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Abstract

This paper revisits the classical question
of presupposition projection in a dynamic
approach to dialog using Hamblin's
“commitment stores” (Hamblin, 1970). It
is based on a view of presuppositions as
selectionnal restrictions, conceived as
constraints on the definition domain of
functions. The specific update of com-
mitment stores achieved by the mere use
of lexical item having restricted definition
domains (presuppositions) is captured by
means of layered commitment stores dis-
tinguishingbackground commitmenésnd
(classical) commitments arising from
what is said. The compatibility of this
dialogic approach with the dynamic theo-
ries of Heim (1983) and van der Sandt
(1992) is discussed in the course of the
paper.

tween KB and CS, but this relation is not simple
and we do not want to take anpriori position

on this link. For instance, to end a dialog with

in one CS does not imply that the agent belief is
that p is true, and even taking the initiative to
update one’s own CS withdoes not imply that
the agent belief is thgb is true. Moreover, as
Hamblin (1970) himself puts it, assuming that a
KB does not contaip and-p is a standard as-
sumption, but to assume that a commitment store
never contains both would be probably too
strong.*

CS has the general structure of a blackboard.
Both participants can “see” what both CSs show
at any time; only one participant's CS at once can
be updated; speech acts and linguistic expres-
sions are defined as rules for updating CS (add-
ing/retracting commitments).

The project is to use DRT as the language for
representing CS, which means providing a first-
order representation of the propositional content
enriched with dynamic information about context
change potentidl.

Moreover, the DRS material will be split in two

parts: the foreground part and the background

1 Commitment stores part. This difference, which can be intuitively

) ) seen as the use of two different colors, for writing
In Hamblin’s (1970) style, a dialog updates thg e conditions of a DRS, does not trigger any
commitment stores (CS) of the speaker anghange in the classical mechanism which com-
hearer, which means that linguistic expressiongies the binding relations and the truthful
should be defined in terms of instructions for UPsmbeddings of CSs in a Model : all DRS condi-
dating current commitment stores. CS are reprgons are just DRS conditions and only DRS con-
sented by Hamblin as lists of propositionsgitions, The difference between foreground/
keeping track of what the speaker and hearer 994 ckground will only play a role in the rules for
committed to in virtue of what they have said,pdating CS. This kind of strategy contrasting
(and in virtue of what they have not raised objec-
tions against) in the current dialog. o . 4 I .
CS should be distinguished clearly from Whafhenits saidambiin. 1670 ) a CS s et hence the order in which

WI” be caIIed here the knowledge—base (KB) dsropositions are entered in a CS is relevant. A given CS can contain, for
instancep, and themp. A real discussion of such cases being far beyond the

each agent involved in the dlalog This data-bas®pe of this paper; let us just consider that in such cases , if a commitment

. s ntradicts a previous one, the previous one is just retracted.
is the whole set of proposmons that the ageﬁ he view that DRS should be conceived as CS is explicitly introduced by

takes for granted_ Of course, there is a link b@eurts (1995 : 29) : "I assume, therefore, that a DRS is is a partial picture of a
commitment slate".
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different kinds of semantic information of thethe ascription ofi's presupposition to the CS of
same type has been adopted many times in tthee user ofl. Although this view is by no means
literature and it seems to me that layered DRdriginal it faces two problems:

developed in Nijmegen by R. van der Sandt ant It is too strong: in some contextsis used, but
his colleagues is based on the same {dea. its potential presuppositions are not projected.
The conception of CS used in this paper will bSome theories see these cases as "cancellation"
kept as simple as possible by means of some id&ses.

alizations. We consider onlyght sidecommit- 2. It is unmotivated: why should the mere use of
ments, in the terminology of Walton & Krabbea lexical item, irrespective of the logical (e.g.
(1995, pp. 134), which means that we stick toegation, conditional, etc.) context in which it is
Hamblin idea that commitments are public. Wembedded, commit its user to any propositional
do not consider either the difference between asantent?

sertion (an explicit claim of A), andoncession | will first try to provide an answer to question
(what B claims without receiving any objection(2). The general idea is to consider presupposi-
from A). As in Hamblin's original examples, wetions as selectional restrictions, a linguistic phe-
assume that what B claims without receiving angomenon conceived as analogous to domain
objection from A becomes part of A's CS. Thigestrictions on functions.

latter simplification will allow us, to use in most _ o

cases identical CS for A and B. Some very sché-1 Selectional restrictions

matic working rules can be used for the sake of _ o L
illustration. Selectional restriction is a notion introduced by

If A uses a declarative sentenpep’, the repre- Chomsky (1965), and exemplified by (1) :

sentation of this sentence is entered in A's cs. (1) | drink something.

If B does not objech’ becomes a part of B's CS. It can be desc_rlbeql, tentatively, as follows : the
| will not consider in the paper any “syntactidex'_cal expressiomrink X cannot be' used f_or up-
rule” on dialog moves, i.e. rules which try to predating any CS, unless the varialilés restricted
dict what a given expression, or a given CS corf@ @ domain of individuals such that they satisfy
figuration, prohibits or imposes for the nexth® conditionliquid (x).Anyone trying to bypass
moves. | will only consider “semantic rules” i.e.thIS rule WOUId nqt be using the Ianguage prop-
rules defining what a given expression triggers igrly. Consider for instance the potential utterance
terms of CS updates for the user of this expr : o

sion, and | will consider only declarative sen- (2) Were you drinking an ap-
tences (for the interpretation of questions in ple?

dialog, see Ginzburg (1995) It seems to me that the most widespread judg-
’ ' ment on (2) is that it violates the rules of English.
2 Presuppositions ascommitments If someone tries nevertheless, no update stem-

ming from the sentence itself is performed, but
Although there are many debates about the natufe next moves in dialog will try to elucidate this
and behavior of presuppositions, most theoriggoblem about the language supposed to be the
would accept at least the following claimscommon language of the dialog.
1- presuppositions are propositions; 2— they aidote that the conditiofiquid (x) has any proper-
lexically triggered. ties of what is called a presupposition : it is pro-
From this, we infer that presuppositions shoulgositional, lexically triggered, and stemming
be entered in CS. The interpretation of 2 is ndtom the mere use of the vedoink whatever its
straightforward. Let us assume that a presuppogigical environment is. It gives rise to the same
tion of a lexical item is triggered by the use 6f phenomena, and can be captured by the same test
This means that any use lofin any logical con- than classical examples of presuppositions. (3)
text (negation, modality, etc.), and for any illo-will quickly illustrate this:

cutionary force (assertion, question, etc.) triggers (3) A : | was not drinking
my X.

3 Corblin (1991) argues that presuppositions should be treated as distin-
guished conditions of DRSs, which seems to be the same idea.



After (3), liquid (X) becomes a part of A's CS.Factive verbs presuppose the truth of their com-
The hearer B can test this commitment againgtementp. What we said before is thalrink (x)
her KB and can find three things in it : liquid is defined ifliquid (X) is true, and undefined oth-
(X); 2. = liquid (X); 3. no information aboulig- erwise. Similarlyregret (p)is defined ig is true,
uid (X). and undefined otherwise. We will thus analyze
Case 1 is the unmarked cas€:is the known regret (p)as triggering the background commit-
common noun or a known trademark for a liquidment (BC)p. One can note that the form of the
Case 2 is a case where B must ask clarificatigmesupposition is slightly different. Farink the
about the language used by A : eitdénk or X BC is a condition on the individual members of
is used by A in a non-standard way. It can triggehe domain l{quid); for regretit is just the truth
for instance moves like (4) which are typical obf the propositional argument which is presup-

reactions to presupposition failure: posed. This difference might be relevant for de-
(4) B : But one cannot DRINK limitating sub-classes, but the similarity is
an X, X is not a liquid important enough for claiming that we have ex-

Case 3 can be a case where B will learnXhist amples of the same phenomenon.

a liquid; at least, she will learn that A uses it ag. Manage to.

something that A takes for being in A and B's (6) John managed to P.

KB. In this casep is not presupposed, but a condition
There is a correspondence between these themivalent to:doing p was difficult for Johns
cases and the concepts found in the literatuegsociated tonanage The situation is very close
which must be clarified. Case 1 reminds van déo the case adrink.

Sandt (1992) notion dfinding: the contenliquid 3. Definite descriptions.

(X) is found in some representation of the con- (7) The king of France is

text. Similarly it is close to the notion cftis- bald.

faction used in satisfaction theories. Case f is easy to sethe in the Xas imposing the BC
corresponds to what is callpdesupposition fail- that there is one and only one X.

ure in most theories. Case 3 evokes strongly what

is calledaccommodationin most theories using )
the concept. 2.3 Background commitments

2.2 Presuppositions We use for the representation of dialog CS de-
signed as classical DRSs distinguishing explicitly

Having argued that this typical example of sele®C from the other conditions. We will use in this

tional restriction can be described in the sanpaper italics for BC.

terms than presuppositions, we are lead to coA-simplified CS for (7) is (8) :

clude that presupposition might be nothing else (8)[ X [king- of France (x),

than selection. Selection itself is conceived on the bald (x)]]

model of domain restrictions on the definition ofAlthough binding is allowed between all com-

functions. It is based on the fact that some lexicalitments, BC are distinguished from foreground

items contain constraints on their definition doeommitments by a set of properties which sup-

main: the function associated doink (x), is de- ports the decision to set them apart. In a sense,

fined for anyx satisfying the functioiquid(x), BC are just the price one has to pay tming

and undefined otherwise. Using lexical iteméexical items, whatever one wants to convey

with no consideration of their definition domainabout a model by using these items. A dialog,

is just not speaking the language. Converselthus, is not designed for making public the BC of

using a lexical item commits to the satisfaction dhe lexical items she uses, although just by using

its domain restrictions. such items the speaker is committed to them. BC
I will illustrate on some classical examples thiare made public, although the dialog is not set up
view of presupposition as selection: for makingthempublic.

A. Factive verbs. The most salient property associated to this

(5) I regret that P. background status is that pfis introduced as a



BC, the probability to isolatp as an antecedentgoing dialog. A BC, thus, cannot be QUD

for a propositional anaphor is very low. Dependfquestions under discussion), see Ginzburg
ing on one's own theory of propositional anaph(L995). In other words, encoding as a BC a given
ora, one might suggest different reasons for thimformation gives no chance to know more about
It can be seen as a mechanical consequenceitof the dialog because it is not an accessible
the fact that BC are propositions which are mosbpic. The other side of the coin is that BC en-
often not encoded under the linguistic form of aodes normally shared information, that is to say
clause. If your theory requires that the antecedanformation that the dialog is not designed to ma-
of propositional anaphors be clauses, you explaiipulate.

that presuppositions are not accessible to them3bme other distinctive properties can be associ-
you do not make this assumption and let anated to BC.

phors work on the semantic representation of theBC must be contested immediateBeaver
discourse or dialog, you will have to block by af2001) insists on this distinctive property of pre-
additional stipulation the accessibility of BC.suppositions, and the present proposal provides a
Some examples will illustrate the difficulty tonice context for discussing this point. In dialog,
isolate a BC as the antecedent of a propositorthe participants can hold contradictory theses,
anaphor. In (9), although the sentence is reprand a single participant can change her mind in
sented as a conjunctioit (vas difficult for John the course of the discussion. If I do not object
to fail & John failed), it is impossible to interpretimmediately to your assertign which becomes

a propositional anaphor as taking the sole prpart of my commitmentp is by no means pro-

supposition as its antecedent : tected from latter attacks. But it is a common ob-
(9) A: X managed to fail. servation that to come back after a while ddG
B: | cannot believe it. p for adopting explicity a commitmentp, is

Most speakers interpret B's sentence as : | canfjdged unfair if the initiative is taken by the op-
believe X failed.* This is a case in which the preponent; if taken by the proponent of the BC, it is
supposition does not show up in the sentence agwen worse. | will try to suggest some justifica-
clause. The same is true fdhe King of France tion of this based on the very notion of BC.

case, and the presupposition is not accessiblethe rejection of a BC by the opponent comes
The most interesting cases for the discussion aggth the cancellation of the utterance containing
factive verbs, since they exhibit the presupposis trigger. "Cancellation” means that any effect
tion under the form of a subordinate clause. Coon the opponent CS update is cancelled. Many

sider the contrast (10)/(11) : BC being existence commitments one might
(10) X regrets that Y left. think that this is not a property of BC, but a prop-
(11) X says that Y left. erty of existence commitments. But in the case of

If it can be shown that the accessibility of thgelectional restrictions (see the casefk), the
subordinate clause is significantly lower in (10BC is not a BC of existence, and this is also true
than in (11), it would be an argument showindgor some classical examples of presuppositions
that as such, the BC status of an overtly eXe.g.manage)in those cases, my intuition is that,
pressed clause reduces its anaphoric accessibilifyone rejects the BC, one suspends any update,
I will not pursue the discussion on this for spacend waits (or asks) for an elucidation. Suppose
consideration. for example someone says to you thahn man-
A consequence is that a BC is introduced withogiged to pass the exarand that for you, John is
being isolated as an accessible topic for the othe best student of the class. Would you just re-
ject explicitly the BC, keeping the information

* Note that the readirigcannot believe that it was difficult for him and that that‘]Oh_n passedo_r would you suspend any up-
he failedis not accessible either. If it were, one could argue that what happerdate, thlnklng for instance that the prOponent may
for the succession accommodated presupposition/assertion is not that differffé actually Speaking Of someone else that John

from what happens for two conjoined assertions:

A. It was difficult for him to fail and he failed. (satisfying the BC) and convey no information
B. | cannot believe it.

Most speakers can interpret B's assertion as : | cannot believe that it was abOUUOhn?My impression Is that when one is in
difficult and that he failed, even if they express a preference for taking as dOU bt about the Capacity Of the proponent to
antecedent the last expressed proposition.

This shows that bakground commitments cannot be treated as would be a

previous assertion.




choose the right word for speaking of a Modelspeaker does not necessarily take herself the re-
this doubt extends to any part of the utterance. sponsibility of using these lexical items, but
- for rejecting a BC there are specific linguisticmight only be reporting the wordsnother
devices which are also used for language mispeaker usef{lohn says that the king of France
takes: metalinguistic negation and stress on this bald. Our explanation is straightforward: who
"wrong" word.Typical cases are illustrated in theuses a lexical item is committed to its BC, and

following examples : not who reports the use of a lexical item by
(12)But one cannot DRINK an someone else, provided that she makes explicit
X, one can only EAT an X. that she would not use herself this word. The
(23)John did not MANAGE to later condition is crucial although we will not go
succeed; he succeeded be- into details here. The fact that this condition is
cause the exam was very easy very difficult to satisfy (because after all, a
for him. speaker makes use of any lexical item she utters

All these properties are coherent with the view gexcept in direct reported speech) explains that
BC advocated in this paper. The rejection of BGalugs are not strict barriers against projection of
if any, must be immediate because it is unexke BC in the speaker CS.

pected, it would cancel the whole utterance, arthe prediction of the theory is that any other
it would cast doubts about the language used #dntext should be a Karttunehislei.e. a context
the current dialog. in which any BC is made part of the speaker's

o cs.®
3 Theprojection problem

The general idea is that any user of a lexical B8.2 Filters

trigger is committed to its BC. We expect, then,

in general, the BC of a complex sentence to Bélters have the following relevant features: in
the conjunctions of its BC. The only resourcesome constructions (e.g. the antecedent of a con-
we have for deriving the so-called "cancellationditional), the presence of an expression entailing
cases, are linked to the notion of "user of a lex& presupposition of the consequent, prevents the
cal item", and to the notion of context of satispresupposition to be ascribed to the CS of the

faction of a BC. speaker. A typical case is (14) :
(14) If France is a monar-

3.1 Plugs chy, the king of France is
bald.

The classical theory of presupposition projectiogazdar (1979), Heim (1983) and van der Sandt
set up by Karttunen (1973, p. 178) distinguishgg9g2) are well known proposals devoted to ex-
three kinds of contextglugs holes andfilters.  pjain the existence of filters (see Beaver 2001).
Dynamic theories of presupposition projectiofyost properties of context change potential ap-
(the satisfaction theory and the bindingyroaches (Heim 1983) transpose nicely in our
accommodation, see Geurts 1995)) are maiffyamework without any ad hoc stipulation: if a
concerned with filters, and what they have 10 s&yjgger is used in the consequent of a conditional,
about plugs and holes is not very clear. The prgje ser is committed to the presupposition in her
sent proposal, in contrast, provides a straightfoggp-level CS updated by the antecedent. This is a
ward explanation for the existence of plugs. direct consequence of what is a BC : to use a
Plugsare defined by Karttunen as contexts whicigger in the consequent means that your top-
blocks all the presuppositions of the complemendye| CS updated by the antecedent is a context in
sentence. Typical examples arsay, mention, \hich the trigger is licensed. If the antecedent
tell, ask.’ They are precisely contexts that allow,pqate entails the BC, as in (14) this requirement
taking their lexical trigger asised by another s satisfied and no update is necessary. If not, the

agent (reported speech), not by the speaker. lgyeaker is committed to the presupposition satis-
other words, in the context of these verbs, the

® We have not enough space here for discussing attitudes verbs (Heim 1992,
Geurts 1995). What have been said about verbs reporting speech acts would
® | follow here the presentation of Beaver (2001, p. 54). be a worth trying starting point.




faction in her (toplevel) CS. A comparison tacuss briefly van der Sandt constraiptahile
Gazdar (1979) proposal will lead to make thisunning through the example, trying to establish
formulation more precise. whether they are compatible with the present ap-
Gazdar’s treatment of cases like (14) relies cryroach:

cially on Hintikka’'s logic of belief, and on the (i) informativeness:prevents to accommodate a

notion ofclausal implicature presupposition which is entailed by the DRS.
(15) Clausal implicature of MCP seems to have roughly the same effect: if
P- Q :=K(P),~K(=P),~K(Q),~K( you are already committed to P, any BC entailed
-Q). (the speaker has no be- by P will trigger no update. Note that in the CS
lief about P) approach, this is a constraint on BC, not on

Gazdar predicts that the presuppositmof the commitments. Nothing prevents the reiteration of
consequenis cancelled because if projected, itin assertion in a dialog, as everyday life shows.
would contradict the clausal implicature triggeredii) consistency: prevents to accommodat® if

by the use off P (if P entailsp). the DRS entaild?. Although the CS framework
But examples like (16) show that this cannot bellows explicit contradiction in a dialog, the very
the right explanation : notion of BC suggests that the retraction of a
(16) Mary is sleeping. If previous commitment by means of a BC is not a
Mary is sleeping, John knows standard strategy.
that she is sleeping. Thus (iii) no accommodation can be such that some
John knows that she is subordinate DRS is either entailed or contra-
sleeping. dicted by a superordinate DRS.

The speaker is committed B by the first sen- This constraint seems to be based on the same
tence, butif P... is used then, which shows thajntuition than Gazdar's clausal implicature (see
the use ofif P is compatible with the commit- above). Although van der Sandt gives it explicitly
ment toP. The key part of Gazdar explanationas a constraint on accommodation, he overtly
(i.e. the clausal implicature) seems, in othemakes it an application of a general principle on
words, to meet empirical objections. discourse coherence which would exclude cases
But such cases force us to strengthen our owiRe (16).8 The MCP, in contrast, will derive (14)
proposal. Once admitted thRtandif P are com- ithout predicting anything about (16).

patible in a CS, we need an additional principleet us now consider the treatment of (14) by (i)-
for ensuring that the presupposition of the consgii). Top-level accommodation is blocked by
quent is not projected at the top-level. | proposgi): one cannot accommodate something that
that the relevant principle is the Minimal Comentails a subordinate DRShere is a king of

mitment Principle (MCP) : France entails France is a monarchyWe try
(17) MCP : The update of CS then to accommodate in the antecedent, and this
by BC is minimal. A poten- is allowed ifFrance is a Monarchyloes not en-
tialBC P endsupasaBC tail that there is a king of Francdt the entail-
iff the use of its trigger ment holds, the informativeness principle (i) is
is not licensed otherwise. violated.

MCP ensures that in (14), since the antecedent gf first glance, van der Sandt's system makes the
the conditional entails a BC of the consequent, ngyme empirical prediction that the MCP for (14),

update of the CS is done. but | see at least one potential problem with this
Van der Sandt's anaphoric treatment of presuppgrategy. As | understand the way of treating (14)
sitions would consider (14) as a case in which thgth (i)-(iii), the theory assumes a strong logical

presupposition tries to find its antecedent inithe gifference between the two propositions. In (14)

clause. In (14) anaphora to tiielause fails, and \ye need to accept:

looks for an antecedent at the top-level of thghere is a king of F. |= F. is a monarchy

DRS. If (14) is the first sentence of a discourse,

no antecedent can be found. Accommodation 15, c.oa 1902, p. 367).

then tried at this level. Accommodation iS congThere is no doubt that this is van der Sandt's interpretation of the constraint

strained bycontextual acceptabilityl will dis- 2 shows his illustrative example (63ahn has a dog. If he has a dog, he

has a cat.
He gives this piece of discourse as unacceptable, although it is for me correct.




If not, accommodation on top-level is allowedio be committed toAny woman has a childA

But we need to accept as well: solution is to let such sentences be interpreted as:
F is a monarchy# There is a king of F. (21) Any woman (having a
If we do not, accommodation in the antecedent is child) cherishes her child.
not informative. But this solution is too strong because it would
But this distinction is not plausible if one considlegitimate, contrary to factsany “intermediate
ers the following couple of examples: accommodation” like in (22):
(18) If John has a wife, his (22) Any woman likes her
marriage is very recent. Ferrari.
(29)If John is married, his In the present framework, like in Heim (1983), it
wife is French. is predicted that (20) triggers the BC that any

The theory, as | understand it, would have to astoman has a child. Van der Sandt (1992, p.364)
sume that in (18)o be married= having a wife  predicts for (20) the interpretation (21) on the
andto have a wife4 to be marriedBut in (19), basis of a structural constraint on bind-
the theory would have to assume ttmthave a ing/accommodation. The pronourer must be
wife |= to be married andto be married ¢ to bound by its antecedeany womanand conse-
have a wife It is hard to believe that the proc-quently, the accommodation of an antecedent for
essing of these two sentences might be groundtete child of xcan only be done in the scope of
on so strict, subtle and incompatible logical relaany womanBut the contextual acceptability con-
tions between the predicatiesbe marriedandto  straints (i)-(iii), see 83.2, cannot rule out (22).
have a wife. In a nutshell, although a strictly universal com-
Our proposal escapes this problem because wemiment is not projected, a purely accidental and
not manipulate logical relations between propaodnexpected property like in (22) makes the sen-
sitions but constraints on definition domains fotence odd?

the use of lexical items. "To be licensed", in th&Ve need, it seems, a treatment which commits
MCP (17) means than if a proposition is true, it ige user of (20) at least to the BC that "stereo-
legitimate to make use of a given lexical item fotypical women have a child". This would derive
it. But to the truth of the proposition, we do nothe acceptability contrast (20)/(22). Let us stick
associate strict logical inferences involving théo the prediction that the basic interpretation of
lexical item. It is be more in the spirit of our viewsuch structures projects umiversal BC. This is

to see licensing as based on default generic invhat happens if the discourse is not generic, and
plications like: if X is a monarchy, normally, is about a restricted set of individu#ls.

there is a King(Queen) of X; if X is the King of  (23) Every boy took his Fer-

X, normally, X is a monarchy. We all know real rari (bike)and left.

cases in which there are monarchies without so{23) commits to the BC that every boy (within a
ereign and sovereigns without monarchies. particular context-set) had a Ferrari (biKe).

What we conclude from this discussion is thailow if the sentence is generic, the KB of the
the MCP derives correctly the "filtering effect" ofparticipants knows whether this universal BC is
quantified structures without assuming the "cortrue or not: in the sentence (22), we now that it is
textual acceptability” constraints needed in vanot. Let us take this contradiction between the
der Sandt's approach, which are not withowtniversal commitment mechanically projected by
problems. the structure and a proposition of the (shared)

_ KB, anecessargcondition for triggering the sus-
3.3 Commitments and K nowledge-Bases pension of the universal BC projecticFhe suffi-

. ] cient condition is that the correspondent
(20)_ _exemp!lfle_s a class_lcal problem for PréSUbstereotypical BC be the case, which is true for
position projection theories:
(20) Any woman cherishes her
child.
The problem is that this sentence is admissible zﬁ,ifiggiﬁe;fiﬁ?xﬁﬂgf”ad'SCUSS'O“ pointing to the relevance of
a dialog, although none of its users would accefjtSee Beaver (2001).

'am not sure how van der Sandt's approach would accommodate this
generic/specific contrast.




bike (in some societies), not fdrerrari. The 4 Conclusion
relevant configuration for (20) is thus:

(24) CS potential update: The general idea of this paper is that presupposi-
any WhasaC tions are background commitments arising from
KB: the use of lexical items involving restrictions on
- (any W has a C) their definition domain. We have tried to give
GEN (W have C) some arguments showing that this idea is worth

For (22), although the necessary condition is sdtying, an the paper has been devoted mainly to
isfied, the sufficient condition is not, and thdllustrate the basic intuitions of this dialogic ap-
sentence is odd. If both conditions are satisfiedroach and to point to some issues on which it
the sentence is interpreted as projecting a wealkk@ems to do better than current dynamic ap-
BC (stereotypical, not universal). We can explaiproaches. The next step will be to test this view
in this approach why sentences like (20) give th&f presuppositions in a formalized version of the
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