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Gap rules. The most important of these is the closed loop rule, which states the

following : if, in the course of applying the evaluation procedure, a closed unevaluated loop forms
and none of its members can be assigned a standard value by any of the rules, then all of its
members are assigned GAP in a single evaluation step. (Gaifman. 1992 230)
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3Limited pointer dissent (abbreviated as LPD). Two pointers to the same sentence are
assigned different values only if one of the pointers is assigned GAP. This is also true if the pointed to
sentences are logically equivalent. (Gaifman. 1992 : 232)
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p2 ifp Listhe GAP pointer then I(p2 = I(p,)+ 1lwhere I(P|) is the level of pr (Gaifman. 1992 : 233)
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5" these ungrounded sentences, “true” is predicated of a sentence that is not
independent of that very predication" (Simmons. 1993 : 100)
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8 propositions as the contents expressed by utterances in contexts. (Glanzberg. 2004 : 31)
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