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1 Intr oduction

The goal of this paper is to examinesomedifferencesbetween EnglishandRomancelanguagesin
theway definite anddeterminerless noun phrasescanbeusedin generic contexts. As is well known,
Englishandother Germaniclanguagescanusedeterminerlessplural count andsingular massnoun
phrases(henceforth bare nouns) to express a generic meaning.

(1) a. [Dogs] comein many differentsizes.
b. [Pitbulls] areunpopular in England.
c. [Birds] evolvedfrom [reptiles].
d. [Helium] is abundantin theuniverse.
e. [Nuclear physicists]study [atoms].
f. Pasteurdiscovered[antibiotics].
g. On thesixth day, at 12 o’clock sharp, Godcreated[zebras].

To express the samemeaning, Romancelanguages(hereand elsewhere, I exemplify with Italian),
standardly usenounphraseswith adefinitearticle: theplural definitewith count nounsandthesingu-
lar definite with massnouns(sing. il/la /lo/l’ , plur. i/gli/l e) (2). A singular definitearticlewith count
nouns is alsopossible (3), with the samerestrictions as in English (seee.g. Lawler 1973, Carlson
1977:432).

(2) a. [I cani] si trovanoun po’ in tutte le taglie.
b. [I pitbull] sono impopolari in Inghilterra.
c. [Gli uccelli] si sono evoluti da[i rettili].
d. [L’ elio] è abbondante nell’universo.
e. [I fisici nucleari] studiano[gli atomi].
f. Pasteurscopr̀ı [gli antibiotici].
g. Il QuintoGiorno, a mezzogiorno spaccato,Dio creò [le zebre].

(3) a. [La
[the

volpe]
fox]

è
is

rara
rare

in
in

queste
these

regioni.
regions.

b. [Il
[the

cane]
dog]

è
is

il
the

miglior
best

amico
friend

del[l’
of [the

uomo].
man]

In English,andagainGermanic in general, barenouns canalsohave an existential reading. In (4)
hungry-looking dogs, water and Italian students roughly correspondto somedogs, somewater and
someItalian students. In these case,thepredicates musthavean‘eventive’ or ‘transitory’ character.1

(4) a. [Hungry-looking dogs] arerummagingin my garbage.
0Many thankstheaudiencesof GoingRomance2000andthe2001Incontro di GrammaticaGenerativa for interesting

commentsand observations. This paperhasgreatly benefittedfrom discussions with Pino Longobardi, VeneetaDayal,
CarolineHeycockandothercolleagues.All errorsareof coursemy own.

1In whatfollows I adoptthetraditionalCarlsoniandistinctionbetween‘stagelevel’ (episodic,temporal)and‘individual
level’ (stative, tendencially atemporal)predicates.
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b. I poured[water] into my glass.
c. I met[Italian students] in Beijing.

As canbe imagined, this stateof affairs is problematicfor Germaniclearnersof Romancelanguages
andvice-versa,andan areawherea goodunderstanding of the theoretical picture could at the same
time deepen our comprehension of the languagefaculty andprovide better tools to characterize and
teachthesedifferences.Theexistenceof discrepanciesevenbetweenRomancelanguages(seesection
5.1) makesthe problem even morechallenging. In this article I will investigatethe origin of these
meanings with the help of somenovel or ill-studied datafrom Romancelanguages, evaluate some
previoustheoriesandpoint out directionsfor further analyses.

Within formal semantics, the main threadin the discussion on the meaningof bare nouns since
Carlson(1977) hasbeen the relation betweenthe generic and the existential reading. Two leading
approaches have emerged. One—basedon Carlson’s (1977) original idea—holds that English bare
nouns arealwaysnon-quantificational constructs, i.e. proper namesof kinds of things; the existen-
tial reading visible in (4) is derived from the native kind-level denotation. An influential variant of
this theoryhasbeen advancedin Chierchia (1998) within a studyon the syntax-semanticsmapping
across languages (seealso Dayal 2000). I shall collectively refer to this family of theories as the
neo-Carlsonian view.

In the second approach, the Ambiguity Theory, statedmost explicitly in Gerstner and Krifka
(1987), Wilki nson(1991), andDiesing (1992a), barenouns areambiguous: in somecontexts they
arepropernamesof kinds, in others,weakindefinites.Theexistential reading comesfrom this latter
interpretive possibility, a casein which thefreevariable providedby the indefinite is bound by a de-
faultexistentialoperator. Yetotherauthors,e.g.Dobrovie-SorinandLaca(1997) accept theideaof an
ambiguity but reject thenotion thatbarenounsin existentialcontextshavethemeaningof indefinites.

Theoriesof barenounswereoriginally developedlookingatEnglishandGermanfacts, but thedif-
ferencebetweenGermanicandRomancelanguageshadbeennoticed anddiscussedsince Casalegno
(1987) (seealsoLaca1990, andVergnaudandZubizaretta 1992for a moresyntacticapproach). The
crucial dataarethefollowing.

In French, barenouns cannot appear as arguments. In other Romancelanguagesthey have a
limited distribution. A simplebare nounsuchassoldati “soldiers” in Italian may appear at the left
periphery of the sentence,in focus (5a) or topic (5b) position (seeRizzi 1997, Cinque1990 for a
characterizationof thesepositions).

(5) a. SOLDATI,
SOLDIERS,

ho
I have

visto,
seen,

mica
not

poliziotti.
policemen

b. Soldati,
soldiers,

li
them

vedo
I see

spesso.
often.

As arguments,barenounsonly appear in lexically governed positions: objectsof verbsor prepositions
(6a,b), andsomepostverbalsubjects of unaccusatives(6c) (seeContreras 1986, Brugger1993,and
Delfitto andSchroten1992). Whenmodifiedby arelativeclause,or a ‘heavy enough’ PPor AdjP (7),
Italian barenounsmayalsoappearin preverbal subjectposition (Longobardi1994), though they are
still marginal with individual-level predicates suchasbeItali an/spies(7b).

(6) a. Ho
I have

incontrato
met

soldati
soldiers

per
in the

strada.
street

b. Ho
I have

parlato
spoken

con
with

soldati.
soldiers

c. Arrivarono
Arrived

soldati
soldiers

da
from

tuttele parti.
every corner

2



d. ??Soldati
Soldiers

sono
are

qui.
here

e. *Soldati
Soldiers

sono
are

italiani.
Italian

(7) a. Amici
Friends

che
that

nonvedevo
I hadn’t seen

datempo
for a long time

�
sono�
have

appena
just

arrivati
arrived

/
/
??sono

are
italiani �
Italian�

b. Strani
Strange

individui
individuals

�
si aggiravano�
walkedaround

per
in

le
the

strade
streets

/
/
??erano
were

spie�
spies�

Whenthey arepossible, Romancebarenouns canclearly have an existential reading, exactly asthe
English cases above. A similar indefinite meaning canalso be expressed with the plural ‘partitive
indefinite’ determiner de+DEF-ART (literally “of the”). In languagessuchasFrench, which do not
admitargumentalbarenouns, this is in facttheonly option.

(8) a. (Dei)
(some)

Cani
Dogs

dall’ ariaaffamata
with a hungry look

stanno
are

rovistando
rummaging

nella
in

mia
my

pattumiera
rubbish bin

b. Ho
I have

versato
poured

(dell’)
(some)

acqua
water

nel
in the

bicchiere
glass

c. Ho
I have

incontrato
met

(degli)
(some)

studenti
students

Italiani
Italian

a
in

Pechino
Beijing

However, as first pointed by Casalegno (1987), a quasi-universal or ‘kind’-reading of Italian bare
nouns doesn’t seemto beavailable(moreon this below). Thestandard tool to expressgeneric noun
phrasemeaningsin Romancelanguagesis thedefinite determiner.

Giventhese facts,a question immediately arises. In English, barenounscanapparently have two
meanings,oneexistential, onegeneric—wholetheorieshave beenconstructed to capturethis fact. In
Italian, however, thesamemeaningsareexpressedusing two very different constructions: barenouns
or thepartitive indefinitefor theexistential, definitenounsfor thegeneric meaning. How canthetwo
competing approachesdeveloped for English account for this obviously different syntax/semantics
mapping?

The answerI will put forward is that Italian definites arecloser to English barenouns thanhas
beenpreviously assumed. Apart from their generic/quasi-universalmeaning, definites in Italian (and
to someextent in otherRomancelanguages) have an indefinite reading which is absent in English
definites, andwhich is nicely capturedby oneof the leading theoriesof English bare nouns. At the
sametime, I will defendthe(old) ideathanbarenounsin Romancediffer from Englishbarenouns in
not beingableto denotekinds.

Thestructureof the restof this paper is asfollows. After listing someavailabletestsI will eval-
uatethe two competing approachesto noun phrasegenericity in English andconsiderthree possible
extensionsto the Romancefacts. Section3.1 will give examples of the indefinite reading of defi-
nites. Section4 will discussin somedetail Chierchia’s (1998) neo-Carlsonianview of kind-denoting
nounphrases. Section 4.3will reevaluatethe ‘indefinite definite’ dataandmake a proposal. Thelast
two sectionswill contain somepreliminary remarks on thecircumstanceswhich allow the‘indefinite
definite’ interpretation to arise,andsomecross-linguistic differences.

2 Testsfor noun phrasegenericity

Varioustestshave beenproposedat least sinceLawler (1973) to distinguish betweennounphrases
which refer to or quantify over ordinary objects andnounphraseswhich range over kinds. All are
based on thenature of thepredicates involved.
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Kind-level predicates. Probably thebestcasefor thelinguistic relevanceof kinds comesfrom pred-
icates which cannot usually apply to ordinary individuals: (9a) contrastswith (10), hash-marked as-
suminga biologically normalworld. Thesepredicatesmayalsobeepisodic.

(9) a. Domestic dogs
�
evolvedfrom jackals / appeared100000yearsago/ will becameextinct /

becomebigger andbigger asyoulook backinto thehistory of civil ization / haveincreased
by 4% throughout thecountry �

b. Light-bulbs were
�
created/ invented/ perfected/ analyzed� by Edison.

(10) #Fido
�
evolvedfrom jackals/ appeared100000yearsago/ will becameextinct / becomesbig-

gerandbigger asyoulook back to thehistory of civilization / hasincreasedby 4%throughout
thecountry �

Taxonomic properties of kinds. “Dogs with long, uncombedfur” are “dogs”, which are in turn
“mammals”,which are“animals”, andsoforth. Only kindshave theproperty of being divisible into
morespecific subkinds,defininga taxonomyalong somedimension (e.g.size,biological type).2 The
corresponding predicatesarea goodtestfor ‘kindhood’.

(11) a. Dogs
�
have several breeds / comein many sizes / have very diversesubkinds�

b. *FidoandSpotty
�
haveseveral breeds/ comein many sizes/ haveverydiversesubkinds�

Quantificational properties. A testheavily usedby Carlson(1977) andothersinvolvesquantifica-
tional properties, or moreexactly properties which refer to the spatial/temporal frequency (i.e. ratio
betweennumberof individualsandspace/timeunits)of someclass.

(12) Dogsare
�
common/ rare/ abundant/ widespread/ scarce� in this region.

Onereason for the popularity of this test is the sharpjudgment that no overt quantifier canbe
introducedin (12) (barring a quantification-over-subkind reading, wheretwentydogs means“twenty
types of dog”). I will return to thereliability of this testin section 4.1.

(13) a. *
�
All / most/ those/ the� dogsare

�
common/ rare/ abundant/ widespread/ scarce � .

b. *
�
Twenty / many / some/one� dog(s) is/are

�
common/ rare/ abundant / widespread /

scarce� .
Characterizing sentences. Quantitatively speaking, the vast majority of ‘generic’ usesof noun
phrasesare found in characterizing sentences(seeKrifka et al. 1995 for a discussion of this ter-
minology), sentenceswhich expressa regularity of a non-accidental nature.3

(14) a. Dogs
�
barkat themoon/ have four legs/ hate cats�

b. Youngroosters
�
like hens / competefor supremacy �

Opinionsdiffer on theproper analysisof characterizing sentences. In Carlson’soriginalapproach,the
nounphrasesin suchsentenceswerestill interpretedaskinds. However, many predicatesfound in
characterizing sentenceswith barenounsmayalsoform characterizing sentenceswith indefiniteslike
“a dog/two dogs”.

2Notethat“be of acertainkind” is nota taxonomicpropertyasweusethis term,sincethose3 dogsareof threedifferent
kindsis fine,but those3 dogs is not kind-denoting.

3It hasoften beenobserved that the regularity mustbe a generalizationbasedon someunderlyinglaw: for instance,
when(a) is only accidentallytrue,it doesnot constitutea goodcharacterizingsentence.

a. #Childrenbornin thefirst wardof this hospitalareleft-handed.
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(15) a. A dog(usually) barks at themoon.
b. A normal dog(always) hasfour legs.
c. Two young roosters(always) competefor supremacy.

Thesecasescanbe easilytreated usingthe quantificational schemain (16) and(17), wherean overt
or covert adverb of quantification binds thefreevariable providedby the indefinite (seeLewis 1975,
Heim1982). Thus,to theextentthatdogsbarkat themoonis similar in meaningto a dog barksat the
moon, wehave thepossibility , andcertainly thetemptation, to assimilate thecharacterizing sentences
in (14) to those in (15).

(16) a. A dog(usually) barks at themoon.
b. Most x.[dog(x)][bark-at-the-moon(x)]

(17) a. Two young roosters(always) competefor supremacy.
b. Every x.[roosters(x) � young(x) � 2(x)][ compete-for-supremacy(x)]

2.1 The division of labor

Thedilemmaposed by characterizing sentencesraisesa moregeneral methodological question: what
should we allow kindsto do directly andwhatshould insteadbedelegatedto quantificationsover the
objectswhich instantiate them?Thedog-kind canclearly appear, evolve andbecomeextinct. Canit
alsohave four legs andbark at the moon? If the answeris negative andall we do in thesecasesis
quantification over individuals,do we still wantto summonkindsin orderto extract these individuals
from them, or shall go for theobjects directly?

In theambiguity approach,kindsdovery little. Barenounsareassumedto beambiguousbetween
akind reading andanindefinite reading. Sentencescontainingkind-level, taxonomicandquantitative
predicatesareinterpretedusingthekind-denotationof barenouns,markedherewith superscript � .
(18) a. invented(Edison,light-bulbs� )

b. have-subspecies(dogs� )
c. rare(dogs� )

In characterizing sentences,on the other hand, barenounsare interpretedas indefinites bound by
a quasi-universal operator Gn. The quantification is also restricted to appropriate ‘situations’ s or
‘times’ (e.g. normal situations when barking at the moon would be appropriate), which are also
unselectively bound by theGn operator:

(19) a. Gn x,s [dog(x) in s][bark-at-the-moon(x) in s]
b. “For eachappropriate situation s, if x is a dogin s thanx barks at themoonin s”

In theexistential meaning, thefreevariable providedby theindefinitebarenounis boundby a‘default’
existential quantifier (Existential Closure, EC). In Diesing (1992a) andKratzer (1995), the domain
of application of Gn andEC alsocorresponds to different partsof thesententialstructure(restrictive
andnuclearclause).

In the neo-Carlsonian approachkinds do morework: bareplurals in Englishdenote kinds, but
may be turned into indefinitesproviding a free variable by a type-shifting operator which applies
whenever the predicaterequires an object-level argument. In existential contexts, this type-shifting
operation(“DerivedKind Predication” in Chierchia 1996) alsoinserts anexistential quantifier. (20b)
is interpreted as(20c): 4

4More precisely, in this systemcountnounscanbe directly generatedasproperty-denoting entities,but they needto
be turnedinto kinds by the“down” � type-shifter‘after’ having beenpluralizedto orderget thee-type denotationwhich
is requiredin argumentposition. This denotation, i.e. � lions, is the input for the DKP shift described(seeChierchia,
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(20) a. DerivedKind Predication (Chierchia 1996,364)
If Papplies to objectsandk denotesa kind, then
P(k) = � x[ � k(x) � P(x)]
where � is a type-shifting operatorfrom kindsto thecorresponding properties.

b. Lions areruining my garden=
c. � x[ �	� lions(x) � ruining my garden(x)]

In characterizing sentencesweagainhavea type-mismatchbetweenapredicatewhich doesn’t accept
kinds (e.g. “bark”) anda barenounwhich denotesone. This mismatchdrivesthe application of � ,
andultimatelythecreation of anindefinitewith a freevariable, which is bound by theGn operatoras
seenabove:5

(21) a. Dogsbark.
b. Gn x,s[�	� dogs(x) � C(x,s)][bark(x,s)]

3 Romancedefinites

Thefirst importantfactabout Romancedefinites is that they areusedin all thecasesseenabove in (9)-
(14): with kind-predicates(22a,b), taxonomic predicates(22c), quantitative properties (22d) andin
characterizing sentences(22e). Thedistribution matchesthat of theEnglishsingular definitegeneric,
in (23).

(22) a. I cani
�
si sonoevoluti dagli sciacalli / sonoapparsi 100000annifà / si estingueranno�

b. Le lampadine sonostate
�
create / inventate/ perfezionate/ analizzate� daEdison.

c. I cani
�
hanno parecchierazze / si trovano in varietaglie / hanno sottotipi molto diversi�

d. I canisono
�
comuni/ rari / abbondanti / diffusi / scarsi � in questaregione.

e. I cani
�
abbaianoalla luna / hannoquattro zampe/ odiano i gatti�

(23) The Arctic fox
�
is on the brink of extinction / is very rare/ hadseveral varieties/ changes

color in summer�
In non-generic contexts, suchas(24), the definitedeterminer in Italian andEnglish seemto behave
thesame.

(24) a. I
The

ragazzi
boys

sono
are

qui
here

b. here(Max(boys))

The meaning of this ‘normal’ useof the definitearticle is capturedby the maximalization operator
Max (seeSharvy1980, Link 1983, Chierchia 1996, and others). Max returns the single largest
possible element in a set. Assuming that plurals denote the setof all plural individualsthat canbe
formedwith the denotation of the corresponding singular count(a setof singular individuals), Max
will pick out thelargestplural individual in thisdenotation,or will beundefined whennosuchelement
is present. In the singular, Max will be definedonly whenit receivesa singleton setas input; this
capturesthefactthata phrasesuchasthedog i.e Max(dog) is definedonly in a context in which dog

1996:356).
5What remainsunclearin this systemis exactly how the kind is turnedinto an indefinite-with-free-variable. Clearly,

bringing the kind into the domainof properties via 
 won’t do, sincethis would clashwith the samerequirementfor
argumentsto be of type e which drivesthe applicationof the properties-to-kinds operator � earlier in the derivation. A
secondoperationmustcloseoff thepropertyby insertinga freevariable,but this operationmustnot beavailableto turn a
baresingularcountlike “dog” into a well-formedindefinite,or we would have baresingularcount nounsall over.
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is a setcontaining a single individualdog. In this case,Max yields that individual, andis equivalent
to the � operator.

To extend this semantics to theRomancekind-cases,variousapproaches seemin principle possi-
ble.

In the spirit of the ambiguity hypothesis, we could assume that Romancedefinitesdenote gen-
uine kinds in cases suchas(22a)-(22d) andindefinitesin characterizing contexts suchas(22e). The
indefinite meaningmakesavailablea freevariable which getsboundby thegeneric operator, exactly
aswith Englishbarenouns. In all other, non-generic contexts, the Romancedefinitearticle denotes
Max, preciselylike in English. Thisapproachgivesanaccuratetranslation of theambiguity theory of
genericity, at theexpenseof positing a 3-way interpretation for theRomancedefinitearticle.

At theotherextreme,we have thepossibility that Romancedefinitesnever really denote kinds in
the sense in which English barenouns maydenote kinds: even in the kind-triggeringcontext (22a)-
(22d), Romancedefinite articles are interpreted as Max. For instance,in (22a) i cani would not
denote a kind, but something similar to what the English phrase the dogs that mayexist refersto.
This proposaleliminatestheambiguity of the, but additional assumptionsareneededto explain why
Englishcannot usethedefinite to getthesamegeneric meanings.

A intermediate possibility—let’s call it the 2-way distinction approach—isthat Italian definite
nounphraseshave two distinct interpretive possibiliti es,anobject-level onewhich weseein (24) and
a kind-level one, in (22a)-(22d). Definitesin characterizing sentencesmustbe derived from oneof
thesetwo possibilities.

In whatfollows, I will review featuresandproblemsof thefirst two approaches,andconcludethat
thethird possibility is in factthebestoption.

3.1 Indefinite definites

The 3-way approachholds that definites in characterizing sentencescanprovide a free variable in
search of a binder. In Englishthis elementcanbebound by Existential Closure, so—allother things
being equal—we should expect this to happen in Italian as well. However, Italian definites with
predicateslike thosein (25) and(26) cannot take an indefinite,purely existential reading, wherethe
uniqueness andfamiliarity conditions arecanceled.

(25) a. [I cani] sonoamichevoli/i ntelligenti.
thedogsarefriendly/intelligent.�
= “somedogsarefriendly/intelligent”

b. [Gli elefanti] sonofacili daaddestrare.
theelephantsareeasyto train�
= “someelephantsareeasyto train”

(26) a. [I
the

cani]
dogs

stanno
are

abbaiando
barking

nel
in

mio
my

giardino
garden�

= “somedogsarebarking in my garden”
b. Si sedette

He sat
al
at (the)

tavolo
table

verde
green

e
and

prese
hetook

[le
the

carte]
cards�

= “He satdown at thegreen tableandtook somecards”
c. [Gli

the
edifici]
buildings

crolleranno
will fall

a
in

Berlino
Berlin

domani
tomorrow�

= “Somebuildingswill fall in Berlin tomorrow”

(25) is unsurprising, sinceEnglish barenounscannot takeanexistential reading with theseindividual-
level predicates.But thepredicatesin (26) do allow, andin fact force,anexistential reading for bare
nouns (e.g. “buildings will fall in Berlin tomorrow” is about somebuildings), yet no pureexistential
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reading ariseswith Romancedefinites. The lack of this reading is a potential problemfor the3-way
approach.

But is this reading unavailable in general? Looking morecarefully, we do find many other cases
whichforceusto concludethat,in Italian,somedefinitescanafterall haveapurely indefinitemeaning.
Consider:

(27) Ogni
every

settimana,
week,

il mio
my

sito web
website

viene
is

attaccato
attacked

da[gli
by[the

hacker].
hackers]

(28) La
the

casa
house

è
is

sporchissima.
filthy.

In
In the

cantina
basement

ci
there

sono
are

[i
[the

topi]
mice]

e
and

sotto
under

il
the

lavello
sink

vivono
live

[gli
[the

scarafaggi].
cockroaches]

(29) Che
Whatdo you

fai
do

per
for

mestiere?
a living?

Fotografo
I photograph

[gli
[the

uccelli]
birds]

(30) Con
with

questi
this

disturbi
condition

ho
I

dovuto
had to

smettere
stop

di
to

bere
drink

[il
[the

caffè].
coffee].

[Il
[the

tè]
tea]

invece
instead

mi facilita
helps

la digestione.
my digestion.

(31) Gianni
Gianni

è
is

cos̀ı
so

pallido
pale

che
that

sembra
it seems

abbia
he has

visto
seen

[i
[the

fantasmi].
ghosts]

(32) Nel
In

1986
1986

[i
[the

ladri]
thieves]

hanno
have

svuotato
emptied

il mio
my

appartamento.
apartment.

Variousthings mustsaidabout theseexamples. First, they areall ambiguous. Gli hacker in (27) can
meaneither “a specific groupof hackers” (the‘normal’ definitemeaning) or “somerandom members
of thehacker community” (mostlikely not alwaysthesamein different weeks). Thenormaldefinite
meaning requiresa context in which this unique group canbepicked out, theother meaning doesn’t.
Whereacontext is harder to construct, thenormaldefinitemeaningvanishes.For instance,i topi “the
mice” andgli scarafaggi “the cockroaches” in (28) don’t naturally refer to specificgroups of these
animals, but just to somenumberof mice andcockroaches. In (30), I am not necessarily referring
to my usual morning coffee or tea: thesentencecanvery well besaidby a sporadic drinker with no
coffeeor teain contextual sight. Theonly readingof (31) and(32) out of context is onewhere,again,
somerandom, ill-definedor unidentifiableghosts/thievesaretalkedabout.

Thesecond point is that, if we accept the ideathat characterizing sentencesarequantificational,
andthatpredicateslikebarkat themoonarenecessarily trueof ordinaryobjectsandnotof kinds,then
by thesametoken we mustacceptthatpredicateslike bephotographed, emptyan apartment, attack
myweb-siteandsoon require ordinary objects. This entails that the Italian definitesin theexamples
above must refer to the ordinary objects,not to the kind, the species, which would not matchthe
predicate’s requirements.

Third, thedistribution of these‘indefinite definites’ is quite diverse. We have objects (29), (30),
(31), post-verbal subjects(28), subjects of passives (27), preverbalsubjects(32). We find themin
stative sentences(28), sentenceswith overt quantification over times(27), characterizing sentences
like Fotografo gli uccelli in (29) andbere il caff̀e in (30),pureepisodic sentences(32).

Fourth,Englishmustusebarenouns,not definites, to gettheindefinite readingsjust described:

(33) a. Every week,my websiteis attackedby (??the)hackers
b. Thehouse is filthy. In thebasementthere are(??the) miceand(??the)cockroacheslive

under thesink.

8



c. Whatdo you do for a living? I photograph (??the) birds.
d. With this condition I hadto stopdrinking (??the) coffee. (??The)Teaon theother hand

helpsmy digestion.
e. Johnis sopalethat it seemshehasseen(??the)ghosts
f. In 1986 (??the) thievesemptiedmy apartment.

This is animportant point, becauseit rulesout thepossibilit y thatthe‘indefinite’ readingof (27)-(32)
is actually adefinitedescription plusthemechanismof bridging. ‘Bridging’ allowsadefinitedescrip-
tion to pick out an object which hasonly indirectly been introduced into the discourseby mention
of someentity associated with it. For instance,in (34b,c) the door/the windows areunderstood as
partsof thehousementioned in (34a). Sincehousedo not prototypically contain mice(34d) is not a
felicitousbridging.

(34) a. I lookedat thehouse.
b. ... Thedoor wasred.
c. ... Thewindowswerered.
d. ... #Themicewerequitebig.

Suppose we try to saythat the indefinite reading of definites is actually a plain definite description,
which getsits restrictions via bridging. For instance,in (28) we areactually referring to thosemice
whicharesometimes/generally found in filthy houses.SinceEnglishcannot useadefinitein thesame
context, we mustconcludethat Italian cansomehowbridge further thanEnglish. This is a strange
conclusion—bridging is a canonical interfacemechanism, basedon what we know about the world:
no cross-linguistic variation should beexpectedin this domain. Moreover, bridging is not restricted
to definites.Universal quantifiers canusethesamemechanism.Consider:

(35) a. I lookedat thehouse.
b. ...

...
Every
Ogni

window
finestra

was
era

lit.
illuminata

meaning: “every window of thehousewaslit”
c. ...

...
??Every
??Ogni

mouse
topo

was
era

quite
assai

big.
grosso.

Herethere is no variation between EnglishandItalian. Thus,we would have to concludethat Italian
is able to bridgemorethanEnglish, but only in thespecific caseof definitedeterminers.In addition,
in mostcases seensofar it wasnot at all clear which object couldbethesourcefor thebridging. To
saythat(27) means“Every weekmy websiteis attackedby thehackerswhich attack mywebsite” is
simply absurd: if it werepossible in Italian to import thecontentof thepredicationin therestriction
of a definitewe would predict that in this languagedefinite descriptions should always befelicitous.
In a normal context wherefloorshave morethanonetile but no particular tile is salient (36a) should
beappropriate, with theinterpretation of (36b).

(36) a. #Ho
I

guardato
looked at

il
the

pavimento
floor

ed
and

ho
I

visto
saw

la
the

mattonella.
tile.

b. I lookedat thefloor andI saw thetile thatI saw.

Finally, an account basedon bridging would leave as a mysterywhy indefinite readings are only
possible in somesentencesandin somesyntacticpositions(see(26) andsection 5).

A lastargumentfor the indefinite reading of definitescomesfrom theDefiniteness Restriction in
existential contexts. A known puzzle is thefactthatItalianseemsto beimmunefrom this effect:

(37) a. C’è
�
Gianni / il mio cane� in giardino.
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b. *Thereis
�
John / my dog� is thegarden.

Zucchi (1995) andZamparelli (1995) arguethat theapparent lack of DR is dueto a possible locative
interpretation for Italian Ci-sentences: (37a)doesnot assertexistence,but simply thatGianniis in the
garden. Temporalcaseswherethenominal is aspecific, non-eventive definiteareindeedworse(38a).
But (38b), wherei senatori canbea kind, is perfect with anexistentialmeaning: In Romulus’times,
senatorsalreadyexisted. Thus,theexistenceof indefinitedefiniteshelpsresolving thiscross-linguistic
difference.

(38) a. ??Nell’
In the

et̀a
age

di
of

Romolo
Romulus

c’
there

erano
were

già
already

[i
[the

100
100

senatori
senators

di
of

Roma].
Rome]

b. Nell’
In the

et̀a
age

di
of

Romolo
Romulus

c’
there

erano
were

già
already

[i
[the

senatori].
senators]

I will returnto the indefinite reading of definites in section 4.3. Here,it is sufficient to notethat the
3-way ambiguity hypothesisgainssomecredibility from theexistenceof such cases: all thereadings
we expect in principle, including the purely existential one,areactually found. On the other hand,
thecasesin (26) arenot amenable to anindefinite interpretation, sothe3-way proposalstill owesan
account of whena definitemaybeinterpretedasanindefinite.

4 The Neo-CarlsonianView

Chierchia’s(1998) mainargumentagainsttheambiguity theory of Englishbarenounsgoesasfollows.
In the ambiguity hypothesis, the kind meaningof a barenoun is completely independent from its
existential meaning. Therefore, it should be possible to block one without blocking the other. In
particular, kinds have an intrinsic intensional componentwhich is optional in a plain indefinite: the
kind dog� (anentity) bearsanintuitive relation with theintension of theproperty dog, thesetof dogs
in all possible worlds. This intensional dimension canbe blocked by inserting a rigid designator (a
proper nameor a deictic element) in the restriction of the bare noun. This, people, ship parts and
rabbits canbekinds, but people next to me, partsof the “T itanic” or rabbits that just bit youcannot
(39) (seeCarlson 1977:316).

(39) a. * [Peoplenext to me] are
�
common/ numerous/ indigenous to Asia / widespread�

b. * [Rabbits that just bit you]
�
comein two varieties/ arealmostextinct �

c. ??Edisoninvented[parts of the“Titanic”]

As is well known, existentially interpretedbarenounsareunusualindefinitesin that, in Italianasin
English, they alwaystake narrow scope with respect to intensionaloperators (40a), negation (40b),
temporal adverbial (40c)andpronounreference(40d).

(40) a. Giannist̀a cercando[parti di nave] (Opacity)
Johnis looking for [ship parts]
(cannot mean:“thereareshipparts suchthatJohn is looking for them”)

b. Gianninonhavisto [parti di nave] (Negation)
Johndidn’t see[ship parts]
(cannot mean:“thereareshipparts suchthatJohn didn’t seethem”)

c. Giannihauccisopersone
�
ripetutamente / pertuttala vita � (Differentiated scope)

Johnkill edpeople
�
repeatedly / throughout all his life �

(no ‘resurrection’ reading)
d. Giannicercaparti di nave,e anchePaolole cerca (Pronoun reference)

Johnis looking for shipparts,andPaul is looking for them,too.
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(not necessarily thesameparts)

Chierchia pointsout thatwhenbarenounshave a ‘rigid ’ modifierwhich blocks their kind reading,as
in (39), their existential interpretation losesthis ‘narrowest-scope’ requirement. The bracketedbare
nominals in (41),adaptedfrom Chierchia 1998:373,can(in somecasesmust) have wide scope.

(41) a. Johnis looking for [parts of the“Titanic”] OK somespecific parts
b. Jackdidn’t see[parts of the“Titanic”] Parts 
 Neg OK
c. Johnkill ed[people sitting here]

�
repeatedly / throughout all his life � . only

‘r esurrectionreading’
d. Johnis looking for [parts of the“Titanic”], andPaul is looking for them, too. ‘same

parts’ reading OK

This would be expected if the existential reading with narrowest scopewas derived from the kind
meaning via the DKP operation: oncethe kind reading is blocked by the presenceof this and Ti-
tanic, a necessarystepin the derivation of this reading is missing. If the ambiguity hypothesiswas
correct—Chierchia argues—the connectionbetweenthe impossibility of the kind meaning and the
scope differencesbetween(41) and(40) would beutterly mysterious.

Note,in passing, thatChierchia’s reasoning doesnot leadto theconclusion that barenounscannot
be indefinites. Quite the opposite: the non-kind-denoting barenouns in (41) do get a well-formed
reading,anda clearly existential one.As Carlsonnotes, thesebarenounshave a limited distribution,
which resemblesthat of overt indefinites: they cannot go with individual-level predicates,andthey
cannot be easilycoordinated with bare nounsthat may refer to kinds (cf. (42),(43) a vs. b). Some
methodto derive this existentialreading mustthusbeassumed.

(42) a. * [Dogsin thenext cage] areintelligent/mammals/tall. Carlson(1977)
b. ??[a dog] is intelligent/a mammal/tall.

(43) a. ??[people who mendshoes]and[people who arein thenext room] getalongpretty well.
b. [elephantsand

�
??aturtle / turtles� ] live a long life.

Chierchia strengthenshis theory by proposingthatall existentialmeaningshaving obligatorynar-
row scopearederived from kinds. In Italian, barenouns aretypically interpretedexistentially, and
have thesamescopal propertiesasEnglishones(see(40)). It follows thateven in Italianbarenouns
mustbecapableof denoting kinds. Yet, aswe have seen,Romancelanguagesdo not standardly use
barenounsfor this purpose,but definites.Chierchia (1998) andDayal (2000) addressthis issue, giv-
ing similar answers. Their ideais thatRomancegeneric uses of theplural definite articles aresimply
modalizedversionsof the ‘normal’ definitemeaning, Max ( � , in Chierchia’s formulation). Charac-
terizing sentencesareinterpreted asin (44b), with a gnomicoperator Gn ranging over specific dog
instancesin eachpossibleworld. Kind-level predicateslikebeextinct directly applyto this intensional
meaning (45).

(44) a. I caniabbaiano Chierchia (1998:392)
thedogsbark
‘dogs bark’

b. Gn x,s [x ��� dogs � C(x,s)][barks(x,s)]

(45) a. I
the

cani
dogs

si sono
have

evoluti
evolved

dagli
from the

sciacalli.
jackals

b. evolved-from-jackals(��� dogs)

Two questionsarise. Oneis why Englishcannot usethe definite for the samepurpose; the second
is why Italian doesnot usebarenouns for the generic meaning. Dayal’s answerto thefirst question
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hingeson a differencein the semantics of the definitearticle: English definites, unlike Italian ones,
would not beintensional in thenecessarysense(seeDayal2000sec.2.1). Chierchia’s proposalrelies
insteadon theeconomy principle “Avoid Structure”

(46) Avoid Structure Chierchia (1998)
Apply SHIFTat theearliest possible level.

whereSHIFTis atype-shifting operation whichproduces,whennecessary, asuitabledenotationfor an
argumentposition. Theideais thatin Italiannoun phrasesarefull DPswith anemptyD head, whereas
in English they canbe simplekind-denoting bareNPs(seefootnote 4). Thus,even though English
hastwo potential structuresto generatekinds the simplerNP structurebleeds the morecomplex DP
structureavailable in Italian.6

Turning to why Italian usesgeneric definites insteadof generic barenouns, Chierchia’s proposal
is thatItalianbarenouns,unlikeEnglishones,alwayscontainanemptyD head,with special licensing
requirements. Theneteffect of these requirements is to restrict thedistribution of unmodified Italian
barenounsto thosepositionswhich arelexically licensedat LF. I’ ll returnto this issuemomentarily.

4.1 Scopeand barenounsin Italian

Thissketchysummaryhardly doesjustice to thecross-linguistic investigationattemptedby Chierchia
andDayal, but it is hopefully sufficient to bring up the main points for discussion. I will startwith
theproblemof barenounmeanings,thenexamine theissueof definitekindsin light of theexistential
readingsdiscussedin section 4.

As we have seen,Chierchia’s thesis thatnarrow-scopeexistentialsarealwaysderivedfrom kinds
requiresbarenounsto beacceptableaskind denoting entitiesalsoin Italian, contra Casalegno (1987)
andLongobardi (1994). Thereis somedisagreement over the dataon this point, but it is a fact that
thereareItalian speakers(the author included)who accept all the narrow-scopefacts given in (40),
but reject the kind interpretation of barenouns with kind-level andtaxonomic predicates. For these
speakers,theonly (marginal) reading of thebracketednounphrasesin (47) is anexistential oneover
either ordinary objects (e.g. Godcreated somezebraspecimens)or subkinds (typesof birdsevolved
from typesof reptiles). Pickinga well-modified bareplural which is alsoa good natural kind doesn’t
help ((48a) vs. (48b,c); recall that Italianbarenouns mustbemodifiedin order to appear in subject
position).

(47) a. ?[Uccelli
[birds

diffusi
widespead

sul
on the

pianeta]
planet]

si sono evoluti
evolved

da
from

[rettili].
[reptiles]

b. [Fisici
[Physicists

nucleari]
nuclear]

studiano
study

[atomi]
[atoms]

c. Pasteur
Pasteur

scoprı̀
discovered

[antibiotici].
[antibiotics]

d. A
At

mezzogiorno
12 o’clock

preciso
sharp

del
of the

sesto
Sixth

giorno,
Day,

Dio
God

creò
created

[zebre].
[zebras]

(48) a. [Tigri
[tigers

dai
with

denti a sciabola]
saber-teeth]

passeggiavano
strolled

per
in

le
the

foreste primordiali.
primordial forests

(Ex)

b. * [Tigri
[tigers

dai
with

denti a sciabola]
saber-teeth]

sono
are

estinte.
extinct

c. * [Tigri
[tigers

dai
with

denti a sciabola]
saber-teeth]

avevano
had

due
two

sottospeci.
subspecies

6Avoid Structureshouldof coursebe implementedwith somecare,or we endup with thepredictionthatdogs should
bleedthiskind of mammalin any context wherethelattermeans“dogs”.
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(Chierchia 1998) mostconvincing casefor a kind reading of Italian barenounscomesfrom quantita-
tive predicates:

(49) a. Qui,
here,

ragazze
girls

in
in

minigonna
miniskirt

sono
are

rare/comuni/frequenti.
rare/common/frequent

b. Dopo
after

il
the

disastronucleare,
nucleardisaster,

purtroppo,
unfortunately,

cani
dogs

con
with

difetti congeniti
birth defects

sono
are

molto
very

numerosi
common

However, the useof quantitative properties as a test for kindhood hascomeunderattack (seein
particularKrifka et al. 1995, sec. 1.4.1andLongobardi 1999). Recallthat this testwaslinked to the
impossibility of combining thesepredicateswith overt determiners:

(13) a. *
�
All / most/ those/ the� dogsare

�
common/ rare/ abundant/ widespread/ scarce � .

b. *
�
Twenty / many / some/one� dog(s) is/are

�
common/ rare/ abundant / widespread /

scarce� .
But these propertiesexpress ratios betweena number anda unit. To saythatanobject is “common”
meansthat,searchingwithin a certain spatio-temporal area, onewould find anabove-averagenumber
of them. Quantified nounphraseslike thosein ((13)a) do not provide a number at all, andthosein
((13)b) expressthe numberof objects but not the spatio-temporal search area. Longobardi (1999)
shows thatproviding anexplicit or implicit search areaall theindefinite determinersbecomemoreor
lessacceptable. Yet, is seemhighly unlikely that3 twin dogswith birth defectsmaybea kind.

(50) a. Delle
some

ragazze
girls

in
in

minigonna
miniskirt

sono
are

rare,
rare,

in questo paese.
in this town

(Longobardi1999)

contrast: *“Some girls in miniskirt arerarein this town”
b. Dopo

after
il
the

disastronucleare,
nucleardisaster,

tre
three

cani
dogs

gemelli
twin

con
with

difetti congeniti
birth defects

sono
are

diffusi
widespread

“After thenucleardisaster, three twin dogswith birth defectsarewidespread”
c. Due

Two
lezioni
variants

corrotte
corrupted

sulla stessa riga
on thesameline

diventano
become

più
more

frequenti
frequent

manmano
as

che
that

ci
we

allontaniamo
move away

dall’
from the

archetipo.
original source

“Two corruptedvariantson thesameline becomemorefrequent aswemoveaway from
theoriginal source”

This argument doesnot of course exclude the possibility that true kind-denoting elements may be
acceptablewith thesepredicates, but a testfor kindhood which only restson this classof predicates
remainsinconclusive. Moreover, supposefor thesake of theargumentthatquantitative propertiesdid
require kinds: in this case, thecontrastbetween(a) and(b) in (51) and(52) would bea total mystery.

(51) a. ??Valigie
Suitcases

con
with

il
the

bordo
edge

giallo
yellow

hanno
have

due
two

sottotipi.
subtypes

b. Valigie
Suitcases

con
with

il
the

bordo
edge

giallo
yellow

�
sono�
are

insolite
unusual

/
/
comuni
common

negli
in

aereoporti �
airports�

(52) a. * [Lupi
[wolves

con
with

il
the

peloargentato]
silver fur]

diventano
become

semprepiù grandi
bigger andbigger

manmanoche
as

si va a Nord.
onemovesNorth
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b. [Lupi
[wolves

con
with

il
the

peloargentato]
silver fur]

sono
are

rari.
rare

If quantitative propertiescouldaccept othersemantic types different from kinds(properties, frequen-
ciesor whatever otherabstractentity is madeavailableby our ontology), we couldat least havesome
leverage to accountfor thedifferenceabove.

In the restof this paper I will adopt the view that Romancebarenounsnever denote kinds (ex-
cluding againthe ‘taxonomic subkind’ denotation). It follows that the narrow-scope properties of
(Romance) existentials cannot be derived from the kind meaning. The correlation between the im-
possibility of thekind reading andtheavailability of wide scope mustbedueto someotherproperty.
Let’s test the ideathat the relevant property is, informally, ‘lack of referentiality’. It is easyto find
examplesof structurally differentnounphraseswhichareintuitively nonreferential, andshow ascope
pattern remarkably similar to thatof barenouns.Consider:

(53) a. John, theprofessional apple-picker, is trying to pick [threeapplesat a time] * 3 
 TRY
b. Johncanpick [threeapplesat a time] for thethewholeday. Differentiated scope
c. Johndidn’t pick [three apples at a time] * 3 
 NEG
d. *Johncanpick [threeapplesat a time]� andMarc canpick them� , too.

It is very unlikely that theexpression threeapples at a timemaybederivedfrom a kind—no genuine
kind-level predicatecanaccompany it. Yet,thisexpressiondisplaysthesamenarrow-scopetendencies
we found with barenouns in (40); it plainly makesno sense to askwhich threeapples at a time John
is trying to pick, or is not picking.

Suppose thatthepossibility of a referential interpretation is linkedto thepresenceof somelexical
element in D at LF. In (54a), the indefinite determiner could serve this function (perhapsby moving
to D from a moreinternal position, cf. Zamparelli1995). In (54b), however, thereis no functional
element whatsoever to be moved to D, hence no ‘wide scope’ is available. Rigid modifiersrestore
this possibility. Thesamehappensin factwith overt indefinites: (54a)hasa narrowscopeoption, but
(55a), with a rigid modifier, hasnecessarilywide-scope,not unlike (55b)

(54) a. Johnis looking for a piece of paper.
b. Johnis looking for pieces of paper.

(55) a. Johnis looking for a piece of paper thatMary gave him yesterday.
b. Johnis looking for pieces of paper thatMary gave him yesterday.

Descriptively, an object shared betweentwo sentences(the main clauseand the relative) gets the
wider of the scopesit getsin eachof the sentences: sincea pieceof paper is above all operators in
therelative it mustbeabove all operatorsin themainclause. In a movementanalysisof scope-taking
elements,thiscanperhapsbecastasasyntactic requirement:therigid elementinsidetherelativemust
takewidescopewith respectto themainclause,but theonly wayto do thatis to pied-pipetherelative
clauseandits nominal headout of all othersententialoperators.Alternative accountsarepossible but
I will not discussthem here.7

7HereI amassumingthat PPmodifierslike in thenext roompatternwith full relatives. The fact that the barenounor
indefinitetakesthewidestscopeexplainstheobservation in Carlson(1977)thatbarenounswith rigid modifierscannot be
boundby adverbialsof quantification.Moving alongwith their clausethesebarenounsendup outsidethedomainof the
adverbialoperatorin themainclause.

a. *[Peoplein thenext room] � areoftentall / arenicewhenthey arebornin thespring� (Carlson1977:317)
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(56) [John]� [a pieceof paperthatMary gave him yesterday]� [t � is looking for t� ]
To sumup,wedonot need to assumethenarrow-scopeindefinite reading of barenouns is always

derivedfrom kind readingsvia theDKP or similar operations. In Romance, wherethereis no strong
evidencethatbarenounsmaydenotekinds,narrowscopeexistentialbarepluralscanbegeneratedby
the samemechanismwhich generatesotherindefinites,their scope properties limited by the lack of
overt materialin D.

This state of affairs hassomeadvantages over other analyses. One openquestion in the neo-
Carlsonian approach is why the mechanism which assignsexistential reading to non-kind-denoting
barenounssuchasparts of the “T itanic” cannot apply to ship parts aswell. If it could, ship parts
should beableto receive wide scope. A possible answer, in thespirit of Chierchia’s approach,is that
the DKP blocks the othermechanism; yet, this is madelesslikely by the fact that the DKP itself is
assumedto bea last-resortstrategy triggeredby a type mismatch.Moreover, it hasbeenargued,e.g.
by Fox (1995), thateconomy considerationsshould take semantics into account: derivationsleading
to different interpretations cannot be matched by economy. In our case, whenwe try to construct
a derivation for the wide-scopereading of ship parts we find that only the normal scopesystemfor
indefinitescangiveusthismeaning. Why should wethenevaluateits economyagainst theDKP?The
DKP just doesn’t give usthatoutput.

In thealternative I have sketchedabove these issues simply do not arise: thestandardmechanism
to give wide scope to an indefinite requires the presence of someelementin D. Lacking that, the
narrow-scopereading is forced.8

Thequestion that remains is: do we still needtheDKP in English?The indefinite interpretation
of barenounsshould alsobeavailable in English. If theDKP exists in this language,Englishwould
have two waysto get an existential reading out of bareplurals, which seems uneconomical. In the
next section, I will arguethatthere arein factreasonsto keeptheDKP in thesystem.

4.2 Italian definites revisited

Theneo-Carlsoniantheoriesconsideredsofar (Carlson 1997does not discussthesecases) approach
Romancedefinites as intensional versions of normaldefinite noun phrases. Oneproblem with this
view is thatof course‘being intensional’ is a muchbroader notion than‘being a kind’. As Chierchia
(1998:350) putsit, “not all individual conceptsaregoing to bekinds. Only thosethat identify classes
of objects with a sufficiently regular function and/or behavior will qualify”. For instance,inserting a
numeral betweenthedeterminerandits restriction blocks thekind-reading.

(57) Nell’
in the

antica
ancient

Roma,
Rome,

[i
[the

(*cento)
(100)

senatori]
senators]

sono
have

apparsi
appeared

con
with

Romolo.
Romulus

(cf. “In AncientRome,(*100) senatorsappearedwith Romulus”)

Dayal’s (2000) explanation for this effect seemsvery plausible: even if senators happenedto be100
in Romulus’ times,this is not a necessity: limiti ng thenumberto be100 in all possible worlds is an
arbitrarychoice,whichmakesit impossiblefor thisnoun phraseto beassociatedwith thesenator-kind
(senator� ).9 At the sametime, in English asin Italian, the presenceof a numeral does not block an
intensional reading. Thus(58a) hasa dedicto reading (meaning: the identity of thepeople who serve
assenators changes)which makesthe entailment from (a) and(b) to (c) invalid. (59) hasa reading

8It seemsto methatthis accountcanbeextendedto theorieswhich seenarrow-scopeindefinitesasbareproperties(e.g.
(van Greenhoven 1996), (Dobrovie-SorinandLaca1997)). Oneway would be to say that an emptyD (and the lack of
additionalrestrictive material)forcesthenominalto be interpretedasa bareproperty. In othercases,this interpretationis
optional.

9On theotherhand,therecouldbecaseswherethenumeralis a non-arbitraryadditionto thekind—anecessary partof
its meaning. For instance,it seemsto methatthebracketednounphrasein (a) qualifiesasa kind. NotethatEnglishhasto
usethedefinitehere.
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wherethe 4 firemenon night duty collectively picks whoever wason duty in eachcall-situation last
year.

(58) a. [I
[the

cento
100

senatori]
senators]

cambiavano
changed

ad
with

ogni
every

elezione.
election.

b. MarcusandBrutusaresenators.
c. MarcusandBrutuschangedwith every election.

(59) Lastyear [the (4) firemenon night duty] received300calls.

Sincetheexamplesaboveareidentical in ItalianandEnglish,it is notclearin whichsensetheEnglish
thecould beany lessintensional thanItalian i/gli /le, or how thechoiceof determinersinfluencesthe
intensionality of thenounphrase.Usingevery rather than the, intensional readings arestill possible
(60a), but kind-level predicatesaredisallowed(60b):

(60) a. [Ogni
[Every

senatore]
senator]

cambiava
changed

ad
with

ogni
every

elezione.
election.

b. * [Ogni
[Every

senatore]
senator]

è
has

apparso
appeared

con
with

Romolo.
Romulus

Evidently, not all intensionalnounphrasescanbefed to kind-level predicates, only thosethatqualify
askinds—thosethatreflecta sufficiently regularcategorization. But now, by Occam’s razor, it seems
pointlessto posit an ontological differencebetween genuine kinds (the entitiesdenoted by English
barenouns)andindividual conceptswhich have thesamerestrictionsaskinds, canalwaysbeturned
into kindsby anoperatoravailablein thelanguage(i.e. � ), but arenotkinds. Unifying themunder the
banner of intensions is subject to thecriticism raised in Carlson(1977), sec.4.0. I will go theother
routeandassumethatEnglishandItalian generic definites denote entitiescalled kinds.

This move poses no problemswith respect to any version of the blocking principle, given our
previousconclusionthat Romancebareplurals do not denote kinds: there is only oneway to build
kinds in Romance, andit is via the definitearticle.10 On the otherhand, in English, wheregenuine
kind-denoting barenounsarepossible,thedefinitestrategy could beblockedif someversion of Avoid
Structure canbe brought to bearon thesecases. I will not try to formulate this principle here, and
I will leave openfor the time being the question of how exactly Romancedefinitesacquire their
kind-denotation(seeZamparelli(prep) for elaborations).

Oneremaining question for anaccountof thesedifferencesbasedon blocking is why thereis no
conflict in Englishbetweenthebareplural kind-formation andthesingular definitegeneric, or indeed
betweenplural andsingular definite kinds in Romance. The answerfound in various forms in the
literatureis thatsingular andplural kind-denoting nounphrases arenot equivalent(seeKleiber 1990,
Krifka et al. 1995, Chierchia 1998 andDayal2000). Chierchia’s proposalis that thesingular definite
generic in (61) in English andItalian is the resultof turning the property tiger into a massandthen
creating a groupout of it.

(61) Thetiger is widespread= THE(MASS(tiger))= g(� MASS(tiger))

a. [Gli
[the

otto
eight

pedoni]
pawns]

furono
were

introdotti
introduced

nel
in the

gioco
game

degli
of

scacchi
chess

dai
by the

Persiani.
Persians.

10Notethat if Romancebarenounscouldbekinds,a conflict shouldarisebetweenthekind denotationof thebarenoun
(sayragazzeconla minigonna) andthatof theplural definite(le ragazzeconla minigonna).
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Thechoiceof groups(ontologically different from pluralities) is basedon theobservation, attributed
to Kleiber(1990), thatthesingular definitegeneric hasa‘massnoun behavior’, judgingfrom contrasts
suchas:

(62) a. *Thetiger is
�
three / many / numerous/ helpful towardeachother�

b. Tigersare
�
three/ many / numerous / helpful towardeachother�

Onecouldwonder, however, if this effect isn’t dueto otherfactors. Theunacceptability of predicates
like three, manyor helpful toward each other simply follows from the fact that the tiger is syntacti-
cally singular (witness* thegroup is three/many/helpful toward each other). This does not extend to
numerous, giventheperfectacceptability of (63), but notethatnumerous is alsodeviant whenapplied
to thekind-construction (64).

(63) Thegroup wasnumerous.

(64) ??This kind of animals is numerous(in this region)

Assumingthat this kind of animaldoesdenote a genuinekind of animal,it is not clear that theunac-
ceptability of numerous is dueto a mass/countcontrast.

Zamparelli (1998,prep) and Dayal (2000) proposea different analysis of the definite singular
generic. Theideais thatnouns candenote either setsof individualsor setsof kinds. Thelatter is re-
quired for thesubkind/taxonomicreadingof (65), wherethenumeral rangesover typesof marsupials.

(65) Two marsupials lay eggsandmilk their youngs.

Giventhatthis typeof denotationis independently necessary, onecansimply assumethatthedefinite
article whichappears in thedefinitegenericsis thenormaldefinitearticleapplied to thekind meaning,
returning the largestpossible subkind, i.e. the kind itself.11 Oncethis entity (uppercase“KIND”, in
Dayal’s notation) is distinguished from the denotation of a bareplural in English andof a definite
generic plural in Italian (lowercase “kind”), no blocking effect is expected.

4.3 Indefinite definite revisited

With this discussionin mind, let’s go back to the indefinite definites consideredin section 3.1 and
specifically to the problem of how the indefinite reading is derived. The crucial hint is that if we
changetheexamples slightly, theindefinite reading becomesimpossible:

(66) Ogni
every

settimana,
week,

il mio
my

sito web
website

viene
is

attaccato
attacked

da...
by ...

a. [gli
[the

ignoti
unknown

furfanti]
rascals]

b. [gli
[the

autori
authors

del
of the

recente attacco alla Microsoft]
recentMicrosoft attack]

c. [i
[the

quattro
four

hacker]
hackers]

d. [i
[the

tuoi
your

amici]
friends]

(67) Gianni
Gianni

è
is

cos̀ı
so

pallido
pale

che
that

sembra
it seems

abbia
he has

visto...
seen...

11SeeZamparelli(1998) and(prep)for details.Dayal’saccountof how thesingulardefinitepickstheright kind is slightly
different.
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a. [i
[the

paurosi
frightful

fantasmi]
ghosts]

b. [i
[the

fantasmi
ghosts

della
of the

mia
my

casa]
house]

c. [i
[the

numerosi
numerous

fantasmi]
ghosts]

(68) Nel
In

1986
1986

[gli
[the

abili
skilled

ladri
thieves

/
/
i
the

tuoi
your

sostenitori
supporters

/
/
i
the

quattro
4

ladri
thieves

]
]

hanno
have

svuotato
emptied

il mio
my

appartamento.
apartment.

Thenew nounphraseshavebeenbuilt by addinganon-restrictivemodifier12 (66)a,(67)a,(68),arigid
complementor modifier (66)b, (67)b, (68), a numeral(66)c, (67)c and(68) or a personal pronoun
(68). With these additions,thedefinites above mustreferto somecontextually uniquegroup of hack-
ers/thieves/ghosts, etc.: theindefinitereading availablebefore is now completely out. Note,crucially,
thatthemodifiersthemselveshavenoproblemappearingwith indefinites:thesamesentenceswithout
thedefinitearticle havea perfect existential meaning, parallel to their English glosses.

(69) Ogni
every

settimana,
week,

il mio
my

sito web
website

viene
is

attaccato
attacked

da...
by ...

a. [ignoti
[unknown

furfanti]
rascals]

b. [autori
[authors

del
of the

recente attacco alla Microsoft]
recent Microsoft attack]

c. [quattro
[four

hacker]
hackers]

d. [tuoi
[your

amici]
friends]

(70) Gianni
Gianni

è
is

cos̀ı
so

pallido
pale

che
that

sembra
it seems

abbia
he has

visto...
seen...

a. [paurosi
[frightful

fantasmi]
ghosts]

b. [fantasmi
[ghosts

della
of the

mia
my

casa]
house]

c. [numerosi
[numerous

fantasmi]
ghosts]

12In Italian, pre-nominalmodifiersaregenerallynon-restrictive. This canmeantwo things. The modifierof a nominal
canbe non-restrictive whenit denotesa property possessed by all theelementsdenotedby thenominalin any context; or
whenall the elementsthat thenominalalonewould pick out in a given context aresuchthat themodifier would apply to
them.To illustrate,enormiin (a) is non-restrictive in thefirst sense,sinceall bluewhalesarehuge.In (b), on theotherhand
gli individui “the individuals” picksout a uniquegroupof people in context, of which it is saidthatthey areall mysterious.
Genericnounphrasesmaycontainpre-nominaladjectiveswhich arenon-restrictive in thefirst sense(seee.g. (a)),but not
in thesecond.

a. Le
the

enormi
huge

baleneazzurre
bluewhales

sono
are

in
in

pericolo
danger

di
of

estinzione.
extinction

b. I
the

misteriosi
mysterious

individui
individuals

mi dissero
told me

di
to

seguirli.
follow them
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(71) Nel
In

1986
1986

[abili
[skill ed

ladri
thieves

/
/
tuoi
your

sostenitori
supporters

/
/
quattro
4

ladri]
thieves]

hanno
have

svuotato
emptied

il mio
my

appartamento.
apartment.

Thisclearly showsthattheindefinitereading of Italian definitesis notobtainedby simplydisregarding
the definite article and interpreting the barenouns (or numeral+noun) which results, or (66)-(68)
would be synonymouswith (69)-(71). The only differencebetweenthe definitesin (66)-(68) and
those in (27)-(32) is that themodifiersI have added block thepossibility of reading thesephrasesas
kinds,asshown by a sample in (72). Theconclusionis (73).

(72) a. ??[Gli
[the

autori
authors

del
of the

recente
recent

attacco alla Microsoft]
Microsoft attack]

�
sono�
are

diffusi
widespread

/
/
sono
have

apparsi
appeared

col
with the

primo
first

computer�
computer�

b. * [I
[the

3000
30000

orsi]
bears]

�
apparvero�
appeared

100000
100000

anni
years

fà
ago

/
/
si sono

have
evoluti
evolved

in
in

Africa
Africa

/
/
si trovano
come

in
in

vari
various

colori �
colors �

c. * [Gli
[the

ignoti
unknown

furfanti]
rascals]

�
sono�
are

diffusi
widespread

/
/
sono
have

apparsi
appeared

tanto
long

tempo
time

fà�
ago�

d. * [I
[the

paurosi
fearful

fantasmi]
ghosts]

�
hanno�
have

vari
various

sottotipi
subtypes

/
/
si trovano
come

in
in

vari
various

colori �
colors�

(73) Generalization
A definitenoun phrasein Italian mayhaveanindefinitemeaning only when(in somecontext)
it canhavea kind-level meaning.

Following exactly the argumentthat Chierchia usesagainst the ambiguity theory of barenouns,we
now have a strong caseagainst the 3-way proposal for Italian. In the 3-way proposal there is no
connectionbetweenthekind-readingof Italiandefinitesandtheirexistential reading. Thelattercomes
from theability of Romancedefinitesto provide a freevariable for Existential Closureor equivalent
mechanism. Blocking the kind reading should not affect the existential one. But aswe have seen
this is not what happens. The conclusion is that the existential reading is derived from the kind
reading, and that the neo-Carlsonian view which links the two is after all correct. In the caseof
barenouns the argumentrestedsolely on the scopal properties of the existential reading (which had
alternative explanations), but Italian definitesprovide in facta better testfor theDKP strategy, since
hereno alternative is available to assign an existential reading wherefamiliarity anduniquenessare
suspended. However, the familiar narrow-scopefactsstill apply: in (74) the mostnatural reading is
onewhereonedoesnot seethesamemice/wolves,and(75) hasareading wherethespeaker doesnot
endorsetheexistenceof UFOsor aliens.

(74) a. Nelle
in the

cantine
basements

americane
American

ci
there

vedi spesso
you oftensee

[i
[the

topi],
mice],

ed
and

in
in

quelle
those

scozzesi
Scottish,

pure.
too.

“In Americanbasementsoneoften seesmice,andin Scottishones, too”
b. Carlo

Carlo
vide
saw

per
for

la
the

prima
first

volta
time

[i
[the

lupi]
wolves]�

quando
when

era
he was

in
in

Canada,
Canada,

mentre
while

Marco
Marco

li havisti
saw them

per
for

la
the

prima
first

volta
time

allo
at the

zoo.
zoo.

(75) a. Gianni
Gianni

è
has

ammattito!
gonemad!

St̀a
He is

cercando
trying

di
to

fotografare
photograph

[gli
[the

UFO]
UFOs]
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b. Pensache
Guesswhat!

Carlo
Carlo

st̀a
is

cercando
trying

di
to

contattare
contact

[gli
[the

extraterrestri].
aliens]

Onceagainit is sufficient to insertanon-restrictiveprenominaladjective(I grossi topi “the big mice”)
or a numeral(I quattro UFO “the 4 UFOs”) to fall backontothenormal definiteinterpretation.

4.4 Existential readingswith singular definites

Onealternativepossibility to consideris thattheexistential reading of thesecasesmightnotbederived
by theDKP, which is a simpleexistential over instantiations,but by a differentoperator, possibly the
samewhich givestheexistentialreading to generic singulardefinites in:

(76) a. [L’ auto“Megane”] è finalmente arrivata dal concessionario X
the“Megane”carhasfinally arrivedto dealer X

b. Nei magazzini IKEA ho provato[il letto “Plipo” ]
In theIKEA warehouseI have testedthe“Plipo” bed

c. In questeforesteci vivono [l’ alce]e [la lontra]
in these forests live themooseandtheotter

d. A Yellowstonesonoriuscito a fotografare [l’ orsobruno]
In YellowstoneI managedto photographthebrown bear.

e. [Il topo] arrivò in Australia conle primenavi
themousecameto Australia with thefirst ships.

Thesenoun phrases have onething in commonwith theplural definitesabove: they all seemto refer
to individualsas‘namelessrepresentatives’ of their kind. Plural definites canin fact be substituted
for thesingular in (76), with roughly thesamemeaning. However, if we try to castsingular definites
in theplaceof indefinite plural definitesthegeneric meaningis sometimeslost: theexamples in (77)
seemto beabouta specific mouse/cockroach.

(77) a. [il
the

topo]
mouse

ha
has

rovinato
ruined

la mia
my

viola
viola.

dagamba.

b. Sotto
Under

il mio
my

lavello
sink

vive
lives

[lo
[the

scarafaggio]
cockroach].

Theimpressionis thatsingulardefinitegenericsaren’t justusedto report theactionof arepresentative:
whathappensto thatrepresentativemustin somesenseaffect thekind itself. Living under my sink or
eating upmy viola arenotmemorable eventsin thisrespect,reachingAustralia is, hencethedifference
between(76) and(77). Pluraldefinitegenericsdo not have this restrictions.

The additional puzzle is that, aswell known, singular definite genericscanonly be madewith
very specific properties(e.g. the “Plipo” bed but not the bed), while plural definitegenerics have
no suchlimitations. This makesit difficult to tell whethertheclearlack of a generic reading for the
singulardefinitein e.g.(78) is dueto thefactthatil fantasma“ghost” andl’ hacker arenotsufficiently
well-specifiedkinds, or to someotherreason.

(78) a. Il mio
My

sito web
website

viene
is

sempre
always

attaccato
attached

dal[l’
by [the

hacker] cf. (27)
hacker]

b. Gianni
Gianni

è
is

cos̀ı
so

pallido
pale

che
that

sembra
it seems

abbia
he has

visto
seen

[il
[the

fantasma]. cf. (31)
ghost]

It is not clear to me whetherthesefactsmeanthat we cannot usethe samemechanism to extract
instancesfrom singularandplural definites,or that the two do share a commonoperatorbut singular
definites have additional (pragmatic?) constraints of their own.
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For concreteness, I will assumeherethat the existential reading of plural definite generic is due
to the DKP andthatsingular definitegeneric resort to someother, morespecific operator. Note that
either choiceis in agreementwith thekind-denoting analysisof Romancedefinitesgivenabove,since
bothoperatorswould take non-ordinary-individuals asinput (kindsor KINDs).

5 Waysto indefinites

The situation discussedso far can be summarized as follows. Italian (and Romance)bareplurals
cannot denote kinds, while Englishonescan. Italian plural nounphrasesintroducedby the definite
article aretwo-way ambiguous. They have an object-level reading (which might be intensional, i.e.
pick a different setof object in eachworld/situation) and they have a kind-level reading. As kind-
denoting entities, Italian plural definites can use the DKP to acquire an existential reading. The
question is in whatconditions this is possible.

We have seen((25) above) that definite subjectsof individual-level predicatesdo not have this
reading. Moreover, contexts which provideananchoring for thenormalreading of thedefinite deter-
miner (Max) seemto block the indefinite reading, asshown by e.g. (26c) repeatedbelow, wherewe
understandgli edifici as‘all thebuildingsin Berlin’. This suggeststhattheindefinite interpretation is
in somesense a last-resortstrategy.

(26c) Gli
the

edifici
buildings

crolleranno
will fall

a
in

Berlino
Berlin

domani
tomorrow

A third factor is theposition of thedefiniteandthechoice of predicates.With predicatesof existence
or ‘coming-into-being’, preverbal subjects arereadspecifically:

(79) a. In
in

quella
that

casa
house

ci
there

sono
are

[i
[the

fantasmi]. indef. possible
ghosts]

b. [I
[the

fantasmi]
ghosts]

sono
are

in
in

quella
that

casa. indef. impossible
house

Similarly in (80a) theonly reading is universal:generically-all hurricanes arise in thearea. Inserting
an overt quantification over times(80b) givesa strange meaningwhereit seemsthat hurricanes, all
of them,appearover andover in the samearea. On the other hand(81), wherethe predicate is not
‘coming-into-being’, maybereporting thehabitual effects of somerandom hurricanes/locusts.

(80) a. [Gli
the

uragani]
hurricanes

hanno origine
arise

in
in

quest’
this

area
part

del
of the

Pacifico.
Pacific.

b. ?Ogni
every

anno
year

[gli
[the

uragani]
hurricanes]

hanno origine
arise

in
in

quest’
this

area
part

del
of the

Pacifico.
Pacific.

(81) a. (Ogni
(every

anno,)
year,)

[gli
[the

uragani]
hurricanes]

flagellano
flay

quest’
this

area
part

del
of the

Pacifico.
Pacific.

cf. “Every year, hurricanesslashthis partof thePacific”
b. (Ogni

(every
anno)
year)

le
the

locuste
locusts

trasformano
turn

i miei
my

campi
fields

in
in

un
a

deserto
desert

senza
without

vita.
life

The lack of an existential reading for (80) is interesting if compared with the English(82a), which
canhave a universal (82b) andanexistential reading (82c) (seeCarlson1987). Why isn’t thesecond
availableto the Italian definitesabove? Theanswercomesfrom two considerations: first, the Italian
bare-nounequivalentof (82a) (in (83), with a modifiednominal) doeshave anobligatory existential
reading. Second,theexistentially interpretedbarenouns in (82) and(83) have a special intonational
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contour, which is different from that in (81).

(82) a. Hurricanesarise in this partof thePacific.
b. “Hurricanesaretempestswhich have thepropertyof arising in this partof thePacific.”
c. “It is a factabout theworld (or this partof thePacific) thatsomehurricanesarisein it.”

(83) a. Spaventosi
Frightful

uragani
hurricanes

hanno origine
arise

in
in

questa
this

parte
part

del
of the

Pacifico.
Pacific.

b. Locuste
Locusts

grandi
asbig

quanto
as

uccelli
birds

vengon
come

fuori
out

da
of

queste
these

umide
humid

paludi
marshes.

The conclusions I would like to suggestis that whenthe barenouns in (82) (83) areinterpretedex-
istentially, they arenot derived from a kind via the DKP, but they areborn object-level indefinites
(possibly moved to somehigh focusposition, which is responsible for their special intonation). En-
glish would thus bea languagewith a double routeto theexistential meaning: in somepositions the
DKP is not applicable,but theindefinite routemaystill beavailable.

But why should the DKP be impossible? Interestingsuggestions comefrom Laca’s (1990) dis-
cussion of how thegeneric reading of objectbarenouns is linked to theinformational structureof the
sentence. According to Laca,objectbarenouns canreceive anexistential reading if they arepartof
theutterance’s theme,but they geta quasi-universalreading if they arepart of the rheme.13 Thusin
(84) the (b) sentenceis about architects(i.e. architectsis the theme);the rheme, theproperty predi-
catedof them,is thefact thatthey build houses.Sincethebare noun housesis in therhemeit getsan
existential meaning, while architects takesaquasi-universal reading. (84b) would notbecontradicted
(not even in the way generic sentencescanbe contradicted) by the discoveriesthat the majority of
housesarebuilt by engineers,but it would soundfalse if mostarchitectsspentall their timedesigning
parking lots.

(84) A Whatdo architectsdo for a living?
B: Well, architectsbuild houses.

In Italian,bothnoun phrasescould have adefinitearticle, but theinterpretational differenceseenwith
bareplurals is preserved: (85) doesnot necessarily imply thatall houses arebuilt by architects,that
all young people are killed by drugs, or that missionaries help all poor people.14 The conclusion
is that the DKP canbe applied to a definitenominal when the nominal canbe madeto fall in the
theme—which in turn dependson thechoiceof predicates,thecontext andthe intonational contour.
A sample translationfor (85c)would be(86).

(85) a. Gli
the

architetti
architects

costruiscono
build

[le
[the

case](,
houses](,

ad
and

anche
also

gli
the

ingegneri,
engineers,

ma
but

quelle
those

costruite
built

da
by

architetti
architects

costano
cost

di più)
more)

b. La
the

droga
drug

uccide
kills

[i
[the

giovani] �
young people]

illegalmente(,
illegally(,

mentre
whereas

l’
the

alchool
alchool

li � uccide
kills them

in
in

perfetta
perfect

legalità.)
legality)

13I am mapping Laca’s terminologyfocusand non-focusonto themeand rheme. Lacadescribesfocus,with (Wilson
andSperber1979),as “ ‘the pragmaticallymost importantpoint’, that constituentof the sentencewhich constitutesthe
foregroundandwhosesubstitutionby a variableyieldsthefirst backgroundof thesentence.” Moreover, shecalls inclusive
andnon-inclusivewhatI amcalling existentialandquasi-universal.

14Note that the English equivalent of the last example would have to use the definite the poor, still with the same
interpretation.
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c. I
the

missionari
missionaries

in
in

Africa
Africa

curano
cure

[i
[the

poveri](,
poor](,

e
and

le
the

associazioni
associations

di
of

volontariato
volunteers

in
in

Asia
Asia,

anche).
too.)

(86) Gn x,s [ � missionaries� (x) in s][ � y � poor� (y) � cure(x,y)]

Every time Italiancanuseindefiniteplural definiteobjects it canalsousebarenounsandthepartitive
determiner. Thedifferencebetweentheseformsis subtle; roughly, in (87),using thebarenoun or the
partitive determiner (dei) fumatori suggestsno particular causal connectionbetweenone’s smoking
habit andcancer(muchastheEnglishCancerstrikes smokers whohappento live in this city ), while
using thedefinitedoes.

(87) Il
the

cancro al polmone
lung cancer

colpisce
strikes

�
i�
the

fumatori
smokers

/
/
fumatori
smokers

/
/
dei
sm

fumatori�
smokers�

This seemsto confirm the intuition that although colpire “strike” requiresan object-level entity, the
generalization the sentenceexpressesis a connection betweena category (smokers� ) anda disease
(cancer� ). Deriving objects from the kind is thus in somesensemoreappropriate than introducing
themasobjectsfrom thestart.

Obviously, this is not a worked-out account,but in my opinion it is a promising direction. Theme
andrhemeareflexible notions: they don’t coincide with external subject andpredicate,andcanbe
influencedby thechoiceof predicatesandby intonation(cf. Diesing1992b, Herburger1994). In this
sense, they arewell-suited to capture thevariability in thedatawe have seensofar, andthevariation
we find in other Romancelanguages.

5.1 Crosslinguistic factors

A cursory cross-Romanceinvestigationshows that theindefinite meaning of definitesis morefreein
Italian thanin Spanishor French.15 Indefinite definites seemto be possible in habitual sentencesin
Spanish(with thesameeffectsseenin Italian (88)), andin French(89)(thoughthepartitivedeterminer
desis preferred).

(88) Cada
every

semana,
week,

mi
my

página
page

web
web

es
is

atacada
attacked

por
by

[
�
los�

the
hackers
hackers

/
/
*los
the

bribones
rascals

desconocidos
unknown

/
/

bribones
rascals

desconocidos� ]
unknown � .

(89) Chaquesemainemonsitewebestattaqué par[les pirates]

In stative casessuch as (90), Spanishhasa contrast betweenhaber and est́ar/viver (90), while in
Frenchthepartitive article desis preferred.

(90) a. la
the

casa
house

est́a
is

sućısima.
very-dirty.

En
In

el
the

sótano
sink

hay
you have

(*los)
(the)

ratones,
mice,

y
and

bajo
under

la
the

fregadera
fridge

hay
you have

(*las)
(the)

cucarachas
cockroaches

15Thanksto LeonorMoral andRicardoEtxeparefor Spanishjudgments, CéciledeCat,Jean-YvesPollockandCarmen
Sorin for French. I have not includedEuropeanPortuguese,sinceI have datafrom only onespeaker; indefinitedefinites
would seemto becompletelydisallowedin this language.
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b. La
the

casa
house

est́a
is

sućısima.
very-dirty.

En
In

el
the

sótano
sink

est́an
are

*(los)
(the)

ratones,
mice,

y
and

bajo
under

la
the

fregadera
fridge

vivon
live

*(las)
(the)

cucarachas.
cockroaches

(91) La maisonestdégeulasse. Dansla cave,il y a
�
?les / des� souris, etdansl’ évier vivent

�
?les

/ des� cafards.

Definiteswith massnounsasin (92) areunacceptable both in Spanish andFrench(92). In theobject
position in (93), the definite seemsto force the meaning that architectsbuild all the houses,or the
houses in a certain location (seeLaca1990 for similar data). Again, in Frenchthe partitive article
seemsto be possible, but it becomesimpossible in examplessuchasdentists cure teeth(wherewe
mean:all teeth).

(92) a. Estoy
I am

enfermo
sick

y
and

he
I have

dejado
stopped

de
to

beber
drink

(*el)
( the)

caf́e
coffe

b. *Pourle moment,je neboispas
�
*le / de� caf́e.

(93) Whatdo architectsdo for a living?
a. Los arquitectos construyenlascasas
b. Ils construisent

�
les/ des� maisons

Thesedataminimally show thatwithin Romancelanguagesdifferentstrategiesareusedto obtain the
existential reading. In particular, theFrenchuseof theindefinite partitive is clearlydifferentfrom the
Italian use,which is muchcloserto theEnglishsome: (92) and(93) contrastwith (94).

(94) a. ??Con
with

questi
this

disturbi
condition

ho
I

dovuto
had to

smettere
stop

di
to

bere
drink

[del
[some

caffè].
coffee].

b. ??Gli
the

architetti
architects

costruiscono
build

delle
some

case. answer to: Whatdo architectsdo for a living?
houses

6 Conclusions

This paperhasarguedthat Italian (andRomance)barenouns aremoredifferent from English ones
thanprevious accountswould have it, but that at the sametime generic definites in Italian (and to
someextent Romance)aresurprisingly close to Englishbarenouns. Moreover, Italiandefinitesoffer
someevidencethat the existential reading of Englishbareplurals might comefrom morethanone
source: from anoriginal kind-denotation, or from anoriginal object-level denotation. More empirical
work remains to bedoneto understand in whatconditionsdefinitescanbeusedto produce‘nameless
representatives’of thekind they referto,andwhatis therelevantcross-linguistic parameter. At amore
theoretical level, these dataraisethe issue of how exactly the notions of ‘blocking’ and‘semantics-
driveneconomy’ mustbeunderstood.
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