
I attempt to account for some of the key features of Pottsian conventional implicatures
(Potts 2003) syntactically rather than semantically. This account is preferable because it
provides the beginnings of an explanatory account of such phenomena. Potts accounts for
them by means of a separate dimension in the semantics and a stipulated type theory.
Ultimately, his account covers the facts, but it is not explanatorily adequate (Amaral et al.
2007:745–746).

I focus in particular on appositives with the aim of demonstrating how, given the lin-
guistic primitives motivated in Hornstein (2009), certain key properties of appositives can be
derived. Specifically, the three properties of appositives that can be derived from Hornstein’s
primitives are (i) their inability to bind across dimensions, (ii) their non-displaceability—i.e.,
the fact that they always take widest scope—, and (iii) their violation of resource sensitivity.

(1) is unacceptable because No reporter cannot bind he. Potts (2003) accounts for this
by saying that binding cannot happen across dimensions.

(1) * No reporter1 believes that, as he1 wrote, Ames is a spy (Potts 2003:106)

Appositives always take widest scope. (2) cannot mean ‘John didn’t see Bill, and Bill
wasn’t hiding’, so the appositive scopes over negation.

(2) John didn’t see Bill, who was hiding (AnderBois et al. to appear)

Finally, conventional implicatures seem to violate the desideratum of resource sensitivity
(Klein & Sag 1985:172).1 In (2), Bill is evaluated twice, once by see and once by hide.

Now, three syntactic primitives motivated in Hornstein (2009) are Copy, Concatenate,
and Label. Merge is argued to be Concatenate plus Label, where Label serves to close
Concatenate over the domain of lexical items:

(3) a. Concatenate A,B → ÂB
b. Label ÂB → [AA B] (Hornstein 2009:58)

In virtue of being Labeled as A, [AA B] can be subject to the same Concatenations as [A].
As Label is a distinct operation from Concatenate, it is plausible that Label need not

always apply. If it does not apply when an appositive is Concatenated with the thing it mod-
ifies, these three properties can be explained. Lack of Labeling leads to two independent
syntactic structures at LF, which explains the lack of cross dimensional binding. Addition-
ally, it explains why negation can never scope over an appositive. This also gives a principled
reason why resource sensitivity is violated, at least given a certain theory of Copy deletion.

(4) a. Fred, a linguist, kicked the ball
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1This is the desideratum that a lexical item is only evaluated once in a derivation. See also Potts
(2003:111–115) for discussion.


