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foreword

In the spring of 1976, Terry Parsons and Barbara Partee
taught a course on Montague grammar, which | attended. On the
second to the final day of class, Terry went around the room asking
the students if there were any questions at all that remained unan-
swered, and promised to answer them on the last day of class. |
asked if he really meant ANY guestion at all, which he emphatically
said that he meant. As | had encountered a few questions in my

lifetime that remained at least partially unresolved, | decided
to ask one of them. What is 1ife? What is the meaning of life?
After ail, Barbara and Terry had promised to provide answers to

any question at ali.

0n the final day of class Barbara wore her Montague grammar
T-shirt, and she and Terry busied themselves answering our questions.
At long last, they came to my questicn. | anticipated a protracted
and involved answer, but their reply was crisp and swccinct, First
Barbara, chalk in hand, showed me the meaning of life.

Terry then stepped up and showed me what life really is.

As we were asked to show on a homework assignment earlier in the
year, this is equivalent to: life'.

Leaving me astounded rhat | had been living in such darkness
for all these years, the class then turned to the much stickier
problem of pronouns.
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