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1 Intr oduction

The goal of this pape is to examinesomedifferencesbetwea Englishand Romancdanguagesin
theway definite anddeteminerles noun phrasescanbe usedin geneic contexts. As is well known,
Englishand othea Germaniclanguagescanusedetermirerlessplurd court andsingular massnoun
phrases(hercefoith bare nours) to expres agenegic meanirg.

D) a. [Dogs comein mary differentsizes.
b. [Pitbulls] areunpoplarin Englard.

c. [Birds] evolvedfrom [reptiles].

d. [Helium]is abundantin theuniverse.

e. [Nuclear physkists]study [atomq.

f.  Pasteurdiscovered[antibiotics].

g. Onthesixthday at12o’clock sharp Godcreded|[zebras].

To express the samemeanirg, Romanceanguages(hereand elsavhere | exemplify with Italian),
stanardly usenounphragswith adefinite article: the plural definitewith court nounsandthe singu
lar definite with massnouns (sing. il/la/lo/I", plur. i/gli/l €) (2). A singular definitearticle with court
nours is also possble (3), with the samerestictions asin English (seee.g. Lawler 1973 Carlsm
1977432).

2) [I cani] sitrovanoun po’ in tutte le taglie.

[I pitbull] soro impopdari in Inghilterra.

[Gli ucceli] sisorp evoluti dali rettili].

[L" elio] & ablondarte nell'universo.

[I fisici nudeari] studano[gli atomi].

Pasteurscaori [gli antibiotici].

Il Quinto Giorno, amezzogprno spaccato,Dio cred [le zebrd.
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3) [La volp€] & rarain questearegioni.
[thefox] israrein these regions
[l canelé il miglior amicodel[ll’ uomo]

[thedog] isthebest friend of [the man]

=3

In English,andagainGermang in gereral, barenours canalsohave an existental readng. In (4)
hungy-looking dogs, water and Italian studens roughly correpondto somedogs, somewater and
someltalian students In thes casethe predcates musthave an‘eventive’ or ‘transitory’ chamctet

(4) a. [Hungry-looking dogs] arerummagingin my garbag.

%Many thanksthe audience®f Going Romance2000andthe 2001 Inconto di GrammaticaGeneativa for interesting
commentsand obsenations. This paperhasgreatly benefittedfrom discussios with Pino Longobadi, VeneetaDayal,
CarolineHeycockandothercolleaguesAll errorsareof coursemy own.

In whatfollows | adoptthetraditionalCarlsoniardistinctionbetweeristagelevel’ (episodictemporal)and‘individual
level’ (statve,tendendlly atemporalpredicates.



b. | poued[water]into my glass
c. | met[ltalian students]in Beijing.

As canbeimaginel, this stateof affairs is problematicfor Germanicearrersof Romancdanguage

andvice-versa,andan areawherea goodundestandng of the theoretical picture could at the same
time deep@ our comprelension of the languagefacuty andprovide beter toolsto characteize and
teachthesedifferences.Theexistenceof discrepaniesevenbetweenRomancdanguagesseesedion

5.1) makesthe prodem even more challenging. In this article | will investigatethe origin of thes

meanirgs with the help of somenovel or ill-studied datafrom Romancdanguages evaluate some
previoustheoriesandpoint out directionsfor further analyses.

Within formal sematics, the main threadin the disaussion on the meaningof bare nouns since
Carlson(1977) hasbee the relation betweenthe geneic andthe existential readng. Two leadng
appioache have emeged One—baedon Carlsoris (1977) original idea—holdsthat English bare
nours are always non-cuantificaiond constucts,i.e. proper namesof kinds of things; the existen
tial readng visible in (4) is derived from the native kind-level derotation. An influertial variant of
this theory hasbeen advancedn Chierdia (1998) within a study on the syntax-senanticsmappirg
acros languages (seealso Dayal 2000). | shall collectively refer to this family of theaies asthe
neo-Carlsonian view.

In the secand appraach, the Ambiguity Theory statedmost explicitly in Gerstne and Krifka
(2987), Wilkinson(1991), and Diesing (1992a), barenours are ambigwus: in somecortexts they
areproper namesof kinds, in others, weakindefinites. The existertial readng comesfrom this latter
interpretive possbility, a casein which the free variable providedby the indefinite is bourd by a de-
faultexistentialopeator. Yetotherauthors,e.g. Dobrovie-SorinandLaca(1997) accept theideaof an
ambiglity but rejed the notion thatbarenounsin existential contexts have the meaningof indefinites.

Theoriesof barenounswereoriginally developedlooking atEnglishandGermarfacts but thedif-
fererce betweenGermanicand Romancdanguageshadbeennoticed anddiscussedsince Casalgno
(1987) (seealsoLacal99( andVemgnaudandZubizardta 1992for a moresyntacticappioach) The
crucial dataarethefollowing.

In French barenours cannd appea as aguments. In other Romancelanguagesthey have a
limited distribution. A simplebare nounsuchassoldati “soldiers’ in Italian may appea at the left
periphery of the sentnce,in focus (5a) or topic (5b) position (seeRizzi 1997, Cinque 1990 for a
charaterization of theseposgtions).

(5) a. SOLDATI, ho visto, micapoliziotti.
SOLDIERS, |_havesea, not policemen
b. Solddi, li vedospeso.
soldiers,theml_seeoften

As argumentsparenounsonly appeain lexically governal postions: objectsof verbsor prepaitions
(6a,b) andsomepodverbal subjects of unacaisatves (6¢) (seeContrera 1986, Brugger1993,and
Delfitto andSchroen 1992) Whenmaodifiedby arelaive clause,or a‘heavy enaugh’ PPor AdjP (7),
Italian barenouns may alsoappearin preverbal subject posiion (Longodbardi 1994), thoudh they are
still mamginal with individualdevel predcates suchasbeltalian/spes(7b).

(6) a. Ho incontratosoldati per strad.
I have met soldersin_thestreet

b. Ho parlabcon soldati.

| have spolen with solders
c. Arrivaronosoldat da tuttele pari.
Arrived  soldiesfrom every corner
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. ??Soldé sonoqui.
Soldigsare here
e. *Soldai sonoitaliani.
Soldigsare Italian

(7) a. Amici chenonvedevo datempo {soro appenaarrivati/ ?? sonoitaliani}
Friendsthatl hadrit seerfor along time {havejust arrived/ are Italian}
b. Strani individui {siaggravano perle strade / ??eranospie}
Strang individuals{walkedarowndin thestre¢s/ were spieg

Whenthey arepossdble, Romancebarenouns cancleaty have an existential reading, exactly asthe
Englishcase abore. A similar indefinite meanirg canalso be expres&d with the plurd ‘partitive
indefinite’ deteminer detDEF-ART (literally “of the”). In languagessuchasFrench which do not
admitagumentalbarenours, this is in factthe only option.

(8 a. (Dei) Canidall ariaaffamatastamorovistando nellamia pattumiera
(some)Dogswith ahungy lookare  rummagngin  my rubhbishbin
b. Ho versatodell’) acquanel bicchere
| have pourad (some)waterin theglass
c. Ho incorntrato(degli) studenti Italiani a Pechino
| have met (some)stucentsitalian in Beijing

However, asfirst pointed by Casalgno (1987), a quastuniversal or ‘kind’-reading of Italian bare
nours doesn't seemto be available (moreon this belown). The standrdtool to expressgenert noun
phrasemeanigsin Romancdanguagess the definite determirer.

Giventhes facts,a quegion immediatdy arises. In English barenounscanappaently have two
meanirys, oneexistential, onegenerc—wholetheaies have beencongructed to capurethisfact In
Italian, however, the samemeanngsareexpresedusing two very different construcions: barenours
or the partitive indefinite for the existential, definitenounsfor the generc meanng. How canthe two
compeing apprachesdeveloped for English accaunt for this obviously different synta</semarics
mappirg?

The answerl will put forward is that Italian definites are closer to English barenours than has
beenpreviously assumedApart from their generc/quasi-universalmeanirg, definites in Italian (and
to someextent in other Romancdanguage) have an indefinite readng which is absentin English
definites, andwhich is nicely capuredby oneof the leading theoriesof English bare nouns. At the
sametime, | will defendthe (old) ideathanbare nounsin Romanceiffer from Englishbarenoursin
not beingableto derotekinds.

The strudure of therestof this pape is asfollows. After listing someavailabletestsl will eval-
uatethe two competng apprachesto noun phrasegeneicity in English andconsiderthree possble
extensionsto the Romancefacts Section3.1 will give examples of the indefinite readirg of defi-
nites Section4 will discussin somedetdl Chierdia’s (1998 neo-Carlsonanview of kind-dending
nounphrass. Section 4.3 will reevaluatethe ‘indefinite definite’ dataandmalke a proposal Thelast
two sectbnswill contain somepreliminary remarks on the circumstaneswhich allow the‘indefinite
definité interpretation to arise,andsomecross-linguistic differences.

2 Testsfor noun phrasegenericity

Varioustestshave beenpropasedat leag sincelLawler (1973) to distinguish betweennoun phrases
which referto or quantify over ordinary objeds and noun phraseswhich range over kinds. All are
basel onthe natue of the predcates involved.



Kind-level predicates. Probally the bestcasefor thelinguistic relevance of kinds comesfrom pred
icates which canrot usualy applyto ordinary individuals: (9a) contrastswith (10), hashmarked as-
suminga biologically normalworld. Thesepredicatesmay alsobe episodic.

(9) a. Domesttdogs{evolvedfrom jackak/appeaed10000yearsago/ will becamesxtinct/
beammebigge andbigge asyou look backinto thehistory of civilization/ haveincressed
by 4% throughou the county}

b.  Light-bulbs were{creaed/ invented/ perfected/ andyzed} by Edison

(10)  #Fido{evolvedfrom jackals/ appeacd100000yeaisago/ will becamesxtinct/ becanesbig-
gerandbigge asyoulook bad to thehistary of civilization / hasincreasedby 4%throughou
thecourtry}

Taxonomic properties of kinds. “Dogs with long, uncombedfur” are “dogs”, which arein turn
“mammals”,which are“animals’, andsoforth. Only kinds have the property of being divisible into
morespecfic subkinds,definingataxonomyalong somedimenson (e.g. size,biological typef The
correspondng predicatesarea goodtestfor ‘kindhood.

(11) a. Dogs{haveseverd breed/comein mary sizes/ have very diversesultkinds}
b. *FidoandSpotty{have several breels/ comein mary sizes/ have very diverse sulkinds}

Quantificational properties. A testheavily usedby Carlson(1977) andothersinvolvesquatrtifica-
tiona properties, or moreexacty properties which refer to the spatal/tempaoal frequency (i.e. ratio
betweemumberof individualsandspa®/timeunits) of someclass.

(12)  Dogsare{common/ rare/ abundant/ widespead/ scarce} in this region.

Onerea®n for the popularity of this testis the sharpjudgmentthat no overt quantifier can be
introducedin (12) (baring a quanification-over-subkind readng, wheretwentydogs means‘twenty
types of dog”). | will return to thereliability of this testin sectian 4.1.

(13) a. *{All / most/ those/ the} dogsare{common/ rare/ abundant/ widegpread/ scace }.
b. *{Twenty/ mary / some/one} dog(s) is/are{common/ rare/ albundant/ widespred/
scare}.

Characterizing sentences. Quanttatively spe&ing, the vast majoiity of ‘generic’ usesof noun
phrasesare found in characterizing senteces(seeKrifka et al. 1995 for a disaussia of this ter
minology), senenceswhich expressa regularity of a non-acidental naturé

(14) a. Dogs{barkatthemoon/ havefour legs/ hat catg
b.  Youngroogers{like hers/ competeor supemay}

Opinionsdiffer onthe prope analysisof chaacteizing senences In Carlsons original apprach,the
noun phrasesin suchsenteceswerestill interpretedaskinds. However, mary prediatesfoundin
charaterizng sertenceswith barenounsmayalsoform charaterizing sertenceswith indefiniteslike
“a dog/two dogs”.

2Notethat“be of acertainkind” is notataxonomicpropertyaswe usethis term,sincethose3 dogs are of threedifferent
kindsis fine, but those3 dogs is not kind-denoting.

%It hasoften beenobsenred that the regularity mustbe a generalizatiorbasedon someunderlyinglaw: for instance,
when(a)is only accidentallytrue, it doesnot constitutea goodcharacterizingentence.

a. #Childrenbornin thefirst ward of this hospitalareleft-handed.



(15) a. A dog(usially) barksatthemoon.
b. A normd dog(alway9 hasfour legs.
c. Twoyoung rooders(always competefor supemag.

Thesecasescanbe easilytreatal usingthe quantificational scheman (16) and(17), wherean overt
or covert adwerb of quartification binds the free variable provided by the indefinite (seeLewis 1975,
Heim 1982) Thus,to the extentthatdogs bark at the moonis similarin meaningto a dog barks at the
moon we have the possbility, andcertainly thetemptaion, to assimilde the charaterizing senteices
in (14) to thoxin (15).

(16) a. A dog(usially) barksatthemoon.
b. Most x.[dog(x)][bark-at-the-moam(x)]
(17) a. Twoyoungrooders(always competefor supemag.
b. Every x.[roostersk) A young(x) A 2(x)][ competefor-supremag(x)]

2.1 Thedivision of labor

Thedilemmaposel by chaacterzing senencesaisesa moregenerdmethoalogical quegion: what
shodd we allow kindsto do diredly andwhatshoud instead be delegatedto quartifications over the
objects which instartiate them? The dogkind canclealy appar, evolve andbemmeextinct. Canit
alsohave four legs andbark at the moon? If the answeris negative andall we do in thesecasess
quartification overindividuals, do we still wantto summonkindsin orderto extrad thes individuals
from them, or shal go for the objeds direaly?

In theambiguty appraach,kindsdovery little. Barenours areassumedo be ambiguaisbetwea
akind readirg andanindefinite readng. Sentenceconfainingkind-level, taxoromic andquantitative
predcatesareinterpretedusingthe kind-dendation of barenouns, marked herewith supescriptk.

(18) a. invented(Edson,light-bulbs)
b. have-subsgciesflog$)
c. rare(dg?)

In chamacterzing sentewes, on the other hand bare nounsare interpreted as indefinites bound by
a quastuniversal operdor Gn. The quantification is also resticted to appropriate ‘situations’ s or
‘times’ (e.g. nomal situaions when barking at the moon would be appropriae), which are also
unsdectively bourd by the Gn operator:

(19) a. Gnx,s[dog(x) in s][bark-atthe-mom(x) in s]
b. “Foreachappiopriate situaion s, if xis adogin sthanx barks atthemoonin s’

In theexistential meaniry, thefreevariale providedby theindefinite barenounis boundby a‘default’
existential quantfier (Existential Closuie, EC). In Diesing (1992a) and Kratzer (1995), the doman
of apgication of Gn andEC alsocorreponds to different partsof the senential structure (restictive
andnuclearclause).

In the neo-Carlsonan appioachkinds do morework: bareplurals in English derote kinds, but
may be turnedinto indefinites providing a free variable by a type-shiting opeiator which apgies
whenever the prediate requres an objed-level argument. In existential contexts, this type-shiting
opemation (“DerivedKind Predicaton” in Chierchia 1996) alsoinsers anexistential quantfier. (20b)
is interpreted as(20c): 4

“More precisely in this systemcountnounscan be directly geneatedas property-deoting entities, but they needto

beturnedinto kinds by the “down” " type-shifterafter’ having beenpluralizedto ordergetthe e-type denotationwhich
is requiredin argumentposition. This denotationi.e. "lions, is the input for the DKP shift described(seeChierchia,




(20) a. DerivedKind Predicaion (Chierchia 1996364)
If Papdiesto objectsandk denoesakind, then
P(k) = Ix[Vk(X) A P(x)]
whereV is atype-shifting operator from kindsto the correponding properties.
b. Lionsareruining my garden=
c. Ix[Y"lions(x) A ruining my gardenk)]

In characterizing senteceswe againhave atype-mismatchbetweera predcatewhich doesnt accep
kinds (e.g. “bark”) anda barenounwhich denoesone. This mismatchdrivesthe appication of “,
andultimatelythe credion of anindefinite with a free variale, which is bound by the Gn operatoras
seenabove®

(21) a. Dogsbark.
b. Gnx,s[*"doggx) A C(x,s)][bak(x,s)]

3 Romancedefinites

Thefirstimportantfactabou Romancealefinitesis that they areusedin all thecaseseerabovein (9)-
(14): with kind-predcates(22ab), taxoromic predcates(22c), quantitative properties (22d) andin
charaterizng senteces(22e). Thedistribution matclestha of the Englishsinguar definitegenerc,
in (23).

(22) | cani{si sonoevoluti dagli sciaalli / sonoappasi 100000annifa/ si estirgueraino}
Le lampadire sonostae {crede/ inventatel perfezionae/ analzzate daEdism.

| cani{hanro parecchierazz/ si trovano in varietaglie / hamo sottoipi molto diversi}
| canisono{comuni/ rari/ ablondani / diffusi/ scar$ } in questaregione.

| cani{abhkaianoallaluna/ hannoquattio zampe/ odiaro i gatti}

®oo o

(23)  TheArctic fox {is on the brink of extinction / is very rare/ had severd varieties/ charges
color in summet

In non-genert contexts, suchas (24), the definite deteminerin Italian and English seemto behae
thesame.

(24) a. | ragazzsonoqui
Theboys are here
b. hereMax(boys))

The meanirg of this ‘normal’ useof the definite article is capuredby the maximalization opemtor
Max (seeSharvy 1980, Link 1983 Chiercha 1996 and othery. Max returrs the single largest
possble elemen in a set. Assumirg that plurals dende the setof all plural individualsthat canbe
formedwith the dendation of the corresporling singuar count(a setof singular individuals), Max
will pick outthelargestplural individualin thisdenogation,or will beundefinel whenno suchelemen
is present. In the singuar, Max will be definedonly whenit recavesa singleon setasinput; this
captuesthe factthata phrasesuchasthe dog i.e Max(dog) is definedonly in a context in which dog

1996:3%6).

SWhat remainsunclearin this systemis exactly how the kind is turnedinto an indefinite-with-free-ariable. Clearly,
bringing the kind into the domainof propetiesvia “ won't do, sincethis would clashwith the samerequirementfor
argumentsto be of type e which drivesthe applicationof the properties-to-kind operator " earlierin the derivation. A
secondoperationmustcloseoff the propertyby insertinga free variable,but this operationmustnot be availableto turn a
baresingularcountlike “dog” into awell-formedindefinite,or we would have baresingularcourt nounsall over.



is asetcontaning a single individualdog In this case Max yields thatindividud, andis equialent
to the . opeiator.

To extend this semantis to the Romancekind-cases, variousappoache seemin principle posst
ble.

In the spirit of the ambiguty hypathesis we could assune that Romancedefinites dende gen
uine kinds in case suchas(22a)-(22d) andindefinitesin chaacterzing coniexts suchas(22¢). The
indefinite meaningmakesavailable a free variable which getsboundby the geneic opemator, exactly
aswith Englishbarenours. In all other non-geneic contets, the Romancedefinite article derotes
Max, preciselylikein English This apprachgivesanaccuatetrangdation of theambiguity theay of
geneicity, atthe expenseof posiing a 3-way interpretation for the Romancedefinitearticle.

At the otherextreme,we have the possibility that Romancedefinitesnever realy denot kindsin
the seng in which English barenouns may dende kinds: evenin the kind-triggering contet (22a}
(22d), Romancedefinite articles are interpreted as Max. For instance,in (228 i cani would not
dende a kind, but sometling similar to what the English phra® the dogs that may exist refersto.
This proposaleliminatesthe ambigtity of the but addtional assumgionsareneecdto explain why
Englishcannd usethe definite to getthe samegereric meaning.

A intermaliate possibility—let’s call it the 2-way distinction apprach—isthat Italian definite
nounphraseshave two distinctinterpretive posshiliti es,anobjed-level onewhich we seein (24) and
a kind-level one in (22a)(22d). Definitesin chaacterzing senencesmustbe derived from one of
thesetwo possbilitie s.

In whatfollows, | will review featuresandproblemsof thefirst two apgroache, andcondudethat
thethird possibility is in factthe bestoption.

3.1 Indefinite definites

The 3-way appoachholds that definites in charaterizing sentecescan provide a free variable in
seard of abinde. In Englishthis elementcanbe bourd by Existertial Closure so—allother things
being equal—we shoull expect this to happa in Italian aswell. However, Italian definites with
predcateslik e thosein (25) and(26) cannd take an indefinite, purely existential readng, wherethe
uniquenes andfamiliarity conditions arecancéed.

(25) a. [l cani sonoamichewli/intelligenti.
thedogsarefriendly/intelligent.
#Z “somedogsarefriendly/intelligent”
b. [Gli elefanti] sonofacili daaddestrae.
the eleplantsareeasyto train
Z “someeleplantsareeasyto train”

(26)

o

[l cani]stamo ablaiandonel mio giardino

thedogsare barkng in my garden

7 “somedogsarebarking in my garderi

b. Siseckttteal tavoloverdee pree [le cartgd
Hesat at(the)table greenandhetookthecards
Z“He satdown atthegreen tableandtook somecards”

c. [Gli edifici] crolleramoa Berlinodoman

the buildingswill -fall  in Berlin tomorrow

Z “Somebuildingswill fall in Berlin tomorrow”

(25)is unsuprising, since English barenours canrot take anexistentid readirg with thesandividual
level predicates.But the predicatesin (26) do allow, andin factforce, an existertial readirg for bare
nours (e.g. “buildings will fall in Berlin tomorrow” is abou somebuildings), yet no pureexistertial



reading ariseswith Romancedefinites. The lack of this readng is a potertial problemfor the 3-way
appioach.

But is this readirg unavailable in genegal? Looking more carefdly, we do find mary othe case
whichforceusto condudethat,in Italian,somedefinites canafterall have apurely indefinitemeanirg.
Consicer:

(27)  Ogni settmana,l mio sito webvieneattaccatoda[di hacler].
everyweek, my websiteis attacked by[thehaclers]

(28) La casa e sporchissima.ln  cantha ci sono[i topi] e sottoil lavello
thehousis filthy. In thebasenentthereare [the mice]andunde thesink
vivono[gli scaafagg].
live [the codkroactes]

(29) Che fai permestiee?Fotografo  [gli uccelli]
Whatdoyoudo for aliving? | photagraph[the birds]

(30) Conquestidisturbi hodovuto smetteedi bere [il caffe]. [ll te] invece mi facilita
with this condition| hadto stop  todrink [the coffee]. [thetea]insteadhelps
la digestiore.
my digestion.

(31) Giannié cod pallido che sembra ablia visto[i fantasmi].
Gianniisso pale thatit_seanshe hasseen[the ghosts]

(32) Nel1986[i ladri] hannosvuottoil mio appatamento
In 1986[thethieved have emptiedmy apartment.

Variousthings mustsaidabou theseexamples First, they areall ambiguais. Gli hader in (27) can
meaneither “a specfic groupof hadkers” (the ‘normal’ definitemeanirg) or “somerandan members
of the hadker commurity” (mostlikely not alwaysthe samein different week9. The normaldefinite
meanirg requresa context in which this unique group canbe picked out, the other meanirg doesn't.
Whereaconiext is harde to congruct, the normaldefinite meaningvanistes. For instarce, i topi “the
mice” andgli scarafaggi “the cockroache” in (28) don't naturdly referto specificgroups of thes
animals but just to somenumberof mice and cockroactes. In (30), | am not necessarily referring
to my usud morning coffee or tea: the senteice canvery well be saidby a sporalic drinker with no
coffeeor teain contextual sight Theonly readngof (31) and(32) out of context is onewhere,again,
somerandan, ill-defined or unidentifiable ghosts/thevesaretalked abaut.

The seond pointis that, if we accep theideathatcharaterizing sertencesare quantficational,
andthatpredcatedlik e bark at themoonarenecesarily true of ordinary objeds andnot of kinds,then
by the sametoken we mustacceptthat prediateslik e be photographed, emptyan apartment attack
my web-siteandso on requre ordinary objects. This entals that the Italian definitesin the examples
abore mustrefer to the ordinary objects, not to the kind, the specges, which would not matchthe
predcate’s requirements.

Third, the distribution of these'ind efinite definites is quite diverse. We have objeds (29), (30),
(31), pog-verbd subjgcts(28), subjects of pasives (27), preverbal subects(32). We find themin
stative senteices(28), sertenceswith overt quartification over times (27), charaterizng senteces
like Fotografo gli ucceli in (29) andbereil cafiein (30), pureepisalic senteiges(32).

Fourth, Englishmustusebarenours, not definites, to getthe indefinite readngsjust descrbed:

(33) a. Everyweek,mywebsiteis attadkedby (??te)haclers
b. Thehousisfilthy. In the basenentthere are(??the) mice and(??the) codkroacleslive
unde thesink.



c. Whatdoyoudofor aliving? | phatogragh (??tre) birds.

d. With this condtion | hadto stopdrinking (??te) coffee. (??The)Teaon the othe hard
helpsmy digestion

e. Johnis sopalethat it seemdehasseen(??he)ghosst

f.  In 198 (??thke) thievesemptiedmy apatment.

Thisis animportart point, becawseit rulesoutthe possbilit y thatthe ‘indefinite’ reading of (27)+(32)
is actually adefinitedesciption plusthemechaism of bridging. ‘Bridging’ allows adefinitedescip-
tion to pick out an objed which hasonly indirectly been introducel into the discourseby mentian
of someenity as®ciated with it. For instance,in (34b,c) the door/the windows are understoa as
partsof the housementioredin (34a) Sincehousedo not protatypicaly contain mice (34d) is nota
felicitous bridging.

(34) a. Ilookedatthehouse.

b. ...Thedoor wasred.

c. ... Thewindowswerered
d.

... #*Themicewerequite big.

Suppos we try to saythatthe indefinite readng of definites is actudly a plain definite desciption,

which getsits restictions via bridging. For instance,in (28) we areactually refering to thosemice
which aresometimegeneally found in filthy houses.SinceEnglishcannd usea definitein thesame
context, we mustconclude that Italian can somehowbridge further than English. This is a strange
condusion—bridging is a canmical interfacemechaism, basedon what we know abou the world:

no crosstinguistic variaion shoul be expectedin this doman. Moreover, bridging is not restricted
to definites. Universal quartifiers canusethe samemechangm. Conside:

(35) a. |Ilookedatthehouse.
b. ...Everywindow waslit.
... Ogni finestraera illuminata
meanirg: “every window of the housewaslit”
c. .. 7?7Ewerymousewasquitebig.
... 7?70gm topo era assaigrosso.

Herethere is no variation betwee Englishandltalian. Thus,we would have to condude that Italian
is able to bridge morethanEnglish, but only in the specific caseof definitedeteminers. In addtion,
in mostcase seensofarit wasnotatall clear which objed could be the source for the bridging. To
saythat(27) means'Every weekmy web siteis attacked by the hackerswhich attack mywebsite’ is
simply absud: if it werepossiblein Italian to import the content of the predicationin the restiction
of a definitewe would predict thatin this languagedefinite descrptions shauld always be felicitous.
In anomal context wherefloors have morethanonetile but no particular tile is salient (368 shoutd
be apprqoriate with theinterpretaion of (36h).

(36) a. #Hoguadatoil pavimentoed hovistola mattorella.
I looked atthefloor andl sawv thetile.
b. | lookedatthefloor andl saw thetile thatl saw.

Finally, an acaount basedon bridging would leave as a mysterywhy indefinite readngs are only
possble in somesentacesandin somesyniactic positons (see(26) andsecton 5).

A lastagumentfor the indefinite readirg of definitescomesfrom the Definitenes Restricton in
existential contexts. A known puzde is thefactthatltalianseemgo beimmunefrom this effect:

(37) a. Ce{Giann /il miocang in giardino.



b. *Thereis {Jom/ my dog} is thegarden.

Zucchi(1995) andZampardi (199%) arguethatthe appaentlack of DR is dueto a possble locative
interpretaton for Italian Ci-sertences: (37a)doesnot asserexistence,but simply thatGianniis in the
garden Temporalcases wherethe nominal is a spedfic, non-eentive definiteareindeedworse(38a).
But (38b), wherei seratori canbe akind, is perfed with anexistential meaning In Romulus'times,
sendorsalreadyexisted Thus,theexistenceof indefinitedefiniteshelpsresdving this cross-linguistic
difference.

(38) a.?MNell' eta di Romolo ¢’ erarpgia [ 100senaori di Romal.
In_theageof Romulustherewere alread [the 100senaorsof Rome]
b. Nell' eta di Romolo ¢’ erarogia [ sendori].
In_theageof Romulustherewere alread [the sendors]

I will returnto theindefinite readng of definites in sectian 4.3. Here, it is sufficient to notethatthe
3-way ambiguty hypothesisgainssomecredbility from the existenceof sud casesall thereadings
we expect in principle, including the purely existential one,areactudly found. On the other hand,
the casedn (26) arenot amenal® to anindefinite interpretation, sothe 3-way proposalstill owesan
accaintof whenadefinitemay beinterpretedasanindefinite.

4 The Neo-CarlsonianView

Chiercha’s (1998) mainargumentagairsttheambiguity theory of Englishbarenours goesasfollows.
In the ambiguty hypahesis the kind meaningof a barenounis compldely independet from its
existential meanng. Therebre, it shout be possble to block one without blocking the other In
particular, kinds have anintrinsic intensioral compaentwhich is optional in a plain indefinite: the
kind dog® (anentity) bearsanintuitive relaion with theintenson of the propety dog, the setof dogs
in all possble worlds. This intersiond dimengon canbe blocked by inseting a rigid desigrator (a
proper nameor a deicic elemer) in the restriction of the bare noun. This, peoge, ship parts and
rabbits canbe kinds, but peope next to me parts of the “T itanic” or rabhits that just bit you canna
(39) (seeCarlsan 1977.316).

(39) a. *[Peoplenext to me]are{common/ numerais/ indigenots to Asia/ widespead
b. *[Rabbits thatjust bit you] {comein two varieties/ arealmostextinct}
c. ?“Edisoninvented[parts of the“Titanic"]

As is well known, existentialy interpretedbarenouns areunusualindefinitesin that, in Italianasin
English they alwaystake narow scope with respet to intersional operdors (40a), negation (40b),
tempoal adwerhial (40c)andpronounreference(40d).

(40) a. Giannistacercando|[parti di nave] (Opacity)
Johnis looking for [ship parts]
(canrot mean:“there areship parts suchthatJom is looking for them”)

b. Gianninonhavisto [parti di nave] (Negation)
Johndidn’t seg[ship partg
(canrot mean:“there areship parts suchthatJom didn’t seethem”)

c. Giannihauccisopersame {ripetutamete/ pertuttala vita} (Differertiated scopg

Johnkill edpeope {repeatedy / throughou all his life }
(no‘resurection’ readng)

d. Giannicercapartidi nave,e anthe Paolole cerca (Pronounreference
Johnis looking for ship parts,andPaulis looking for them,too.
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(not necessarily the samepart9

Chiercha pointsout thatwhenbarenounshave a ‘rigid’ modifierwhich blocks their kind reading, as
in (39), their existential interpretaton losesthis ‘narrowest-sope’ requrement. The bradetedbare
nominds in (41), adgtedfrom Chierchia1998373,can(in somecasesnus) have wide scoge.

(41) a. Johnislookingfor [parts of the“Titanic’] OK somespecfic parts
b. Jackdidn't see[parts of the“Titanic”] Parts > Neg OK
c. Johnkill ed[people sitting here]{repeatedy / throughou all his life }. only

‘resurectionreadiny’
d. Johnis lookingfor [parts of the“Titanic”], andPaulis looking for them,too.  ‘same
parts reading OK

This would be expeced if the existential readng with narrowest scopewas derived from the kind
meanirg via the DKP operaion: oncethe kind readng is blocked by the presenceof this and Ti-
tanic, a necesarystepin the derivation of this reading is missing If the ambigtty hypotesiswas
correct—Chierdiia argues—the conrection betveenthe impossbility of the kind meanirg andthe
scope differencesbetween41) and(40) would be utterly mysteriais.

Note,in pasing, thatChierchia’s reasoing doesnotleadto the conclusion that barenounscannd
be indefinites. Quite the oppasite: the non-kind-denotirg barenownsin (41) do get a well-formed
reading, andaclealy existertial one. As Carlsonnotes thesebarenouns have a limited distribution,
which resemblesthat of overt indefinites: they cannd go with individual-level prediates,andthey
canrot be easily coardinated with bare nounsthat may refer to kinds (cf. (42),(43 avs. b). Some
methodto derive this existentialreadng mustthusbe assuned.

(42) a. *[Dogsin thenext cagg areintelligent/mammals/th. Carlson(1977)
b. ?7a dog is intelligenta mammal/tall

(43) a. ?qpeode who mendshces]and[peaple who arein the next room] getalongprety well.
b. [elephantsand{??aturtle/ turtles}] live along life.

Chiercha strergthers his theory by proposingthatall existentialmeanirgshaving obligatorynar-
row scopearederived from kinds. In Italian, barenours aretypically interpretedexistertially, and
have the samescal propeties asEnglishones(see(40)). It follows thatevenin Italianbarenours
mustbe capable of denotng kinds. Yet, aswe have seen,Romancdanguagesdo not stardardly use
barenounsfor this purpose,but definites. Chierdhia (1998 andDayal (2000 addressthis issue giv-
ing similar answers Their ideais thatRomancegeneic uses of the plural definite articles aresimply
modalized versions of the ‘normal definite meanirg, Max (¢, in Chierchia’s formulation). Charae
terizing senencesareinterpreted asin (44b), with a gnomicoperdor Gn rangng over speific dog
instancesin eachpossble world. Kind-level predicatedik e be extinct diredly applyto thisintensiond
meaniry (45).

(44) a. |caniabbaano Chierchia (1998:392)
thedogsbark
‘dogs bark’
Gn x,s[x < ¢ dogsA C(x,s)][baks(x,s)]

(45) a. | canisisonoevoluti dagi sciacalli.

thedogshave evolvedfrom_thejackals
b. evolved-from-jackabk(*. dogs)

Two questonsarise Oneis why Englishcannd usethe definite for the samepurpcse; the secom
is why Italian doesnot usebarenounsfor the geneic meaning Dayal’s answerto the first quegion
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hingeson a differencein the sematics of the definitearticle: English definites, unlike Italian ones,
would not beintersiond in the necesaryseng (seeDayal2000sec.2.1). Chierchia’s proposalrelies
instead on the econamy principle “Avoid Structue”

(46)  Avoid Strudure Chierchia (1998
Apply SHIFT atthe earlies possble level.

whereSHIFTis atype-shifting operdion which produceswhennecesary asuiteble denoationfor an
amgumentposition. Theideais thatin Italiannoun phrasesarefull DPswith anemptyD head wherea
in English they canbe simple kind-dending bareNPs (seefootnote 4). Thus, even though English
hastwo potential struduresto genertekinds the simpler NP structure bleeds the morecomplex DP
strudure available in Italian®

Turningto why Italian usesgeneic definites insteadof geneic barenours, Chiercha’s proposal
is thatltalianbarenours, unlike Englishones alwayscontain anemptyD headwith spegal licensng
requrements The neteffect of thes requiremens is to restict the distribution of unmodfied Italian
barenounsto thosepostionswhich arelexically licensedatLF. I'll returnto thisissuemomentaily.

4.1 Scopeand bare nounsin Italian

This sketchy summaryhardly doesjustice to the cross-linguistic investigaton attemgpedby Chiercha
and Dayal, but it is hopelilly sufficient to bring up the main points for discussion. | will startwith
the probem of bare nounmeanirgs,thenexamine theisste of definite kindsin light of the existertial
readngsdiscussedin secton 4.

As we have seenChiercha’s thess that narrov-scope existentials arealwaysderived from kinds
requresbarenounsto beaccetabk askind denotng entitiesalsoin Italian, contra Casalgno (1987
andLongolardi (1994). Thereis somedisagreemenh over the dataon this point, but it is a factthat
thereare Italian spealers (the autha included)who accep all the narrov-scopefacts givenin (40),
but rejed the kind interpretatian of barenouns with kind-level andtaxonomic predicates. For thes
spe&ers,the only (mamginal) reading of the bracketednounphragsin (47) is anexistential oneover
eithe ordinary objects (e.g. God createl somezebraspecmens)or sulkkinds (typesof birds evolved
from typesof repiles). Pickingawell-modfied bareplural whichis alsoagood natural kind does’t
help ((48a) vs. (48b,Q; recal that Italian barenours mustbe modifiedin orde to appea in sulject
postion).

(47) a. ?[Uccellidiffusi sul  piareta]si soro evoluti da  [rettili].

[birds widegeadon theplaret] evolved from [reptiles]
b. [Fisici nucleari] studano[atomi]

[Physicigsnuclear] study [atoms]
c. Pasteurscopi [antibiotici].

Pasteurdiscovered[antibiotics]
d. A mezzogornoprecsodel sedo giorno,Dio cred [zebre].
At 120'clock sharp of theSixthDay, Godcreaed[zebras]

(48) a. [Tigri dai derti ascialnla] passggiavanoperle forege primordali. (EX)
[tigerswith sabe-teeh] strolled in theprimordal forests
b. *[Tigri dai derti ascialbla] sonoestinte.

[tigerswith sabe-tegh] are extinct
c. *[Tigri dai derti ascialpla] avevano duesottespeci
[tigerswith sabe-tegh] had two subgecies

5Avoid Structureshouldof coursebe implementedwith somecare,or we endup with the predictionthatdogs should
bleedthis kind of mammaiin ary context wherethelattermeans'dogs’.
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(Chierchia 1998 mostcorvincing casefor akind readirg of Italian barenouns comesfrom quartita-
tive predicates:

(49) a. Qui, ragazein minigonnasonorarecomunifrequenti.
here,girls  in miniskirt are rarecommon/fequen
b. Dopoil disastronuclearepurtroppg  cani con difetti congenii sonomolto
after thenudeardisager, unfortunaely, dogswith birth defeds are very
numerei
common

However, the use of quartitative propeties as a test for kindhood has come under attack (seein
particularKrifka etal. 1995 sec 1.4.1andLongobkardi 1999. Recallthatthis testwaslinked to the
impossbility of combiring thesepredcateswith overt determirers:

(13) a. *{All / most/ those/ the} dogsare {common/ rare/ abundant/ widespread/ scace }.
b. *{Twenty/ mary / some/one} dog(s) is/are{common/ rare/ abundant/ widespred/
scare}.

But these propertiesexpress ratios betweera numbe anda unit. To saythatan object is “commor?
meanghat, seachingwithin a certan spatb-tempaal areg onewould find anabove-arerege numbe
of them. Quantfied nounphraeslike thosein ((13)g do not provide a numbe at all, andthosein
((13)b) expressthe numberof objects but not the spatb-tempaal seach area. Longobadi (1999
shaws thatproviding anexplicit or implicit seard areaall the indefinite deteminersbecane moreor
lessacceptable Yet,is seemhighly unlikely that3 twin dogswith birth defectsmaybeakind.

(50) a. Delleragazzen minigomasoro rare,in queso paes. (Longabardi199)
somegirls  in miniskirt are rare,in thistown
contrast: **Some girls in miniskirt arerarein this town”

b. Dopoil disastronuclearefre cani gemeli con difetti congeniti sonodiffusi
after thenudeardisager, threedogstwin  with birth defecs  are widesprad
“After the nudeardisaser, three twin dogswith birth defectsarewidespead”

c. Duelezioni corrotte sulla stessriga diventanopiu frequentimanmanoche ci
Two variantscorruptedon the sameline become morefrequent as thatwe
allontaniamodall’ archeipo.
move avay from theoriginal source
“Two corruptedvariarts onthe sameine becanemorefrequent aswe move away from
theoriginal souce”

This agumentdoesnot of course exclude the possibility that true kind-denotng elemens may be
accepablewith thesepredcates but a testfor kindhood which only restson this classof predicates
remainsinconclusive. Moreover, sugposefor the sale of theamgumentthatquanttative propertiesdid
requre kinds: in this case the contrastbetveen(a) and(b) in (51) and(52) would be a total mystey.

(51) a.?Waligie con il bordogiallo hanroduesottdipi.
Suitcagswith theedge yellow have two subtypes
b. Valigie con il bordogiallo {sorpinsolite /comun negli aereport}
Suitcagswith theedge yellow {are unusial/ commonin  airports}

(52) a. *[Lupi con il peloamgertato]diventanosemprepiu grardi manmanoche
[wolveswith thesilver fur] becane biggerandbigger as
sivaaNord.
onemovesNorth
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b. [Lupi con il peloargertato]sororari.
[wolveswith thesilver fur] are rare

If quartitative propertiescould accept othersemantt types different from kinds (properties, frequen-
ciesor whatever otherabstactentity is madeavailableby our ontolagy), we could atleag have some
leverage to acountfor thedifferenceabove.

In the restof this paper | will adgot the view that Romancebarenounsnever dende kinds (ex-
cluding againthe ‘taxonomic subknd’ dendation). It follows that the narow-scope propeties of
(Romancg existertials canrot be derived from the kind meaning The corrdation betwee the im-
possbility of thekind readng andthe availability of wide scope mustbe dueto someotherproperty.
Let’s testthe ideathat the relevart propety is, informally, ‘lack of referentialty’. It is easyto find
examples of strucurally differentnounphragswhich areintuitively nonreferential, andshov ascope
patten remarlkably similar to thatof barenouns. Constder:

(53) a. Johntheprofessioral applke-picker, is trying to pick [threeapplesatatime] * 3 > TRY
b. Johncanpick [threeapdesatatime] for thethewholeday. Differentiated scope
c. Johndidn’t pick [three apples atatime] *3>NEG
d

. *Johncanpick [threeapdesatatime} andMarc canpick them, too.

It is very unlikely thatthe expresionthreeapples at a time may be derived from a kind—no genune
kind-level predcatecanaccampary it. Yet,this expresiondisplaysthesamenarrav-scopetendencies
we found with barenoursin (40); it plainly makesno seng to askwhich threeapples at atime Jom
is tryingto pick, or is not picking.

Suppoe thatthe possihlity of areferentid interpretationis linkedto the presenceof somelexical
elemenin D at LF. In (54a), theindefinite determirer coud sene this function (perhgs by moving
to D from a moreintemal positon, cf. Zamparelli1995. In (54b), however, thereis no functiond
elemen whatsoeer to be moved to D, hene no ‘wide scopé is available. Rigid modifiersrestoe
this possibility. The samehapp@sin factwith overtindefinites: (54a)hasa narrowscgoe option, but
(55a), with arigid modifier, hasnecessarilywide-scqe, not unlike (55b)

(54) a. Johnislookingfor apiece of pape.
b.  Johnis looking for pieces of pager.

(55) a. Johnislookingfor apiece of pape thatMary gave him yegerday
b.  Johnis looking for pieces of paper thatMary gave him yesteday.

Descrigively, an object shaed betweentwo senteres (the main clauseand the relative) getsthe
wider of the scopesit getsin eachof the senences sincea pieceof paper is above all operabrsin
therelative it mustbe above all operabrsin themainclause. In amovementanalsis of scqe-takng
elemerts, this canperhapsbecastasa syntactic requirement:therigid elemeninside therelaive must
take wide scope with respectto the mainclause, but the only way to do thatis to pied-pipetherelatve
clause andits nominal headout of all other senential operavbrs. Alternative accountsarepossble but
| will notdiscussthem here’

"Herel amassuminghat PPmodifierslike in the next roompatternwith full relatives. The factthatthe barenounor
indefinitetakesthe widestscopeexplainsthe obsenationin Carlson(1977)thatbarenounswith rigid modifierscannd be
boundby adwerbialsof quantification.Moving alongwith their clausethesebarenounsendup outsidethe domainof the
aderbial operatorin the mainclause.

a. *[Peoplein the next room] {areoftentall / arenice whenthey arebornin the spring} (Carlson1977:317)

14



(56)  [Jom]; [a pieceof paperthatMary gave him yesteday] [t; is looking for t;]

To sumup, we do not nedal to assimethe narrow-scopéndefinite readng of barenoursis always
derivedfrom kind readngsvia the DKP or similar opeiations. In Romancewherethereis no strorg
evidencethatbarenours may denot kinds, narrowscope existential bareplurals canbe geneatedby
the samemechansm which geneatesotherindefinites, their scope properties limited by the lack of
overt materialin D.

This stak of affairs hassomeadvantage over otha andyses. One openquegion in the neo
Carlsonan apprachis why the mechaism which assgns existential readng to non-kind-dending
barenounssuchas parts of the “Titanic” canrot apply to ship partsaswell. If it could, ship parts
shoud be ableto receve wide scoge. A possble answerin the spirit of Chierchia’s apprach,is that
the DKP blocks the othermechaiism; yet, this is madelesslikely by the factthatthe DKP itself is
assumedto be a last-resort strateyy triggeredby atype mismatch.Moreover, it hasbeenargued,e.g.
by Fox (1995), thateconany corsiderdions shoud take semairics into account: derivationsleadng
to different interpretations canna be matcha& by ecoromy. In our case whenwe try to constuct
a derivation for the wide-s@pereadirg of ship parts we find that only the normal scopesystemfor
indefinites cangive usthis meaning Why shoud we thenevaluateits ecoromy agairstthe DKP?The
DKP justdoesnt give usthatoutput.

In thealterrative | have sketchedabove thes issues simply do not arise the stardardmechatsm
to give wide scope to an indefinite requres the presece of someelementin D. Lacking that, the
narrow-scopeeadng is forced®

The quesion thatremairs is: do we still needthe DKP in English? The indefinite interpretaion
of barenounsshoud alsobe availablein English. If the DKP existsin this language,Englishwould
have two waysto get an existertial readng out of bareplurds, which seans unemnomicd. In the
next secton, | will arguethatthere arein factreasmsto keepthe DKP in the systen.

4.2 ltalian definitesrevisited

The neo-Carlsonantheaies consiceredsofar (Carlsan 1997 does not disaussthesecase) apprach
Romancedefinites asintensioral versians of normal definite noun phrass. One prokdem with this
view is thatof course’being intensioral’ is a muchbroader notion than‘being akind’. As Chiercha
(1998:350 putsit, “not all individua conaptsaregoing to bekinds. Only thosethatidentfy classs
of objeds with a sufficiently regular function and/a behaior will qudify”. Forinstance,insering a
numera betweenhe deteminerandits restiction blocks the kind-readirg.

(57) Nell' antica Roma,[i (*cento)senaori] sonoapparsi con Romolo.
in_theandentRome,[the (100) sendors]have appearedwith Romulus
(cf. “In AncientRome,(*100) sendorsappeaedwith Romulus’)

Dayal’'s (2000) explanation for this effect seemsvery plausble: evenif senateos happenedto be 100
in Romulus times, this is not a necesity: limiti ng the numberto be 100in all possble worldsis an
arbitrary chace, which makesit impossblefor thisnoun phragto beasso@atedwith the seratorkind
(senaor®).? At the sametime, in English asin Italian, the presece of a numera does not block an
intersiond reading. Thus(58a) hasa dedicto readirg (meaniry: theidentty of the peogde who sene
assenatos charges)which makesthe entalment from (a) and(b) to (c) invalid. (59) hasa readng

8]t seemgo methatthis accountcanbe extendedto theorieswhich seenarrav-scopeindefinitesasbarepropertiege.g.
(van Greenheen 1996), (Dobrovie-Sorinand Laca 1997)). One way would be to saythatan empty D (andthe lack of
additionalrestrictve material)forcesthe nominalto beinterpretedasa bareproperty In othercasesthis interpretations
optional.

90n the otherhand,therecould be casesvherethe numeralis a non-arbitraryadditionto the kind—anecessey partof
its meaning For instancejt seemgo methatthe bracletednounphrasein (a) qualifiesasakind. NotethatEnglishhasto
usethedefinitehere.

15



wherethe 4 firemenon night duty colledively picks whoever wason duty in eachcall-situation last
year

(58) a. [l centosenatoi] cambizvanoad ogni elezime.
[the 100 senateos]changd  with every election.
b. MarcusandBrutusaresendors.
c. MarcusandBrutuschangedwith every eledion.

(59) Lastyea [the (4) firemenon night duty] receved 300 calls.

Sincetheexamplkesabove areidertical in Italian andEnglish,it is not clearin which senseéhe English
the could be ary lessintensonal thanltalian i/gli/le, or how the choiceof deteminersinfluencesthe
intensiondity of the nounphrase.Using everyrather thanthe intersiond readngs arestill possble
(60a), but kind-level predcatesaredisdlowed (60b):

(60) a. [Ogni senatoe]cambiavaad ogni elezione.
[Everysenato] changed with every elecion.
b. *[Ogni senatoe]é apparso con Romolo.
[Everysenato] hasappearedvith Romulus

Evidently, notall intensionalnounphrasescanbefed to kind-level predcates only thosethatqudify
askinds—thosethatreflecta sufficiently regular categorization. But now, by Occams razor it seems
pointlessto posit an ontdogical difference betwea geruine kinds (the entities denoed by English
barenouns)andindividual concets which have the samerestictions askinds, canalwaysbe turned
into kinds by anoperatoravailablein thelanguage(i.e.™), but arenotkinds. Unifying themunderthe
banrer of intensiors is subjed to the criticism raised in Carlson(1977), sec.4.0. | will go the othe
routeandassumehatEnglishandltalian genert definites denot entitiescalled kinds.

This move poss no problemswith respectto any versian of the blocking principle, given our
previous conclusionthat Romancebareplurals do not derote kinds: there is only oneway to build
kinds in Romanceandit is via the definitearticlel® On the otherhard, in English, wheregentne
kind-dending bare nounsarepossible, thedefinite straegy coud beblockedif someverson of Avoid
Structue canbe broughtto bearon thesecases. | will not try to formulate this principle here, and
I will leave openfor the time being the queston of how exactly Romancedefinitesacqure their
kind-dendation (seeZamparelli(prep) for elabaations).

Oneremainirg questionfor anacauntof thesedifferencesbased on blocking is why thereis no
conflictin Englishbetweenthe bareplural kind-formation andthe singuar definitegeneic, or indeel
betweenplurd andsinguar definite kinds in Romance The answerfound in variousformsin the
literatureis thatsingdar andplural kind-deroting nounphrases arenot equivalent(seeKleiber 1990,
Krifka etal. 1995 Chiercha 1998 andDayal2000. Chierchia’s proposalis tha the singular definite
geneic in (61) in English andltalian is the resultof turning the property tiger into a massandthen
creatng agroupout of it.

(61)  Thetiger is widespead= THE(MASS(tiger))= g(. MASS(tiger))

a. [Gli otto pedori] furonointrodotti nel giocodeagli scacchidai  Persiani.
[the eightpavns] were introducedn_thegameof chess by_thePersians.

ONotethatif Romancebarenouns could be kinds, a conflict shouldarisebetweenthe kind dendation of the barenoun
(sayragazeconla minigonng andthatof the plural definite(le ragazzeconla minigonra).
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The choice of groups (ontologically differentfrom plurdities) is basedon the obsewation, attributed
to Kleiber (1990), thatthesinguar definite geneic hasa‘massnoun behaior’, judgingfrom contrasts
suchas:

(62) a. *Thetigeris {three/ mary / numerais/ helpful toward eachother}
b. Tigersare{three/ mary / numerows/ helpful toward eachother}

Onecouldwonder however, if this effectisn’t dueto otherfactas. Theunaceptaliity of predicates
like three manyor helpiul toward ead othe simply follows from the factthatthe tiger is syntacti-
cally singdar (witness*the group is threemany/relpful toward ead other). This does not extend to
numenous, giventheperfectacceptability of (63), but notethatnumenpusis alsodeviant whenapgdied
to the kind-congruction (64).

(63) Thegrou wasnhumeras.
(64) ?7?Thiskind of animakis numeras(in this region)

Assumingthatthis kind of animaldoesdenot a genunekind of animal,it is not clea thattheunac
ceptaility of numebpusis dueto amass/ountcontrast.

Zamparell (199,prep and Dayal (2000) propose a different anaysis of the definite singular
geneic. Theideais thatnours candende eithe setsof individualsor setsof kinds. Thelatter is re-
quired for the subkind/taxonomicreading of (65), wherethe numera rangesover typesof marsipials.

(65)  Two marsupals lay eggsandmilk their youngs.

Giventhatthis type of dendationis independettly necessary onecansimply assimethatthe definite
article which appeasin thedefinitegerericsis the normaldefinite articleapgied to thekind meaniry,
retuming the largestpossible subknd, i.e. thekind itself!* Oncethis enity (uppercase’KIND”, in
Dayal's notaion) is distinguished from the derotation of a bareplural in English and of a definite
geneic pluralin Italian (lowercag “kind”), no blocking effect is expeded.

4.3 Indefinite definite revisited

With this discussionin mind, let’s go bad to the indefinite definites consiceredin secton 3.1 and
spedfically to the problem of how the indefinite readirg is derived. The cruaal hint is thatif we
chargethe examples slightly, theindefinite readng becmesimpossible:

(66) Ogni settimana,il mio sito webvieneattacatoda...

everyweek, my websiteis attaked by

a. [gli ignoti  furfanti]
[the unknown rascds]

b. [gli autai del receneattaco alla Microsoft]
[the authorsof_therecentMicrosoft attacl

c. [i quatrohacler]
[thefour haclers]

d. [i tuoi amici]
[the yourfriends]

(67) Giannié cod pallido che sembra abba visto...
Gianniisso pale thatit_seemse hasseen...

1seezamparelli(1998 and(prep)for details.Dayal’s accounif how the singulardefinitepickstheright kind is slightly
different.
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a. [i pauosi fantssmi]
[the frightful ghoss]
b. [i fantssmidella miacasa
[theghogs of_themy house]
c. [i  numerasi fanasmi]
[the numerausghosts]

(68) Nel1986][gli abili ladri /i tuoi sostaitori/i quatroladri ] hanrosvudato
In  1986[the skilled thieves/ theyour suppaters/ the4 thieves] have emptied
il mio apparamento.
my apartmeh

Thenew nounphraseshave beenbuilt by adding anon-restictive modifiet? (66)a, (67)a, (68), arigid

complementor modifier (66)b, (67)b, (68), a numeral(66)c, (67)c and (68) or a persmal pronoun
(68). With thes additons, the definites abose mustreferto someconiextually unique group of hack
ers/hieves/dhosts etc.: theindefinitereadng available before is now compléely out. Note,crudally,
thatthemodifiersthemsebeshave no problemappearingwith indefinites: the samesenterceswithout
the definitearticle have a perfect existertial meaning pardlel to their English glosss.

(69) Ogni settimana,il mio sito webvieneattacatoda...
everyweek, my websiteis  attadked by
a. [ignoti  furfanti]
[unknownrascis]
b. [autoi del recene attaco alla Microsoft]
[authorsof_therecen Microsaft attad]
c. [quatrohadker]
[four hadkers]
d. [tuoi amici]
[your friends]
(70) Giannié cod pallido che sembra abba visto...
Gianniisso pale thatit seemsie hasseen...
a. [paurosi fantasmi]
[frightful ghogs]
b. [fanasmidella miacas]
[ghosts of_themy house]
c. [numerasi fantasmi]
[numerausghasts]

12| Jtalian, pre-nominalmodifiersaregenerallynon-restrictve. This canmeantwo things. The modifier of a nominal
canbe non-restrictve whenit denotesa propeaty possesstby all the elementsdenotedoy the nominalin ary context; or
whenall the elementghatthe nominalalonewould pick outin a given contect are suchthatthe modifierwould apply to
them.To illustrate,enormiin (a) is non-restrictive in thefirst sensesinceall bluewhalesarehuge.In (b), ontheotherhand
gli individui “the individuals” picks out a uniquegroupof peoge in context, of which it is saidthatthey areall mysterious.
Genericnounphrasesnay containpre-nominaladjectveswhich arenon-restrictve in thefirst sensgseee.g. (a)), but not
in thesecond.

a. Le enormibaleneazzurresonoin pericolodi estinzione.
thehuge bluewhales are indange of extinction
b. | misteriosi individui mi disserodi seguirli.

themysteriousndividualstold me  to follow_them
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(71)  Nel1986[abili ladri /tuoi sosenitoii / quattoladri] hanro svuoatoil mio
In  1986[skill edthieves/ your supporters/ 4 thieved have emptiedmy
appatamento
apatment.

Thisclealy showsthattheindefinite readng of Italian definitesis not obtanedby simply disregardirg
the definite article and interpreting the bare nours (or numerd+noun) which resuls, or (66)-(68)
would be synaymouswith (69)-(71). The only differencebetweenthe definitesin (66)-(68) and
thosein (27)<32) is thatthe modifiers| have addel block the possibility of readng these phrasesas
kinds, asshavn by asampeé in (72). Theconclusionis (73).

(72)  a.?qGli autai del recereattaco alla Microsoft] {sonodiffusi / sorp appasi
[the authorsof_therecen Microsoit attad] {are widesprad/ have appeaed
col primo compuer}

with_thefirst compuer}

b. *[I 3000 orsi] {apparvero10000anni fa / sisoroevoluti in Africa/ sitrovano
[the 30000 bear$ {appeared 10000yearsago/ have evolvedin Africa / come
invari  colori}
in variouscolors }

c. *[Gliignati  furfanti] {sonodiffusi / soro appasi tantotempofa}

[the unknown rascds] {are widesprad/ have appeaedlong time ago}

d. *[I pauosifantasmil{hanrovari  sottdipi /sitrovaroinvari  colori}

[thefearful ghosts] {have varioussubypes/ come  in variouscolors}

(73)  Generalization

A definitenoun phrasein Italian mayhave anindefinite meanirg only when(in somecontext)
it canhave akind-level meanirg.

Following exadly the agumentthat Chierchia usesagairst the ambiguty theay of barenowns, we

now have a strong caseagairst the 3-way propcsal for Italian. In the 3-way propcsal there is no

conrectionbetweerthekind-reading of Italian definitesandtheir existertial readng. Thelattercomes
from the ability of Romancedefinitesto provide afree varialle for Existertial Closureor equivalent
mechaism. Blocking the kind reading shoud not affect the existertial one But aswe have see

this is not what happens. The conclwsion is that the existential readirg is derived from the kind

reading, and that the neo-Calsonian view which links the two is after all corred. In the caseof

barenownsthe agumentrestd soldy on the scopa propeties of the existential readng (which had
altemative explarationg, but Italian definitesprovidein facta bette testfor the DKP strateyy, since

hereno altemative is available to assign an existertial readng wherefamiliarity anduniquenessare
susgended However, the familiar narrow-scopefactsstill apdy: in (74) the mostnatuial readirg is

onewhereonedoesnot seethe samemice/wolves,and(75) hasareadng wherethe spealer doesnot

endasethe existenceof UFOsor aliens

(74) a. Nellecantire amerianeci vedispess [i topi], ed inqudle scozzsipure.
in_thebasemets Americanthereyou often segthe mice],andin those Scottishtoo.
“In Americanbasematsoneoften seesmice,andin Scottishones, too”

b. Carlovideperla primavolta[i lupi] quandera in CanadamentreMarco
Carlosaw for thefirst time [the wolves] when hewasin Canadawhile Marco
li havisti perla primavoltaallo zoo.
sav themfor thefirst time at thezoo.

(75) a. Giannie ammattitd Sta cerandodi fotografare [gli UFO]
Giannihasgonemad! He.istrying  to photayraph[the UFOs]
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b. Pensahe Carlosticerandodi contdtare[gli extraterresti].
Guesswhat! Carlois trying tocontact [thealiens]

Onceagainit is sufficient to inserta non-restricive prenaminal adjedive (I gross topi “the big mice”)
oranumeral(l quattro UFO “the 4 UFOs”) to fall backontothe normd definiteinterpretaton.

4.4 Existential readingswith singular definites

Onealterrative possibility to consderis thattheexistential readirg of thesecases mightnotbederived
by the DKP, which is a simpleexistential over instartiations, but by a differentoperdor, possbly the
samewhich givesthe existentialreadng to geneic singulardefinitesin:

(76) a. [L' auto“Megane”]efinalmerte arrivata dal concessiorario X

the“Megane”carhasfinally arrivedto deale X

b. NeimagazzinIKEA ho provato[il letto “Plipo”]
In the IKEA warehausel have testedthe “Plipo” bed

c. In questeforesteci vivono [I' alce]e[la lontra
in these foreds live the mooseandthe otter

d. A Yellowstonesonoriuscito afotografare[I' orsobrund
In Yellowstonel managdto photayraphthe brown bear

e. [Il topo] arrivo in Australia conle prime navi
the mousecameto Australia with thefirst ships.

Thesenoun phrases have onething in commonwith the plurd definitesabove: they all seemto refer
to individuals as ‘namelessrepreentatives’ of their kind. Plural definites canin fad be subdituted
for thesingularin (76), with roughly the samemeanirg. However, if we try to castsinguar definites
in the placeof indefinite plural definitesthe genegic meaningis sometmeslost: the examplesin (77)
seemto be abouta specific mouse/ockroach.

(77) a. [il topo] ha rovinatola miaviola dagamba.
themousehasruined my viola.
b. Sotto il miolavellovive [lo scaafaggo]
Undermy sink lives[the cockoacl.

Theimpressonis thatsingular definitegerericsarent justusedto repot theaction of arepresenative:
whathappesto thatrepresentéive mustin somesensaaffect thekind itself. Living unde my sink or
eatirg upmy viola arenotmemorale eventsin thisrespect,reachng Austrdia is, hencehedifference
between(76) and(77). Pluraldefinitegenercs do not have this restictions.

The additional puzzle is that, aswell known, singular definite gererics can only be madewith
very specfic properties(e.g. the “Plipo” bed but not the bed), while plurd definite geneics have
no suchlimitations. This makesit difficult to tell whetherthe clearlack of ageneic readng for the
singular definitein e.g.(78)is dueto thefactthatil fantasma“‘ghos” andl’ hacler arenot sufiiciently
well-specifiedkinds, or to someotherrea®n.

(78) a. Il miositowebvienesempreattacatodalll’ hacler] cf. (27)
My websiteis  always attacted by_[the hacler]
b. Giannié cod pallido che sembra abbia visto[il fantasmal. cf. (31)

Gianniisso pale thatit_seemsie hasseen[the ghost]

It is not clearto me whetherthesefacts meanthat we canrot usethe samemechaism to extrad
instancesfrom singularandplurd definites,or thatthe two do shae a commonoperator but singular
definites have addtional (pragmatic?y condraints of their own.
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For concreenes, | will assune herethatthe existertial readng of plurd definite generc is due
to the DKP andthatsingular definite geneic resot to someother more speific operaor. Note that
eithe choiceis in agreenentwith thekind-denotng analysisof Romanceadefinites givenabove, since
both operatorswould take non-adinary-individuas asinput (kindsor KINDs).

5 Waysto indefinites

The situaion discussedso far can be summarize asfollows. Italian (and Romance)bare plurals
canrot denot kinds, while Englishonescan. Italian plural noun phrasesintroducedby the definite
article aretwo-way ambiguas. They have an objed-level reading (which might be intensioral, i.e.
pick a different setof object in eachworld/stuation) andthey have a kind-level readng. As kind-
dending entities, Italian plural definites can usethe DKP to acqure an existential readng. The
guedion is in whatcondtions this is possble.

We have seen((25) above) that definite suljects of individual-level predcatesdo not have this
reading. Moreover, contexts which provideanandoring for the normalreadng of the definite deter-
miner (Max) seemto block theindefinite readng, asshawvn by e.g. (26¢) repeatedbelow, wherewe
undestandgli edifid as‘all thebuildingsin Berlin’. This suggetsthatthe indefinite interpretation is
in somesene alast-resortstraegy.

(260 Gili edifici  crolleranroa Berlinodomani
the buildingswill fall  in Berlin tomorrow

A third facbor is the postion of the definiteandthe choice of prediates.With predicatesof existence
or ‘coming-into-beng’, preverbal subjeds arereadspedfically:

(79) a. Inqudlacasa ci sono[i fantasmi]. indef. possible
in that housethereare [the ghods]
b. [I fantasmi]sonoin quelacasa. indef impossble

[theghogds] are inthat house

Similarly in (809 the only readng is universal:generically-all hurricanes arise in the area Inseting
an overt quantification over times(80b) givesa strarge meaningwhereit seemghat hurricanes all
of them, appearover and over in the samearea On the other hand(81), wherethe predcateis not
‘coming-into-being’, maybe reporing the halitual effects of somerandam hurricaneglocusts.

(80) a. [Gliuragani] hamooriginein qued’ areadel Pacifico.

the hurricanesarise in this part of_the Pacific.
b. ?Ognianno[gli uragani] hanro originein quest areadel  Pacifico.
everyyear [the hurricanes] arise in this  part of_the Pacific.

(81) a. (Ogniannqg)[gli uragai] flagellanoquest areadel Pacifico.
(everyyear) [the hurricanesiflay this  part of_the Pacific.
cf. “Every year, hurricanesslashthis partof the Pacific”
b. (Ogni anng le locugetrasformano miei campiin undesrtosenza vita.
(everyyean thelocudsturn my fields ina desert withoutlife

The lack of an existential reading for (80) is interestirg if compaed with the English (828, which
canhave auniversal (82b) andan existential readirg (82c) (seeCarlson1987). Why isn't the secoml
availableto the Italian definitesabore? The answercomesfrom two constderatbns: first, the Italian
barenounequivalentof (82a) (in (83), with a modifiednomina) doeshave an obligatory existertial
reading. Secondthe existentidly interpretedbarenoursin (82) and(83) have a specal intonationd
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conbur, whichis different from thatin (81).

(82) a. Hurricanesarisein this partof the Pacific.
b. “Hurricanesaretempestsvhich have the property of arising in this partof the Pacific”
c. ‘It isafactabou theworld (or this partof the Pacific) thatsomehurricanesarisein it.”
(83) a. Spaenbsiuragani hanro originein questapartedel Pacifico.

Frightful huricanesarise inthis part of_thePacific.
b. Locustegrandi quantouccell vengm fuori daquese umide palud
Locustsasbig as birds come out of these humidmarshes

The condusiors | would like to suggestis thatwhenthe barenours in (82) (83) areinterpretedex-
istertially, they are not derived from a kind via the DKP, but they are born objectlevel indefinites
(possibly movedto somehigh focusposdtion, which is respnsilde for their specid intonation). En-
glish would thus be a languagewith a doulde routeto the existertial meanirg: in somepostions the
DKP is not applicable,but the indefinite route may still be available.

But why shoubl the DKP beimpossble? Interestingsuggestions comefrom Laca’s (1990 dis-
cusson of how the gereric readng of objectbarenoursis linked to theinformationa structureof the
sent@ce. According to Laca,objectbarenours canreceve an existential reading if they are partof
the utterances theme,but they geta quasi-universalreadng if they arepartof therhemé® Thusin
(84) the (b) senknceis abou archtects(i.e. architectsis the theme);the rheme the property predr
catedof them,is thefactthatthey build houses.Sincethe bare noun housesis in therhemeit getsan
existential meaning while architeds takesa quastuniversal reading. (84b) would not be contralicted
(not evenin the way geneic sentecescan be cortradicded) by the discoveriesthat the majority of
housesarebuilt by engneersput it would soundfalse if mostarchitectsspentall their time desgning
parking lots.

(84) A Whatdoarchtectsdofor aliving?
B: Well, architectsbuild houses.

In Italian, bothnoun phragscould have adefinitearticle, but theinterpretaiond differenceseernwith
bareplurals is preerved: (85) doesnot necessarily imply thatall houses arebuilt by architects,that
all young peoge arekilled by drugs, or that missionaies help all poor peoge!* The condusion

is that the DKP can be applied to a definite nominal whenthe nominal can be madeto fall in the
theme—whid in turn dependson the choice of prediates,the context andthe intonational contaur.
A sampe transhtionfor (85c)would be (86).

(85) a. Gliarchtetti costuiscano[le casé(, ad anchegli ingegneri, maquele costuite
the architectsbuild [the houses](,andalso theengneersbutthose built
daarchitetti costaro di piu)
by architectscost more)

b. La drogauccide[i giovan]; illegalmente(mentre I’ alchoolli; uccide in
thedrug kills [theyoung peoge]illegally(, whereaghealchool kills themin
perfdtalegalita.)
perfect legality)

13] am mappirg Lacas terminologyfocusand non-focusonto themeand rheme Lacadescribegocus, with (Wilson
and Sperberl979),as" ‘the pragmaticallymostimportantpoint’, that constituentof the sentencevhich constituteshe
foregroundandwhosesubstitutionby a variableyieldsthe first backgoundof the sentencé. Moreover, shecallsinclusive
andnon-inclusivewhat!l amcalling existentialandquasi-urversal.

14Note that the English equivalent of the last example would have to usethe definite the poor, still with the same
interpretation.
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c. | missiorari in Africa curano[i poveri](,e le asso@zionidi volontariatoin
themissiorariesin Africa cure [the poor](, andtheassoa@tions of voluntegs in
Asia ancte).

Asia,t00.)

(86)  Gn x,s[Ymissiorarieg(x) in s][3y Ypoor(y) A curex,y)]

Everytime Italiancanuseindefinite plura definiteobject it canalsousebarenounsandthe partitive
deteminer. Thedifferencebetweentheseformsis subte; roughly, in (87), using thebarenoun or the
partitive detaminer (dei) fumatoi suggets no particular causl conrection betweenone’s smokirg
habt andcancer(muchasthe EnglishCancerstrikes smolers whohappento live in this city ), while
using the definitedoes

(87) Il canco al polmonecolpisce{i fumatai/fumatoi / dei fumatori}
thelung cancer strikes {thesmolers / smolers / smsmolers}

This seemgo confirm the intuition that although colpire “strike” requresan objed-level entity, the
genealizaion the sent@ce expressesis a conrection betveena category (smoler) and a disease
(can@r®). Deriving objeds from the kind is thusin somesensemore apprgriate thanintroducing
themasobjectsfrom the start.

Obviously, thisis not aworked-outaccaunt, but in my opinion it is a promisirg direction. Theme
andrhemeareflexible notions: they don't coincide with externd subgctand prediate,and canbe
influencedby the choice of predicatesandby intonation (cf. Diesing1992, Herburger1994). In this
seng, they arewell-suted to captue thevariability in the datawe have seensofar, andthe variation
we find in other Romancdanguages

5.1 Crosslinguistic factors

A cursay crossRomancenvesigation shavs thatthe indefinite meanirg of definitesis morefreein
ltalian thanin Spanishor French'® Indefinite definites seemto be possble in hakitual senteesin
Spanishwith thesameeffects seenin Italian (88)), andin French(89) (thoughthepattitive deteminer
desis preferred)

(88) Cadasemanami paginawebesatacala por[{loshaclers/ *losbribonesdescmocidos/
everyweek, mypage webis attacledby {the haclers/the rascab unknown /

bribonesdescmocidos}]
rascds unknown}.

(89) Chaquesemainemonsitewebestattagué par(les pirates]

In stative casessud as (90), Spanishhasa contast betweenhabe and esir/viver (90), while in
Frenchthe partitive article desis preferred.

(90) a. la casa estisudsima. Enel sbtanohay (*los) ratones,y  bajo la
thehouseis very-drty. In thesink you have (the) mice, andunderthe
fregadeahay (*las) cucaachas

fridge  you have(the) cockroaches

5Thanksto LeonorMoral and RicardoEtxeparefor Spanishjudgmerts, Cécile de Cat, Jean-YesPollockandCarmen
Sorinfor French.| have notincluded EuropearPortuguesesincel have datafrom only one spealer; indefinite definites
would seemto be completelydisallovedin this language.
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b. La casa estsudsima. Enel sotanoesén*(los) ratores,y bajo la fregacera
thehouseis very-drty. In thesink are (the) mice, andunde thefridge
vivon *(las) cucaracha.
live (the) codkroactes

z

(91) Lamaisonestdéegeulase. Dansla cave,il y a{?les/ des souis, etdansl’ évier vivert {?les
/ deg cafards.

Definiteswith massnounsasin (92) areunac@ptabé bothin Spani andFrench(92). In the objed
postion in (93), the definite seemdo force the meaniry that archiectsbuild all the houses, or the
housesin a certan location (seeLacal99 for similar data) Again, in Frenchthe paritive article
seemdo be possble, but it becomedmpossble in examplessuchasdertists cure teeth (wherewe
mean:all teeth).

(92) a. Estoyenfemoy he dejadd debeber(*el) café
I_am sick andl_have stoppedto drink ( the)coffe
b. *Pourle momentje neboispas{*le / de} cafe.

(93) Whatdo archtectsdofor aliving?
a. Losarqutectos constuyenlascasas
b. lls constuisert {les/ deg maisors

Thesedataminimally shov thatwithin Romancdanguagedlifferentstrakegiesareusedto obtan the
existential readng. In particular, the Frenchuseof the indefinite partitive is clearly differentfrom the
Italian use,which is muchcloserto the Englishsome (92) and(93) contrastwith (94).

(94) a. ?Tonqusstidisturbi hodovuto smetteedi bere [del caffe].
with this condtion| hadto stop  todrink [somecoffee].
b. ?7Gli archtetti costuiscanodelle case answerto: Whatdo architectsdo for a living?
the architectsbuild somehouses

6 Conclusions

This paperhasaruedthat Italian (and Romance)barenouns are more different from English ones

than previous accauntswould have it, but that at the sametime gereric definitesin Italian (andto

someextent Romancepresurpiisingly close to Englishbarenouns Moreover, Italian definitesoffer

someevidencethat the existertial readng of English bare plurals might comefrom more thanone

source: from anoriginal kind-derotation, or from anoriginal objed-level derotation. More empiricd

work remairs to be doneto undestard in whatcondtions definites canbe usedto produce‘nameless
representaives’ of thekind they referto, andwhatis therelevantcross-linguistic paramegr. At amore
theaetical level, these dataraisethe issue of how exactly the notions of ‘blocking and‘semanics-

drivenecanomy’ mustbe undestood
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