliYIIIIIII~ II vh WI I l111 jliiiii ii11 Uih1• IIIII 1<1 1111 
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interpretation of a rich man and a teleological interpretation of must.'3 We will thus 
take the possibility of this context into account in restating Karttunen's observation in 
the form of a stricter generalization, along the following lines: 

(15) Karttunen's Generalization 
In a discourse of the form NP wants to V [aN'];. He; I She1 must be P: 

a. TI1e epistemic interpretation of must requires the specific interpretation 
of [aN']. 

b. TI1e teleological interpretation of must requires that [a N'] be non-specific 
(provided that the denotation of NP is the relevant teleological source) . 

In what follows, I will restrict the interpretation of my target discourses exclusively 
to contexts satisfying the proviso in (15b), and I will disregard contexts such as the 
one backgrounding (14). I will describe the interpretation of a Kar ttunen-type dis
course as (i) modally independent, when it is characterized by a specific indefinite 
followed by an epistemic modal, or as (ii) an instance of modal subordination, oth
erwise. Consider (13), for example: on the one hand, the interpretation paraphrased as 
'Mary wants to marry a rich man. As far as I know, he is a banker: will be described 
as modally independent, since the modal base of must in this case is anchored to an 
t:xternal source (plausibly, the speaker's information state) and is independent from 
!he bouletic modal base of want; on the other hand, the interpretation rendered as 
'Mary wants to marry a rich man. To be eligible to become her husband, the man is 
required by Mary to be a banker: will be described as an instance of modal sub ordina
lion, since the modal base of must, intuitively, is dependent on the preceding bouletic 
modal base. 

I .ct's now look at how the future will patterns in discourses similar to (13) above. 
l:irst, consider the following minimal variant of (13): 

(to) Mary will marry a rich man. He must be a banker. 

II seems that the only possible reading of (16) is one in which a rich man is specific 
ttlld must is epistemic (e.g. Mary will marry a certain rich man. As j ar as I know, he 

' ' It still seems to me that, in the sentence You should remind her that he must be a bmzker! from dis· 
t llt tt'se (14), the ddi nitc pronou n lie must have some sort of indeterm inate or generic referent, in spite of 
l1•1 Indefinite antecedent a ricli mtm being interpretable specifically in this context. To be sure, the variant 
' ' ' ( t,l) given In (I) wou ld be odd: 

(I) I hc.1rd thai /VI{//)' lVII II lS to marry IJ/11. You slwuld remind her that !li lt must be a bm1ker! 

l ilt• Ntu luf'gcncrlc lntcrprel.itlon 11ft he defin ite prolHHin lie thot I suppose to characterize (14) could be a 
i'h!'HoiiiiCH\1 11 Nil lli lll l' IO the itliCI'PI'CIIIIIon uf'yo11 111 (I I): 

(II) lu l.(l'li hn l Joh, you 11111<1 h11vo llllt'XjlcaliNl' In lo11111n l Nl'HIIIll t lls. 

Ill' II'. II II• jlloll\111111 1'1!11 lilll"l li'l Nl111111 Ill Will il11~ II d1•VI1 I' Ill tl'it11' I!IIIH' jllll llt 111111' ltdai tl''<l'l' of t ill' lllll'l'ollllC, 
hllltotllwa 11'111 V•11hahl1• lh111 fll'i>ll lll ll't' IXilll)'qtulilllll!al , liN lnllw Nl' ll ll lot il lial jilll•ijliii•INI' ' loll 11111, lou I Ill 
Jill 111111 )11h, \ IIIIIXI hllll' 1111 I %jll' ii1Ni1 Il l l111111ial ~111 11111 111 .. 
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is a banker:), while a reading in which must is teleological does not seem possible. 
'll1is is as we would expect, given the negative conclusion we drew from Stalnaker's 
Asymmetry. 14 

If in (16) we replace must with will have to, however, something interesting emerges: 

(17) Mary will marry a rich man. He will have to be a banker. 

For the variant (17), we do get the teleological interpretation that the rich man Mary 
will marry, whoever he will be, is required by her to be a banker. 15 My intuition about 
(17) is that the teleological modality, as in Karttunen's original example, is associated 
with a non-specific interpretation of a rich man, and that if we forced specificity of the 
object (e.g. by using a definite NP instead), we would obtain a different interpretation 
for the whole discourse, as illustrated by (18}: 

(18) Mary will marry the rich man over there. He will have to be a banker. 

While this discourse is probably interpretable in some way, whatever is the interpre
tation that we obtain for it, it does not seem to have a reading in common with (17). 

Before considering further data with different necessity modals, it is worth noting 
that, even though (16) lacks a reading in which must is teleological, we would go too far 

if we claimed that a sequence will + must in a Karttunen-type discourse never displays 
the teleological interpretation of must. Consider the web-based discourses (19a,b) (the 
former is reported with its preceding context}: 

(19) a. [I'm looking to bid farewell to my trusty 1997 Audi A4 2.6 Estate which has 
2oo,oookm on the clock I'm looking for something just as solid and the same 
size but with much better fuel economy.] I will be buying a used car and it 
must be under £6,ooo. 

b. When your EP comes out, I will buy a copy. It must be autographed though! 

These examples seem to unambiguously express the teleological reading of must that 
was missing from (16), and, correspondingly, to feature a non-specific interpretation 
of the indefinite object: (19a)'s intuitive meaning is that the speaker plans to buy a used 
car and puts the requirement of costing less than 6,ooo pounds on whatever car he will 
buy; in a parallel way, the intuitive meaning of (19b) is that the speaker plans to buy a 
copy of the addressee's extended-play and puts the requirement of being autographed 
on the copy he will buy, whatever that will be. 

1'1 'I he conclusion w.ts: th~ fut11 rc wr/1 doc• 11111 lll t' II Nt' II! III •iWt lill lndt•illlilt'N 
1' 'll 111nl<• l<l llrh l f\~ 1 ( '<~p lcy lur hlint~i ll ll tlly ll ll t' lll hHI ttlliliN !'~'"'''' ' ''( I' <) Nnll• tl111 t diNlPitl•t• ( 17) 

dut•• n't illtYt' ll lll'l' i'lil'tllh lntt'>ilit'itlllulllut tin• Ht't >llhl ~ t' llltllt l ' tl11• ~111111111 ' ttlll llllt llll '1 111 ' lt l·• lll1dy 
til111 tltt• lit h 1111111 Hilt• wll lt tlilll ) I~ 11 """'' ' 1' Wit II 11111t111tl\ 1111111• , _ 111'11' huw1 11 1 I~ th1• pm •ilhllll) 11it hl' 
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Other data bearing on the possibility of non-specific indefinites in will-sentences 
are Karttunen-type discourses in which the modal should occurs instead of must. 
Consider fi rst the following constructed example: 16 

(2o) Mary will marry a rich man. He should be a banker. 

111e modal should here is naturally interpreted as introducing a preference of Mary's on 
the candidates that she would positively consider for marriage, with an associated non
specific interpretation of the indefinite-whatever rich man she will end up marrying, 
she has a preference for him to be a banker. It thus appears that a continuation with 
should gives r ise to the 'non-specific indefinite + teleological modal' reading more 
easily than a continuation with must. 

TI1e fact just noted might well depend on a lexical difference between must and 
should with respect to their ability to undergo modal subordination, and this in turn 
might be related to a lexical difference between the two with respect to their tempo
ral properties. Indeed, must seems to be more constrained than should in allowing 
for temporal shifts towards the future with stative complements, 17 as shown by the 
contrast between (21a) and (21b}: 

(21) a. John will arrive at 3Pm. I should be at home then. 

b. John will arrive at 3pm. I must be at home then. 

Only the former seems to allow for a relation of temporal anaphora between the will
sentence and the should-sentence. The issue under discussion, however, would require 
n separate empirical investigation to be settled. Such an inquiry would go far beyond 
1 he scope of this chapter, and I will not have anything more to say about this in what 
f()Jlows. 

Some web-based examples of will + should which show the possibility of a 'non
specific indefinite + teleological modal' reading are reported in (22): 

(22) a. You will probably only buy a safe once in your life. It should therefore be the 
best and most secure available. 

b. The Director of Policy and Research will hire and supervise a Policy and 
Research Associate. S/he should be comfortable working in a small team 

I ~ ' I he i nt~rcsting f.1ct about slrould is that, like must, and unlike will have to, it allows for both epistemic 
11 11d root (e.g. dconllc nnd tclcological) readings. '01anks to Nicholas Asher for bringing to my attention the 
l11l l lhlll slr llul;/ ~eelll'l to he 111orc prone to elaborate on n preceding will-sentence than must (p.c.). 

I'' l'tll'tncr (lOO\l! l H ) 11111kcs a simil.tr l>hscrv.tlion, but he limits his claim to cpistemic must, wh ich he 
1 "il t t 11 ' t ~ with l'l*tt'lll it: ""'Y· Ill s nw11 cxumplc of the CU II tt".ISi is (i) versus (ii) (his own [3ooa,b)), but we 
' ''" ndd (Ill) t<l hl•1 )h>li t't'll to ~how the w ntt·nstlul\ tempor1d hch.wiour of slwu/tf, :111n logous to mny i ll this 
lt'~ l' l'd 

(I) N)t~iln 11111 ~ 1 lw i111ppy wllt' ll lit· 1\l'l•l ill'lt'ttll\ll lltow 
on !PI IIt llllty l•1• hiiPI'lWht•n l ll • w t ~ hi'' '' I1111HII IIIw 

(Ill} Jnh ll Nln11dtl ht• hll l'i'l tv IIIII Ill II' I ~ 111 ' 11' ltllt llll l 11W 
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environment and partnering with staff members with varying experience and 
levels. 

c. The commanding Officer of Troops will appoint a mess officer for the troops. 
He should report to the Executive Officer of the ship any irregularities which 
may arise. 

In intuitive terms, a common trait of the will-sentences in (22a)-(22c) is that they 
introduce some generic profile through their indefinite objects, which is then con
strained by the subsequent should-sentence.18 The intuition here is that the indef
inite objects in these examples are not specific at all-hence, they are non-specific 
indefinites. 

Let me conclude the present section by summarizing the main outcomes. TI1e claim 
that the indefinite object of an extensional verb in a will-sentence is necessarily specific 
would now appear to be problematic, in view of the crucial examples with must and 
should considered above. Apparently, we can make sense of the idea that will licenses 
non-specific indefinites in certain contexts, and we could be tempted at this point to 
propose a modal analysis of will. The problem with such an analysis is that it would 
still have to explain why Stalnaker's Asymmetry arises. I'll return to this dilemma at 
the end of the next section and again in Section 3.5, where a formal framework will 
be proposed in which a solution to the problem can be cast. In the next section, I'll 
start addressing an objection against the claim that, in Karttunen-type discourses, the 
teleological interpretation of the necessity modal requires the indefinite antecedent to 
be non-specific. 

3·4 NON -SPECIFIC INDEFINITE OR IGNORANCE 
OF THE REFERENT'S IDENTITY? 

As we saw in the previous section, discourse (20) ('Mary will marry a rich man. He 
should be a banker:) has a reading which points to the existence of non-specific inter
pretations of indefinites in will-sentences. I will now consider an argument to the effect 
that the interpretation of a rich man in (20) would only have a superficial resemblance 
to the genuine non-specific interpretation of indefinite objects in the complement of 
want. 19 The argument, which ultimately will take us back to Stalnaker's Asymmetry, 
is as follows. 

18 As an anonymous reviewer has point~d out 111 Ill~, di'C< IIII'RC~ {22h) und {l2~) Involve 111///-scntcnccs 
thnt nrc not Interpreted o~ prcdlttln11 ', hut ,1, tcltnlof1klll Stlltenll'lll•i thl'IHNl'iVl''• 1.11' t'~lllll J' Ic. the will· 
scn t ~n LC In {llil) ((liild Ill' Jlo ll iljllll'll ,l'd 11'1 'Ill(' lllit'UIII' oti'l'olll,y illld l k~t'oi llli ili ll' lj ll llt'd Ill hh\'llild 
lllljll' I VI ~t· II l'olli(y lind R• 'Nl'oll lh i\N~II tl lll t•' lhl~ li' llllllk it •l nl lllt l' ~ Ill) J'lllllt ll'fl•lldlllfi iiH' J' IIHIIIhllhy nt 
11 1111 NllC'Iillt hltit•linl lt' llh)t't l ~ Ill 11'11/ Nl'lll t' lltt'• 
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Consider dialogue (23): 

(23) Bill: John will marry an Italian. 
Jane: Who is she? 

Bill: ??No one in particular I He doesn't know yet. She should be from Tuscany, 
though (as he would very much like to go live there). 

Uill's reply to Jane's question clearly shows the teleological interpretation of should. 
Importantly, it also shows that the answer No one in particular is unacceptable, while 
the statement of ignorance He doesn't know yet is good. This is in striking contrast with 
the variant of (23) given in (24), in which want occurs instead of will. Both answers 
make full sense here: 

(24) Bill: John wants to marry an Italian. 
Jane: Who is she? 

Bill: No one in particular I He doesn't know yet. She should be from Tuscany, 
though (as he would very much like to go live there). 

'1\lking the unacceptability of No one in particular in (23) at face value, the objection 
Is that there would be no genuine non-specific interpretation of the indefinite an Ital
iu ll in this dialogue, but only ignorance on the part of the conversational participants 
(mainly on the part of John) with regard to the identity of the actual referent; relat· 
~:dly, the teleological interpretation of should in (23) would be made possible precisely 
hy the fact that the identity of the referent is not known, not by the fact that there is 
no particular woman semantically related to the indefinite (there has to be such par
llcular woman-so the argument runs, otherwise we would not understand why tl1e 
1tnswer No one in particular is bad). 

I would like to suggest that there is more than ignorance of the woman's identity 
illvolved in (23). Provided that people normally decide themselves in advance on who 
I hey are going to marry, the fact that John does not yet know which Italian he will 
llltHTY can be claimed to make objectively indeterminate which woman tllat will be, 
I hat is, to make it the case that there actually is no particular woman x of whom it 
14 true that John will marry x. So, it would remain that the indefinite is non -specific 
ill (2.)). 

Assuming that the indefinite is non-specific in (23), exactly as in (24), what must 
ht• l'X plained is why the answer No one in particular is good in the latter dialogue but 
tldd in the former. Here I'll put forward a suggestion, to be formally developed in 
lhl· I(JJiowing section. Assuming that the nnswer No one in particular abbreviates fohn 
ll 'r iii 'I//111/ 'I'Y rillY {mrlil'ulllr ltnlitJu in (23) nnd john rloesu't wnut to marry nny particular 
ltulltlll In (1.,1), rc.~pccl lvc.l y, 1 he con t rn~t het ween the two dinlogu cs corresponds to the 

"" ''' '' '·' lwlwl'l'll lh l' l'tlllll'iHik inly (J.'ill) 1111d lhl' l'Clll~lll l l' ll l (:~.r;h): 
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(25) a. ??Tohn will marry an Italian, but he won't marry any particular Italian. 
b. Tohn wants to marry an Italian, but he doesn't want to marry any particular 

Italian. 

'Ihe formulation in (25a) makes it dear that the problem with the answer No one in 
particular in (23) is actually determined by a logical contradiction: that answer directly 
denies what has been previously asserted by uttering John will marry an Italian. Intu
itively, if it is true that Tohn will marry an Italian, then it is true that he '"'ill marry 
some particular Italian. On the other hand, it can be true that Tohn wants to marry an 
Italian, without it being true that he wants to marry some particular Italian. 

However-and here we come to the core of my suggestion, we cannot conclude from 
these observations that an Italian is specific in (25a), since we have not yet excluded 
the possibility that an indefinite in a will-sentence would be in the scope of a modal 
quantifier that, unlike the modal quantifier underlying want, would for some reason be 
bound to take maximum scope. According to this possibility, there would be a modal 
quantifier 'I underlying each one of the two will-sentences in (25a), and this hypothet
ical quantifier would take scope over the positive indefinite an Italian and, crucially, 
over the negative indefinite (not) any particular Italian as well, that is, (25a) would be 
formally represented as the conjunction of two statements of the form Va3 [3X and 
'fa-,3f)X, which, assuming that the domain of 'Ia is not empty, logically contradict 
each other. On the other hand, the modal quantifier lexically provided by want in (25b) 
would be able to take narrow scope with respect to other scope-bearing elements, so 
that the non-contradictory conjunction of two statements of the form Va3[3X and 
-,3[3'1:/a X would be a possible formal representation of (25b). 

The core of my proposal is precisely that the possibility just highlighted is in fact 
realized. In the next section I will cast my proposal in a formal framework and show 
how the proposed analysis applies to the main data considered above. 

3.5 FORMALIZATION OF THE PROPOSAL 

To anticipate the main lines, I am going to propose that will-sentences, though not 
being modal in the same sense as sentences with must, still involve a universal quan
tification over a domain of modal alternatives: the domain of possible futmes that are 
open at the time of utterance (Prior 1967; Tiwmason 1984). 111is universal quantifi
cation is due to a supervaluational strategy aimed at achieving the truth-conditional 
assessment of the will-sentence in spite of the plu rn lit y of' possible f'u tmcs that· arc 
<1lllcgitim<1te candidates fort he world of evnlunt ion. I lllrcndy Sl l'l' S~ I hnt the ll ll iversnl 
qu n nt iII cnl ion is not pn rt of' ilK· hn ~ 1 ( 11(.' 11 wnl l 1 ~ ol 1111//, wh I. h o 11 111 y u tt ll l)'ll l q L~ It\' Ill ed 
~~ ~ nn l'X I l' ll~ l nnllll r tl 'l \' lll illlH' t, ltlld II 1 t~ nnnt 1'111 1'1 lniP 11 PIH' Inl n iH IIPIIII wllh ol lwr 
lh Pill' IH'11t llll\ t'll'llll 'lll li lh t lllt lllll In 1h1• lll' lll t'lh t', II lii IIIt' I hi' lj ll iltil llh 1tilo11 h•x lt 1dly 
1111~ 1{1 ' 11 d II) /1/111/ illld ••ln ill.tt 11 1111hil w ti Pt 
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3.5.1 THE SEMANTIC FRAMEWORK 

3•5.1.1 The model and the semantic metalanguage 

I cast the analysis in a semantic framework called Partial Branching Time (PBT) in 
Del Prete (2013). A PBT-model is built on a domain of Kratzerian situations (Kratzer 
1989): maximal moments of classic Branching Time,20 that is, instantaneous events 
maximally extended through space, are replaced by partial situations as basic elements 
which are partially ordered by the relation of temporal precedence. TI1e central idea 
of Branching Time is extended to PBT: every situation comes with a unique past but 
many possible futures. Formally, this means that the relation of temporal precedence 
.:Ss will not be a linear order on the domain of situations, but a partial order generat
ing tree structures. Given any two situations s1 , s2 , the interpretation of the relational 
statement s1 .:Ss s2 is that s1 did occur from the perspective of s2 , while s2 might occur 
rrom the perspective of s1 (Belnap 1992), the occurrence of s2 being expected given 
some relevant facts in s1 and in its past. World-histories are defined as maximal chains 
of situations. Given any two (world-)histories h, h1

, and given any situations, the rela
tional statement h ~ 5 h' means that h and h 1 are identical up to and including situation 
s and diverge from s onwards-in other terms, h 1 is a historical alternative to hat s.21 

I assume a type system containing the basic semantic types e (for individuals), t (for 
truth values), i (for situations), and s (for world-histories).22 The letters h, hu h2 •• . , 

s, s1, s2 ... , and x, y, xv y1 ... are used as variables over histories, situations, and indi
viduals, respectively. cis a context of utterance, that is, a sequence of parameter values 
:unong which we find the time of utterance Ct, that is, a given situation containing the 
ultcrance event, and the circumstance of utterance cw-in the cases of interest to us, 
ns we will see, cw does not correspond to a single history in the PBT-model, but to a 
set of such histories. Two value-assignments are used: f is a one-place function which 
nssigns individuals to variables of type e, while g is a two-place function which assigns 
situ ations to variables of type i relative to a world-history: given variable Si of type i 
nnd world-history h, g(si, h) is a situation belonging to h. As in Heim and Kratzer 
(1998), the lambda-term A.x: ¢. ~> represents a partial function! which is defined for 
1111 object x if <1nd only if the domain condition ¢ is satisfied; iff is defined for x, then 
1 he v<1luc it assigns to x is whatever value is described bylj>. I introduce a notation that 
will etwblc us to represent the result of applying a partial function f to an object x, 
while keeping track ol' th e dcfincdness condition off in the description of the output: 

ill lly, lrt"lr ll~rmdtlng '1/ltll', I rd~·r to the conception 111' 11'1' which i ~ proposed in Prior (.1967) and 
I ho 1 nH1 ~1 1 11 ( 1 •IH' i) I ht• 1 c.1dct' I ~ rt'l t• tTrd lo tll'ln11p cl til ( 200 1) fnr 1111 ln-dcpl h i nvc~t ig~t I on of ll'l'- n10dcls 
lllh l lll' l<l[lm•tl nl N\' 11 1 11 111 1 ~ nnu lyN I ~ nl ll ll lllloll htll!\llll[ll' '" n ~l l'l l tli< ll l' l~o~~cd 1111 such model~. 

11 l ill ll lllli llt·dwd I 'II'~C' IIt , l tlun ul 11 1'111 1111nld,Nt'l' 1 1\'ll' l ~ t l'(W l l) , 
lJ Nuth t' lh 11 ihl~ xyNIIII I dill ' ~ 11111 1 oi!IIIII II III YI'I' t.n ll n H·~. 1 hl•1l~ h1•1 1 11 1 ~1·, In I Ill' lltlupl\•d lllildl•l. ~111 1 

IIIIIII IN phty 1111 ~.II I II' 111h• liN I~ pht}l d hy 111111 111 11 1 v.d~ hi 111111 1 NY"' ' II IN 
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iO..x : <J>[x]. t~[x] represents the partial functionf, then the result of applying/ to an 
object denoted by a constant a is described by the notation { <J>[a]}¢[a], whose intu

itive meaning is that we get the value l)J[a] provided that the domain condition cjJ [a] 
is satisfied. 

'Tile evaluation function [ n is parameterized to a context c, assignment functions 
fand g, and a world (circumstance of evaluation) w. When the circumstance w is set up 
by the context, that is, w is the circumstance of the context (or actual circumstance), we 
have the case of denotation in context, which, for sentential utterances, coincides with 

truth in context. Since we are only interested in truth in context here, the circumstance 

parameter win [ ]c,f,g,w will always take the actual circumstance Cw as its value.23 I 
assume that contexts normally set up a determinate value for their parameters, for 
example the agent parameter is valuated as the particular au thor of the utterance, the 
time parameter as the particular time at which the utterance occurs, and so on. 

3·5·1.2 Openness of the world parameter 

As far as the world parameter is concerned, however, I assume that we face a lack of 
determinateness: due to the open character of the future state of the world, the context 

cannot set up a particular history as value for this parameter. Thus, the world param
eter is an instance of open contextual parameter (Belnap et al. 2001; Bonomi and Del 
Prete 2008), that is, a contextual parameter that allows for any one of a plurality of 

equally legitimate valuations. In the following, I will technically implement the open

ness of the world parameter Cw by having its value represented as the set of all the 
candidates for the future continuation of the present situation c1, that is, the set of all 
histories h in the PBT-model such that Ct E h- these histories are identical up to and 
including the present situation c1 and diverge only from some point after Ct. As far 

as the semantic evaluation of past tensed sen tences is concerned, the openness of the 
world parameter does not pose any problem to us, given the backward-linear structure 
of the PBT-model. As we turn to the evaluation of a future tense sentence WILL(p), 

however, the openness of the world parameter does raise a problem: in this case, we 
face a plurality of possible histories that are all legitimate candidates to represent the 
actual fu ture state of the world, and we do not know a priori which one should be 

selected for the sem antic evaluation of the prejacent proposition p. I will assume that 

the way out of this indeterminateness problem is a supcrvaluational strategy of univer
sal quantification over the domain of possible histories ('I ho mason1984), whereby the 
temporal variable that on my analysis is introduced hy will gels in ~ l anli a t ed on every 

) I 'IIII' II II'III II II J1111NIIt I'XI>II'NNIIIII [ I'll, l illY Nh1111ltllw ll'oll l ll ~ 'li lt' ti t'll lllll llull ul/ 1o'i1HII'II l\1 UIIIII'X I t. 
ll ~dflll ll ll ' ll l ~ l tllltlll• III II I \Yo •lid u·' Ill 1111' lulluwhlfl, I will h 1 1 11 •Ill ' 11 I. I> 111 '' 111 11111 1 1 ,1h111tl1111 p111 111111'11'1 H 

1YI111 11 I I I 11 11 I 1111 ' IIIII li lt lollll lui 1111 •t ll lillllll I ~llhhl lill ll llllilllil(lll•lh I ~I' ll ul1111 
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possible future. TI1e default interpretation of a will-sentence will thus be a universal 

lluantification over a domain of possible futures. 
In the following subsections, I will provide the technical details of the semantic 

analysis of the main linguistic ingredients in our examples: verbal and nominal pred

icates, modal predicates, indefinite NPs and an aphoric definite pronouns, and, finally, 
the future auxiliary will-the main target of our inquiry. 

3.5.2 VERBAL AND NOMINAL PREDICATES 

I assume that verbal and nominal predicates alike introduce a situation argument into 
the semantic representation, besides the individual arguments that are predictable 
!"rom their surface argument structures. Situation and individual arguments alike get 
locally bound by A.-operators in the usual way. This is shown in (26) for the transitive 

verb marry and in (27) for the noun woman: 

(26) [ marry ll = A.s. A.y. A.x. marry(s, X, y) 

(l7) [ woman ll = A.s. Ax. woman(s, x) 

'I hus, the verb marry denotes a function which takes a situations, an individual y and 
11 110ther individual x as arguments, and yields the value True if and only if x m arries 
I' in s, whereas the noun woman denotes a function which takes a situation s and an 

Individual x as arguments and yields the value True if and only if xis a woman in s. 

3·5·3 MODAL PREDICATES 

As In Kratzerian approaches to modality, I analyse both the epistemic and the teleo

l••gical interpretation of must and should in terms of universal quantification over a 
domain of modal alternatives, where the difference between the two interpretations 
II IIIICS down to a difference in how the domain of quantification is defined. I will not 
nl,dcc explicit reference to ordering sources, though, and I will instead use the simpli

ltl'd no tation ALTcpistemic(w,w') (respectively, ALTtclco(w,w')) to m ean that w' is an 
l'l'l•.tcmic (respectively, teleological) alternative to w which is most compatible with 
, 1'11aln relevant norms holding in w. The intensional verb want, which unlike modal 

tii1 Xiliaries expresses a propositional attitude of its subject, is also analysed in terms of 
""'vcrsnl quantification over m odal alternatives, that is, the possible worlds in which 
1h1· ~uhjccl 's desires arc realized (or lm11letic alternatives of the subject with respect to 

1111' .tdun l world). 
'1'11 I I ~ COU ill li11· lhc inluiliVc rcln lion of" lliOdn l dependence between must/s/ivufd 

11 111 1 Wtttt l In Kurliiii\Cll · type dl ~l·ourscs like (t:l) (repented below as (2!l)), I assume 
lhlllllllt ' l /,,/tollitl 1 1111 qt111 111 11y n w n1 donHt ln ol' pn·:•:lhlc world ~ lhnlthcy lnhcril from 

II 1'11'1 ('IIIIIH 1111 1~1\d 11 (' 111 ~· 1111 ' , 
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(2tl) Mary wants to marry a rich man. He must be a banker. 

In the case of(28), want is interpreted relative to a modal base which is the set of Mary's 
bouletic alternatives to the actual world (in symbol, {w: ALTbouteCcw, w, Mary)}), and 
the first sentence says that in every one of these worlds Mary marries somebody who 
is a rich man in that world. Then the subsequent modal must is interpreted relative to 
a modal base which in fact coincides with the preceding one: the second sentence 
says that every world w which is one of Mary's bouletic alternatives to the actual 
world cw in which she marries a rich man (hence, every w which is one of Mary's 
bouletic alternatives to c111 tout court) is such that the rich man Mary marries in w is a 
banker in w. 

I do not assume that the future auxiliary will is to be treated on a par with modal 
predicates like want; accordingly, I will treat it in a separate subsection (Section 3.5.5). 

3·5·4 INDEFINITE NPS AND DISCOURSE-LEVEL 

DEFINITE PRONOUNS 

Indefinite NPs are assumed to semantically contribute existential quantification, as in 
standard Russellian treatments. More specifically, indefinites are Generalized Quanti
fiers over individuals (usual semantic type <<e,t>,t> ). As such, they undergo Quan
tifier Raising ( QR) at LF, leaving a coindexed trace behind which gets bound by a local 
A-operator. By QR, an indefinite may end up being adjoined to a VP. On my analysis, 
VPs have semantic type <i,t>, the type of properties of situations. This means that 
when QR targets an indefinite a in a structure [vp ... a ... ], the resulting adjunction 
site Ai (vp ... ti .. . ] will end up having semantic type <i,<e,t>>, not <e,t>. For cases 
of this sort, I assume that the indefinite is shifted from its basic type <<e,t>,t> to the 
type <<i,<e,t>>,<i,t>>.24 Unlike in standard Russellian treatments (e.g. Ludlow 
and Neale 1991), and following insights from 'choice-function' theorists (e.g. Rein
hart 1997; Kratzer 1998), I assume that the representation of an indefinite NP at LF 
involves a variable over choice-functions (c-functions, for short) which is carried by 
the indefinite determiner a, and can either be assigned a contextually salient function 
or be bound by an existential quantifier with free scope options relative to other scope
bearing elements in the sentence. I follow Kratzer (1998) more closely in assuming that 
c-functions have variable adicity; in the cases of interest to us, a c-function f will take 
two arguments, that is a property P and a situation or possible world s, and will yield 
an individualf(P, s) = x which has property P in s. To give an example, r·he NP n 
blond woman is interpreted as follows (lhe subscript 'f' on I he indefinite determ iner 
is the c-function variable provided by il ): 

11 A I) I''' ~ il l llul lll l~ I< IIIII I~ 1111 l11 ~lt l lh I' ul wh111 1~ I'IIIIWI I ~~ ~ I •1'•11/i' /1 11 /1'111111 •lhl1 1 olio II"' lid lll•llll ll lil l N 
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(29) [ [af blond woman] ] = AP< i, < e, t >> . ASj. 3x [!(blond-woman, Si) = x 1\ 

P(sj, x))25 

I further assume an e-type analysis of definite pronouns in discourse-level anaphoric 
relations, along the lines ofHeim (1990) and Elbourne (2002) . To show how all these 
assumptions work together in a particular case, consider discourse (30): 

(30) John married a blond woman. She was twenty years old. 

For the sake of simplicity, let's assume that the LF of (30) is as in (31), where the past 
lcnse morpheme -ed carries a referential index whose value must be a situation in the 
past, as in referential/presuppositional analyses of tense (Heim1994). 

(31) [TP -ed0 [vP [af blond woman]1 A1[vp John marry t1lll [TP -ed2 (vp 
she1 be twenty years old]] 

'lhe semantic values of the LF-constituents [af blond woman] 1 , A1 [vp John marry t1 ], 

nnd she1 are given in (32a)-(32c) below, while the truth conditions of the whole dis
course are given in (32d). Since the meaning of the second sentence in (30 ), intuitively, 
is that the relevant woman was 20 years old at the same time that John married her, 
l assume that the past tense morpheme - ed2 in the second sentence refers to the 
snme situation as the past tense morpheme -ed0 in the first sentence. Furthermore, I 
nssume that the c-function variable f carried by the indefinite determiner is assigned 
n contextually salient function f c in this case. 

(32) a. [ [aj blond woman] 1 ]c = AP<i, <e, t>>. ASj . 3 x [fc(blond-woman,si) = 
x 1\ P(sj, x)] 

b. [ AI [VP Johnmarry tl ] n = ASj. Ax. marry(sj, John, x) 

c. [ she1 Tic = [Lx][fc(blond-woman, Si) = x] 

d. [ (30) Tic= 1 iff 3x {so <s ct}[f, (blond-woman, s0 ) = x 1\ marry(s0 , John, x)] 
1\ 2o-years-old(s0 , [Lx][fc(blond-woman, s0 ) = x]) 

' I he analysis correctly predicts that (30) is true if and only if there is a blond woman 
.\', selected in the contextually relevant past situation s by the contextually relevant 
Jll'ocedure f c, such that John marries x in s and xis twenty years old ins. 

I' ' I he V,lrl:tbb ~I . SJl,ln, h111 II CCti lll)(, rdcr 10 I he S:\1\IC silunl'ion. 'I he empirical motivation fo r this is 
11•1 t.•llow•1, In n scni CII lC like I .11 11v 11 /1 /ow/c, I he mosl li kely intcrprclalion is I hat I snw n woman in a past 
ul li lli llun .<' , 1111tl the wt~nlUI I W•'" hl(l ll tl inl hnt ~•IIIIC shunllo11 ) ' . 0111 hc olhcr hand, the scnlcncc Ajric11d of 
,,,,,. II'•" /11 1111 /11 M1111111/1/1 •h 1•1 111 11 ~ 1 llltl'ly lillt'l llll'il'd 11~ ~nyh • 11 lhnt qnmchndy who Jq n friend of 111lnc In 
Il l!' jllt''t' ll l sh tllllill ll W•lll hil l II III MwrHI/1/1 •h 111 Nnlll<' 1111q1 shiHlllol ll I ht• ldt ll l', Wl' llllw 1 L',Jqonq 111 prcqcrvc 
ti ll• jlllN•II•IIIl ) I h111 I ht• Nll iilil lllll II II I ul whh h I ill' 1 lillll l lll ll Nl'il' l I •I II II lll tl lvld ill il ll lli l l h1• Nlilllll ill ll ('I o)c1 led 
h) I ill ~lil l jl l1 11 111 1ill1 !illlllli JIIilli li J1• 
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3·5·5 THE FUTURE AUXILIARY WILL 

1 propose that will has the semantics of a tense marker: it introduces a temporal vari
able into the semantic representation, whose value is presupposed to be a situation in 
the future of the utterance situation. No quantification whatsoever over modal alterna

tives is semantically contributed by will. Hence, will is different from modal predicates 

like want, that, as we have seen in Section 3·5·3· do semantically contribute quantifica
tion over a domain of modal alternatives. 

TI1e lexical entry for will is given in (33) (the subscript 'k' on the tense marker is 
the temporal index that it bears at LF, which matches the situation variable 'sk' in the 
semantic representation): 

(33) [ willk Ti c,g,h = AP<i, t > : Ct :=:s g(sk> h). P(g(sb h)) 

On this analysis, will takes a property of situations as argument and yields a truth value, 

provided that a certain condition is satisfied. The domain condition Ct :5s g(sk> h) 

in (33) is the presupposition triggered by will, according to which the value of the 

temporal variable 'sk' has to be in the future of the utterance situation c1 along the 
history of evaluation h. 

To see how this analysis works on a concrete case, consider sentence (34), given 
along with its LF (35). 

(34) John will marry a blond woman. 

(35) lTP willk [vr3 lNP a/ blond woman]1 AI[VP2 John [vPI marry t1]]]] 

J will ilrst make the simplifying assumption that the world parameter of the evaluation 
fun ction [ ] is set to a determinate world-history h. Given this assumption, the truth 
co nditions of (34), relative to LF (35), are compositionally derived as follows (I also 
nssumc that the context of utterance provides a value for the c-function variable of the 
lndcftnilc): 

(36) I[ John TI = John 

I[ marry ] = ASi. AYe· AXe. marry(s, x, y) 

If fv 1•, marry 1, ] Tic.f,il = ).s. Ax. marry(s, x, f(t,)) 

I[ l v l' ~ John (vp, marry t, ]] ] c,f',il = As. marry(s, John, f(t,)) 

If A. , l v l'2 John (vp1 marry t,]] ] c,t',il = A.s. A.x. [ (vpz John (vp, marry t ,]] 
1) I 26 

C./ 11/ .11, I 

a blond woman llc.rJ1 • A, ]> . i , .-: c, I ·> . A.s. :Jxlj;.(hlnnd-wnrnan, s) ::.:: 
x A P(s, x )j 

1\' 1'' INr• n blo11d WOil Hln j , A., IVI'J joilll h•p, llllllr y tal i! ii.. IJ, A.s. :h: 
[ / 1 (hiolld WO il lllll , II) ,\ A ll li lil y(ll, john , \) j 

ft Wi1111 Ill~ tillllloil\h ithli Vol I h1hlo 111111/olol lilol lv lduool IJII i/11~ till v, ol oll II••IHIIIIII Ill ~ 11 1 h Ii iii , lo• l ti llY 
lutlll ltlt1 11 \oll lo\1•11• 111 11 llu/11( 111 ) 1(111 ) olllliliu III II ) I 
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[ [TP willk [vp3 [NP a blond woman]1 A.1 lvr2 John [vPI marry t1 ]]]] Ti c,g,h =I W 
{c1 :=:s g(sk> h)} 3x(fc(blond-woman, g(sk, h))= x Amarry(g(sk> h), John, x)] 

'l hus, on the assumption that the world parameter of the evaluation function is set to 
the particular history h, the analysis predicts that (34) is true if and only if there is 

a blond woman x, selected in the situation g(sk> h) E h by the contextually relevant 

proceduref,, such that John marries x in g(sb h)-provided that g(sk> h) follows the 
utterance situation c1 along h.27 

'TI1is, however, is not the whole stor y about will-only the whole semantic story. 
1 ndeed, I have assumed in Section 3.5.1 that when a sentence WILL(p) is uttered, nor
mally the context of utterance does not set up a determinate history as the world of 

evaluation, due to the openness of the future. Accordingly, the other part of the story 

11bout will is that it comes to have a m odal potential which depends on the forward 

branching structure of the PBT-model. The whole r ange of histories passing through 
~, is relevant for the truth conditional evaluation, and in order to overcome the plural
it y of histories speakers resor t to a supervaluational strategy requiring that the future 

1 en sed statement hold for any such history. To see how the analysis works in a concrete 

case, consider (34) again. The 'supervaluated' t ruth conditions are now given in (37) 
(ns before, I assume that the context provides a value for the c-function variable): 

(17) [ [TP willk [v r 3 [NP a1 blond woman]1 A.1 [VP2 John [VPI m arry t1]]] ] ]c,g,cw 

= 1 

UJ Vh1 [h1 ~ct h0 ---+ {Ct ::Ss g(sb h1)} 3x(fc(blond-woman, g(sb h1)) = x J\ 

marry(g(sk> h1), John, x)]] 

' I he rmalysis predicts that (34) is true, relative to the (open) actual circumstance Cw, if 

11 n d only if for every history h1 in Cw, there is a blond woman x, selected by the contex-
11 rn lly relevant procedure fc in the situation g(sk> h1), such that John m arries x in g(sb 
/11 ) - provided that g(sk> h1) follows the utterance situation Ct along h1. Notice that, 

I rom these modalized t ruth conditions for (34), it follows that there may be different 

worn en married by John on different futures. This is precisely the upshot of the open-
1 lt'SS of the fu ture: it may be indeter minate which woman John will marry. 

': ' I he 1iclio11al assumption that l have made, to the effect that the world parameter of the evaluation 
li llllll"n iq set ton pn rllcular history, seems to describe a sit uation that actually obtains in 'narrative' con· 
lt '\1'1, 111 whlch the historlcnl present Is typically used, as in the fo llowing example taken from a Chronolog
lo ,dlll, lory .. !' Wyoming· l ll t p:l/www.shgrc~ourccs .com/wy/timclinc/> : 

(I ) 111,11 IO o. llllnl ( hcncy Is lwl'll in llit ~;ol n , Nchrn~kn, on )ununry ,1 oth. lie will grow up in Casper, 
W)'olltliiK, 1111d c11r11 h i~ h.il hdor's lnllltllil' tds of'11r1• dcwccs from the University ofWyon1ing. 

1111• jl\ll !' ly tL' IIIJli ll lil l'oli lll' nt'w///iip [ ll' lll~ 1 il'111iy llllll l t'XII I lljl i!o~ of lhl~ lypc, wht•rc the mu'l'ntctl ~vcnls nrc 
ln111l!•tl lnlill' I hiNt (In ~pit L' o o l lwlilllll' lllll tt•d In th1• P"''l'lll lt'II'C')IIIHII he IIIII'J,Ifol' h11' 1 nmpklt' lllh!i ll tlill<lll 
lllllllll I ill' I I' ll \ ollll Ni'<llll'lh l' 111 i 'VI'Il l ~ ill I ~11111p lc• ~ llil ht~ ~ 1111 thC'Il' HI'C'IIIII 111 111' 110 phll ,il it y Ill JIIIN' Ihi t• 
111 11111 ~ 1111111\1 d hi I ill I \oillll lf illll 11111 11 //1 ~ I'll I; Ill i ' 
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Before moving to the next section, it is worth emphasizing that, on the analysis that 
I have proposed, universal quantification is not contributed by the semantics of will, 
but enters the picture through the (super)valuation of the global linguistic context in 
which will is embedded. The only contribution of will to the semantic representation 
is a temporal variable. Notice that a consequence of the supervaluational approach is 
the following: if the event reported by the future sentence occurs at some values of the 
temporal variable but not at others, the statement cannot be evaluated as true, since 
the event may fail to occur at the relevant time, nor can it be evaluated as false, since 
the event may occur then.28 This, I believe, correctly accounts for the intuition that 
genuine 'future contingents', such as tl1e statement The die will come up six next time
made in a context in which the die is known to be fair, cannot possibly be evaluated 
as either true or false at the time they are uttered, while one has to wait for positive or 
negative future evidence in order to assess the utterance (see MacFarlane 2003, 2008). 

3.5.6 STALNAKER's ASYMMETRY EXPLAINED 

I 

Given that the universal quantification is not lexically contributed by will but comes 
from the supervaluational strategy aimed at evaluating the whole sentential utterance, 
one might wonder how the universal quantifier may scopally interact with the existen
tial quantifier of the indefinite to generate the specific/non-specific ambiguity. In fact, 
I claim that there is no possible scope interaction between the two. This lack of scope 
interaction is far from being an obstacle to explaining specific construals. So much so 

28 1he same situation arises in natural language in other cases in which the evaluator faces a plurality of 
objects relevant to the semantic evaluation-for example, when sentences containing vague predicates arc 
used. Consider the pair in (i): 
(i) a. Mount Everest is a high mountain. 

b. Gran Sasso is a high mountain. 
No matter what standard of height for mountains we select, (i.a) is certain to wind up true; accordingly, 
we are inclined to evaluate it as true, regardless of what the context of the utterance is. The truth of (i.b), 
however, is contingent on what standard of height for mountains counts as the most relevant standard 
in the context; accordingly, if we face a plurality of potentially relevant standards, we may be unable ln 
evaluate the sentence as true or false, insofar as the standards may differ significantly from one anotiJCr 
and, consequently, the sentence may turn out to be true relative to some and false relative to others. 'I he 
truth-status of (i.b) becomes clearer as soon as a definite standard of height is referred to, or a restricted 
class of standards is isolated- in this case the sentence will be evaluated as true if it is tmc relative lo lil t• 
strictest standard in the class, hence relative to mzy standard therein. 'lhese considcnllions on the cv.tl unllon 
of sentences with vague predicates make it clear that the situation we face when we cv.dualc fttlttrc scntcn<.c ~ 

is not new: we have a plurality of entities that arc equa lly relevant for the cv•llt tnllon, tunl ll wt•uld be nrhltr.u y 
to select any one of such entities as the rip,ht input for the cv.tlunllt•n ftt n1.liott. It t h(llh <.n~c~ . lite ev.tlttnlnt 's 
strategy is supcrv.tlumional: evaltmll' as true (or f.tl ~e) jn~ t In cn~c the dl!>ilc nf tltt• entity rdcvntlt tn tlw 
cv.tlnnlion docs ttolmnke nny dln'crencc Itt the rcqnl llttK V1dttc. 

A tt ttttonyntott ~ rcvkwl'r htt• SIIHfl\'' lt'd lhtll llll' Htl[ll'IV•tlt tttlhtttiV•ttk•• •illl l'll'ttlly hu 11 V>lf\11<' pt nl lullt• 
lllu• lr lglr nttd l•ll 1111'111 ~c tt l l' ll ' \' . l ttllw l>lllll('l \liNt', lilt' \llttll'' lt1ltl) p11•1illt• 11 ~ l ttt td tttd tl'l lol wlllll lttll tt l~ 
liN II Ifill, It ttl lilt Milt h pt uvlsl1111 would lit• 111 .tlltihlt• Itt I ht• 1 oiW 111 llw I ttllllt I 111- I JIII I' wll h ti ll' tt 'l lt'"l'l Itt 
lit IV nl th1• dtll >llli llttlllltlll >ll iVt' l ll lllt ' t~ II I, II> d til Itt illlllt tlllt l' 
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I hat I will propose that there are no scope interactions between the indefinite and the 
modal in lexically modal sentences either (e.g. Mary wants to marry a rich man). 

'TI1e explanation of the specific/non-specific ambiguity in terms of scope ambigu
Ity, which I have temporarily assumed in Section 3.2, is not the only available option, 
tznd not even the most plausible one from the point of view of a principled theory 
,,j' the syntax- semantics interface, as many scholars have emphasized (Reinhart 1997; 

Kratzer 1998; Schwarzschild 2002; to cite only a few). Here, I will show how the analysis 
111' indefinites that I have delineated in Section 3·5·4• together with the other semantic 
ttssumptions from the previous sections, can account for specific indefinites in modal 
11 11d will-sentences, without the need to assign the existential quantifier of the indefi
nite wide scope relative to the modal quantifier. 

Consider sentences (38) and (39) below. Assuming that the situation argument of 
1 he choice function is instantiated to the actual world c1.v in both cases, my analysis 
predicts the truth conditions given in (38 ') and (39'): 

( Ill) 

(II\') 

John will marry an Italian woman. 

Vh1 [h1 ~ Ct h0 -+ {cr :S s g(sk, h1 )} 3x [!,(Italian-woman, Cw) = x 1\ marry 
(g(sk, h1), John, x))] 
(TI1ere is an Italian woman x, uniquely identified in the actual world by the 
contextually relevant procedure f,, such that, for every possible future h, John 
marries x on h.) 

John wants to marry an Italian woman. 

Vw1 [ALTbouie(Cw, W 1, John) -+ 3x [!,(Italian-woman, Cw) = x /\marry(w1, 

John, x))) 
(' 1 here is an Italian woman x, uniquely identified in the actual world by the con
I extu ally relevant procedure fc, such that, for every bouletic alternative of John's 
w, john marries x in w.) 

II ttl l1 lz'ttlh conditions make it clear that the Italian woman selected by the c-function 
ttl ll tr i ndcfinitc is independent from the modal alternative universally quantified over 
!It t' It n possible future, as in (38'), or a bouletic alternative of John's, as in (39')), 

~lz l t ,. lit e woman is uniquely identified relative to the actual circumstance by the 
' lt tll1 1lo n. 2~ 

' Nttll' lhnl lhc tH.lllitl world c11, In (.1H') cncontpasscs all the historical alternatives in the domain of the 
111111• t-•tl •pt1tt tliltl'rVIt 1 , tt~cordlng lonty con~cpl ion oft he openness of the world parameter in Pl3T; thus, in 
I ttl ) lltt• 1tt ll lll l wu1ld ~"' h rd.tlcd llllitmc ltl,lnrk.tl ,tltcmnl lvcs ltt a way in which it is not related to John's 
l•nttlt lh ttllt•tt ttti iVt"lltt (.lv') Jnhtt'• hnt tk•tk nll cl'l ll>tivc• nrc ttlll1Mt'lof c11 ~~~ lhc lti,lor icttl altcmal ives at 
11 ''"' Itt ~pll t• nllhl•i tt• lntlttlllthl p hl'tWI'\'tl 1 11 111td th1• wmltl lt hlnrit"l ljllllltlilictl over Itt (1H'), the polnl 
tlltllt tt t ~ ll tttl li ll' 1ll<ih I' ol tht• jlttt 111 ulttt lt.tlltlll wotl ltltl /1 (ll•tlhltt, 1 11 } l•il tall'l'l'ttdl'tt l lt<ll ll the plll'tlw l.u· 

ndd l ll~ l l ll y h ~ t • l t 1 l1 d h i l tt ~ltll t l lt tlt • tht• ll t l l ll ' t ~,d qtli \tt tlltt•t VII, , ilttll I~ IO ~tl )'• !It t• •u•lt'l it'd Wllt\11111 dlll''l 
lt<ll "' \til) wlll t ll tl' w. ,tld lthl< tl) 
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I can now proceed to account for the data at the basis of Stalnaker's Asymmetry, 

namely the contrast between (40) and (41) below. As I said in Section3.5·4, my analysis 
allows for the possibility that the c-function variable carried by the indefinite deter
miner be bound by an existential quantifier with free scope options relative to other 
scope-bearing elements. This possibility comes about whenever the context does not 

provide a value for the c-function variable. I suggest that the phrase no one in partic
ular, as occurring in (40) and (41), signals that the context of utterance does not set 

up a c-function which uniquely identifies an individual from the actual circumstance. 
Therefore, (40) and (41) are cases in which existential closure of the c-function variable 
is called for. Crucial for the explanation of the contrast between the two sentences is 

my assumption that the universal quantification underlying the will-sentence, unlike 
the one lexically triggered by want, is bound to have maximum scope: in particular, 
it cannot take narrow scope relative to negation in (41), nor can it take narrow scope 

relative to the existential closure of the c-function variable. 
Given all this, the truth conditions that are derived on my analysis for (40) and (41) 

are (4o') and (41'), respectively. 3D 

(40) John wants to marry an Italian, but no one in particular. 

(40') 3f 'fw1 [ALTboule(Cw, w1, John) -+ 3x (j(Italian, w1) = x 1\ marry(w1, John, 
x)]] /\ -.3j'fw1 [ALTboule(cw, WI> John)-+ 3x (j(Italian, Cw) = x /\marry(w1, 

John, x)]] 

(41) ??John will marry an Italian, but no one in particular. 

(41') 'fh1 [h1 ~ Ct h0 -+ 3f3x [/(Italian, h1) = x 1\ marry(g(sk, h1 ), John, x)]] /\ 'fh1 
[h1 ~ Ct h0 -+ -.3f3x (j(Italian, Cw) = x 1\ marry(g(sk, h1 ), John, x)]] 

On the one hand, sentence (40) is predicted to be true if and only if there is some way 
f to select Italian women relative to boule tic alternatives of John's such that, for every 

such alternative w, John marries the woman selected by f in w, but there is no way to 
select a particular Italian woman x in the actual world Cw such that, for every one of 
John's bouletic alternatives w, John marries precisely x in w. These truth conditions arc 
coherent and correspond to the intuitive m eaning of(40 ). On the other hand, the truth 

conditions in (41') say that for every possible future h, there is some way f to select an 

Italian woman x in h such that John marries x in h, and for every possible future h, there 
is no way f to select a particular Italian woman x in the actual world c111 such that John 
marries precisely x in h. 1hese truth conditions arc incoherent: recall that the actual 
world C1v is made up exactly of those world-histo ries It which nrc open possibilit ics nl 

the time ofullcrancc c1, namely the histories which nrc universally quantified in (,p '), 

111 It t ~luq d ll ) 1111• llllliltll i< u ~tuda 11' 1'11'~ 1' 11 1 1 1111 (,II )'H lt u t ll t nud l t lll t t ~, I ~~~ ~~ tilt• l'•lt l It r ~ ji(HJ. , /ttll 
• <II H ~ I H 11hii 11 II I H ti ll' I'll ~l tppu~ll l nll •l l H'lflllt ttllt'lll ••I u /1/ t h tlllt~ l t•tnpn~od loll lthli• l11• ll t ~ l ,llll ht ll'd Ill ti ll' 
itl ll ll o 
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therefore (41') expresses the unsatisfiable requirement that on every possible fu ture it 
lt1• both possible to find an Italian woman married by John and impossible to find such 

,, woman. 
We have finally attained an explanation of why (41) sounds incoherent, unlike ( 40). 

1 :1vcn that the contrast between (40) and (41) has been shown to be at the basis 
nl Stalnaker's Asymmetry, we have by the san1e token explained the asymmetry in 

' 111estlon. 

3·5·7 ANALYSIS OF KARTTUNEN-TYPE DISCOURSES 

When the discourses (42a,b) below obtain the 'non-specific indefinite + teleological 

111 • td lll' reading described in Section 3.3, they provide instances of modal subordina
llt ll t (ns argued for in Section 3-3). In this case, the definite pronoun he is interpr~ted in 
tlt t• ~cope of should and fails to refer to an individual salien t in the discourse-context. 

1 1 J) a. Mary will marry a rich man;. He; should be a banker. 

b. Mary wants to marry a rich man;. He; should be a banker. 

1 ptnpose that in discourse (42a), under the modal subordination reading, the inter

ptl' lnt lon of should is dependen t on the modal quantification over possible futures 

11111krlying the interpretation of the will-sentence, in a similar way as the interpreta-
1 It 111 or 1 he same modal is dependent on the modal quantification lexically tr iggered 
1•1 11'11/1/ ln (42b). The dependence of the interpretation of a modal on a preceding 

Hll ll l.tl context is to be understood as I have proposed in Section 3.5.3: the modal 
ll iillltlln (42a) quantifies over a modal base which coincides with the domain of the 

l'lt't l•ding universal quantifier over historical alternatives, that is to say, the domain of 
IHttr ltl is exactly the set of h istories which are open possibilities at the time of u tterance 

, 1 (Ill symbols, {h: c1 E h}) , and the should-sentence introduces an additional condi-
111111 11 11 each alternative h in this domain (on top of the condition introduced by the 

1111/ '•l' ttl ence, to the effect that Mary marries a rich man in h); intuitively, the should-
' ttl t' ll cc requires that any such historical alternative match some relevant norms orig

ltlttl 11 g from Mary. 
l t•i tts I urn for a moment to (42b). In this case, intuitively, the rich man married by 

" I ttl )' In her boulclic worlds has to be a banker according to Mary's relevant standards 

ll lt•llglhlll ty the staudn rds tha t any man has to meet in order to be eligible to become 

" ' '" ) ·., hu•.hand. 'I hus, the menning of t he whole discourse (42b) could be paraphrased 
"'I tllh II ' whk h Is ()IIC or Mnry's houlelic ahernatives is such that Mary marries a 
t it It I II III In II', l ltld C.H.:h Olll! or MH.:h ;tlt crnativcs IV lhl\t is nlso mosl compntiblc with 

" "" y'n 111itndntd•i ol dl f.11 hllll y i•t hllt h thnl the rk h nlutt nwrrlcd by Mn ry In tv ls n 

lttll till' t In 11•: 
1 ~ 111v, Itt tlw 1 11'11' 11 1 (,pn), til t• t t • l t • V t~ lll tlllltllll ltt wltl t 11 1111· I t t l ~' ' ptl'htt lnn nl ,,fiiHtlrl 

11 It 1 ~ lil t' ttt•l li ll! 'd tt'i l'll'ill)'llli l ll 1111• t ll ~ t nl ( ,l l h ) , p ltlll!ilh l)• lu •t tiii'W t l tt• lt' ll 'll ' 111111l11't 



68 Fabio Del Prete 

will, unlike the full modal verb want, is devoid of lexical meaning, therefore it is less 

clear to what propositional attitude of Mary the relevant norms presupposed by should 
are related. It seem s plausible to assume that , in (42a), the relevant norms are m ore 
sensitive to the context than in (42b): they could be related to Mary's bouletic attitude, 

but they need not be. 
Before proposing a formal analysis of the modal subordination reading of (42a), let 

us consider its modally independent reading, that is, the one in which the indefinite is 

specific and should epistemic. The truth-conditions corresponding to this reading of 

(42a) are computed on the basis of the LF (43) and are expressed in (44): 

(43) [ TP willk (vp3 [NP a rich man], A., [ VP2 Mary (vp1 marry t1 ]]]] [ModP should [ VP 

he1 be a banker]] 

(44) [ (40) Dc.g,cw = 1 iff 
iff Vh1 [h1 ~,, h0 ~ {cr ~s g(sk, h,)} 3x [j, (rich-man, Cw) = x Amarry(g(sk> 

h,), Mary, x)]] A'Vw, [ALTepistemicCcw, w1) ~ banker(w1, [tx][j, (rich-man, 

Cw) = x ])] 

The analysis predicts that discourse (42a) is true under the modally independent read
ing if and only if for every possible future h, there is a rich man x which is uniquely 
identified in the actual world such that Mary marries x in g(sk> h), and every possible 
world w which is epistemically accessible from the actual world is such that the partic

ular rich manx is a banker in w. Notice that the definite description [tx] (f,(rich-man, 

cw) = x] does not contain any occurrence of the variable 'w1 ' bound by the univer
sal quantifier 'Vw/ and picks up the same value as the choice functionf,, that is, the 
same rich man across different epistemic alternatives, and that rich man is said to be 
a banker on every epistemic alternative. This seems to be intuitively correct. 

Turning to the modal subordination reading of (42a), the corresponding tru th
conditions ru·e given in (45): 

(45) [ (42a) llc,g,cw = 1 iff 
iff Vh1 [hl ~ct ho ~ {cr ~s g(sk, h, )} 3x (f(rich-man, h1) = x t\ marry(g(sk> 
h,), Mary, x)]] AVht [(h, ~,1 h0 A ALTteleo CCtv > h,))-> banker(g(sk> h,), [1x] 
(j(rich-man, h,) = x])] 

The analysis predicts that discourse (42a) is true under the relevant reading if and Otlly 
if for every possible future h, there is some rich man x wh ich is selected in II by tlw 
procedure f, such that Mary manics x in g(sk, h), and if his also most com pat iblc with 
some relevant norms ho ld ing in the ac tual ci rcumstnnce, the rich mnn x is a han ker Itt 
g(sA , II) . Notice that, in contrast with the truth cond itions lill' tlw mod.tll y independent 

re.1di ng o f' ('1 2t1), the defin ite descrip tion ]1 \ ]]./ (rk h 111 11n , It,) \] dot·~ cont.tl n 1111 

nuul'l'l' IHL' ol' n Vt ll'inhk thnt i•l ho111HI hy the tlliiW11Hd qll ttll lli h'l 'VIt,: thu•l ll pl t kll 
lljl dlllt •lt' lll ,j, II II It' ll 111 111 ~~ dlfl t•It 'lll ll'i ••11ittl\li nl ltii i'I IIII IIH"l, tllld II II' 111'11'1 11•d IIII I' I 
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I ~ said to be a banker on the corresponding teleological alternative. TI1is too seems to 

·orrespond to the relevant interpretation of the discourse. 

3.6 THE STATUS OF THE SUPERVALUATIONAL 
MEC HANISM AND THE INTERACTION BETWEEN 

PRAGMATICS AND SEMANTICS 

l )n the view that I have advocated, the supervaluational mechanism accounting for the 

p1 csence of a universal quantification over possible histories in the truth conditions 
1 11' n will-sentence is conceived of as pragmatic in nature. One might feel tempted to 

1 ttnsider this mechanism as an instance of a top-down pragmatic process, comparable 

t 11 those cases that have sometimes been described in the literature as free enrichment 
( l (~·canati 2001, 2004). The outcome of the supervaluation of a will-sentence, however, 
W1ll tid not be correctly described as the result of a process of free enrichment, as I show 

l1vlow. 
< :onsider sentence (46) below (the same as (34)): the proposition which is seman-

11• 11lly expressed by this sentence in a context c, relative to an assignment g, is the 
1111\Clion from world-histories to truth-values given in (47) (standard semantic type 

:1 ,t -.. ). No matter whether the context specifies a determinate history as the value of 
1 111• c ircumstance parameter (as in (48)) or not (as in (49)) , tl1e truth conditions of (46) 

111 1• obtained through the same proposition (47), with the difference between the truth 
11111ditions in (48) and those in (49) being uniquely due to the fact that, in the former 

1 1 1'1~·. the proposition is required to hold of the particular history specified as the value 
1 II 1 he ci rcumstance parameter, whereas, in the latter case, it is required to hold of all 

I lie· h istories that are open possibilities in the context. 

1 fh ) John will marry a blond woman. 

1 i 'l II C' i6)] c,g = Ah. {c1 ~s g(sk, h)} 3x [/, (blond-woman, g(sk> h)) = x /\ marry 

(r,(sA , It ), John, x)] 

l jll ) [(ti<i)] c,g.11 = 1 

iff {c1 • s g(sk, It)} 3x (fc(blond-woman, g(skt h)) = x t\marry(g(sk, 11), John, x) l 

l i•l) [l ( ,l<i ) ~cg. l' ,. _., 1 

Iff V/t1 l/t 1 J 11 lt0 - > {c1 .:s g(sk> lt1)} 3x [J, (blond-woman, g(sk, h,)) = x 

~ 1 1 1111 1 y(g(Sko lt 1) , Jo hn , x) ]] 

1 ilh "ilnW•I t hal 1 It t· ' "Pt'l Vttl u.lt lnnnl :-.t 1 .ll l'I\Y ad w1 lly thles not enrich the proposition 
, , l,ltllllh 11lly t' X Pi l''l~ l'd h)' llw ~··ntl' ll lt' , whldl I ~ thr Nllllll' hdiH·c (tlld alt er the super
\ 1d11 nl h 111 It 111 lnlt1' 11 pli 11 \' , A1 1 Ill( lln1~ l y, 1111 1 " Y II IHdy•d ·1, llw nH td11 l II11VOtll' 1 hnllll ll'l'i:t.

lll t\ II "''" Nl'l l( l' lh ,. l llllid IIIII bt • di''H Ill It'd 11'1 I ill' 1(' '11 dl III II jill ill ' ~'l lli It ('\' (' Ill ,, h ll ll' nt. 



70 Fabio Del Prete 

The point remains that the supervaluational mechanism belongs to the pragmatic 
domain. One might then wonder why this mechanism is not optional, unlike other 
more familiar cases of pragmatic processes (e.g. those underlying the generation of 
implicatures).31 I suggest that the extent to which this mechanism is not optional 
matches the extent to which our talks about the future confront us with a plurality 
of possible outcomes. Since we h ave assumed that the default situation in human con
versations has the context leaving it undetermined what future will become actual, our 
expectation is that a universal quantification over histories will be triggered whenever 
a linguistic expression (be it will, be going to, the simple present, or the progressive) is 
used in such conversations to refer to some future eventuality.32 

3·7 CONCLUSION 

In this chapter I have considered two main empirical issues concerning the seman
tics of will-sentences, namely Stalnaker's Asymmetry and modal subordination read
ings in Karttunen-type discourses with will. The former prima facie points to draw
ing a clearcut distinction between will and modal verbs like want, to the effect that 
will would not license non-specific indefinite objects. 1he latter points in the oppo
site direction: will seems to pattern like want in certain contexts, allowing for a non
specific interpretation of an indefinite object. 1his unexpected fact suggests that a 
modal feature is perhaps present in the interpretation of a will-sentence. I have made 
a theoretical proposal that tries to profit as much as possible from both Stalnaker's and 
Karttunen's lessons: will acts semantically as a tense, not as a modal, hence it doesn't 
contribute a quantifier over modal alternatives by itself; a modal feature, however, is 
introduced in the interpretation of will-sentences through a supervaluational strat
egy that universally quantifies over historical alternatives representing the possible 
futures. The fact that the universal quantification over modal alternatives is not part 
of the semantics of will has been shown to have some natural consequences (in prim is, 
the lack of scope interactions) that ultimately contribute to explain some basic facts at 
the origin of Stalnaker's Asymmetry. On the other hand, the fact that a modal univer
sal quantification is there anyway when a will-sentence is interpreted has been shown 
to have consequences with respect to the possibility of modal subordination readin~s 
in Karttunen-type discourses with will. 

A property of the semantic approach that I have proposed is that, si nee the modul 
feature characterizing the interpretation or a will-sentence docs not come as part of' 

' 1 ' thn nk q to the editor~ for l oli ql ng t iJI ~ qm·~tlnn nnd hll' Slli{f\t'~ t llll\ t ill' lillt' ut 111 1 ~Wt' l ~kt•t t ht•tl ln iht• 

t~~ ~ 

\J Wllllt• II Ill II •I ill Njllll l' Ill \ ' \'I ' lit li lt' ll o l ll itll~ll l ~~hl fl l l ll' ~t' llllll lih ~ 111 111111 1 1111111 o 1 ~ t II 1111111 it ) In I l lfl ll~h 
(h•i ilill llt' illll t ht•l io ll lflllll l\1' ~ ) , f1 t•lt•1 t ht• l l'olt it•l til l llflft ) (WIIt) ll ) (tt t 1111 1 • II 110 1\ o • t11 tfy ill whit h ftllflll l~ l h 
I \('II \ III II• ll l fl lli lll II fo II 1111' 111 1 1111\111 tf t01 lll\oll\t 11 111\o 1 tf of ll llll lflh 1111111 Ill • 1 fll •ltt l h ' 
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tl1e semantics of will but as a consequence of the branching structure of the future, the 
11H1dal behaviour of will is not viewed as an idiosyncratic property of this tense marker. 
111 l'nct, a prediction that we can make on this approach is that necessity modal inter-
1 ' ' elations of the future tense should be available cross-linguistically. This prediction, 
11•1 I ~H· as I can tell, has broad empirical support, and is confirmed even by languages 
which have a full-fledged synthetic (inflectional) future, like Italian. 

Pin ally, it would be interesting to consider the relative merits of the proposed anal
\ H I ~ vis-a-vis one which treats will as a necessity modal in accounting for cases where 
11 11/ interacts with modal adverbs of varying quantificational forces, as are discussed 
l1y Kissine (zoo8a). Some relevant exan1ples of this phenomenon are (so) and (51): 

( •111) Some of us here today will possibly have lost infants and young children from 

our own families. 33 

1 •11) It will hardly have gone unnoticed that Step 9 has been crammed with do's and 

don'ts, all worthy of close revision.34 

II II' i ll were lexically a modal, it would be natural to regard such examples as instances 
1il 111odal concord (in the sense of Geurts and Huitink 2006), but then the necessity 
1111 td.ll analysis would face a difficulty in accounting for the co-occurrence of a neces
•11 y 1\lodal with modal adverbs characterized by such diverse quantificational forces 
~~ ~ 1 he ones in (50) and (51). My expectation is that the analysis proposed in this paper 
'' , 111ld do better than a necessity modal analysis in providing an account of cases like 
1•,11) nnd (51). An attractive possibility would be to analyse the adverbs possibly and 
11111 tlly in these examples as modal operators that quantify over the same modal alter-
11111 h•cs 1 hat would otherwise be universally quantified over by the supervaluational 
Ni l oi ii'J'.Y if the will sentence were not adverbially modified. I leave the task of develop

' " H lids line of analysis for a future occasion. 
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