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0. Introduction

This paper gives an acourt of unwsually wed truth condtionsin relationa plural
sentences and redproca sentences. The theory of exceptions developed in Brisson
(1998 is extended to cumulative and weekly redprocd interpretations. This
strategy reduces the number of semantic readings we need to assuume and all ows
us to capture the influence of context on such data

In sedion 1l introducethe relational plural datathat | am interested in and
in sedion 2 the redprocd data. | point out problems for the analyses currently
available. Sedion 3introduces my alternative propasal in terms of exceptions.

1. Weak Truth Conditionsfor Relational Plurals

A relationd plural is a sentence like (1) (from Scha (1984)) which contains two
group cenoting expressons (the squares and the circles) and something that
expresss a relation between those groups (contain in the example). The question
iswhen we can say that arelation hdds between two groups.

(1)  Thesguarescontain the drcles.

Scha (1984) observesthat (1) istruein asituationlike sl gvenin (2).
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He suggests that the sentence is true just so long as ead circle is contained in
some square. This amourts to the truth condtions given in (3).

3 Oy[y<C -> [X[x< S & x containsy]

(C stands for the group cenoted by the drcles, S for the denotation d 'the
squares and <' is the part-of relation. Assume & a default that the relevant parts



of agroupare the individual members of that group,i.e. theindividual circles and
squares. The examplesto come will be formalized in an analogous way.)

Scha acourts for this interpretation with the meaning pcstulate for
contain given in (4), which spedfies what it means for the 'contain’-relation to
hold between two groups. If one were to view this as a genera interpretational
passhility for relational plurals, arelational plural sentence’ARB' would have, on
one realing, the truth condtions given in (5).

(4)  contain(A,B) iff Oy[y<B -> [X[x<A & x containsy]
(50 ARBIff Oy[ysB -> [X[x<A & XRy]

S0, agroupA standsin relation R to agroupB just in case eath member of B has
amember of A standinginrelationR toit.

| think that we do nd want to view this as a generally avail able reading o
relational plurals because the truth condtions are too we&. This can be seen in
two ways. First, let's change the situation and evaluate (1) against situation s2
givenin (6).
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It is at best unclea to me whether (1) istruein s2. If the interpretation were & in
(3), I shoud have no such doults. The situationis just an extreme cae of the truth
condtions in (3). Thus, it seans that it is too we& a requirement that only one
square nealsto beinvolved.

Seoondy, let's change the example slightly, and consider (7).

) a The green jar and the purple jar contain the Earl Grey and the
Assam.
b. The threetriangles contain the four circles.

Imagine one of the jarsis empty; the sentencewould intuitively be false. Similarly
for (7b). The intuiti ve truth condtions for (7a) are given in (8). Eac jar contains
onre of the teas and ead teais contained in ore of the jars.

(8) Ox[x<J -> [Y[y<T & x containsy] & Oy[y<T -> [X[x<J & X containsy]
This is a aimulative interpretation. Cumulative readings can generaly be

represented as in (9). Compare (5) to (9): one diredion d the amultive
interpretationis missngin the truth condtions suggested by Scha



9 cumulation:
ARB iff Ox[x<A -> [y[y<B & xRy] & Uy[y<B -> [X[x<A & XRy]

The observations regarding (6) and (7) versus (1) suggest a different perspedive
on why (1) may be judged true in s1. Perhaps we ae willi ng, une appropriate
circumstances, to allow an exception to a amulative interpretation. Then, the
second dredion d (9) would nd redly be missng. It's just that we tolerate an
exceptional empty square. The cndtions under which thisis possble will haveto
be darified. | speafy in (10) what would court as an exception to a amulative
reading.

(100 a [X[x<A & ~[y[y<B & xRy]]
b. y[ysB & ~[X[x<A & XRy]]

Exceptions are possble in two ways. there might be amember of group A that
does naot stand in relation R to any member of B (a non-containing square); or
there might be amember of B that is not Red by any member of A (that would be
an urcontained circle in the example). We have seen an instance of a (10a) type
exception. | will come badk to (10) and to (1) vs. (6) and (7) when we have a
theory of exceptions.

2. Weak Truth Conditionsfor Reciprocals

Firgt, let's look at the second set of data | want to discuss These ae redprocd
sentences such as (11) (from Dalrypmle & al. (1998).

(1) Thepirates dared at ead ather.

Darymple d al. (1998 observe that the sentenceis judged true in a situation like
S3 depicted in (12). The arow symbadlizestherelation Stare &'.
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They propacse that the sentence is true just so long as ead prate stared at one
other pirate, i.e. they propacse the truth condtionsin (13).
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(13) [Ox[x<P->[Ly[y<P & x€y & x stared at y]]

Quite generaly they suggest that redproca sentences can have the interpretation
in (14), one-way wedk reaprocity. A groupA standsin relation R to ead ather iff
eat member of A standsinrelation R to at least one other member.

(14 Oneway Week Reaprocity (OWR):
A R ead ather iff Ox[x<A -> [y[y<A & X€y & XRy]]

Notice that this redprocd interpretation is just like Schas interpretation d the
relational plura in terms of quantificaion ower group members. | have similar
complaints abou OWR as | did abou Schas shema: the truth condtions we
assgn seam, in general, too wedk. In (15) | once more dhange the situation that
we evaluate (11) against to the extreme case that would make (13) true: the pirates
all stare & the same pirate.
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Just as in the cae of the squares, it is at best unclea to me whether or nat the
sentence is true in this stuation. And again, acording to the truth condtions
proposed for the sentence | shoud na have such doults, the sentence shoud be
judged true. It seams to be too wedk to require that only one member of the pirate
group realsto be stared at.

Problems also arise if we dhange the example. Consider (16a).

(16) a These threepeople want to marry eat cther.
b.
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| judge the sentence false in situation (16b) becaise nobody wants to marry
person 1. The sentence would be true in the situation depicted in (16c). The
appropriate truth condtions sem to be the ones given in (17): ead o the three
people wants to marry anather one of the threg and for ead of the three people
there is ancother one anongthem who wants to marry that person.

(17) [Ox[x<3P-> [y[y<3P & x€y & x wantsto marry y] &
Oy[y<3P -> [X[x<3P & x€y & x wantsto marry y]

These truth condtions amourt to a we&kly redprocd interpretation. The general
caseisgivenin (18) (cf. Langendoen (1978): we can say that A R ead ather iff
eat member of A standsinrelation R to ore other member of A, and also thereis
ancther member of A that standsin relation R to that individual .

(18 Wedk Redprocity:
A R ead ather iff
OX[x<A -> [y[y<A & x€y & XRy]] & Oy[y<A -> [X[x<A & x€y & xRy]]

Comparing WR to OWR, the semond dredion d WR is missng in OWR. But
once more, ou observations in this sdion suggest that perhaps the second
diredion is nat redly missng. Perhaps what happens in (11) is rather that, for
some reason, we ae willi ng to tolerate an exception to an interpretation that is
basicdly weekly redprocd (an urstared-at pirate). | spedfy in (19) what it means
to be an exceptionto awedkly redprocd interpretation.

19 a [(X[x<A & ~[y[y<A & x€y & xRy]]
b. Cy[y<A & ~[X[X<A & X€y & XRy]]

Either, you are amember of A that does not stand in relation R to any aher
member of A (a nonstaring prate); or you are amember of A that no aher
member of A standsin relation R to (an urstared-at pirate). We have seen in s3 in
(12) an example of a (19b) type exception. Actually the reverse situation and a
type (19b) exception seans to be equally acceptable for this example (reverse the
arrow going from pirate 6 to pirate 1 - the situation would still make (11) true).
Once more, we will need to know more &ou exceptions in order to understand
the diff erence between (11) and (16).

3. An Alternative



It is now time to make predse this talk abou exceptions. Brisson (1998 develops
a theory of how certain individuals can be disregarded for the evaluation d a
plura predicaion, and when thisis possble. | introduce her theory in sedion 3.1.,
and apply it to relational plurals and redprocds in sedions 3.2 and 3.3.
respedively. Sedion 3.4.is a speaulation on hav many exceptions we might be
willi ng to tolerate.

3.1. Brisson (1998) and Ill-fitting Covers
The basic problem Brisonisinterested inisill ustrated by (20a) vs. (20b).

(200 a The dnildren bult araft.
b. The dnildren al built araft.

(20a) has a wlledive and a distributive reading. Both are cmpatible with a dild
that is nat invalved in raft building. (20b) also has a mlledive and a distributive
reading. However, bah are incompatible with an uninvolved child. (20b) does not
tolerate exceptions. | concentrate in my discusson onthe distributive reading, for
convenience The standard representation d that readingisgivenin (21).

(21) [Ox[x<C->x bult araft]

Let's asuume & before that the default parts of the dildren-group are the
individual children. (21) says that eat of the dildren bult a raft; the standard
representation thus does not allow for uninvolved children. Why then are we
prepared to tolerate them in (20a) but not in (20b)? To answer this question,
Brison bulds on Schwarzschild's (1996 theory of distributivity. The auciad
ingredient of this revised theory of distribution is that distribution contains a
pragmatic dement, which determines what parts of a given group are relevant to
distribution. The original motivation for this pragmatic dement comes from data
like (22a) vs. (22b) (from Schwarzschild (1996).

22 a The cows and the pigs fill ed the barn to capadty.
b. The younganimals and the old animals fill ed the barn to cgpaaty.

(22a) has a distributive reading that amourts to (23a). (22b) has a distributive
reading that amourtsto (23b).

23) a The cowsfill ed the barn to cgpaaty and the pigs fill ed the barn to
cgoadty.
b. The younganimalsfill ed the barn to capaaty and the old animals
fill ed the barn to cgpaaty.

Imagine now that the cows and the pigs are dl the animals that there ae in the
context, and that's just the younganimals and the old animals - i.e. assume (24).



(24) [[the cows andthe pigs]] =[[the younganimals and the old animals]]
=[[the animalg]]

Then, under standard assumptions the distributive reading d both (22a) and (22b)
shoud be ain (25). But then the interpretational diff erence between the two is
quite mysterious.

(25 [Ox[x<|[[the animals]] -> x fill ed the barn to capadty]

The intuitive difference lies in what subgoups distribution is down to. It seems
that those subgoups of the animals are relevant that are eplicitly mentioned.
Schwarzschild suggests that the mntext provides a division into subgoups -
formally: a @wver. The notion d cover is defined asin (26).

(26) Cisacover of Piff
Cisaset of subsetsof P
Every member of P belongsto some set in C
{} isnatinC

The propacsal is that the context provides a cver of the universe of discourse.
Distribution is gensitive to that cover. A better representation d the distributive
reading d (22) is therefore (27) with a free variable Cov ranging ower covers,
which will be assgned a value acording to context. The @ver chosen contains
the salient subgoups.

(27) Ox[x<[[the animals]] & Cov(x) -> x fill ed the barn to cgpadty]

(27) says that ead salient subgoup d the animals filled the barn to cgpaaty.
What exadly this amourts to depends on what Cov is. Let's asaume that things
that are explicitly mentioned are salient. The cover salient for (22a) would then be
(28a). With that value for Cov, (27) says that the mws fill ed the barn to capadty
and so dd the pigs. That is the desired interpretation (23a). In (221 on the other
hand, mentioning the animals in terms of the younganimals and the old animals
makes slient the cover in (28b). With that choice of cover, (27) amourtsto (23b),
the interpretation we intuitively get for (22b).

(28 a Cov[the animals] = {[[the cws]], [[the pigs]]}
b. Cov[the animals] = {[[the younganimalg]], [[the old animal]]}

Equipped with this more sophsticated theory of distribution, let's go badk to
Brisson's example and the exceptions. A more adequate representation d (20a,b)
repeded as (29%,,b) is (29c) with the alded restriction that the parts of the dildren
group ke members of the @ver. (29c) says that those subparts of the cildren that
are members of the cover built araft.

29 a The dnildren bult araft.
b. The dnildren al built araft.



C. Ox[x<C & Cov(x) -> x bult araft]

How does the mver help us with the problem of (20a) vs. (20b)? Since this does
not seem to be aproblem with subgoups, let'signare subgroups and assume once
more that distribution is to individua children (this is what Schwarzschild
suggests as the default if we have no reason to believe that any interesting
subgoups are relevant; we have assumed this  far and will continue to do so).
We made an important assumption in ou discusson d the examples abowe,
namely that the cver exhausts the groups distributed owver; or in ather words, that
the cver of the universe of discourse is also a ver of the groupwe ae looking
at. In ou particular example the covers were dhosen in such away that al animals
got couglt in the distribution by lkeing part of an animal groupthat isa cdl in the
cover. Let's make this assumption explicit. For any pluraity Y, we want to talk
abou the mvered part of Y asdefined in (30).

(30) Cov[Y]:={X:X Cov& X<Y}

The mvered part of Y isthe mlledion d al those cdls in the @mver that consist
exclusively of members of Y. Looking at the representation d the distributive
reading in (29c), the mvered part of C is that part of the dildren group that is
quantified ower. Imagine that the cover has the property in (31a): if we form the
union d al cdls in the cover that consist of children only, we get badk the
original group.Then, eat child will be dfeded by the universal quantificaionin
(29c), and al children withou exception will be involved in raft building. Thisis
what Brison cdls a good fit: the cver is also a @ver of the pluraity under
consideration. Imagine on the other hand that the mvered part of the dildren is
adually smaller than the origina group. Whatever is not included in the covered
part of C will not be dfeded by the universal quantification in (29c). Those
children will be exceptions permitted by (29c): children na invaved in raft
building. Thisiswhat Brisson cdls an ill -fitting cover.

By a =CoV[C] = C noexceptions
b. =CoV[C] < C exceptions

The semantic contribution d "al" is that it forces the @wver to be agoodfit. This
acourtsfor the ontrast in (20).

Brisoonidentifies ®veral fadors that affed tolerance of exceptions. Oneis
group size exceptions are eaier to accet in large groups than in small. Another
one is information abou the structure of the group. It seams that the more you're
told abou a group, the less you're willi ng to dsregard parts of it. In (32a) for
example, in addition to the group keing small, the group is gedfied by raming
individual members. It is hard to accet the sentence & true if one of Joe and
Stacey isnat invalved in raft building. Only a spedal context can adchieve that (for
example, a team credit kind d scenario); | refer the interested reader to Brisson
(1998 for discusson.

32 a Joe and Stacey bult araft.



b. Thethree dildren bult araft.

| suggest that courting goup members as in (32b) has an effed similar to naming
group members: it makes no sense to introduce the raft builders as 'the three
children' if | then want to disregard part of that group in the evaluation d the
plura predicaion.

To sum up, we now have apartially pragmatic theory of distribution. The
context contributes a over of the universe of discourse, which serves two
functions: it acounts for subgoup effeds, and it provides a medhanism by which
we can accept exceptionsto aplura predication.

3.2. Coversin Relational Plurals

| propcse to cary over this theory of exceptionsto relational plurals. In particular,
| suggest that cumulative readings are sensitive to covers as well. Since ®vers are
the medhanism by which we get exceptions, we exped them to be tolerated in
cumulative interpretations as well as distributive interpretations.

The origina motivation for covers are subgoup effeds, and subgoup
effeds frowing up in cumulative readings provide independent evidence that
cumulationis snsitive to covers. Consider (33).

(33) Thefemae cmws and the female goats outnumber the male wws and the
mal e goats.

A sdient interpretation for this ntence is one in which it would be true, for
example, in a situation in which the female cows outhnumber the male mws and
the female goats outnumber the male goats. This is a awmulative interpretation
relative to subgroups. A representation is given in (34) and the probable @ver of
the animalsin (35).



(39 Ox[x<[[the female cows and the female goats]] & Cov(x) ->
Oy[y<[[the male mws and the male goats]] & Cov(y) & outnumber(x,y)]]
& Oy[y<[[the male cows and the male goats]] & Cov(y) ->
[(X[x<[[the femde owws and the femae goats]]&Cov(x)&
outnumber(X,y)]]

(35 Cov[the animas|={ FC, FG, MC, MG}

That is, eah sdlient subgoup d the femae aiimals outhumbers a salient
subgoup d the male animals, and ead salient subgoup d the male animals is
outnumbered by a salient subgoup d the femae animals.

This means that we shoud revise the semantics of cumulation as in (9.
(9) isjust like (9) except that there is an extra @ndtion that the subparts of our
two groups be dements of the @ver. In cther words, the subgoups introduced in
the quantificaion are required to be salient subgoups.

(9) cumulation:
ARB iff OXx[x<A & Cov(x) -> [y[y<B & Cov(y) & xRy] &
Oy[y<B & Cov(y) -> [X[x<A & Cov(x) & xRy]

Equipped with this revised theory of cumulation, let's reconsider the Scha
sentencerepeaed below.

(36) Thesguares contain the arcles.

The awmulative reading d this sntenceis given in (37), which includes reference
to the cover.

(37) [Ox[x<S & Cov(x) -> [y[y<C & Cov(y) & x containsy] &
Oy[y<C & Cov(y) > [X[x<S & Cov(x) & x containsy]

Imagine that the wver has the propertiesin (38).
(38) =Cov[§]<S =Cov[C] =C

So, while the mver isaso a mver of the drcles, it isill -fitting with resped to the
squares. This means that there is a square that is not affeded by the quantificaion
in (37). In ather words, with a @ver choice & described in (38), (37) will be
compatible with a square that does not contain any of the drcles. Such a square
will be apermissble exceptionto a awmulative reading.

The datain (7) (repeaed below as (39)) are examples in which exceptions
were not accetable. These data can now be identified as naming and courting
effeds on apar with (32).

39 a The green jar and the purple jar contain the Earl Grey and the
Assam.
b. The threetriangles contain the four circles.



Andfinaly, the fad that (36) is hard to accept as true in situation s2 in (6) makes
some intuiti ve sense now: we would have to alow quite alot of exceptionsto our
basic cumulative interpretation. Plausibly this is dispreferred and would require a
speaal context to be accetable, and we have not provided such a context.

This theory of exceptions in cumulative readings makes ome further
predictions. Most importantly perhaps, we exped exceptions to be possble in
both ways indicaed in (10); that is, there can be anon-covered part to bah the
subjed and the objed group in a relationa plural. This is implausible for the
example we have been looking at. In general however this predictionis borne out.
A pertinent example is given in (40a), which is once more taken from Scha
(1984.

(40 a The sides of redangle 1 crossthe sides of redangle 2.
b. OX[x<SR1 & Cov(x) -> [y[ysSR2 & Cov(y) & X crosssy] &
Oy[ysSR2 & Cov(y) -> [X[x<SR1 & Cov(x) & X crossesy]

Note first that a aumulative reading (in which ead side of R1 crosses at least one
side of R2 and viceversq) is the strongest possble interpretation d this sntence
in particular, a stronger reading like adoully distributive interpretation (in which
eat side of R1 crosses every side of R2) is fadually imposgble. Let's therefore
asume the amulative interpretation gven in (40b) as the basic reading d this
sentence Now, Scha observes that (40a) is judged true in the situation gven in
(47).

(41)

R1

R2

This is what we would exped, given ou claim that the awmulative reading d the
sentence looks as in (40b). The @ver variables contained in (40b) will alow for
exceptions shoud the context suppat it. (42) shows what would count as an
exception to (40): aside of R1 that does nat crossany side of R2, o a side of R2
not crossed by any side of R1.

42 a [(X[x<SR1 & ~[y[y<SR2 & X crosesy]]
b. Cy[y<SR2 & ~[X[X<SR1 & X crosesy]]

(40) permits both kinds of exceptions. | shodd nae & this point that Schas
analysis of this example is not in terms of exceptions of course. He suggests the



truth condtions given in (43), which are derived from the lexicd meaning o
cross asit holds between two pluraliti es.

(43) [X[x<SR1 & [y[ysSR2 & x crosssyl]]

My criticism of (5) as a general pattern for the truth condtions of a relational
plural generalizesto (43).

| would like to include the nongeometric example in (44aQ) in the
discusson, which makes the same point but which | find a bit easier to judge.



44 a The forwards are faster than the defenders.
b. OX[x<F & Cov(x) -> [y[y<D & Cov(y) & x isfaster than y] &
Oy[y<D & Cov(y) -> [X[x<F & Cov(x) & x isfaster than y]

Sincewe ae, oncemore, interested in exceptions to a wmulative reading (and nd
for example to a stronger distributive reading), let's first make sure that we
envision a awmulative interpretation for the example. The badground| have in
mind is occea, athough apending on the reader's cultural badkground and
athletic preferences other team sports might work as well. The point is that among
the several forwards and several defenders, most are unlikely to come up against
eat aher. The sentenceis very plausibly taken to make awedker clam than a
douly distributive reading (where every forward would have to be faster than
every defender). Let's focus on the awmulative reading then, which acerding to
our clams shoud look as in (44b). The @ver variables contained in (44b) will

allow for exceptions fodd the mntext suppat it. (45) shows what would court
as an exception to (44): a forward who is not faster than any defender, and a
defender that is not slower than any forward. A (453) type exception would be a
slow center forward who we know is not expeded to run, just score when the ball

getsto her/him. A (45b) type exception would be afast swegoer, who we know is
not the dired opporent of any forward, bu will take cae of criticd situations that
arise when ancther defender is passed by her/his opporent. Both are possble
exceptions.

(45 a [X[x<F & ~[y[y<D & x isfaster than y]]
b. [y[y<D & ~[X[x<F & x isfaster than y]]

Interestingly, Brison's analysis of all combined with this theory of cumulation
leads us to exped that all is compatible with a aumulative interpretation. Thisis
corred - an example is given in (46a). (46a) is chosen to make exceptions to the
cumulative interpretation very implausible. Actually our predictions are abit more
spedfic: 'al' enforces that the cver be agoodfit for the NP that 'all* is associated
with. Thus we exped that (46b) is compatible with the fast sweeper but not with
the slow center forward, and the reverse for (46c). Again, the predictions are
borne out.

(46) a The threeforwards are dl faster than the threedefenders.
b. The forwards are dl faster than the defenders.
C. The forwards are faster than al the defenders.

In (47) below | provide data with the Scha example that are analogots to the data
in (46). (47a), while permitting a amulative interpretation, is intolerant to
exceptions, as predicted. (47b) excludes an urcrossed side of R1, bu might still
permit an urcrossed side of R2, and the reverse for (47c). Sample situations for
(47ac) aregivenin (48a-C).

47 a The four sides of R1 crossall four sides of R2.
b. The sides of R1 al crossthe sides of R2.



C. The sides of R1 crossall the sides of R2.
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3.3. WR and IlI-fitting Covers

In this edion | extend the proposal abou the role of exceptions to the redprocd
data. This essentidly means that wedly redproca interpretations must be
sensitive to covers, too. (49) below provides independent motiviation for this in
terms of subgoupeffedsin wea redprocity.

(49) Thesyntadicians of the two departments and the semanticists of the two
departments med with ead ather.

Let's concentrate on goup medings. The sentence makes slient four subgoups
of the lingusts, the onesin (51). It would then be made true by various enarios
of medings between thase groups, for example the syntadicians of department 1
meding with the syntadicians of department 2, and the same for the semanticists.
The we&ly redprocd interpretation for subgroups that is a salient interpretation



for this sntenceis givenin (50) (I use L 'the lingusts to stand for the referent of
'the syntadicians of the two departments and the semanticists of the two
departments).

(50) Ox[x<L & Cov(x) -> y[y<L & Cov(y) & x€y & x med with y]] &
Oy[y<L & Cov(y) -> [X[x<L & Cov(x) & x€y & x med with y]]

(51)) Cov(thelingusts|={SemD1, SemD2, SynD1, SynD2}

Thus the we&ly redprocd reading (50) says that eat sadient subgoup d the
lingusts meds with some other salient subgoup d the lingusts. This means that
we ought to revise the semantics of weegk reaprocity as $own in (18). (18) is
just like (18) except that the subgoups of the group A are required to be dements
of the cover.

(18) We&k Redprocity:
A R ead ather iff
OX[x<A & Cov(x) -> [y[y<A & Cov(y) & xEy & XRy]] &
Oy[y<A & Cov(y) -> [X[x<A & Cov(X) & xEy & XRy]]

Let'srecnsider the pirate example repeaed below in the light of these revisions.
(520 Thepirates dared at eat ather.

Acoording to what we just said, the @rred representation d the we&ly redprocd
reading d (52) is (53) with the mver variables.

(53) [Ox[x<P & Cov(x) -> [y[y<P & Cov(y) & x€y & x stared at y]] &
Oy[ysP & Cov(y) -> [X[x<P & Cov(x) & x€y & x stared at y]]

Imagine that the cver has the property in (54) - e.g. it does nat contain pirate 6.
That pirate will not be dfeded by the quantification over group membersin (53),
i.e. will be an exception permitted by (53). In ather words, pirate 6 is not required
to be stared at by any ather pirate. The sentence can thus be true in situation s3in
(12.

(54) =Cov[P] <P

Actualy, if pirate 6 is not covered, then he will be disregarded na only as a
stared-at individual but also as a starer. The two ways in which ore can be an
exception to a weakly redprocd interpretation are not distingushed by the story
aswe ae telling it here. The sentence shoud be equally acceptable in a situation
like s5in (55) with a cmpletely uninvolved pirate. This ssemsfine.
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We eped the same naming and counting eff eds to show up in redprocd data &
in relational plurals. Example (16) repeaed in (564) is just such a cae. And we
exped the presence of 'al’ to predude exceptions. (56b) in contrast to (52) shoud
befalsein s5, andit is.

(56) a These threepeople want to marry ead cther.
b. The pirates al stared at ead ather.

Finaly, looking back to situation 4 in (15), this ens to be aother case in
which too many pirates would court as exceptions, and again covers that are that
ill -fitting seem dispreferred.

3.4. TheFit of the Cover

We saw that the cver is a over of the universe of discourse, na necessarily a
cover of the pluraliti es affeded by plura predicaion. However, it seans that we
still want to impose requirements on the @ver as 'covering' those pluraliti es. At
least, we will want to say (57):

(57) =Cov[Y]-YE€{]

If no part of a pluraity Y is a member of the aver, quantification will be
completely vaauows. That seans illegal, so (57) is cetainly a constraint that the
cover has to obey. The data discussed abowve indicate that we will probably want
to say a bit more though.It seems that a 'sufficent’ part of the plurality we ae
looking at needs to be cvered. This is not a new intuition. Consider (58a), an
example from Roberts (1987). (58b) is the description d the situation she wants
to evaluate (583) against: the sentence is true in that situation. (59) is the
representation d the intuiti ve interpretation she suggests for the example (Roberts
credits unpubi shed work by Emmon Bach for this suggestion).

58 a The leaves touched eath ather.
b. The leaves are dl on ore tree Most of them touch ore or more
other
leaves.



(59) ENOUGH1x A [ENOUGH2yz A [xEy & x€z & xRy & zRX]]

| assume that the vague quantifier ENOUGH has the interpretationin (60).

(60) [[ENOUGHx®]]9 =1 iff card({a: [[®]]9[aX]=1})>n
(where niswhat counts as aufficient in the context)

I will nat discussthe second ENOUGH in (59), but rather stick to the intuition
behind the paraphrase in (58b) that sufficiently many leaves touch at least one
other led. (59) can then be simplified to (61a). Compare (61a) to the wedly
redprocd interpretation represented in (61h).

6) a ENOUGHx A [ Oyz A[XEy & x€z & XRy & zRX]]
b. Ox A [ Oyz A[XEy & x€z & XRy & zRX]]

It seams that the vague quantifier ENOUGH esentially limits the number of
exceptions to (61b) (nontouching leaves) that are permitted.

Regarding the use of a quantifier like ENOUGH, Schwarzschild (1996
argues convincingly that courting goup membersis not in general agoodway to
evauate aredprocd sentence Consider his example (62).

(62) The prisoners onthe two sides of the room could see eah ather.

The sentence has a prominent reading in which it is true just in case the prisoners
on ore side of the room can seethe prisoners on the other side of the room and
vice versa. Imagine an opaque barrier in the middle of the room. The sentence
would be false. However, make one group d prisoners very large and the other
very small. The resulting numbers will make a ¢aim like (59) true, bu intuitively,
the sentence remains false. Schwarzschild concludes that the redprocd relation
see has to hdd between the salient subgroups of the redprocd antecadent, na a
cetain nunber of members of that group.

For this and related reasons, | will naot consider a theory of redprocds in
terms of ENOUGH. But | suggest that we may be ale to recmver the intuition
behind ENOUGH as a constraint on the @ver: the aver must cover a sufficient
propation d the group quantified over in ou plura predicaion. Consider (63) as
a @nstraint onthe @ver.

(63) cad(=CoVv[Y]):cad(Y)en

Suppacse that n=1. Then (63) says that the covered part of Y must be s large &8 Y
itself, i.e. that the cver isalso a mver of Y. No exceptions will be permitted. This
seams to be one default value for n. But we have seen that n need na always be 1,
it may be smaller. | dont think we can fix the value for n orce and for all; n will
be what courts as enoughin a given context and will vary from one @ntext to
ancther. | propose to adopt (63) as avague cnstraint onthe wver.



4. Conclusion

| suggest that relational plurals do nd have Schas wedker interpretation in
addition to the standard cumulative one; nor do redprocds have a one-way
wedkly redprocd interpretation in addition to a we&ly redprocd one. Wedker
readings than cumulative and weekly redprocd ones are to be analyzed in terms
of exceptions. Exceptions to a awmulative reading and a we&ly redprocd
interpretation come adou by an independent theory of covers. This theory avoids
increasing the number of semantic readings we neal to assume for plura
sentences, and it gives us me insight into why tolerance of exceptions varies
with the context. The findings in this paper confirm the paral el between relational
plurals and redprocds and suppat a theoreticd perspedive that relates week
redprocity to cumulation, as argued by Langendoen (1978 and Sternefeld (1998.
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