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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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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

. 0. Scope of Inguiry

Most English noun phrases are introduced by one of a class
of words that have been variously called quantifiers, determiners,
articles, numerals, and specifiers. Examples of the range of these
classes are given in (1).

{1) a. The man ate a sandwich.
b. Four hunters saw scome lions 'n every country.
c. Those athletes eat more food than any lion would.

There are, however, certain types of NP's which appear in the surface
to lack any overt appearance of such words. Proper names, for
example, are complete NP's, though most occur without an article
{(e.q., Jeff). Abstract nouns (goodness) and mass nouns (sand}, too,
may function in English as complete NP's. In this work we will be
devoting most of our attention to another sort of NP that also may
appear without an overt occurrence of any word of the sort found

in {1). This is the class of noun phrases that exhibit a plural

head noun, examples of which are cited in (2).

(?) a. Dogs are mammals.
b, Lions roar.

©. Retired groupies should receive social security
benefits.

d. Bill threw rotten coranges into the garbage.

e. Ants that go crazy at the sight of sugar ought to
be sent away.

Though syntactically simpler than those NP's that do contain an overt
specifier element, the NP's exemplified in (2) have a notorious repu-
tation for defying consistent semantic analysis. This is due to the
fact that the meanings of these NP's seem to change with context,
apparently meaning one thing in one context, and another thing in
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anocther context. As an example, let us consider an NP of the form
dogs. 1In a sentence like (2a), the meaning appears to be very accu-
rately paraphrased by the locution 'all dogs', for the sentence dogs
are mammals means the same things as all dogs are mammals., But

if we change the context, as we do in (3), the paraphrase all dogs
is no lenger accurate.

{3) Dogs bark. -

As (3) is true, and as it is false that ALL dogs bark {many do not), ,
the NP in this context means something else. A reasonable paraphrase

for this occurrence of dogs might be 'most dogs', for 'most dogs

bark' might be considered a close paraphrase of {3}. Changing the

context again, though, we find yet another change in the interpreta-

tion.
{4) Dogs were sitting on my lawn.

In {4}, the most appropriate paraphrase is neither 'all dogs' nor
'most dogs'; here, it seems to mean almost exactly the same thing
as 'some dogs'. Yet another change in the context shows that nope *
of the paraphrases suggested above appear to be adequate.

{5} Dogs are common.

{5} does not mean all dogs are common, nor MOSt dogs are common, nor
does it mean some dogs are common, but something else.

So we see the general problem with stating the meaning of the .
NP dogs without reference to the context in which it appears. It
can mean any number of things, but the context selects only one of
these possible interpretations.

One means of accounting for the semantics of NP's such as dogs,
which we will hepceforth refer to as BARE PLURALS, following Chomsky
{1975), is to posit an ambiguous nul! specifier element as being
present in the syntactic and semantic representations. One of these
null specifiers would mean 'all', another 'most', a third would mean
'some', and so forth. One immediate problem with this suggestion
that arises is that this sort of analysis appears to make the predic-
tion that a given bare plural NP will be many-ways ambigugus on any
given occurrence (as there might be any one of a number of null
specifiers vwmmmzﬂv. But a quick review of sentences (2) through
(5} will reveal that no such ambiguity can be perceived.

In this work, we will be taking another angle of attack to
this probtem, and we will be claiming that the NP dogs is in fact
unambiguous, and that it can be said to mean one thing and one thing
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only. Thus, the claim is, the occurrences of the bare plural degs
in sentences (2)-{5) are all occurrences of the same syntactic and
semantic structure. There is no ambiguous null specifier element.
What gives rise to the different readings is the manner in which the
context of the sentence interacts with the bare plural NP's. It is
the task of this work to create a system of semantic interpretation
for both bare plural NP's in general and the contexts in which they
may appear so that we can account for the seemingly erratic behavior
of the semantic interpretation accorded the bare plural.

Chapter 2 wilt be an examination of the status of those
occurrences of bare plurals most readily paraphrased by use of the
determiner 'some'. It will be argued that these occurrences are not
to be distinguished from other occurrences that are most often char-
acterized as having a 'generic' interpretation -- those paraphrased
by prefixing most, ail, or those that have nc convenient paraphrase
{as in (5)). It will be proposed that the key to the semantic solu-
tion is to regard bare plurals as names of KINDS of things.

Chapter 3 will examine the generic uses of the bare plural.
It will be there argued that any attempt to consistently associate
with these uses of the bare plural a generic quantifier will be in-
adequate in principle.

Chapter 4 will be devoted to the construction of a formal seman-
tics which will account for the problems raised regarding the inter-
pretation of the bare plural in the previous chapters. It is here
that we mativate the notion that bare plurals are to be regarded as
names of individuals in & certain way, the domain of individuals ex-
panded to include kinds of things. At the end of the chapter is a
formal semantics as well as a syntax for a fragment of English.

The fifth chapter examines crucial problems raised by the frag-
ment presented in Chapter 4 regarding coreference, and a modification
of the system is proposed. Here we will also examine the semantics
of the singular indefinite generic (e.g. a dog) as well as a number
of other related matters.

In Chapter 6 we turn our attention to other sorts of NP's
that make reference to kinds of things. This includes those NP's
that have the same form as those that refer to ordinary sorts of in-
dividuals, NP's that have in them overt occurrences of the word kind
{as 'several kinds of animals'), and a study of the English word such.
In this last section, Engiish such-as relative clauses are treated.
This chapter concludes with an expanded and corrected version of the
fragment first presented in Chapter 4.

The final chapter is a discussion of remaining problems and
possible future extensions of the analysis proposed. It ends with a
general conclusion for the work as a whele.



4 - Carlson

]. The Framewcrk of the Inguiry

We will be working within the framewark of what has come to be
called 'Montague grammar', after the philosopher who devised the basic
system, Richard Montague. The basic notions of Montague are largely
presented in Montague (1974), especially in the papers entitled
“English as a formal language'', ''Universal grammar'' {henceforth UG},
and ""The proper treatment of quantification in ordinary English'
(henceforth PTQ). Unfortunately, for the uninitiated these make quite
difficult reading. For more comprehensible introductions to Montague's
basic approach, the reader may care to consult Thomason's introduction
to Montague {1974}, Partee (1975a), and Halvorsen and Ladusaw (to
appear).

Montague was the first to apply the techniques of formal logic
in a systematic manner to the domain of natural language. One of the
basic restrictions that is defined on the sorts of formal systems
previously described by logicians is that there be a systematic
correspondence between the rules for constructing well-formed ex-
pressions and the rules for interpreting these expressions. As it
is generally the case for formal languages that the syntax is con-
structed solely to serve the purposes of the semantics (hence the
syntax of the language can be however it needs to be}, the correspond-
ence between syntax and semantics in such cases has never been viewed
as a matter for empirical investigation. However, when cne desires
to treat English, for instance, in like manner, one finds that English
syntax cannot be readily adjusted to fit the semantics we feel the
sentences of English to have. Thus, the question of whether or not
English can be treated as a formal language no longer becomes a trivial
question. In fact, | feel that it becomes a rather interesting gues=
tion regarding whether or not there is a statable correspondence be-
tween the ruies of natural language syntax and the rules of semantic
interpretation. Though no one has claimed to have proven that there
is such a correspondence, many have argued against this possibility
(as in Chomsky (1975}). Whether or not the detractors of this hypo-
thesis are correct remains, in my opinion, yet to be conclusively
shown. | regard the hypothesis as currently being one whose conclu-
sion remains an open question, and as being an extremely interesting
hypothesis worthy of pursuit. Only empirical investigation, carefully
done, wiltl yield an answer one way or the other. Like all investiga-
tions that take place within certain frameworks, it is required that
the investigator assume the correctness of the framework and use it

until insurmountable difficulties are encountered. |t is in this
spirit that | accept the basic Montague framework as a tool for in-
vestigating the nature of the English bare plural. It is hoped, of

course, that it will be shown that this framework represents a useful
and correct means of solving certain guestions with regard to natural
language. But this can only be done by exhibiting particular analyses
of constructions of natural language.
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In this work, we will not be assuming the Montague framework
exactly as Mcntague presented it, but rather a slightly modified ver-
sion. For the trained syntactician, one lock at some of the rules of
syntax presented in PTQ will reveal that the syntax misses important
generalizations as stated. As one example, Montague's rulies concern-
ing the syntax of the auxiliary system are really quite ungainly and
miss the generalizations originally noted in Chomsky {1957). For
reasons such as these, it is assumed that the syntax of the Montague
grammar is a transformational syntax of the general sort suggested in
Partee (1976a), [1975a), and (1975b), as well as in Cooper {1975),
tooper and Parsons {1976), and Siegel (1976).

In adopting a transformational syntax for a Montague grammar, the
transformational component must be sufficiently constrained so as not
to reduce the notion that there is a systematic correspondence between
rules of interpretation and rules of syntax (which correspond to the
base rules of a transformational grammar) to complete triviality. As
constraining the power of transformations is not enly of interest to
those working with Montague grammar, but to those who are most inter-
ested purely in syntax, the need for such constraints is not an arti=
fact of adopting a Montague-type approach.

In this study, very few new transformations will be presented.
We will be accepting as possible rules a more or less ‘standard’
stock of transformations which are familiar to most who have worked
within the framework of transformational grammar, though this does not
imply the universa} acceptance of all the rules used here. Transfor-
mations are here allowed to change meaning if the meaning change can
be consistently specified as @ function of the application of the
transformation, and if the meaning change does not violate the basic
notion that the meaningof the whole is some function of the meaning
of the parts.

It is hoped that this study will be of interest to those who are
not familiar with the Montague framework, and are consequently unfamil-
jar with a good deal of the notations and general ideas used. As a
result, an effort is made here to avoid letting the formalism speak for
itself, though in certain cases this cannot be avoided., An intuitive
characterization of the foermalism presented is generally given. Cer-
tain sections will be difficult to read for many, but it is trusted
these have been kept to a minimum. MNonetheless, it is necessary to
assume that the reader is familiar at the very least with first-order
logic.



CHAPTER 11

THE DESIRABILITY OF A UNIFIED ANALYSIS!

0. Introduction

It is the purpose of this chapter to argue that all occurrences
of the bare ptlural in English are one and the same in terms of struc-
ture and interpretation. We will be concentrating only on those in-
stances of bare plurals that do not appear in predicate nominal posi-
tion, thereby leaving open the exact nature of predicate nominals.

In addition, we here often refer to the ‘null determiner', as if there
is such a syntactic element that is not prongunced. Again, we leave
open the question of whether or not there is a null determimer in
English. However, if there is one, we will here be arguing that there
is only one such determiner, and not a multiplicity of them. And if
there is no null determiner, then all bare plurals fall under the same
determinerless construction, and no given bare plural NP may be ambi-
guous due to the presence of an ambiguous determiner.

1. The Initial Proposal

Most people recognize an intuitive cleavage between the 'exist-
ential' use of the bare plural, and its 'generic' uses. Roughly, the
existential use of the bare plural {s generally paraphrasabie by pre-
fixing the word some to bare plural NP, and the generic uses are
generally paraphrasable by use of all or most. However, these para-
phrases are not always avallable, and we must in those cases resort
to native intuition in distinguishing these two general interpreta-
tions of the bare plural.

It has been suggested by many, or at least assumed, that the
existential use of the bare plural represents the plural form of the
indefinite article a¢n), and that this is to be considered distinct
from the generic uses of the bare plural. One example of this posi-
tion is found in Chomsky (1965), in which it is assumed that the arti-
cle a is deleted when appearing prior to a plural or mass aoun.

Under this hypothesis, the existential use of the bare plural NP

books is derived from an NP that has the form a books. One can rather
easily see the attractiveness of an idea of this sort. It appears to
be the case that the indefinite article a and @ alternate as singular-
plural with respect to predicate nominals; both a and @ have generic
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uses; the semantics of the two seems to indicate a singular-plural
relationship as well. For reasons such as these, this hypothesis has
appeared in many sources -- Chomsky (1965), Gough (1969), Dowty {1972),
Delorme and Dougherty (1972), Kroch (1874), Bartsch (1972}, are but a
few examples. There has, however, been a certain amount of controversy
over whether or not the plural form of a (if indeed there is one)
should in fact be considered to be #. Sweet (1898), Stockwell et al.
(1974), and Perlmutter {197C) all suggest that the determiner that func-
tions as the plural form of a is the unstressed variant of some

(here represented as sm, following current linguistic tradition). We
will eventually see here that considering sm to be the plural form

of a is no doubt more accurate than assuming @ to be its plural.

The remainder of the chapter will have the following form. We
will first be examining the question of whether or not B is to be
regarded as the plural form of the indefinite article (section 2}.
It will be concluded that this is not correct. It will then be
argued (section 3) that the existential use of the bare plural is not
to be distinguished from the generic use in terms of the syntactic
structure assigned or the semantic interpretation. We will then in
section 4 characterize various differeat generic uses of the bare
plural, and briefly argue that these different uses are not to be
distinguished from each other. All through the chapter, we will be
encountering a series of semantic puzzles which are to be accounted
for by the semantics given in Chapter 4.

2. @ as the Plural Form of a

2.0 Semantics expected. If B is truly the plural form of a,
it follows that the two should share all relevant semantic character-
istics up to those that canm be attributed directly to the presence or
absence of plurality. (For instance, we cannot say a man gathered
for the same reason we cannot s$ay the man gathered; presence of
plural ity makes these acceptable.} Let us agree to represent the in-
definite article as simply being an existential quantifier, with the

‘singular form (a) asserting that the number of individuals spoken of

in one (though there may be more), and the putative plural form (@)
asserting that at least two individuals are being spoken of (though
possibly more than two). As we are abstracting away from those cases
where the linguistic context differentiates between singular and plural
(as with the verb gather), we will simply suppress the singular/plural
distinction in our semantic representations, and represent both a

and B as being existential quantifiers to emphasize the nature of the
hypothesis that these two should behave semantically alike. Under

this hypothesis, the sentences of {1} become represented as the for-
mula present in (2).
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A man saw John.

(1} a.
b. Men saw John.
{2) (3x) (x saw John)

(2} represents the standard text-book means of representing the sen-
tences of (i) in terms of semantic interpretation. We will, for the [
time being, assume this to be correct.

2.1 GOpacity. In the presence of an opacity-inducing predicate
{Quine, 196G), the indefinite singular may exhibit a clear ambiguity.
Consider sentence {(3) as one example.

(3) Miles wants to meet a policeman.

On one reading, there is some particular policeman that Miles has

in mind, and Miles wishes to meet HIM. A good paraphrase might be

'There is a policeman that Miles wishes to meet'. Let us, following
Quine (1960), call this the TRANSPARENT reading of the sentence.

There is clearly another reading, however, where Miles does not have

any particular policeman in mind, and Miles' desire is that he meet ,
some policeman or other, it makes little difference which one. This

is the OPARQUE reading. The transparent reading entails that there is
some ex{sting policeman, whereas the opaque reading entails nothing

about the existence of any policeman.

In terms of semantic representation, the transparent reading is
quite readily represented as having the existential quantifier outside ,
the scope of the opacity-inducing predicate wants, while the opague
reading is conventiomally represented as having the existential guanti-
fier within the scope of the predicate in question. Sentence (3),
then, is ambiguous between the two interpretations that are associated
with {4a) and (hb).

(4) a.

b. Miles want {(3x)(Policeman (x} & Miles meet x))

{ax) (Poticeman (x)} & Miles wants (Miles meet x))

{(4a) represents the transparent reading, and {4b) the opaque reading .
of sentence (3). This reflects the ambiguity of (3).

Whan we turn to examples that contain instances of bare plural
WP's, we would anticipate that they, too, would reveal a similar sort
of ambiguity. In this light, consider sentence {5}.

{5) Miles wants to meet policemen.
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sentence {5} does not exhibit the reading that might be paraphrased as
‘there are policemen that Miles wants to meet'. That is, there is no
transparent reading for (5), and it can only be interpreted as some-
thing like (4b) and not formula (ka}. For a particularly striking
contrast, compare side-by-side the difference between (5) and (6},
where the determiner sm has been added. (6} exhibits the same sort

of ambiguity as (3).

(6) Miles wants to meet sm policeman.

So it appears that for some reason, the transparent reading that
we would expect (5) to have is ruled out. It is quite clear that the
presence of the plurality marker itself cannot be held responsible for
this state of affairs, for once again examine sentence (6), or the
sentences of (7), which in all cases have the head noun of the object
MP marked as plural, but all exhibit a clear transparent/opagque ambi-

guity.
twelve | policemen.
all
many
several
most
etc.

{7) Miles wants to meet

It is apparent that the presence of the plurality marker per se cannot
account for the lack of the transparent reading of (5).

We cannot also hold accountable some idiosyncratic property of
the verb want, for within the scope of virtually any opaci ty-inducing
predicate we find a consistent scope ambiguity with respect to the
indefinite singular and all the other ncm:wﬂﬁmmwmw. but never with
the hare plural. Compare the (a) versions of the sentences be low
with the (b) versions. The (a) versions are ambiguous in a way that
the (b) versions are not. The opacity-inducing element is italicized.

(8) a. Bill believes a fascist to have robbed the bank.
b. Bil! believes ﬁmmoﬁmnw to have robbed the bank.
(9) a. Jimmy must find a congressman before noon.
b. Jimmy must find congressmen before noon.
(16) a. Max is laoking for a book on Danish cooking.
b. Max is locking for books on Danish cooking.

{11) a.

b, Drunks are Iikely to win the Jottery tomorvow.

A drunk is Iikely to win the Jottery tomorrow.
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{(12) a. If a bank president were appointed to this committee,
it would be better organized,

b. If bank presidents were appointed te this committee,
it would be better crganized,

This set of facts is not predicted by any analysis that posits B as
being the plural counterpart of a if we assume that the plural counter-
part of the indefinite singular should behave like the singultar up to
just those differences that can be directly attributed to the presence
or absence of the plurality marker in some independently motivated

manner.

2.2 Narrow scope. A related set of facts is noticed when we
observe the interaction of the bare plural with negation and other
quantified NP's with respect to their relative scope properties.

Let us consider sentences like (13).
(13) A man is in this room and a man is not in this room.

(Let us assume that both occurrences of "this room' refer to the same
room.} Sentence (13) is ambiguous. On the one reading, it is a con-
tradiction, being of the form A & -A. In terms of semantic represen-
tation, the contradictory reading of (13) would be represented as {14},
(14} (ax){{Man (x) & x is in this room} & {-(3x}(Man(x)
& x is In this room))

0n the other haad, there is an interpretation of (13) which is not

a contradiction. |t essentially means that there is a man who is in
this room, and there is a man who is not in this room. We can repre-
sent this in the form of (15), where the existential quantifier appears
outside the scope of the negation, rather than inside it.

{15} ((3x){Man{x) & x is in this room) & {(ax) (Man(x) &
-(x is in this room)})

(15) is not of the form A & -A, nor equivalent to a formula of that
form, and is thus noncontradictory as desired.

If B represents the plural of a, we would expect that it too
would show a similar ambiguity in a context Fike (13}. But it does
not.

{18) Men are in this room and men are not in this room.

(16) has only a contradictory reading, something like (14). For
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some reason, it cannot have associated with it a formula like that of
{15}, which represents the noncontradictory reading.

similarly, a sentence like {17) can be interpreted as meaning
that John saw ne spots on the floor, or that there was a spot that he
missed.

{17) John didn't see & spot on the fleor.

If it is interpreted as meaning that he saw no spots en the floor,
this represents the existential quantifier being within the scope of
the negation. If it means that he saw possibly many other spots, but
there was one he missed, the existential is outside the scope of the
negation {I think this latter reading is harder to get than the first,
but it is clearly a possible interpretation). But once again, if a
bare plural is inserted in a Jike context, only the reading repre-
sented by an existential appearing within the scope of the negation
can be discerned.

{18) John didn't see spots on the floor.

{18) can only be interpreted as meaning that John saw no spots on
the floor, and not as meaning that there were some that he missed.

tet us now turn to a lock at the interaction of the bare plural
and the indefinite singular with respect to their relative scope in
the presence of other quantifiers. It is universally recognized that
a sentence like (19) is at least two ways ambiguous.

{19) Everyone read a boock on giraffes.

On the reading where the universal quantifier holds scope over the
existential, the interpretation is that each person may have read a
different book. That is, one person may have read Markley's Intro-
duction to Giraffes, and another Griffin's Giraffes of Bastern
Missouri. There is another reading, however, which requires that
each person read the same book. These readings would be repre-
sented as (20a) and (20b) respectively.

{20) a. (¥x){Person(x) + (3y) (Bock(y) & x read y))
b. (ax)(Book{x} & (V¥y)(Person(y) = v read x))

We would expect to be able to associate both of these representations
with a sentence containing an instance of a bare plural in place of
the indefinite singular if B were in fact the plural form of a. We
cannot, however, as (21a) (compare with (21b)}) does not exhibit this
relative scope ambiguity.
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(21) a. Everyone read books on giraffes.
b. Everyone read sm books on giraffes.

If the NP bocks on giraffes has an existential quantifier associated
with its interpretation, the quantifier must appear within the scope
of the universal quantifier associated with the interpretation of the
subject NP in (21). There is no reading of (21a) that corresponds to
the formuia presented in {20b}, but its interpretation corresponds
most closely to that of (20a). (2Ib) is readily associated with

either (20a) or (20b}.

Let us sum up what has been shown so far in this section. We
have observed that if the bare plural were represented as having an
existential quantifier associated with it, it would have to be restric~
ted in scope to the narrow-scope reading of the indefinite singular.
We might have described the cpacity phenomena exhibited in the pre-
vious chapter in similar terms. Below are a few more examples of
the operation of this apparent restriction of the bare plural to narrow !
scope, though the indefinite singular exhibits in each case both wide-
scope and narrow-scope readings. The ttalicized constituent is what
the scope is to be judged relative to.

(22) a. Jack saw a dog on his lawn at 3:30, 4:00 and 5:30.
b. Jack saw dogs on his lawn at 3:30, 4:00, and 5:30.

(23) a. A whale attacked our ship on twelve occasions.
b. Whales attacked our ship on twelve occasions.

(24} a. Most of the recruits ate at a hamburger stand.

Most of the recruits ate at hamburger stands.

{25) a. Bull noticed an actor in every scene af the film.

b. Bull noticed actors in every scene of the film.
In none of these cases is there a reading of the (b) versions that

would be appropriately represented with a wide-scope existential quan-
tifier associated with the bare plural NP.3 \

2.3 Differentiated scope. Thus far, it appears that the
existential bare plural would have to be more restricted in its in-
terpretation than its supposed counterpart. One could imagine, though,
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a defense of the notion that @ is the piural counterpart of a that
would simply confine the interpretation of the plural to a subset

of the readings available for the singular. Precisely such an anal-
ysis is suggested in Kroch (1974).

Though this particular suggestion strikes me as a guite ad hoc
restatement of the facts, and as calling for a deeper solution, it
nonetheless is a real possibility that should be dealt with. | believe
that this position becomes untenable when we look at a wider range of
facts, and observe that the scope possibilities of a and @ would have
to differ in such a way that one could not be a subset of the possible
readings of the other.

Under certain circumstances it appears that the bare plural
would exhibit narrower scope than the indefinite singular is capable
of showing, provided we continue to represent § as being an existen-
tial quantifier. Consider (26).

{26) A dog was everywhere.

tt is quite clearly the case for me and most others consulted that
{26) has only an absurd reading, one which means that there Is some
omanipresent dog. That is, there is no reading of the sentence which
allows the universal quantifier of the predicate to hold scope over
the subject NP. (Compare the above with There was a dog everywhere,
which clearly allows a wide-scope universab.) But a bare plural in
the same context does allow there to be an interpretation of the sen-
tence that is not as absurd.

{27) Dogs were everywhere.

(27) has a reading, in fact, its only reading, which would be appro-
priately represented as a universal quantifier from the predicate
holding scope of the existential of the subject. So we see in the
sentences (26) and (27), & case where the scope possibilities of a
and @ do not coincide at all since they have mutually exclusive read-
ings associated with them.

A similar sort of phenomenon can be observed in the following
pair of sentences. In (28}, one is asked to imagine a recurring
accident; but one has no such difficulties with (29},

{28) An accident happened today three times.

{(29) Accidents happened today three times.
Again, in (28} the existential of the subject cannot have narrower
scope than the quantifier of the predicate (three), but this is

precisely the interpretation allowed in (29}. 5o the scope possibili-
ties of the bare plural appear to be not merely a subset of the in-
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terpretations allowed the singular. This particular example points

up another difficulty with the notion that B is the plural of a. We
were originally agreed that plural meant 'more than one'. But (29)
could easily be used to report a situation where at each of the three
times during the day only ONE accident occurred. In fact, this is

the most natural interpretation in this case. But if we examine what
the semantic interpretation of {29) might be, this interpretation
should not be a possible one. | use 3 pl to represent an existen-
tial quantifier that asserts at least two, or more than one. In rough
terms, {29) might be represented by {(30).

{30} (3x) (Time{x} & (3p1 y) (Accident(y) & (y happened
at x today))

The interpretation of (30) would be something like for each of three
times, there were at least two accidents that happened at that time.
We cannot get out of this particular difficulty by granting wide scope
to the existential, for that would lead us back to the absurd reading
where an accident would recur. Again, this is something that is
directly contrary to what we would expect to be the case if § were in
fact the plural form of a. |If we instead regarded sm as the plural
form, we would find a happier coincidence of readings between it and
the indefinite singular.

A particularly interesting construction that is of some rele-
vance here is given much attention in Dowty (1972), where he analyzes
for time adverbials in some depth. In (31) is an example of this
particular construction.

{31) Nat read for two hours. d

Dowty's amalysis treats for time adverbials as involving universal
quantification over a given range of points of time. In rough terms,
the proposed semantics of (31) would be as follows.

(32} {(¥t:t ctwo hours) (At (Nat read, t)}

(32) asserts that (31) is true just in case for each relevant point

in time in a two-hour period, Nat reads is true at that point In

time. This treatment appears to generally give the right readings .
(though we will later note one problem).

One of the more puzzling aspects of for time adverbials is that
with a certain class of verbs (‘achievement' verbs), the sentences
come out strange unless the direct object NP is a bare plural or a
mass noun. For instance, the state of affalrs described in (33) is
quite bizarre, while the situatfon in (34) 7s considerably more normal.

(33) Max killed a rabbit for three hours.

{34) Max killed rabbits for three hours.
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By using Dowty's analysis, we can represent the readings of (33) and
{34) as (33') and (34') respectively.

(33') (3x) (Rabbit(x) & (¥t:e3 hours) (AT (Max killed x, t)))

{34') (¥t:e3 hours){(3x}{Rabbit(x} & AT {Max killed x, t)))
{33'), where the existential holds widest scope, makes the claim that it
was the same rabbit that was killed at each time in those three hours.
This is not in accord with our notion of what a rabbit is like, or
what killing something is like. (34'}, however, makes the claim that
at each (relevant) time in the three hours, there was some rabbit or
other that was killed. 1t need not be the same one killed on any
two occasions., This is a much more likely state of affairs. And
these seem to quite accurately represent what is funny about (33)
that is not funny about (34). So once again, we see that the bare
plural would have to be able to hold wider scope than the indefinite
singular.

There are other time adverbials that behave in a similar fashion,
seemingly allowing the bare plural within their scope, but not allow-
ing the indefinite singular. In each case, the narrow-scope possi-
bitities of the bare plural give rise to a rather natural interpre-
tation that is lacking in the singular counterpart.

(35) a. Lenny killed an ant until the police arrived.

b. Lenny killed ants until the police arrived.

(36) a. Harvey killed a fly repeatedly last night.

b. Harvey killed flies repeatediy last night.
{37) a. Loren has killed a cow since the depression.

b. Loren has killed cows since the depression.

Aspectual verbs appear to play a similar role, and they pattern like-
wise.

. . a fly
(38) a. Max continued to kill m_ﬂmwy.

b. Fred tends to kitl {2 T1¥{
flies

And even morphologically 'simple' generic tenses pattern likewise.

(39} carla kills WWAMMM* (for a living}.
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Similar results can be obtained when the relevant NP is in subject
position. Consider the following pairs of sentences. In the (a)
versions, with the singular, the existential quantifier is interpreted
as being outside the scope of the time adverbial, and thus it is the
same object that 1s spoken of at all relevant points of time. In the
(b} versions, however, the existential gquantifier is interpreted as
being within the scope of the adverbial, so the objects referred to
may be different from time to time.

{42} a. A dog hung around my house all last week.
b. Dogs hung around my house all last week.
{43) a. A cat has been here since the Vikings landed.
b. Cats have been here since the Vikings landed.
{44} a. A tyrant ruled Wallachia for 250 years.
b. Tyrants ruled Watlachia for 250 years.

As one further interesting example of differentiated scope, | cite the
following. Though | do not pretend to understand the semantics of the
sentence, the fact that the (a) version makes much better sense than
the (b) version is not to be expected if @ is simply the plural form
of a.

(45) a. Wolves get bigger as you go north of here.
b. A wolf gets bigger as you go north of here.

while (45a) asserts that northerly wolves are larger than more southerly
varieties, it seems the only sense one can make out of (4#5b) is that

if you put a wolf in your back seat and head north, it will increase

in size.

One final example of differentiated scope can be drawn from
cleft constructions. In (46a), everyone must share eating the same
tomato, while in (46b) everyone is allowed to eat his or her awn
tomato.

(L6) a.

It was a tomato that everyone ate.

b. Everyone ate a tomato.

With the bare plural, however, matters are different. In {47a), as in

{47b), no one need share a tomato.
It was tomatoes that everyone ate.

{47) a.

b, Everyone ate tomatoes.

e s
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So we see from the evidence from differentiated scope that the
bare plural could not be restricted in its scope possibilities to a
subset of the possibilities realized by the singular, but rather it
is capable of bearing relationships to other parts of a sentence that
the indefinite article cannot have.

$o far, the distinction to be drawn has been just between the
bare plural and the indefinite singular article a. But the actual
distinction runs much deeper than this. Rather, there is a contrast
between the bare plural and ALL quantified NP's. The quantified NP's
behave generally like a with respect to the data previously considered,
and none behaves consistently like the bare plural. As one illustra-
tion of these facts, let us momentarily return to consideration of
for time adverbials. Recall that in sentences like (33) above, a
strange interpretation was the only one available with the direct
object being quantified by the indefinite singular, but the bare
plural allowed a more natural reading.

a rabbit

rabbits w for three hours.

(33) Max killed ﬂ

If we substitute the other quantifiers intc this context as well, we
see that none allow a natural interpretation of the sort allowed with
the bare plural. This sets # apart in a class by itself.

several
all
many
{48) Max killed {a few
ten
lots of
most
etc.

» rabbits for three hours.

A gquick look at alt the other cases of differentiated scope will re-
veal that there, too, the quantified NP's behave like the indefinite
singular rather than like the bare plural. In addition, the bare
plural would be the only one of the quantified WP's that consistently
fails to exhibit opague/transparent ambiguities, or consistently fails
to interact with negation and other gquantifiers in terms of relative
scope. This suggests that B would not belong in the class of quanti-
fiers at all.

There Is another set of data which also supports the notlon
that # is not to be considered the plural counterpart of a. We now
turn cur attention to anaphora.

2.4 Apaphoric processes. As has been pointed out previousty,
a sentence such as (49) is ambiguous between a transparent and an




18 - Carlson

opaque reading.
(49) Paul is trying to find a policeman.

This sentence becomes unambiguous in the larger context of (50}, how-
ever, and the opaque reading disappears, leaving us only the trans-

parent reading.
i

(50) Paul is trying to find a policeman, and Kate is trying
to find him, too.

The account of this is really quite straightforward. We first make
the assumption that natural language pronouns can be represented as
bound variables in the semantics (at least the sort of pronoun we see
in {50}). MNow, if the first conjunct of (50} were to be represented
as the opaque reading, the existential quantifier associated with the
object NP a policeman would not be in a position to bind the variable
in the second conjunct, and thus there would be no reading where Paul
and Kate are seeking the same policeman. Since we are making the
assumption in this case that being bound by the existential quan-
tifier is how the pronoun arises in the first place, that means that
{50) cannot have the semantic structure of (51).

{51) (Paul is trying (3x)(Policeman{x} & Paul find x))
& (Kate is trying (Kate find x))}

The underlined x variable cannot be bound by the existential quanti-
fier in this structure.

On the other hand, everything works out quite nicely if we
allow the existential quantifier to have wide scope, which we have
accepted as the representation of the transparent readings. If we do
grant wide scope to the existential, we can have the following repre~
sentation associated with (50), in which the variable in the second
cohjunct is bound by the existential quantifier, ultimately giving
rise the the pronoun in the second conjunct of (50}.

(52) (ax)(Policeman(x) & (Paul is trying (Paul find x)
& (Kate is trying (Kate find x)))

In this case, all occurrences of x are bound by the existential quan-
tifier in the front, and the reading is that Kate and Paul are both
seeking a particular policeman, and the same policeman. And this

is the only reading we find for (50}. In a sense, then, the corefer-
ential pronoun In the second conjunct of (50) forces a transparent
reading.

{f we recall that it appeared that the bare plural could not
participate in a transparent reading in the presence of an opacity-
inducing operator, we would anticipate that the presence of the bare
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plural in a context like that of (50) will give rise to anomaly, as
the context would then be forcing a transparent reading that does not
exist. But we do find that there is a natural interpretation for
such a construction.

{53} Paul is trying to find policemen, and Kate is trying
to find them, too.

But the interpretation in this case does not force a transparent read-
ing, as it did with the indefinite singular. Neither Paul nor Kate

in (53) are looking for a particular policeman, nor are they looking
for the same policemen. With the bare plural, but not with the in-
definite singular, both clauses may retain their opaque readings.

| hasten to point out that the singular-plural distinction
between the pronouns him and them cannot be held solely responsible.
It is rather the nature of the antecedent that dictates the difference.
Compare the sentences of (54), where in the first case there is a
bare plural antecedent, and in the second there is a quantified NP
antecedent.

(54) a. Paul is trying to find books, and Kate is looking
for them, too.

h. Paul is trying to find sm books, and Kate is looking
for them, too.

We also find that with the singular form iz, if the antecedent is an
uvnquantified mass noun a similar state of affairs can hold. As the
reader may have noted by now, bare mass nouns behave very much like
bare plurals.

{55) a. Bill is looking for a chair, and Toni is locking for
it, too.

b. Bill is looking for furniture, and Toni Is looking for
it, too,

(55b), as opposed to (5%a), has an opague reading for both conjuncts.
50 we see it is in the nature of the antecedent, and not the nature
of the pronoun itself, which dictates the difference between (50)
and (53), a difference not predicted by an analysis that treats the
bare plural as the plural of a.

This set of facts for the bare plural does not depend wholly
on the presence of an opaque context to have a pronominal form which
does not make reference to the same particular individuals. In (56},

























































































































































































































































































































































































































































