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ABSTRACT
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Standard theories of indefinite NP’s, including both those that analyze them as in-
herently existentially quantified and those that analyze them as non-quantificational,
variable-contributing elements, predict that indefinites always have existential force if
outside the scope of any operator, that they assert rather than presuppose existence,
and that they are not essentially context-sensitive.

In this dissertation I show that bare plural indefinite descriptions in English, in
one of their readings, do not have existential force even in the absence of any operator,
presuppose rather than assert existence and are crucially context-sensitive. I call this
reading the functional reading and argue that it constitutes a distinct interpretation
that cannot be subsumed under the regular gereric or existential interpretation.

I develop a more fine-grained theory of novelty within»the framework of File
Change Semantics (Heim 1982), allowing for strongly and weakly novel indefinites.
Strongly novel indefinites are associated only with a novelty condition with respect
to their index. | Weakly novel indefinites are associated with a novelty condition with
respect to their index and a familiarity condition with respect to their descriptive
content. Bare plurals are both weakly and strongly novel. Their functional reading
arises when they are interpreted as weakly novel indefinites. I show how the apparent
quantificational force, the existential presupposition, and the context-sensitivity of
the functional reading follow from the felicity conditions weakly novel indefinites are
‘associated with and general priciples governing informational accommodation And

contextually salient functions invoked to guarantee felicity.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

This dissertation is a contribution to the semantics of definite and indefinite de-
scriptions. I take as a starting point the presuppositional theory of definiteness and
indefiniteness proposed by Heim. Heim’s theory shares with more traditional ap-
proaches a conception of definiteness as a simple binary opposition. I show that there
exists a special type of indefinites that have an interpretation commonly associated
with definites.

More specifically, in the novelty/familiarity theory of indefinite and definite NP’s
that Heim (1982) develops, there is a one-to-one correspondence between the defi-
niteness of an NP and the felicity conditions it is associated with. Indefinite NP’s are
associated with a novelty condition for their index, definite NP’s are associated with
familiarity conditions for their index and their descriptive content.

I argue that the felicity conditions associated with indefinite NP’s can vary. In
addition to indefinite NP’s that always assert existence, there are indefinites that may

presuppose existence. Bare plurals in English exemplify this special type.
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I develop a more fine-grained theory of novelty and familiarity within the frame-
work of File Change Semantics. The theory accounts for the full range of readings of
the special type of indefinites, explains why their additional interpretations appear
in a precisely circumscribed range of contexts and gives a unified characterization of
" indefiniteness within which the parameters of difference between regular and special
indefinites can be naturally formulated. Formally, the analysis I propose allows the
felicity conditions of a given noun phrase to interact with its file change potential to
the following effect. The admissible contexts can be partitioned into those that entail
in part the information added by the processing of the noun phrase and those that
either fully entail that information (for definites) or do not entail any part of that
information (for indefinites). Definites and indefinites of the traditionally recognized
kind are then those that, given their felicity conditions, would have as admissible
contexts only those of the latter type. Indefinites of the newly discovered type afe
those whose admissible contexts, given their felicity conditions, would be contexts of
the former kind.

More generally, this work can be seen as providing an empirical argument in favor
of a dynamic theory of meaning and against the more traditional truth-conditional
theory of meaning with its strict separation between semantics and pragmatics and
its restricted conception of context-dependency.

The empirical evidence is of a new kind—most of the evidence in the literature
concerns anaphoric binding—and helps sort out two ideas. One is the idea that NP’s
should be distinguished according to whether they are inherently quantificational or
not, allowing the semantic scope of non-quantificational NP’s to extend beyond their
syntactic scope. It was meant to account for donkey and intersentential anaphora

and the variable quantificational force of indefinites. The other is to view meaning
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as a dynamic notion, an idea that can be characterized with the motto: the meaning
of a sentence is the way in which it changes a given body of information. These two
ideas, which came together in the work of Kamp and Heim, have been very influential
and have guided a large part of recent work in semantics. Since, however, one way of
implementing the first idea is in terms of the general setup that dynamic semantics
provides, they are also often conflated. That they are independent of each other was
already demonstrated by Heim (1982), with the difference in the semantic systems of
chapters II and III of that work. The same point has also manifested itself implicitly
in the direction of subsequent work that has adopted the former but has rejected the
latter, such as Kratzer (1989) and Diesing (1990, 1992). The facts and the analysis I

present argue in favor of both ideas.



Chapter 2

Bare Plurals and Genericity

1 Introduction

This chapter provides the background on bare plurals and genericity necessary for the
discussion of the following chapters. It contains an overview of the familiar problems
posed by bare plurals and generics and of two influential analyses that have so far
been proposed. Its main focus are the empirical and theoretical motivations behind
each analysis and the crucial assumptions underlying it.

The semantics of bare plurals is inextricably linked to the semantics of genericity
and therefore they must be treated as interdependent in any analysis. Bare plural
NP’s pose a particular challenge because of their apparently divergent behavior. On
the surface, at least, they can be interpreted as indefinite descriptions, as quantifi-
cational NP’s with varying force, or as expressions referring to kinds, individuals of
a special sort. The basic question then is whether they are ambiguous and, if so, in
how many ways.

The central issue concerning the linguistic analysis of genericity is whether the
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regularity expressed by generic sentences should be built into their semantics as a
generalization /quantification of some sort.! I will distinguish two kinds of approaches
to generics: direct generalization approaches, which specify the truth conditions of
generic sentences in terms of quantification, and inferred generalization approaches,
which specify the truth conditions of generic sentences in some other way.

I will concentrate on Carlson’s (1977b) classic analysis and on the indefiniteness
analysis along the lines of Heim (1982), Gerstner & Krifka (1987), Krifka (1987,
1990) and Wilkinson (1988a, 1991). Carlson’s analysis is an inferred generalization
approach to generics that takes bare plurals to be expressions denoting kinds. The
indefiniteness analysis is a direct generalization approach that takes bare plurals to
be indefinite descriptions with ordinary individuals in their denotation. Other ap-
proaches combining features of these two will be mentioned along the way.

Although Carlson’s theory and the indefiniteness theory differ in terms of the
semantics they give to genericity and to bare plurals, they are similar in making a
clear separation between the meaning of a generic statement, which the semantics
they propose is supposed to capture, and the kind of reasoning or action that belief
of a generic statement may give rise to, which they consider as outside the purview
of a semantic analysis.?

In section 2 I give a brief overview of the problems raised by generics and bare
plurals. In section 3 I present and discuss the kind analysis and in section 4 I present

and discuss the indefiniteness analysis. I will ultimately side with the indefiniteness

1This already presupposes that generic sentences can be true or false like any other declarative
sentence. Of course, the evidence for their truth might be of a different type than that of non-generic
sentences. -

20ther theorists, however, may place a stronger condition on the semantics of generics, requiring
that it interact with an appropriate notion of defeasible consequence so as to account for the kinds
of reasoning supported by generics. Such a view is clearly articulated and developed by Asher &
Morreau (1991).



CHAPTER 2. BARE PLURALS AND GENERICITY 6

analysis of bare plurals and the direct generalization approach to generics and these
two positions are crucial for the material to follow in the thesis. However, given the
uniformity, intuitive appeal and great empirical coverage of Carlson’s analysis, I will
present it in some detail and will show that some of the arguments he provided in
favor of a kind analysis can be turned around as motivating the indefiniteness analysis

of bare plurals and the direct generalization approach to generics.

2 Genericity and the Readings of Bare Plurals

2.1 Genericity

Generic sentences express regularities and non-accidental generalizations, which among
other things play an important role in reasoning. On the basis of a generic stafement
we can draw inferences, albeit defeasible, about particular occurrences or particular
objects. The generalizations can be either descriptive or normative. The linguistic
means of expressing genericity are varied: there is nominal and verbal genericity, and
often no special expression is designated as exclusively generic. Thus definite and in-
definite descriptions may have a generic use in addition to their usual uses; similarly,
often the same tense can be used in an episodic and in a generic context.

The sentences in (1] are all intuitively identified as generic sentences, yet the
source of genericity, the means used to express it, and the inferences it supports

about particular instantiations are different in each case.

[1]  a. Punica granatum is an Old World tree.
b. The 3-R4* generation robot will soon be antiquated.

c. A pirate ship flies a black flag.
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d. Pomegranates have a crowned end.

e. In this place one whistles a lullaby to show approval.

[la] contains the name of a biological species, and asserts something about the origin
of that species. Members of the species planted in America are not, strictly speaking,
Old World trees, rather they are descendants of trees that originated in the Old World.
In [1b] the definite description also identifies a kind whose instantiations satisfy the
descriptive content of the NP. [1b] is similar to [1a] in that the conditions placed on a
kind for it to be considered antiquated are different from those placed on its particular
instantiations. For example, the kind could be antiquated well before any one of its
instantiations. Thus, in [1a] and [1b] the NP denotes a kind and the predicates can
be meaningfully predicated of both a kind and an individual of the usual sort but
the conditions under which these' properties can be said to hold of a kind and of an
individual are quite different.

[1c] — [le] are more complicated. Do apparently indefinite descriptions identify a
kind as well, and is that the source of genericity in [1c] and [1d]? The question becomes
particularly vexing with respect to [le], where it is unclear what the relevant kind
should be. Moreover, it seems that, in contrast to [1a] and [1b], the truth or falsity
of [1c] — [1e] has something to do with whether particular instances of pomegranates,
pirate ships or people who are in this place have the relevant property. [lc] — [le]
seem to express a generalization about actual and potential entities satisfying the
descriptive content of the singular indefinite, that of the bare plural, or the property
of being in this place, respectively. For descriptive purposes, I will follow Link (1988)
and use the term proper kind predication for cases like [1a] and [1b] and the term
derived kind predication for cases like [1c] — [le].

Generic generalizations have two hallmarks that distinguish them from actual,
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universal generalizations: they are not sensitive to the way things actually are but
they are semsitive to alternative ways things might be or ought to be. As a conse-
quence, generic generalizations are at the same time weaker and stronger than the
corresponding actual accidental generalizations. They are weaker in that they toler-
ate exceptions, that is they can be true even on the face of exceptional cases. For
example, [1d] is true even though, as it happens, there exist pomegranates whose
crowned end has been chopped off. In fact, {1d] could still be true even if the crowned
end of all pomegranates in existence were to be chopped off. They are stronger in
that their truth does not depend simply on actual instantiations.® For example, it
does not suffice for [1c| to be true that all the pirate ships in existence fly a black flag
since this could happen as matter of accident, without any such convention in place.

Therefore, actual generalizations are not necessarily generic.

2.2 Bare Plurals

In some cases a bare plural uncontroversially denotes a kind. In [2a], for example,
the bare plural must denote a kind since the predicate be extinct can apply only
to kinds and not to ordinary individuals. In addition, bare plurals exhibit both a
generic/(quasi-)universal reading and an existential reading, each one of which is
related to the kind of reading the whole sentence receives. The universal reading
is tied to a generic or habitual generalization reading for the whole sentence. The
existential reading is tied to an episodic reading for the whole sentence. [2b] and
[2c], in which the bare plural appears to have universal and quasi-universal force,*

respectively, express a characteristic property of dogs in general, while [2d], in which

3See Dahl (1975), who makes the point very persuasively.
4As is common practice, I will use the term ‘quasi-universal’ in order to indicate the tolerance
for exceptions.
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the bare plural appears to have existential force, is about an instance of barking by

some dogs.

[2] a. Dinosaurs are extinct.
b. Dogs are mammals.
c. Dogs bark.

d. Dogs barked last night outside my window.

Moreover, while the bare plural can get the universal/generic reading with all predi-
cates, the existential reading is confined to a subclass of predicates (all episodic and
a few stative predicates).

Observing these correlations, Carlson (1977a, 1977b) argued that the bare plural
itself is not ambiguous, its different readings being the result of the semantics of
the predicates it combines with. Subsequent work has in part accepted Carlson’s
arguments for a unified treatment of some of the readings of the bare plural but
has sought it elsewhere, guided by different assumptions on the origin of genericity.
Specifically, it has sought a unified treatment for the existential and generic readings

of [2d], [2b] and [2c] but not of the one involving reference to kinds, as in [2a).

3 The Kind Analysis

3.1 Basic Outline

Carlson, in a series of works (1977a, 1977b, 1979, 1982), provides a uniform analysis

of bare plurals, in which they rigidly denote kinds. The multitude of their readings

5See also Carlson (1987), (1988), (1989). For a more comprehensive and critical review of Carl-
son’s analysis and analyses in its steps see Schubert & Pelletier (1987).
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is derived from the different types of predications they appear in. Central to the
analysis is the ontological assumption that the domain of individuals must be enriched
to include kinds and the semantic assumption that the source of genericity resides in
the intensionality of individuals.®

Carlson proposes that kinds are individuals in their own right which have different
realizations (or manifestations) relative to different points of evaluation (i.e., worlds
and times). In that sense they are intensional individuals. Following a proposal of
Gabbay & Moravesik (1973), Carlson goes a step further in assuming that ordinary
individuals are also intensional in that they too have different realizations relative to
different points of evaluation.”

The semantic proposal consists of two main claims. The first claim is that the
regularity or generalization expressed by a generic statement is essentially indirect
and, crucially, not part of its truth conditions: a generic statement attributes a
property to an individual which can then be inferred to be “inherited” by a certain
number of its extensional manifestations. A property of a kind is inherited by some
of its realizations, and a property of an objéct is inherited by some of its spatio-
temporal manifestations, but these conditions do not constitute part of the truth
conditions of a generic statement. As Carlson (1977b:109) puts it: “Instead of asking
the wrong question (‘What is the generic quantifier?’), we are now asking the right
question (‘How can we infer quantification from generic sentences?’).”® The second

claim, crucially connected to the first, is that a generic sentence comprises simply

6See also Carlson (1989) for discussion on this point.

"Gabbay & Moravcsik and Carlson differ, however, on how they execute the idea formally. Gabbay
& Moravcsik explicitly construe individuals as functions from points of evaluation to basic elements in
their ontology, corresponding to the temporal stages of individuals. Carlson, as we will see, assumes
that both the intensional individuals and their extensional manifestations are basic elements of the
ontology.

8For a similar position see also Nunberg & Pan (1975).
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a predication, albeit one of the right type. As Carlson (1979:65) states: “generic
attribution is considered to be nothing more than attribution of a predicate to an
individual, rather than to a stage of that individual.”

Within the model structure proposed by Carlson kinds, objects and stages are
all basic entities of the model. Kinds and objects are the intensional individuals,
stages their spatio-temporal manifestations. NP’s may denote kinds or objects but
no NP denotes stages. The three types of entities are related by two realization
relations: R relates stages to individuals (objects and kinds), R' relates objects to
kinds. Meaning Postulates ensure that kinds, objects, stages and the realization
relations satisfy the conditions in [3] (seé Carlson (1977b:414-416) for a complete list

of Meaning Postulates and their exact formulation).®
(3] a. every stage is the stage of some individual (object or kind)

b. different objects cannot have the same stages

c. if a stage realizes some object and that object realizes some kind, then the

stage realizes that kind
d. a stage realizing a kind is also a stage of an object realizing that kind

e. individuals with a stage realization in some world exist in that world

ja)

any two kinds with exactly the same realizations in all worlds are identical.

A stipulated equivalence between kinds and their object realizations allows for a

®The model-theoretic construal of kinds and stages need not be as in Carlson. For instance,
Chierchia (1982) proposes that kinds be construed as nominalized properties, Ojeda (1991) takes
kinds to be the mereological sum element of subsets of the universe of discourse, while Hinrichs (1985)
construes stages as spatio-temporal locations. To a large extent, these reconstructions are compatible
with Carlson’s overall analysis of genericity although they differ from it in certain significant ways.
For example, Ojeda’s proposal has the consequence that the use of a definite generic carries with
it the presupposition of existence of actual instantiations, something that is not true of Carlson’s
analysis.
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correspondence between the kind denoted by a kind-denoting NP and the intension
of the common noun (CN) predicate of the NP. Namely, if the NP denotes the kind
k, the intension of the CN and the set of sets defined by Az R'(z.k) at each point of
evaluation are identical. In other words, at every world and every time, the set of
objects satisfying the descriptive content of the NP will be exactly the same as the
set of objects which (at that world and that time) realize the kind denoted by the

NP. Thus, the translation of the bare plural NP dogs is as in [4].1°
[4] AP P(az* (O V2° (dog'(z°) « R'(2°,z*))))

The denotation of the bare plural then is the property set of the unique kind whose
realizations relative to every point of evaluation are exactly those belonging to the
extension of the CN dog relative to that point of evaluation. Given the meaning
postulate described in [3f], uniqueness is guaranteed for all models. Thus, the equiv-
alence between kinds and their object realizations that is built into the translation of
bare plurals and the meaning postulate guaranteeing uniqueness make bare plurals
rigid designators.

In accord with the tripartite split of entities into stages, objects and kinds, predi-
cates are sorted according to whether they take stages, objects or kinds as arguments.
Individual-level predicates take individuals as arguments, stage-level predicates take
stages of individuals as arguments. Individual-level predicates and stage-level predi-
cates denote properties of different types of entities; giving a predicate an argument
of the wrong type results in sortal incorrectness.

Empirically, it appears that the same predicate (corresponding to a full VP) can

have both an episodic and a characteristic property reading, or, in terms of the

10Guperscripts on variables indicate the restriction on the sort of entity the variables can take as
their value: k stands for kinds, o for objects and s for stages. s is the definite descriptor.
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analysis, it can apply both to objects and to kinds. Based on that evidence the

typology in [5] emerges.!?

[5] a. predicates that can apply only to kinds
b. predicates that can apply both to objects and to kinds but not to stages
c. predicates that can apply to stages, objects and kinds

d. predicates that can apply to stages, objects and kinds but do not have a

characteristic property reading

Predicates of the category [5a] can be either stative (e.g., be eztinct, constitute a
species) or episodic (e.g., become estinct, populate).)? Bare plurals construed with
such predicates are intuitively understood as referring to a kind. Predicates of the
category [bb] are always stative and have a characteristic property reading. They
are comprised of be plus an adjectival or nominal predicate (e.g., be intelligent, be a
bore).'® Bare plurals construed with such predicates have a generic/(quasi-)universal
reading. Predicates of the category [5¢c| are episodic when applied to stages while
they express a characteristic property when applied to objects or kinds; they com-
prise all verbal predicates except for be (e.g., bark). Bare plurals construed with
such predicates have an existential reading when the predicate is episodic and a
universal/(quasi-)universal reading when thé predicate has a characteristic property

interpretation. Finally, predicates of the category in [5d] are comprised of be plus

11n what follows I limit attention to bare plurals in subject position.

12 Although Carlson does not consider episodic kind-level predicates, they can be easily accom-.
modated in his analysis as long as kind-level episodic predicates do not introduce quantification
over stages. This accommodation is possible because the analysis does not dispense with times as
parameters of evaluation in favor of stages, a choice that can otherwise be criticized as introducing
a lot of redundancy (for such criticism see Schubert & Pelletier (1987)).

13For purposes of this discussion I will ignore the contribution of be and will treat the whole
predicate as stage-level or individual-level.
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an adjectival or a PP predicate (e.g., be available, be in the corner). Bare plurals
construed with such predicates have an existential reading.’* Schematically, the gen-

eralizations are summarized in [6], where individuals comprise both objects and kinds.

6] Type of Type of Interpretation of Interpretation of
Predicate  Argument Predicate Bare Plural
[5a: kinds stative or kind-referring
extinct episodic
[5b]: individuals characteristic universal
intelligent property (stative)
[5e]: stages episodic existential
bark individuals characteristic property universal
[5d]: stages or stative existential

available  individuals (but not characteristic

property)

Carlson’s analysis captures these generalizations by distinguishing between ba-
sic and derived predicates within the system of Intensional Logic (IL), into which

expressions of English are mapped by the translation mapping. Derived predicates

l4Whether such predicates disallow the universal reading for the bare plural and lack a charac-
teristic property reading can be contested (see Diesing (1988, 1990)). If we admit the characteristic
property reading, they would not constitute a separate category and would be treated on a par with
those in category [5¢].
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are derived from basic predicates in two ways: (a) a stage-level predicate is mapped
to an individual-level predicate containing existential quantification over stages, (b)
appropriate generalization operators raise the level of a given predicate creating an
intensional context. There are no derived stage-level predicates. Derived predicates
of the first kind are needed so as to make a basically stage-level predicate capable
of composing with an individual-denoting NP. If o' is a stage-level predicate of (the
sorted) type <e®,t>, then Az* Jy° [R(y%,2%) & /()] is an individual-level predicate
of (the sorted) type <e’,t>. Derived predicates of the second kind characterize the
characteristic property reading associated with the majority of generic statements.
Gn is the generalization operator mapping stage-level predicates to individual-level
predicates and Gn' the generalization operator mapping object-level predicates to
kind-level. Both Gn and Gn' are intensional VP operators. More precisely, if o is a
predicate of type <e’,t> or <e®t>, then application of the generalization operators
Gn or Gn/ results in the predicates Gn( ') and Gn'("o), which are of type <e!,t>
and <e® t>, respectively.

Basic predicates and derived predicates of the first type give rise to predica-
tions unmediated by a generalization operator; derived predicates of the second
type give rise to mediated predications, which create an intensional context for the
VP.15 Unmediated predications arise when basically object-level predicates combine
with object-denoting NP’s,'® when basically kind-level predicates combine with kind-

denoting NP’s, or when individual-level predicates with existential quantification over

15Thus, ‘Unskilled thieves left a visible trace,’ involving an unmediated derived predication, entails
the existence of a visible trace in the actual world, while ‘Unskilled thieves leave a visible trace,’
involving a mediated derived predication, does not.

18 Technically, Carlson follows Montague’s (1974) PTQ system in having NP denotations apply to
VP denotations.



CHAPTER 2. BARE PLURALS AND GENERICITY 16

stages combine with individual-denoting NP’s.}” Mediated predications arise when an
individual-level predicate derived from a basically stage-level predicate combines with
an individual-denoting NP,!® or when a kind-level predicate derived from a basically
object-level predicate combines with a kind-denoting NP. All individual-level predi-
cates with stage-level counterparts are derived from the latter either via the mapping
described in (a) above or via the generalization operator Gn. Most kind-level predi-
cates with object-level counterparts are derived from the latter via the generalization
operator Gn'. Exceptions are predicates like be popular, be well-known, etc., which
do not give rise to a generic reading with singular indefinites. These are assumed
by Carlson to be both basically object-level and kind-level. The typology of predi-

cates according to their surface distribution outlined in [5] and [6] corresponds to the

classification within the system of IL given in [7].

[7)  a. basically kind-level:

be-extinct’, populate’, be-popular’

b. i. basically object-level:
be-intelligent’, be-popular’
il. derived kind-level:
Gn/("be-intelligent')

c. i. basically stage-level:
smoke

il. derived individual-level with existential quantification over stages:

Ax'3y® [R(y%, 1) & smoke' (y°)]

1TPredications involving stage-level predicates applying to stage-denoting NP’s do not exist since
there are no stage-denoting NP’s.

18When applied to an object-denoting NP, we get a habitual reading, as in ‘John walks in the
woods.’
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iii. individual-level derived via a generalization operator:

Gn(" smoke')

d. i. basically stage-level:
be-available’
ii. derived individual-level with existential quantification over stages:

Azi3y® [R(y®, x%) & be-available' (y*)]

Predicates of the categories [7ci] and [7di] do not correspond directly to the translation
of any natural language predicate. Natural language predicates that are stage-level
need to compose with individual-denoting NP’s, hence their translation is always a
derived predicate.

Carlson can analyze bare plurals and other generic NP’s as uniformly kind-denoting
by having (4) a sufficiently rich ontology, (it) constraints on models (meaning postu-
lates) which regulate the elements of the ontology, (ii¢) predicates selecting for the
sorts of entities they can apply to, (¢v) mappings from basic predicates to predicates
which can apply to entities of a different sort.

A kind-denoting NP, such as a bare plural, always combines with a kind-level
predicate; different readings for the NP arise depending on whether the predicate
is basic or derived, and, if derived, on whether it is mediated by a generalization
operator or not. If the predicate is basic or mediated by a generalization operator
(categories [7a], [7hbii], [7ciii]), then there is no quantification either over objects or
over stages in the semantics. If the predicate is derived but unmediated (categories
[7cii] and [7dii]), then there is quantification over stages in the semantics.

Thus the apparent universal force of the bare plural, arising when the kind-level
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predicate it combines with is derived from an object-level predicate or has an object-
level counterpart but is not derived from it (e.g., be popular, be well-known,) is not
captured in the semantics. The intuition that there is quantification over (unexcep-
tional) objects satisfying the descriptive content of the bare plural is attributed to
pragmatic inferencing;

Distinguishing predicates such as be popular, be well-known from the rest is an
artifact of Carlson’s analysis, which tries to capture the fact that singular generic
indefinites do not have a generic reading with such predicates. Carlson analyzes
singular generic indefinites as kind-denoting but assumes that they combine only with
derived kind-level predicates. While this also correctly excludes basically kind-level
predicates like extinct from applying to them, it is a rather ad hoc way of accounting
for the difference between bare plurals and the singular generic indefinite (see Farkas
(1985)).

- The existential reading of the bare plural, arising when the kind-level predicate
is derived from a stage-level predicate, is attributed to the existential quantification
over stages of individuals built into the transaltion of such predicates. The apparent
existential quantification over objects satisfying the descriptive content of the NP is
the result, on the one hand, of the semantics, which gives us existential quantification
over stages, and, on the other, of the meaning postulates spelled out in [3d] and [3e]
above, which guarantee that the relevant stage also realizes an object existing in the
actual world and realizing the same kind.

The analysis, moreover, predicts that bare plurals will not have an existential
reading with basically individual-level predicates, thus correctly capturing a very
important and otherwise mysterious generalization.

Specifically, [2a], [2b], [2¢], [2d] receive the translations in [8a], [8b], [8¢c] and [8d],
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respectively (ignoring tense and adverbial modifiers). A bare plural, analyzed as

k is a constant

denoting a unique kind, receives the translation AP“P(a*), where a
picking out a kind-level entity.!® The predicate eztinct is basically kind-level, hence
[8a] involves an unmediated predication. The predicate mammal is basically object-
level and can be raised to kind-level; hence [8b] involves a mediated predication.
The predicate bark is Basically stage-level and can either be raised to object-level or
kind-level via a generalization operator or simply by mapping to an individual-level
predicate and introducing existential quantification over stages; hence [8c] involves a

mediated predication and a generic reading for the bare plural, while [8d] involves an

unmediated predication and an existential reading for the bare plural.

8] a. AP"P(din)("extinct’) =
extinct'(din)
b. AP"P(dog)("Gn'("mammal’) =
Gn/'("mammal’)(dog)

c. AP P(dog)("Gn("bark') =
Gn("bark')(dog)

d. AP P(dog)(" Ay 3z¢ (R(z*,d) & bark'(z°)) =
Jz* (R(z°,dog) & bark'(z*))

Relative to a given world and time, [8a] is true iff the individual kind dinosaurs is
in the set of kind-level entities that are extinct in that world and that time, [8b] is
true iff the individual kind dogs is in the set of kind-level entities that are mammals

in that world and that time, [8c| is true iff the individual kind dogs is in the set of

19This is simplifying in that the translation of the bare plural involves a constant; the complete
translation is that given earlier in [4]. For the purposes at hand this is an innocuous simplification.
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kind-level entities that bark in that world and that time, and [8d] is true in a given
world and time iff the kind dogs has stage realizations in that world and that time
which are in the set of stage-level entities that bark.?® The truth conditions make
no reference to how many object or stage realizations of a kind possess the property
denoted by the predicate in order for the predicate to be truthfully predicated of a
kind. In a given model and relative to a given point of evaluation a kind is either in
the denotation of a kind-level predicate or not, and that is independent of how many
stage or object realizations of that kind, if any at all, are in the denotation of the
equivalent stage or object-level predicate, either in that point of evaluation or in any
other point of evaluation. This is what makes this analysis fall within the category
of inferred generalization approaches.?!

Since the truth of derived kind-level predications does not depend on the truth of
object-level predications in any way, the analysis sidesteps the problem of exceptions
and captures the distinction between generic and actual generalizations. Generic gen-
eralizations, in contrast to actual generalizations, are only apparent, involving in re-

ality a kind-level predication. But, in doing so, the analysis has a serious shortcoming

2ONotice that truth of a sentence involving a kind-level predication does not imply necessity. That
dinosaurs are extinct is true in the actual world but nothing in the analysis forces it to be necessarily
true. Diesing {1988), in effect, criticizes Carlson’s analysis for treating all generic sentences as non-
accidental generalizations when in fact it treats all generic sentences as accidental generalizations,
in the sense that in order to determine whether a sentence is true in a given world we need not look
at any other world. See the discussion below and in section 3.3.

21 An inferred generalization approach to gemerics, while not having any quantification in the
semantics, might encode the connection between predicating something of a kind and inferring
something of its instantiations by putting further constraints on the models in the form of meaning
postulates. Carlson posits no such further constraints (the quasi-meaning postulates in Carlson
(1979) have no formal status). Heyer (1985), aiming to characterize different types of kind pred-
ications in terms of the inferences about particular instantiations they give rise to, does precisely
that. He has direct predications over kinds but places constraints on models such that if a certain
predicate is true of a kind then it is true of all its realizations (or all its typical realizations) in each
world.
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in that it does not capture the distinction between different kinds of generic general-
izations, such as descriptive, dispositional and normative generalizations. While the
operators Gn and Gn' are supposed to capture all the different kinds of generic gener-
alizations, they cannot discriminate among them. In the same way that the truth of
a kind-level predication relative to a given point of evaluation does not depend on the
truth of the corresponding object-level predication relative to any point of evaluation,
similarly, it does not depend on the truth of the kind-level predication relative to any
other point of evaluation. But this is precisely what we need if we are to capture
normative generalizations.?? This shortcoming is serious, as different types of generic
generalizations must be distinguished since they are not always truth-conditionally
equivalent. For example, a descriptive generalization might be true without the cor-
responding normative generalization being true as well, as in [9a], and vice versa, as

in [9Db].

[9] a. People around here shoot at each other indiscriminately.

b. A country with rich natural resources shares them with its neighbors.

Carlson runs into further problems with respect to dispositional and normative
generalizations because of two meaning postulates he posits requiring that if Gn("a/)
can be truthfully predicated of some individual and that individual has at least some
(past) stages then o' can be truthfully predicated of at least one stage. This might
be true of descriptive generalizations but it is certainly not true of normative gener-
alizations. For example, ‘In chess bishops move diagonally’ may be true in the actual

world even if no bishop has ever moved diagonally because, say, no game of chess has

221 take it that at least normative generalizations, if not dispositional ones as well, are irreducibly
modal, that is, their truth depends on the denotation of the relevant predicate across a subdomain
of worlds.
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ever actually been played (although the rules of the game are in place) or every game
of chess has been played incorrectly.

It is important to note that an inferred generalization approach to generics is
independent of a uniform analysis for the bare plural. For example, one could have a
direct generalization approach to generics (at least those that do not involve proper
kind predication) and a uniform analysis for the bare plural as kind-denoting. This
is the position taken by Farkas (1985), who assumes that there is a generic operator
quantifying over assignments to object realizations of the kind denoted by the bare
plural, and by Schubert & Pelletier (1988, 1989), who assume that bare plurals denote
kinds and have a meaning postulate requiring the existence of an object realizing the
kind in every world.?® Similarly, one could have a uniform analysis of the generic

readings of the bare plural and a separate analysis for its existential reading.

3.2 Arguments for a Unified Treatment

Carlson designed his theory to provide a uniform analysis of generics and a unified
analysis of the different readings of bare plurals. All generic sentences involve the
attribution of an individual-level property to an individual (object or kind) and a
bare plural always denotes a kind. This approach was justified by the following three

claims, which he defended in great detail:

(1) The ambiguity resides in the predicate and not in the NP.

(2) On their existential reading bare plurals are not indefinite NP’s.

23 Also, one could have a uniform analysis of genericity (at least the kind of genericity which
does not involve proper kind predication) without assuming that all generic NP’s are kind-denoting.
Farkas (1985) and Schubert & Pelletier (1988, 1989) argue that generic singular indefinites are
object-denoting indefinite NP’s while bare plurals are kind-denoting NP’s.
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(3) The generic reading of the bare plural is not due to a generic operator.

If they are indeed correct, (1) and (2) jointly support a unified analysis of the ex-
istential and the generic reading of bare plurals, and (3) an inferred generalization
approach to generics. In sections 3.2.1, 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 I discuss the evidence which
led Carlson to these claims. I have tried to bring an updated perspective with respect
to the arguments supporting (2) and (3), so I present them in a way that does not
always follow Carlson’s organization or characterization. I will argue that a critical
reexamination of the evidence leads to different conclusions from the ones Carlson
drew. In some cases, the evidence is compatible either with the assumption that the
bare plural is kind-denoting or with the assumption that it is an indefinite descrip-
tion. In other cases, the evidence in fact favors the assumption of the indefiniteness

of the bare plural and of the presence of an operator in generics.

3.2.1 Bare Plurals Are Unambiguous

Let us take for granted that some predicates can denote either episodic or characteris-
tic properties. If, in addition, bare plurals were ambiguous between an existential and
a generic reading, then there would, in principle, be four possible readings resulting
from the combination of a bare plural with such a predicate, as schematized in [10].
Correspondingly, for those predicates that can denote only characteristic properties
(basically individual-level predicates) there would in principle be two possibilities,

those in [10a] and [10c].

[10] a. generic NP — characteristic property
b. existential NP — episodic property

c. existential NP — characteristic property
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d. generic NP — episodic property

Of these, Carlson argues, only [10a] and [10b] actually occur. For example, [11a] has
a reading corresponding to [10al, according to which all (at least all unexceptional)
dinosaurs had the characteristic property of eating kelp, and a reading correspond-
ing to [10b], according to which some dinosaurs ate kelp on one particular occasion.
Lacking are the readings corresponding to [10c] and [10d]: there is no reading ac-
cording to which some dinosaurs had the characteristic property of eating kelp, nor is
there a reading in which there was an instance of kelp eating by all (unexceptional)
dinosaurs.?* Similarly, [11b] has only a reading corresponding to [10a], according to
which all (unexceptional) dinosaurs had the characteristic property of being intelli-
gent. Lacking is the reading corresponding to [10c|, according to which there were

some dinosaurs that were intelligent.

[11] a. Dinosaurs ate kelp.

b. Dinosaurs were intelligent.

As we have seen, the reading of [11a] corresponding to [10a] is the result of a derived
mediated predication, of the type specified in [7ciii], and the reading corresponding
to [10Db] is the result of a derived unmediated predication, of the type specified in
[Tcii]. Given the typology in [7] and taking eat kelp to be a basically stage-level
predicate, there are no other possibilities. The reading of [11b] corresponding to [10a]
is the result of a derived mediated predication, of the type specified in [7bii]. Given
(7] and the fact that be intelligent is a basically individual-level predicate, no other

possibilities exist.

%41t must be noted that a kind-denoting NP with a basically kind-level episodic predicate is
possible, as in ‘Dinosaurs ate kelp but at some point they resorted to grass.” However, this sentence
means that the kind changed its eating habits and not that all dinosaurs resorted to eating grass on
a particular occasion.
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While Carlson is correct in claiming that the readings of type [10c] and [10d] are
missing, another generalization that he makes, namely that a bare plural subject
cannot have an existential reading in a generic sentence, is too restrictive. Cases
exemplified by [12] (originally discuésed in Milsark (1974)) coﬁstitute a serious prob-
lem for his analysis, which predicts that the only reading available for [12a] is one
equivalent to {12c]. In fact [12b] is also a possible reading, and the only plausibly

true one in this case.?®

[12] a. Typhoons arise in this part of the Pacific.
b. In this part of the Pacific there arise typhoons.

c. In general, typhoons arise in this part of the Pacific.

Notice, moreover, that [12a] (with the existential reading for the bare plural) and [12b]
are interpreted as generic while they contain no NP in them that is kind-denoting,
which can give then rise to a kind-level predication.?® Given the overall architecture
of the theory there is no way of accommodating such cases since the predicate can
either be derived via a generalization operator, thus giving a generic reading to the
bare plural, or have existential quantification over stages, giving an existential reading

to the bare plural and an episodic reading for the whole sentence.

3.2.2 Bare Plurals and Indefinite NP’s

In support of the claim that bare plurals are not indefinites, even on their existen-
tial reading, Carlson brings three types of arguments: (a) scopal restrictions, (b)

anaphoric properties, (c) similarity with definite, kind-denoting NP’s.

258ee Carlson (1989) for the significance of such cases.

26Even if one were to claim that in this part of the Pacific is a locative subject in [12b] and hence
provides a kind-level entity, this would not help us account for one of the readings of [12a] since
there the subject is uncontroversially the bare plural typhoons.
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a. Scopal Restrictions

When interpreted existentially, bare plurals always have narrow scope with respect to
sentential operators (e.g., negation), count nominal quantifiers, attitudinal predicates
and partitive quantifiers. For example, while the singular indefinite can have both
narrow and wide scope with respect to negation, thus allowing for a non-contradictory
reading of [13a], the bare plural has only narrow scope with respect to negation,

allowing only for a contradictory reading of [13b].

[13] a. A cat attacked John and a cat did not attack John.

b. Cats attacked John and cats did not attack John.

Since the existential reading for bare plurals arises as a result of existential quantifi-
cation over stages introduced within the translation of the VP predicate, the analysis
allows only for translations in which the existential quantification has narrow scope
with respect to every other operator. If the bare plural were analyzed as an in-
definite, Carlson’s argument goes, then the existential quantifier associated with it
would scope freely with respect to other operators resulting in more readings than
are actually attested.

The facts about scope have since been widely discussed and sometimes disputed
so I will not devote too much attention to them here (see Kratzer (1980), Link (1984),
Wilkinson (1988a), Rooth (1989)). The interaction between bare plurals and parti-
tive quantifiers (labelled differentiated scope phenomenon by Carlson) is well-known
from studies on aspect. The facts pointing to a difference between bare plurals and
indefinites NP’s in terms of their aspectual properties, while robust, cannot be taken

as a definitive argument against the bare plural’s being indefinite since they can be
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accounted for in a different manner than assuming existential quantification intro-
duced by the predicate over stage realizations of a kind. See, e.g., Krifka (1989),
Verkuyl (1989), Moltmann (1991). Similarly, a more in-depth analysis of the other
scopal restrictions might reveal that they are a by-product of some other property
of bare plurals and are therefore consistent with the position that bare plurals are

indefinite NP's.

b. Anaphora

The argument from anaphora can be summarized as follows: bare plurals are not
indefinite NP’s because pronouns anaphoric on them have a wider range of read-
ings than pronouns anaphoric on indefinites. In what follows I look more closely at
Carlson’s analysis of anaphora with the aim of showing that not assuming that bare
plurals are indefinite at least on their existential reading misses certain important
generalizations.

Pronouns outside the syntactic (c-command) scope of their indefinite antecedents
are interpreted as E-type, that is as synonymous with a definite description: consider
the synonymy of [56a] and [56b]. Carlson notes that pronouns with bare plural
antecedents have an additional interpretation. They can be interpreted as E-type,
as in [56¢], but they can also be interpreted as pronouns of laziness standing for a
description identical to that of their bare plural antecedent.?” This is illustrated by
[56d], which has a reading corresponding to that of [56e] (in other words, Mary need
not have sold the strawberries I grew). In contrast, [56f], in which the pronoun has

an indefinite antecedent, does not have such a reading.

[14]  a. I bought some strawberries yesterday. Mary washed them.

?TIn the characterization of the two readings, I am following the terminology of Evans (1977).
Some authors use the two terms interchangeably.
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b. I bought some strawberries yesterday. Mary washed the strawberries I

bought yesterday.
c. I bought strawberries yesterday. Mary washed them.
d. T grew strawberries. Mary sold them.
e. I grew strawberries. Mary sold strawberries.
f. T grew some strawberries. Mary sold them.

g. # Strawberries are fragrant. I bought them yesterday.

Carlson assumes that pronouns in general receive two translations.?® The interpre-
tation of the antecedent ultimately influences the range of readings for the pronoun.
He analyzes E-type pronouns along the lines of Cooper (1979) as implicit Russel-
lian definite descriptions. Their translation, AP (3z* (Vy* ("Q(2°))(3}) < zi=1")) &
“P(z')), involves two free variables, which must be given a value of the appropriate
type by the context of use. The relation variable Q can pick as its value the realiza-
tion relation R that relates stages to individuals when that is contextually available;
the stage-level variable 2° can then be assigned as its value the contextually avail-
able stage-level entity that is an argument of R. For example, the pronoun in [56c]
picks out those individuals that are strawberries and have a stage-level realization
that was bought by me yesterday. The existence of such individuals is guaranteed
by the first sentence of [56¢c] since for that sentence to be true there must be stages
of the kind strawberries that were bought by me yesterday. The meaning postulate
described in [3d] guarantees that these are also stages of an object realizing the same
kind. The second sentence of [56¢] then asserts of those individuals that they also

have a stage-level realization that was washed by Mary.

28Since I am concentrating here on cases where the pronoun is outside the scope of its antecedent
I will ignore bound variable readings.
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A pronoun may also translate as the set of properties associated with some indi-
vidual entity: AP P(z'). It is this translation that results in a pronoun of laziness
interpretation if the antecedent is a bare plural. The context must make available a
unique individual-level entity which can be given as the value of the free variable z°.
In [56d], where the first sentence contains a kind-denoting NP, the pronoun appears
in a context which makes available a unique individual-level entity. The free variable
in the translation of the pronoun is assigned as value the kind-level entity denoted by
the bare plural strawberries.

Although a pronoun always has the option of translating as the set of properties
associated with some individual entity, whether a true pronoun of laziness reading
will arise depends on whether its antecedent is kind-denoting or object-denoting. If |
the antecedent is object-denoting, either translation for the pronoun would amount
to the same reading. For example, in the context of the first sentence of [56f], where
the NP introduces existential quantification over objects, the free variable in the
translation of the pronoun can be given as value the object-level entity which makes
the first sentence true.?® But any such entity must satisfy both the condition of being
a strawberry and of having stages that were grown by me. So, in effect, the pronoun
is interpreted as if it were E-type (modulo the origin of existence and uniqueness).*
In other words, having two different translations for the pronoun does not lead to two
distinct interpretations except when the antecedent is kind-denoting.

However, the two interpretations are not always available for a pronoun anaphoric

291 am disregarding plurality.

30For an E-type pronoun existence and uniqueness are part of the meaning of the pronoun itself—
they are part either of its truth-conditional content, if we follow the Russellian line, or of its presup-
positional content, if we follow the line of the presuppositional analyses. For a pronoun of laziness,
on the other hand, existence and uniqueness are a by-product of the interpretation of free variables
and of the general requirement that the context should provide a unique value for each free variable.
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on a bare plural. Carlson observes that such a pronoun can be E-type only if its an-
tecedent is in an episodic context. The pronoun in [56g], whose antecedent occurs
with an individual-level predicate, lacks an E-type reading (i.e., the reading according
to which I bought the strawberries that are fragrant). This reading is excluded by
Carlson on the grounds that the first sentence does not introduce existential quan-
tification over stages and hence there is no contextually available value for the free
variables in the translation of the pronoun.3! However, why should the translation of
the pronoun be specified in such a way as to contain a two-place relation variable or
a free variable sorted for stages? There is no independent evidence for specifying the
adicity of the contextually recoverable property or sortally restricting its arguments.
Is there a way of excluding the relevant reading without this stipulation?

Suppose we follow Cooper and take E-type pronouns to translate as AP (3z* (Vy*
Q)Y & xi=y') & "P(z")), with Q being a property denoting expression that may
contain only free variables (of any sort) and parentheses. Then for the pronoun in [56g]
we can reconstruct the free property variable as the property of being fragrant and
assign to Q the value Gn/(” fragrant'). Since the first sentence of [56g] guarantees the
existence of an individual-level entity that is fragrant, namely the kind strawberries,
the second sentence would assert that I bought stages of the unique kind that is the
kind strawberries and which is fragrant. Nothing will require that the objects whose

stages I bought had to be fragrant.3? In this case, therefore, the E-type interpretation

31 This presupposes that the stages of an individual-level entity denoted by an individual-denoting
NP do not become salient as a matter of course. They only become salient when they are implicated
in the truth-conditions of the sentence containing the individual-denoting NP.

321f we require that the context should entail the existence of some unique individual-level entity
that is fragrant (thereby making the existence and uniqueness part of the presuppositional content
of the pronoun), we must distinguish between existence entailed by the previous discourse on the
basis of the truth conditions of the sentences comprising it and existence pragmatically inferred. The
former is the case in [56¢], where the meaning of the first sentence involves existential quantification
over stages, the latter in [56g], where no existential quantification over stages or objects is involved.
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and the pronoun of laziness interpretation would amount to the same thing.
However, when object-level entities are implicated in the truth-conditions of the
sentence containing the antecedent, this approach predicts that the pronoun will have
a distinct E-type interpretation. Sentences with adverbs of quantification introduce
quantification over object realizations of a kind, as we will see in section 3.3, and
are therefore predicted to give rise to such a reading for subsequent pronouns. [15a]
exemplifies such a case: the first sentence of [15a] would translate as in [15b] and the

second as in [15c¢], assuming we assign to Q as value the property of being fragrant.

[15] a. Strawberries are sometimes fragrant. I bought them yesterday.
b. 3z° (R'(2°, strawb) & fragrant'(z°))

c. Jz° (Vy° (fragrant'(y°) & z°=y°)) & 3z° (R(2*,2°) & bought(1,2%))

But then the pronoun will be taken to be synonymous with the definite description
‘the fragrant objects (that are strawberries)’, contrary to fact. Therefore, unless a
sortal restriction is put on the free entity variable, the analysis predicts more read-
ings than are actually available. However, by putting sortal restrictions on the free
variables in the translation of E-type pronouns, the analysis seems to stipulate what
it should explain, namely, why the interpretation of the predicate that the bare plural
antecedent is construed with affects the range of interpretations of the pronoun. In
other words, the analysis fails to capture the generalization that a bare plural sup-
ports E-type anaphora only if it receives an existential reading, i.e., only when it is

in an episodic context.

Nevertheless, if the first sentence of [56g] is true, then it can be inferred (but not guaranteed by the
semantics) that some object realizations of the kind strawberries are fragrant. In order to exclude
the reading for the pronoun in [56g] that is equivalent to the definite description ‘the strawberries
that are fragrant’, we must, therefore, require that existence should be entailed by the previous
context in the strict sense.
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Moreover, the reverse generalization appears to hold as well: "if both the bare
plural antecedent and the pronoun are in an episodic context, then the pronoun must
be interpreted as E-type.3® Gerstner and Krifka (1987) have noted the deviance of
examples like [16], which can be explained on pragmatic grounds assuming the E-type

interpretation is the only possible one for the pronoun.3*
[16] # John ate apples; and Mary ate them; too.

Now, Carlson’s analysis can exclude the E-type reading on pragmatic grounds as well
(since it would imply that John and Mary ended up eating the same apples) but has
no way of ruling out the pronoun of laziness interpetation.

An assumption underlying Carlson’s argument from anaphora is that a pronoun
may have a kind or generic reading only because its antecedent is kind-denoting. But
as various authors (e.g., van Eijck 1984, Wilkinson 1991) have demonstrated, a wide
variety of NP’s give rise to this kind of anaphora; the best way to analyze it is to
treat the pronoun as a pronoun of laziness whose descriptive content is determined
on the basis of the CN of its antecedent. The factors determining when such a
reading for the pronoun could arise (since it is not always available) is predicted to

be uniform for the various types of NP’s.3® Such an approach is of course entirely

33This holds if the bare plural and the pronoun are not in the background of a focus structure.
For instance, in contrast to [16], I find (i), and therefore the pronoun of laziness interpretation,
acceptable:

() John ate prickly pears; [yesterday]r, while Mary ate them; [today]r.

I will not address this problem.

34/16] is non-deviant if the predicate is given a habitual interpretation; in that case the pronoun
would be a pronoun of laziness.

35This appears to be true for the factors discussed here. Uniform episodic interpretation of the
two predicates, as in {16}, excludes it:

(1) # John ate no apples;. Mary, on the other hand, ate them; a lot.

Uniform habitual interpretattion of the two predicates or a particular focus structure make it avail-
able:
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compatible with treating the bare plural as an indefinite NP, at least on its existential
reading. A treatment of the bare plural as an indefinite would then account for the
possibility of E-type anaphora with bare plurals. On the other hand, a bare plural
involved in a proper kind predication would directly support kind anaphora so we
would expect such anaphora to be freer than the one involving a pronoun of laziness

interpretation.3

c. Definite Kind-Denoting NP’s

Definite NP’s referring to kinds, like this kind of wolf, exhibit a parallelism with bare
plurals in episodic contexts. Although they have an existential reading (see [17a]), we
would not want to analyze them as indefinite NP’s. In addition, they have the same

properties with respect to scope as bare plurals (see [17b], [17¢]).

[17)  a. I saw this kind of wolf at the zoo.

b. # I saw this kind of wolf at the zoo and I did not see this kind of wolf at

the zoo.

c. John believes that this kind of wolf will appear in his garden.

Carlson concludes that what such NP’s share with bare plurals is precisely reference
to kinds and takes the parallelism between these two types of superficially dissimilar
NP’s as further evidence that bare plurals are, despite appearances, disguised definite

descriptions of a special sort.

(73) John used to eat no apples;. Mary, on the other hand, used to eat them;.
(t14) John ate most apples [yesterday]r, while Mary ate them; [today]p.

36 A further argument for distinguishing proper kind anaphora and anaphora involving a pronoun
of laziness interpretation comes from cross-linguistic considerations. In Modern Greek, only pro can
have a a pronoun of laziness interpretation; overt pronouns, clitic and non-clitic alike, exclude this
kind of interpretation but they can, nevertheless, be anaphoric on kind-denoting NP’s.
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However, one can cast doubt on the claim that definite kind-referring NP’s really
have an existential reading with episodic predicates. Although [17a] implies that I
saw a wolf in the zoo that was a wolf of this kind, it is not beyohd doubt that this is in
fact part of its truth-conditional meaning. 1 will not offer an anaiysis of definite kind-
referring NP’s but I will try to establish that, unlike bare plurals, they do not have
an existential reading and that, therefore, an episodic predicate does not introduce
existential quantification over stages. More generally, I will argue that definite kind-
referring NP’s do not behave (even superficially) in ways that exactly parallel bare
plurals.

Because the implication of existence of an individual that is a realization of a kind
is so strong it is easy to be convinced that the bare plural and the kind-referring NP
receive the same interpretation in episodic contexts (except, of course, for the fact that
an NP like ‘this kind of wolf’ refers to a subkind of the kind wolf), which according to
Carlson’s analysis comes about because the predicate introduces quantification over
stages of the kind. Nevertheless, there is some subtle evidence that can distinguish
between the existential reading of the bare plural and that of a definite kind-referring
NP. The former is part of the truth-conditional content of the sentence, the latter is

only an implication.?” Consider [18].
[18] a. I got rid of weeds from the garden yesterday.

b. I got rid of this kind of weed from the garden yesterday.

[18a] and [18b] are true under somewhat different circumstances: if I got rid of some
weeds but left some still standing, {18a] would be true while [18b] would be false.

[18Db] requires that I get rid of single specimen of this kind of weed in the garden, a

37This reading of a kind-denoting NP could be subsumed under what Krifka (1987, 1990) has
termed representative object interpetation.
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requirement linked to the fact that ‘get rid of ’ is interpreted as a basically kind-level
predicate with respect to its second argument in [18b]. So the implication associated
with the NP ‘this kind of N’ as to how many realizations of the kind have the relevant
property can vary, depending on the lexical semantics of the predicate. This can also
be taken as indication that the existential reading of the bare plural in [18a] is not
due to the predicate but to the NP itself.

A pronoun anaphoric on an NP like ‘this kind of N’ behaves like a pronoun
anaphoric on a definite NP and unlike a pronoun anaphoric on a bare plural. In
contrast to [16], [19a] is perfectly acceptable. Moreover, if the episodic predicate
which the NP ‘this kind of N’ is an argument of introduced existential quantification
over stages, an E-ﬁype interpretation for a pronoun anaphoric on that NP would be
possible. For example, the pronoun in [19b] would be synonymous with the definite
description ‘the raccoon that I saw yesterday that is a realization of this kind of
raccoon’ and the continuation with the ‘although’-clause would not be contradictory.
This, however, is not the case: the pronoun is synonymous with the description ‘this
kind of raccoon,’ hence the contradiction of the continuation. In [19¢|, on the other

hand, the pronoun is interpreted as E-type and no contradiction arises.?

[19] a. John ate this kind of apple and Mary ate it too.

b. I saw this kind of raccoon in the forest. It was magnificent

(# although this kind of raccoon is (generally) repulsive).

38We can also use this kind of evidence to argue against analyzing ‘this kind of N’ as synony-
mous with ‘an N of this kind’, as proposed in Wilkinson (1988b, 1991). ‘An N of this kind’ is a
true indefinite and, therefore, gets an existential interpretation and gives rise to E-type anaphora.
McNally (1992) uses evidence from anaphora and scopal interaction with adverbs of quantification
to contrast ‘that kind of N’ and ‘an N of that kind,’ claiming that the former does not involve
existential quantification over instantiations of the the kind. The strongest piece of evidence in favor
of analyzing ‘this kind of N’ as a disguised indefinite comes from its acceptability in there-insertion
sentences. However, McNally (1992) has proposed an account of this fact that is compatible with
taking the NP to be definite and kind-referring.
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c. I saw raccoons in the forest. They were magnificent

(although raccoons are (generally) repulsive).

This perspective on the apparent existential reading of definite kind-referring NP’s
in episodic contexts is compatible with the scopal properties of such NP’s. The
contradictory reading of [17b] is the same as that of any definite in the place of the
kind-referring NP and we need not appeal to narrow scope existential quantification
to account for it. As for [17c|, if there is no existential quantification over realizations
of this kind of wolf in the semantics, then no existential quantifier needs to scope with
respect to the attitude predicate. John may have a de re belief about the kind itself

without having a belief about any particular realization of the kind.

3.2.3 A Generic Operator and Bare Plurals

Carlson offers a reductio argument that bare plurals should ndt be treated like other
quantificational NP’s. He explores the consequences of assuming that there is a
generic nominal quantifier and then rejects such an assumption for the reasons dis-
cussed in (a) — (g) below. A theme common to most of them is that such a quantifier
would not resemble any known nominal quantifier in certain significant respects. From
this he infers that a direct generalization approach to generics is untenable. In pre-
senting his arguments, my aim is to establish that although he is right on the first
point, the second conclusion does not necessarily follow. As we will see in section 4, it
is possible to analyze generics as involving a generic quantifier which is not nominal.
Moreover, we can construe some of Carlson’s evidence as showing that an operator is

present.

a. Exceptions
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Although it would appear at first sight that the generic quantifier has the force of
a universal quantifier, unlike all other universal quantifiers, it tolerates exceptions,
which at times might even outnumber the non-exceptional cases. The intuition about
exceptional cases is of course that they are not normal in some relevant respect.3®
Carlson considers appending the restriction ‘normal’ to a universal quantifier but
finds such a move inadequate. For instance, he argues that normality with respect
to having a mane would require all normal lions to be masculine while normality
with respect to feeding their young milk would require all normal lions to be female,
hence we end up with a contradiction. Or, if all normal dogs are mammals, could an
abnormal dog not be a mammal? His criticism against ‘all normal,” however, does
not take into account the context-dependency of ‘normal’; his argument would have
force only if the criteria of normality were identical for all properties. There are no

universal criteria for normality but this does not mean that there are no criteria for

normality relative to a given property.

b. No Fixed Quantificational Force

Not only is the generic quantifier not universal, it does not even seem to have a stable
quantificational force. Its varied force depends among other things on-the predicate
with which the bare plural is construed since that seems to be responsible to a large
extent for determining the criteria of normality, and on external circumstances that
seem to vary from case to case. So although few shoplifters actually get prosecuted
and few alligators survive long enough to attain their full length, [20a] and [20D] are

true, while [20c] is false even though most books are actually paperbacks.

[20]  a. Shoplifters are prosecuted in criminal court.

39 Carlson (1987) draws the distinction between non-verifying instances and exceptions.
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b. Alligators grow twenty feet long.

c. Books are paperbacks.

Furthermore, even if we claimed ambiguity and allowed its force to vary, the generic
quantifier could not be identified with any of the known nominal quantifiers since the
truth conditions of generic sentences and that with a nominal quantifier are different.

For example, while [21b] and [21d] are true, [21a] and [21c] are not.

[21]  a. Seeds do not germinate.
b. Most seeds do not (in fact) germinate.
c. Crocodiles die before they get two weeks old.

d. Most crocodiles (actually) die before they get two weeks old.

This kind of argument, however, is valid only if we try to link the truth of a generic
statement to the way things actually are, that is if the generic quantifier is taken to
quantify over actual entities. In other words, Carlson has successfully argued against
using an extensional operator to account for genericity but this falls short of showing
that no operator can be used to account for the semantics of genericity.

Carlson takes (a) and (b) to be strong and decisive arguments against a quan-
tificational analysis of generics in general. On the basis of them, he concludes that
a quantificational analysis would be “profoundly misdirected” (Carlson 1982:167).
However, the real import of the argument is that we should not build quantifica-
tion over instantiations into the semantics because inferences we get about actual
instantiations of the generalization vary widely, depending both on the content of
the generalization expressed and other background assumptions we bring to bear. In

any case, the kind-denoting analysis that Carlson advocates solves this problem only
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by allowing itself to take no stance on what inferences we can draw from the char-
acteristic property of a kind about its individual instantiations.*® The analysis not
only misses something significant in not connecting in any way the truth of a derived
kind predication to the truth of predications about individual instantiations but it
does not even give a general answer to what Carlson took to be the right question to
ask about generics, namely ‘How can we infer quantification from generic sentences?’

(Carlson 1977b:109).

c. Port-Royal Puzzle

The generic quantifier, unlike the other nominal quantifiers, is not right monotone.
This is known as the Port-Royal Puzzle and is exemplified by [107): [107a] does not
entail [107b], whereas [107c] entails [107d].
[22] a. Dutchmen are good sailors.

b. Dutchmen are sailors.

c. Every Dutchman is a good sailor.

d. Every Dutchman is a sailor.
Interestingly, Carlson’s ultimate analysis of the contrast in [107] does not rely on the
monotonicity properties of universally quantifies NP’s vs. those of bare plurals. (In a
sense, it removes the preconditions for testing monotonicity for bare plurals by relying

on the presence of the Gn’ operator prefixed to the predicate “good'("sailor’).) See

Carlson (1977b:295ff) and Wilkinson (1991:17ff) for discussion.

d. Interaction with Adverbs of Quantification

400ne could try to account for this by introducing meaning postulate, as does Heyer (1985), or by
adding a non-monotonic logical apparatus to the kind analysis in order to determine the inferences
we get.
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If a generic quantifier were associated with the bare plural, then like other nominal
quantifiers, it would force a temporal reading for an adverb of quantification. This,
however, is not the case; unlike [23a], [23b] has a felicitous reading, according to which

many Texans are tall.4!

(23] a. # Every Texan is often tall.

b. Texans are often tall.

Points (¢) and (d) are the decisive arguments against a nominal generic operator
but they are perfectly consistent with, if not providing evidence for, an adverbial
generic operator. Research on natural language quantification has shown that the
quantifiers of natural language belong to two main categories: nominal quantifiers,
associated with an NP, and so-called adverbial quantifiers, which are not associated
with an NP and whose paradigmatic cases are adverbs of quantification. An im-
plicit quantifier is considered adverbial if it exhibits the semantic properties of overt

adverbial quantifiers.

e. Kind-Level Predicates

Bare plurals can co-occur with kind-level predicates, like extinct, which cannot take
ordinary individuals as arguments. At most, however, this shows that not all forms

of genericity can be analyzed as involving quantification, not that none can.

f. Scopal Restrictions

Generically interpreted bare plurals exhibit scope restrictions, a fact which can be

accounted for if bare plurals are analyzed as rigidly denoting kinds rather than as

41Wilkinson (1991) points out that Carlson’s analysis itself has problems with [23b] since the truth
conditions it gives it amount to there being many objects that are Texans and tall (see Carlson
(1977:207)). The problem is that Carlson gives [23b] a first-order translation involving unrestricted
quantification and conjunction of the two arguments of the quantifier.
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quantified NP’s. The semantics of rigid designation is such that rigid designators
always exhibit wide scope with respect to any other operator. Specifically, bare plurals
have wide scope with respect to negation and narrow scope in attitudinal contexts.*?
For example, [24a] expresses the (false) generalization that all (normal) pomegranates
have the characteristic property of not having a crowned end, rather than the weaker
generalization that pomegranates do not have the characteristic property of having a

crowned end.*3

[24] a. Pomegranates do not have a crowned end.
b. Bishops should not move diagonally.

¢. Pomegranates do not normally/typically have a crowned end.

However, as seen in [24b] and [24c], both necessity modals and overt generic operators
like normally or typically seem to favor wide scope with respect to negation' too, thus
favoring the stronger generalization even when this leads to falsity.* Therefore,
the evidence from examples like [24a] could lead either to the conclusion that bare
plurals behave like names, or, alternatively, that the implicit generic operator behaves
like modals and other overt generic operators in taking wide scope with respect to

negation.?®

42Carlson’s examples are: ‘John doesn’t like wombats’ and ‘Jill believes professors are insane’.

43As L. Horn (p.c.) points out, the weaker reading, corresponding to wide scope negation, is
most natural as a direct denial. Obligation-type modals show similar behavior: ‘he shouldn’t go’ in
isolation has only the narrow scope negation reading, as opposed to ‘he shouldn’t go’ in response
to ‘he should go,” in which case it can have either the wide or the narrow scope negation reading.
Krifka (1987) and Krifka (1988) also contain discussion of the relative scope of negation and the
generic operator. Krifka (1988) claims that the readings corresponding to both scopes are available.

44Possibility modals favor narrow scope with respect to negation, which again results in a stronger
statement. See Horn (1972, 1989).

45The absence of the narrow scope reading might not be a restriction on scope per se but a
consequence of the interpretation of negated generics. (I have in mind Stalnaker’s (1968) proposed
interpretation for negated conditionals which results in the following equivalence: —(¢ — ) iff ¢ —

—.)
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With respect to attitudinal contexts the issue is more complicated since the argu-
ment based on the absence of a wide scope reading for the bare plural is tied to an
extensional version of the hypothesized generic operator. For an example like [25al,
Carlson takes wide scope to give rise to the following reading, which he claims is
missing: for each entity that is actually a pomegranate John believes of it that it
is poisonous. This interpretation is consistent with John’s lacking the belief that all

pomegranates are poisonous.
[25] John believes that pomegranates are poisonous.

The kind analysis predicts that John has a belief about the kind itself without having
a belief that all_ pomegranates are poisonous or a belief about actual instantiations of
the kind.

The generalization operator must indeed have narrow scope with respect to the
attitude predicate. In general, adverbial operators do not take scope beyond their
clause. Therefore, the property of exhibiting narrow scope with respect to an attitude
predicate is shared by modals ([26a]), overt generic operatorsk ([26D]), and adverbs of

quantification both on their generic ([26¢]) and their temporal reading ([26d]).
[26] a. John believes that bishops (should) move non-diagonally.
b. John believes that pomegranates normally/typically have a crowned end.
c. John believes that pomegranates are always poisonous.
d. ‘J ohn believes that during last winter Mary always went for a walk at night.
Since only nominal operators can raise out of the complement of an attitude predicate

these facts simply establish that the generic operator is not nominal but are perfectly

consistent with its being an adverbial operator.
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g. Definite Kind-Denoting NP’s

Definite NP’s referring to kinds, like this kind of animal, exhibit a generic reading
and yet we would not want to analyze them as involving a generic quantifier. This,
however, is not inconsistent with having a generic operator and a kind-denoting NP

without the former being contributed by the latter.

3.3 Limits and Limitations of Uniformity

One of the most compelling arguments of Carlson’s in favor of the kind analysis is
that kinds provide the intensionality necessary for the semantics of genericity without
the need to posit any quantification. However, an across-the-board unified analysis
of generics as involving no quantification is untenable. Carlson himself has to allow
for a “mixed” analysis in which some quantification is built into the semantics. This
is necessary for generic sentences with adverbs of quantification. In Carlson’s (1979)
analysis, (atemporal) adverbs of quantification are VP operators applying to object-
level predicates and yielding kind-level predicafces. In that respect they are like the
generic operator Gn'. They differ, however, from Gn' in that they quantify over
object-level realizations of a kind. I will now show that the same kinds of arguments
Carlson advances against a generic quantifier, summarized in (a) and (b) in section
3.2.3, can be made with respect to his analysis that postulates a quantifier associated
with adverbs of quantification.4®

Let us take the adverb of quantification always, which translates as in [27].

[27] APAZ* (VY (R (3%, ") — “P(y°)))

46See Farkas & Sugioka (1983), Stump (1985), Diesing (1988), Wilkinson (1991) for arguments
against treating adverbs of quantification as VP operators. My criticism is independent of whether
adverbs of quantification are treated as monadic VP operators or as dyadic sentential operators.
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Although it is incontestable that the adverb has universal force, one could object
to positing a universal quantifier in ways that parallel Carlson’s arguments against a
quantificational analysis of generics by showing that it leads to inadequate predictions
about what the domain of quantification and the force of the quantifier are. [28a], for
example, translating as [29a], comes out as too weak under this analysis since in order
for it to be true in the actual world it suffices that all actual dogs be intelligent. But,
intuitively, [28a] expresses something stronger. [28b], on the other hand, translating
as [29b], comes out as too strong since it would require of male ducks that are well-
bred to lay eggs, whereas, intuitively, [28b] is judged to be true without that strong

requirement holding.

[28]  a. Dogs are always intelligent.

b. Ducks that are well-bred always lay eggs.

[29] a. Yy° (R'(y°,d) — intelligent'(y°))

b. Vy° (R'(y°,wbd) — Gn("lay-eggs'(y°))

In other words, once some other operator than the implicit one is introduced, we
can avoid neither the modal aspect of genericity nor the requirement for normal-
ity. Carlson, on the other hand, is committed to extensionality once an adverb of
quantification is present.

Neither can we avoid readjustments in the domain of quantification, resulting
in narrowing of the domain, so as to satisfy certain conditions associated with the
predicate. Again, Carlson’s analysis makes wrong predictions in this respect. For
example, [30] comes out as false in Carlson’s analysis, given that most shopliftérs are

never caught, let alone prosecuted.

[30] Shoplifters are always prosecuted in criminal court.
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To sum up, Carlson’s analysis of adverbs of quantification suffers precisely from
the problems he identified with positing an operator for generic sentences. The reason
for that is not that the quantificational force of the operator cannot be specified with
any precision—adverbs of quantification wear their force on their sleeve—but rather
because of the extensionality of the operator. Here the intensionality of individuals
is not helpful precisely because the truth conditions make no reference to alternative
points of evaluation. If one were to revise this analysis so as to make the adverb of
quantification intensional, the need for making the bare plural kind-denoting in these
cases would be diminished. Moreover, once we recognize the need for intensionality in
the evaluation of sentences with adverbs of quantification, it takes only a small step

to make a similar assumption about generic sentences without an overt operator.

3.4 Summary

Carlson concludes that all genericity should be given a uniform analysis, that bare
plurals are neither ambiguous nor indefinite, and that generics do not involve a generic
quantifier. As we saw, the last point confounded three distinct claims: (¢) there is no
nominal generic operator associated with bare plurals, (i4) no extensional semantics
would do for generics, (7ii) there is no quantification over objects at different points
of evaluation in the specification of the truth-conditions for generics. (z) and (i) are
undoubtedly true but (#) is not. In fact, none of the evidence Carlson provided
against a direct generalization approach to generics was really evidence in favor of
(143).

Some of the crucial facts leading Carlson to these conclusions about genericity
and bare plurals can be dealt with within a quantificational approach to generics and

a more sophisticated framework for the treatment of indefinites, as we will see in the



CHAPTER 2. BARE PLURALS AND GENERICITY 46

next section. In contrast to Carlson’s claims summarized by (1) - (3) in section 3.2,

this approach is committed to (1)' — (3)"

(1)) Ambiguity resides neither in the predicate nor in the NP; the apparent ambi-
guity results from the presence or absence of an operator and from the inter-

pretation of indefinites within and outside quantificational stuctures.
(2)" Bare plurals are indefinite both on their existential and generic reading.

(3)" An operator is present in the generic reading of bare plurals but it is not asso-

ciated with the NP.

4 The Indefiniteness Analysis

4.1 Basic Outline

The indefiniteness analysis brings together the conception of genericity as involving
direct generalization and a semantics for bare plurals in which they are treated as
ordinary indefinites. The analysis of bare plurals as indefinite NP’s proposed by
Krifka (1987), Gerstner & Kritka (1987), and Wilkinson (1988a, 1991) relies on the
treatment of adverbial operators and indefinites in Lewis (1975), Kamp (1981) and
Heim (1982) and claims that one type of genericity is to be attributed to the presence
of an appropriate operator.4’

The analysis assumes that there are two sources of genericity, one arising from
the presence of a sentential dyadic modal operator, the other from the presence of a

kind-denoting term and a kind-level predicate. In that sense it partitions genericity

4THeim (1982) applied this idea to the singular indefinite generic.
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in such a way that one type is amenable to a direct generalization approach and
the other type to an inferred generalization approach.. Krifka's distinction between
I-genericity and D-genericity is precisely along this dimension; moreover, it connects
I-genericity to indefiniteness and D-genericity to definiteness.*®

Bare plurals are claimed to be ambiguous; on one interpretation they denote kinds,
and hence can appear within D-generics, on another interpretation they are ordinary
indefinites, and hence can appear within I-generics. The singular indefinite is only an
ordinary indefinite; hence it can appear only within I-generics. The singular definite
generic, on the other hand, is unambiguously kind-denoting; hence it can appear
only within D-generics. Thus examples [1a], [1b] and [2a] involve D-genericity while
(1c], [1d], [1e], [2b] and [2¢] involve I-genericity. From here on I will concentrate on
I-genericity.

The analysis of bare plurals and I-genericity makes three basic claims: (7) I-
genericity involves a sentential dyadic modal operator with an interpretation similar
to that of adverbs of quantification, (4i) bare plurals are indefinites, (¢:7) indeﬁnités are
non-quantificational, variable contributing elements. If the bare plural is an indefinite,
then its apparent ambiguity between an existential and a generic reading can be seen
as a special case of the apparent variable quantificational force of indefinites. Its
generic reading is a quantificational reading which comes about when the bare plural
is in the restriction of an appropriate operator, such as an adverb of quantification,
a modal or an implicit generic operator. When not in the scope of an operator, the
bare plural is caught by existential closure; hence its existential reading in episodic

sentences. The bifurcation in the readings of bare plurals is, therefore, not a property

48We might need to further subdivide D-genericity; see, for instance, Heyer’s (1985) distinction
between absolute generic reference and personal generic reference.
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unique to them but one shared by all indefinite NP’s. In this respect, the analysis is in
accord with Carlson’s conclusion that there is no genuine ambiguity in the semantics
of the NP: if we exclude the truly kind reading of D-genericity, the variability in the
readings of bare plurals is not due to an ambiguity per se but is traced to a more
basic property of the bare plural. In this case the relevant property is indefiniteness,
which interacts with the interpretation of operators and free variables to yield the
desired range of interpretations.

The logical form of a generic sentence has the schematic representation in [31].

31] G (6, %)

If an indefinite is within the restriction ¢ of the generic operator, it will be bound
by the operator and will have a generic reading;*® if it is in the nuclear scope %, it
will get an existential reading. A bare plural that receives an existential reading in a
generic sentence, as in [12], is an instance of the latter case. Whether an indefinite
‘is mapped in the restriction or nuclear scope of the generic operator is not fully
determined on the basis of surface syntactic structure, as is clearly demonstrated by
[12]. This problem has come to be known as the issue of semantic partition (Diesing
1990, 1992a) and is an active issue of current research. In general, the indefiniteness
analysis predicts that a given sentence may have several generic readings as a result
of different partitionings of its material between the restriction and the nuclear scope.
Several factors seem to play '@ role in determining semantic partition, most notably
syntactic structure (Diesing 1990, 1992a, 1992b, Kratzer 1989) and focus (Rooth
1985, 1989, Krifka 1992).

49T'his is a bit of a simplification since it excludes cases of existential quantification in the restric-
tion. For the time being I am concentrating on the generic reading of indefinites and hence on the
cases where they are directly bound by the generic operator.
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The generic reading of singular and plural indefinites arises when the variable of
the indefinites is bound by a generic operator. The plural indefinite in [32a] and
the singular indefinite in [32b] are thus analyzed in the same way, as contributing
a variable in the restriction of the implicit generic operator G, as in [33a). In [32c]
and [32d], on the other hand, there is no operator and the indefinites are subject to
existential closure, as in [33b].50

[32] a. Whales are mammals.
b. A whale is a mammal.

c. Whales are roaming the coast.

d. A whale is roaming the coast.

[33] a. G, (whale(z), mammal(z))
b. 3, (whale(z) & roam-the-coast(z))
[33a] is interpreted according to [34], where the generic operator is assumed to have

universal force. How this can be reconciled with the tolerance to exceptions will be

discussed in section 4.3.

34] [G., (whale(z), mammal(z))]% ., = 1 iff for every ¢'&g5! such that [whale(x)],,
thatt) MY

= 1, [mammal(x) ﬁ;’c’w = 1.

The modal aspect of the semantics of the implicit generic operator will be discussed in
section 4.3. For the moment it will suffice to say that, like adverbs of quantification,

it quantifies over assignment functions.

50The plurality of the NP might, of course, impose further restrictions on its predicate, such as
that it include plural entities in its denotation. See Hinrichs (1985), Schubert & Pelletier (1987) and
Wilkinson (1991) on this issue. :

814" is exactly like g except possibly with respect to the values it assigns to z.

NI
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A quantificational analysis of generics is consistent with incorporating only a sub-
set of (4)—(4ii) or with modified formulations of any one of (i)—(z43). This is for two
different reasons. One is that an analysis of bare plurals as uniformly kind-denoting
can be combined with a direct generalization approach to generics. The other is that
the apparent variable quantificational force of indefinites can be captured within a
different set of assumptions, which associate an existential quantifier with an indef-
inite but have an éppropriately revised semantics for the existential quantifier and
adverbial operators. Farkas (1985) and Farkas & Sugioka (1983), for instance, oper-
ated only with a modified version of (7); they assumed an implicit sentential oberator
binding variables corresponding to stage or object realizations of the kind denoted
by a bare plural. An analysis incorporating (¢) and (4iz) but ﬁreating bare plurals
as kind denoting terms is proposed in Rooth (1989), where it is the object reaﬁza—
tions of kinds that behave like indefinites.? The advantage of preserving a uniform
kind denotation for bare plurals is that it allows the same bare plural to support
both kind-level and object-level anaphora. The narrow scope properties, however, do
not follow anymore once the existential quantification is not part of the semantics
of stage-level predicates. Finally, recent analyses analyzing indefinites as dynamic
existential quantifiers and adverbs of quantification as generalized quantifiers, such
as Chierchia (1992) and de Swart (1993), applied to generics, can be seen as modern
incarnations of the (i)—(4¢) analysis.?® [35] gives an overview of the similarities and
differences between the different analyses with respect to three significant features.

FV-Indef. stands for the analyses taking indefinites to be quantifier-free, Dyn-Indef.

52Rooth sets aside the distinction between stages and objects.

53Chierchia (1992) takes the generic reading of indefinites, which he uniformly analyzes as dynamic
existential quantifiers, to arise when the indefinite is selected as topic and is subject to existential
disclosure, an operation that results in the creation of a free variable and the binding of the indefinite
by the adverb of quantification.
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for the analyses taking indefinites to be analyzed in terms of a dynamic existential

quantifier.
35]
Direct Uniform denotation | Uniform analysis of
Generalization | of bare plurals for bare plurals in
kind/generic readings | episodic/generic
contexts
Carlson ~ + +
FV-Indef. + - +
Farkas + -
Rooth +
Dyn-Indef. + -

4.2 Individual-Level and Stage-Level Predicates

Once existeptial quantification need not be built into the predicate and once the bare
plural can be taken to denote ordinary individuals, we get a simplification in the
domain of predicates for we no longer need derived kind-level or derived object-level
predicates.’* Nevertheless, although stages as ontological entities can be dispensed
with, we still need to maintain the distinction between stage-level and individual-level
predicates since a number of linguistic phenomena are sensitive to it. The two types
of predicates have different distributional patterns and influence the interpretation
of a variety of linguistic elements. Specifically, stage-level predicates, in contrast to
individual-level predicates, permit an existential reading for bare plurals, are accept-

able as post-nominal predicates in ‘there’-insertion sentences (Milsark 1974, Carlson

4These correspond to Carlson’s [7bii], [7cii], [7ciii], [7dii], as discussed in section 3.
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1977b), allow for a conditional reading as adjuncts and absolutes (Stump 1985) and
are acceptable in conditional clauses without necessitating the presence of an indefi-
nite NP (Kratzer 1989).

How the distinction is to be theoretically construed, however, remains an open
question. There have been some recent proposals but their degree of overall success
remains to be ascertained. For example, Kratzer (1989) proposes that the difference
between individual-level and stage-level predicates is in their lexical argument struc-
ture: stage-level predicates have an extra Davidsonian argument in their argument
structure while individual-level predicates do not. Diesing (1990, 1992a) proposes that
the difference between individual-level and stage-level predicates is in the syntactic
structure they project to: individual-level predicates project to control structures,
stage-level predicates to raising structures. I defer discussion of these proposals until
the next chapter as they are relevant to the material presented there.

Assuming we adopt a basic bipartite division of predicates, the correspondence 7
between Carlson’s classification and that of the indefiniteness analysis is as follows:
basically stage-level and individual-level predicates correspond to stage-level and
individual-level predicates, respectively. Derived kind-level predicates correspond
to (non-kind-level) individual-level predicates. Derived object-level predicates cor-
respond to stage-level predicates within a quantificational context: a generic sentence
containing a stage-level episodic predicate is taken to express a generalization over
episodes. The question is whether this is always the case. An interesting issue arises
with what Krifka (1988) calls ‘unconditional generics,’ exemplified by [36b], as op-

posed to conditional generics, exemplified by [36a].

[36] a. When John hikes in the woods, he always smokes.

b. John smokes.
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Is a generic operator involved in [36b]75° Krifka (1988) assumes that a generic oper-
ator is indeed involved in [36b] whose restriction is contextually recoverable. Kratzer
(1988, 1989), on the other hand, distinguishes between derived genericity, brought
about by an operator, and intrinsic genericity, residing in the predicate. In derived
genericity there is quantification at the sentential level, in intrinsic genericity there
is no quantification. The intuitive difference between derived genericity and intrinsic
genericity is exemplified in [36], where we have a generalization over episodes in [36a],
hence derived genericity, but intrinsic genericity in [36b]. According to Kratzer then,
the predicate smoke is lexically ambiguous between a stage-level interpretation, as in
[36a], and an individual-level interpretation, as in [36b].

All three approaches agree on the truth-conditions of a sentence containing a
basically individual-level predicate but interesting differences arise with respect to
sentences with a basically stage-level predicate that express a generic or hdbitual

generalization. Let us take [37] as our test case.
[37] a. John is a smoker.
b. John always/normally smokes.
c. John smokes.
[37a] contains a basically individual-level predicate and, under all three analyses, it
would be true in a given world iff John is in the set of th_ipgs that are smokers in that

world. [37b] contains a derived stage-level predicate and all three analyses specify

its truth conditions in terms of quantification: Carlson over stages of John,3® Krifka

55This issue is also related to Lawler’s (1972), Dahl’s (1975) and Kleiber’s (1985) discussion of
existential generics. See also de Swart (1987).

56 Carlson does not actually consider stage-level predicates with adverbs of quantification or other
generic operators but it is reasonable to assume that this is how he would analyze such cases.
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and Kratzer over situations. Carlson and Kratzer would give [37¢| truth-conditions
equivalent to those of [37a],5" while Krifka would give it truth-conditions equivalent
to those of [37b]. If the adverb of quantification is taken to have a modal dimension,
considering non-actual situations will be crucial in specifying the meaning of [37b]

and [37c]. [38] provides a schematic summary.

[38]
Quantification Modality
yes | no yes | no
Carlson || b a, C » a, b, ¢
Kratzer || b a, C b a, C
Krifka || b,c | a b,c|a

This discussion shows that the issue of the (non-)uniformity of genericity manifests

itself quite independently of bare plurals, in the domain of individual-level predicates

4.3 The Generic Operator

Carlson argued that no known quantifier could be substituted for the generic quan-
tifier and took that to be a strong argument against a quantificational analysis of
generics. How has the quantificational analysis met this challenge?

Farkas (1985) and Farkas & Sugioka (1983) have claimed that the generic operator
is adverbial and Dahl (1975), Heim (1982) and Krifka (1988, 1990) that it, moreover,
has a modal dimension. Coupling this with the analysis of indefinites as involving free
variables, we can assume that the generic operator is a universal operator quantifying

over pairs of worlds and assignment functions.?® The restriction of a generic operator

57Carlson would, of course, take the predicate of [37c] to be derived from a stage-level predicate
via the operator Gn; Kratzer would take it to be an underived individual-level predicate.
583ome proposals have opted for claiming vagueness of the operator with respect to the number



CHAPTER 2. BARE PLURALS AND GENERICITY 55

may be supplemented by extra conditions in addition to those contributed by the
indefinite NP’s mapped in the restrictor (Wilkinson 1988a, 1991, Krifka 1988, 1990).

The tolerance to exceptions that generics exhibit has at least two sources: implicit
restrictions in-the domain of quantification and the modal dimension of the operator.

Both assumptions are necessary and neither is sufficient without the other.5°

4.3.1 Implicit Domain Restrictions

If the generic operator is adverbial, then not only material from the subject NP but
also material from the VP can enter the restriction of the operator. For example, the
articulation of a sentence into a focus structure affects the mapping, with focussed
material being mapped into the nuclear scope and material in the focus background
being mapped into the restriction(Rooth 1985, 1989, Krifka 1992). Moreover, sortal
restrictions of the predicate and presuppositions of material in the nuclear scope
would be accommodated into the restrictor. Once we have this freedom, a lot of the
“criteria, of normality” can be incorporated as extra conditions in the restriction of
the operator.

For example, as a descriptive generalization, [39] is a generalization about caught
shoplifters, not shoplifters at large, since being prosecuted has as an enabling condi-

tion having been caught.

[39] Shoplifters are prosecuted in criminal court.

of assignments it takes for the sentence to be true rather than modality (Farkas (1985), Wilkin-
son (1991)). Also, Schubert & Pelletier (1989), although they take the generic quantifier to be
intensional, do not construe it as universal since it allows for exceptions.

59Some proposals have opted for claiming vagueness of the operator with respect to the number
of assignments it takes for the sentence to be true rather than modality (Farkas (1985), Wilkin-
son (1991)). Also, Schubert & Pelletier (1989), although they take the generic quantifier to be
intensional, do not construe it as universal since it allows for exceptions. Vagueness alone without
modality, however, does not suffice; Carlson’s arguments against an extensional account carry over.
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That presuppositions of the predicate implicitly restrict the domain of quantifi-
cation can be observed with adverbs of quantification, as in [40] from Schubert &

Pelletier (1989).
[40] A cat always lands on its feet.

If the implicit conditions for the satisfaction of the predicate are not taken into
account, [40] would just be false. But these conditions do affect the evaluation of
[40] and this why [40] implies that sometimes some cats fall, or get dropped or find
themselves in the air in some way.

If the generic operator is adverbial, it would be right monotone only under certain
conditions, i.e., if we keep their first argument constant (see de Swart (1991)). The
Port-Royal Puzzle can be accounted for keeping this in mind and assuming that part
of the predicate belongs in the restrictor. In {41a] quantification is over Dutchmen

who are sailors, not over Dutchmen, hence [41a] does not entail [41b].5°
[41]  a. Dutchmen are good sailors.
b. Dutchmen are sailors.
c. Dutchmen are always good sailors.
d. Dutchmen are always sailors.
Notice that a similar case obtains with overt adverbs of quantification; [41c] does not
entail [41d]. In the move from [41a] to [41b] we have not kept the first argument

constant, since in [41a] we quantify over Dutchmen who are sailors while in [41b] we

quantify over Dutchmen. [41c] and [41d] are analogous in this regard.

‘80There seems also to be an implication for actual instantiations with [41a).
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Implicit domain restrictions arise to satisfy presuppositional requirements of the
restrictor. Another source for implicit domain restrictions, namely contextual restric-
tions, is not available for generic sentences. I will discuss this property in more detail

in the next chapter.

4.3.2 Modal Dimension

Positing a modal dimension for the generic operator captures the fact that the ex-
istence of actual exceptions does not suffice to make a generic generalization false.
The determination of the modal dimension is, as with overt modals, heavily context-
dependent. As Kratzer (1977, 1981) argues, modals are unambiguous but context-
dependent; they require the context of use to fix two parameters of their interpretation.5*
These two parameters are conversational backgrounds, assigning to each world a set
of propositions, and determining in turn the modal base and the ordering source.

The apparent multiple ambiguity that we can detect with generic adverbial quanti-
fiers can thus be explained away if we take into account the context-dependency of the
modal base and the ordering source (Kratzer 1977, 1981; Heim 1982). The question
about generics that Carlson took to be misguided, ‘What is the generic quantifier?,’
is reformulated in this analysis as ‘What is the modal base and the ordering source
associated with the generic quantifier?’

The generic operator is interpreted analogously to Kratzer’s (1981) human ne-
cessity operator. This and alternative interepretations for the generic operator are
discussed by Krifka (1990). For an alternative modal treatment see Asher & Morreau
(1991). [42] gives the interpretation of a dyadic human necessity operator, concen-

trating on the modal aspect of the interpretation of the generic operator (i.e., ¢ and

61See also Wertheimer (1972).
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are assumed to contain no free variables to be bound by the operator or by existential
closure over the nuclear scope). In the informal exposition below I will simplify and

talk of the maximally normal worlds.

[42] [G (¢, ¥)% co = 1, where c determines a modal base R,, and an ordering source
<y iff for every wy € R, such that [[c;b]]ﬁ’\/f,c)w1 = 1 there is wy, € R, such that

wy <y wy and for every ws € Ry, such that ws <y wy [Y]3c0, = 1.

In view of these assumptions about the modal dimension of the generic operator,
let us consider, informally, the generalizations expressed by [1c] — [1e]. [1d] expresses a
descriptive generalization. The modal base is circumstantial and the ordering source
stereotypical. In constructing the modal base we consider facts about the inherent
properties of pomegranates, so the worlds in the modal base are worlds where the
biological facts about pomegranates (e.g., their evolutionary history) are identical to
those of the actual world. In constructing the ordering source we consider facts which
determine an ideal where no mutations have come about and no other external inter-
vention has altered the appearance of pomegranates. The generalization expressed
by [1d] is that everything that is a pomegranate in the worlds in the modal base has
a crowned end in all those most normal worlds determined by the ordering source. If
there exist pomegranates whose crowned end has been chopped off, then the actual
world is not among those closest to the ideal and therefore the actual generalization
‘every actual pomegranate in existence (right now) has a crowned end’ would not be
entailed by [1d].

[1c| expresses a descriptive generalization too. The modal base is constructed on
the basis of facts having to do with the conventions about the operation of pirate ships
and the ordering source on the basis of an ideal where these conventions are upheld

and adhered to. [le] expresses both a descriptive and a normative generalization.
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The modal base is constructed on the basis of facts having to do with the habits,
social rules or conventions of the people in this place. The ordering source may be
stereotypical, whereby it is constructed on the basis of an ideal where people follow
their habits, or deontic, whereby it is constructed on the basis of an ideal where
people adhere to the social rules. Conventions and social rules induce certain habits
and vice versa so that’s why both readings appear to be equally prominent.
However, this is not always the case so a descriptive generalization might be true
without the corresponding normative generalization being true, as well, and vice versa,
as discussed with respect to [9]. Let’s assume that the area around here is such that it
induces violent habits in people but that violent behavior is neither morally nor legally
sanctioned. Then [9a] would be true if interpreted with respect to a circumstantial
modal base taking into account facts about the habits and dispositions of the local
population'and a stereotypical ordering source. But it would be false if interpreted
with respect to a circumstantial modal base taking into account facts about what
morality or the law prescribes and a deontic ordering source where the ideal is such
that what morality or the law prescribes is adhered to. Let us now assume that
countries carefully protect their natural resources. Then [9b] would be false with
respect to a circumstantial modal base taking into account facts about the practice of
countries with rich natural resources and a stereotypical ordering source where these
practices are followed. [9b] may also have a normative generalization reading: it is
interpreted with respect to a modal base determined on the basis of facts having to do
with what is considered morally proper behavior and an ordering source which ranks
worlds according to their closeness to an ideal where that behavior is realized. The
generalization expressed by [9D] is that a country with rich natural resources which it

does not share with its neighbors is less close to the ideal of morally desirable behavior
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than a country with rich natural resources which it shares with its neighbors.

In these cases, both the descriptive and the normative generalization readings
correspond to identical logical structures. The difference between the two types of
readings has to do with what the modal base and ordering source is taken to be
in each case. For example, the logical form of [9b] is as in [43a] and is interpreted

according to [43b].

[43]  a. Guy,, (country(z) & resources(y) & have(z, y) & neighbor(x,z), shares(z,y,z))

b. [[43a]]%/.., = 1, where c determines a modal base R, and an ordering
source <, iff for every g’ég where A = {z,y, 2}%? and for every w; € R,
such that [country(z) & resources(y) & have(z,y) & nez‘ghbor(:z:,z)]]‘}vlfyc,w1
=1 there is wy € R,, such that wy <, wy and for every ws € R,, such that

wy <y Wa [[shares(x,y,z)]}ﬁ;,cm =1.

The logical form given in [43a] is such that the dependent definite its neighbors is ac-
commodated within the restriction and there is symmetric quantification over coun-
tries, their neighbors and natural resources. A reading where there is asymmetric
quantification over countries and their neighbors is also available but I will not con-
sider it any further here except to note that the familiar problems which arise with
respect to conditionals and quantification arise with respect to generics as well.
This analysis of I-genericity also accounts for Dahl’s (1975) observation that in-
definite NP’s are associated with a non-accidental generalization reading under the
assumption that an implicit generic operator is present in [44a] and [44b] but not in

[44c] .5

62¢' is exactly like g except possibly with respect to the values it assigns to z, y and z.

830f course, [44c] may contain a dependent definite, as in ‘The members of this club never drink
whisky.’
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[44]  a. A member of this club does not drink whisky.
b. 'Members of this club do not drink whisky.

¢. The members of this club do not drink whisky.

The interpretation of the generic operator and its context-dependency with re-
spect to the modal base and the ordering source also help predict when a generic
generalization would entail the corresponding actual generalization. This would be
the case when the modal base and ordering source are determined by the context to
be realistic, or when the modal base is realistic and the ordering source trivial. A
modal base is realistic if the worlds in the modal base are selected on the basis of
their similarity with the actual world with respect to certain facts, that is if the actual
world is among those in the modal base. In all the examples we have considered the
modal base is realistic. An ordering source is realistic if worlds are ordered according
to how closely they approximate a set of certain actual facts. [45a] is an example
where a realistic ordering source is involved. An ordering source is trivial if any two
worlds are related by the partial ordering relation. This situation arises when the
relevant conversational background is empty. [45b] is an example where the ordering

source is trivial.

[45]  a. These days if a building is designed by an avant-garde architect, it has a

spiral-shaped dome.

b. A monument on Naxos is not in Athens.

As with modals, certain generic operators may be conventionally associated with
and therefore select particular modal bases and ordering sources. For example, overt

generic operators like typically and normally select only stereotypical ordering sources.
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than a country with rich natural resources which it shares with its neighbors.

In these cases, both the descriptive and the normative generalization readings
correspond to identical logical structures. The difference between the two types of
readings has to do with what the modal base and ordering source is taken to be
in each case. For example, the logical form of [9b] is as in [43a] and is interpreted

according to [43b].

[43]  a. Gy, (country(z) & resources(y) & have(z,y) & neighbor(x,z), shares(z,y,z))

b. [[43a]]%;.., = 1, where c determines a modal base R, and an ordering
source <,, iff for every g’ég where A = {z,y, 2} and for every w; € R,
such that [country(z) & resources(y) & have(z,y) & nez’ghbo"r(z,z)ﬂﬁ’\},c,w1
= 1 there is wy € R,, such that wy <,, wy and for every wy € R, such that

Wy <y Wy [[shaTes(m,y,z)]]%;)C,ws =1

The logical form given in [43a] is such that the dependent definite its neighbors is ac-
commodated within the restriction and there is symmetric quantification over coun-
tries, their neighbors and natural resources. A reading where there is asymmetric
quantification over countries and their neighbors is also available but I will not con-
sider it any further here except to note that the familiar problems which arise with
respect to conditionals and quantification arise with respect to generics as well.
This analysis of I-genericity also accounts for Dahl’s (1975) observation that in-
definite NP’s are associated with a non-accidental generalization reading under the
assumption that an implicit generic operator is present in [44a] and [44b] but not in

[44c].%3

624! is exactly like g except possibly with respect to the values it assigns to z, y and 2.
830f course, [44c] may contain a dependent definite, as in ‘The members of this club never drink
whisky.’
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[44] a. A member of this club does not drink whisky.
b. Members of this club do not drink whisky.

c. The members of this club do not drink whisky.

The interpretation of the generic operator and its context-dependency with re-
spect to the modal base and the ordering source ‘also help predict when a generic
generalization would entail the corresponding actual generalization. This would be
the case when the modal base and ordering source are determined by the context to
be realistic, or when the modal base is realistic and the ordering source trivial. A -
modal base is realistic if the worlds in the modal base are selected on the basis of
their similarity with the actual world with respect to certain facts, that is if the actual
world is among those in the modal base. In all the examples we have considered the
modal base is realistic. An ordering source is realistic if worlds are ordered according
to how closely they approximate a set of certain actual facts. [45a] is an example
where a realistic ordering source is involved. An ordering source is trivial if any two
worlds are related by the partial ordering relation. This situation arises when the
relevant conversational background is empty. [45b] is an example where the ordering

source is trivial.

[45]  a. These days if a building is designed by an avant-garde architect, it has a

spiral-shaped dome.

b. A monument on Naxos is not in Athens.

As with modals, certain generic operators may be conventionally associated with
and therefore select particular modal bases and ordering sources. For example, overt

generic operators like typically and normally select only stereotypical ordering sources.
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This is why generic sentences with these operators, such the one in [59a], express

descriptive generalizations, rather than normative ones.

[46] a. A country with rich natural resources typically shares them with its neigh-

bors.

b. A monument on Naxos is normally not in Athens.

Conventional association with particular modal bases and ordering sources may also
account for the seemingly differential force or even opposite truth values of otherwise
identical generic sentences containing operators with the same quantificational force.
For example, [59b] expresses a weaker generalization than [45b].

The interpretation of the generic operator as a human necessity operator is weak
enough and flexible enough, thanks to its relativization to the two context-dependent
parameters, but it is still not without some problems. There are cases where it is
plainly too strong. This problem is also discussed by Krifka (1990) and Asher &
Morreau (1991). Consider [47a].

[47]  a. A turtle lives to be very old.

b. A turtle normally lives to be very old.

[47a] is intuitively true but the semantics of the generic operator would make it false
if we assume that maximally normal worlds with respect to the characteristics of
turtlehood have to be worlds where the same biological facts hold as in the actual
world. The reason is that the semantics of the generic operator in this case is too
strong as it requires of all individuals that are turtles to live until very old in all
maximally normal worlds. But since such maximally normal worlds are also worlds

with the same ecological pressures as the actual world it cannot be true that all turtles
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survive, even in those maximally normal worlds. The fact that this problem shows
up with the singular indefinite indicates that one cannot resort to a kind reading,
~ which involves no quantification, in order to avoid the problem. Although there is no
apparent way to fix this problem within this approach by using only one operator,
it is not clear that this type of modal analysis is entirely on the wrong track since
the problem is contained. Note that [47Db] is intuitively false, which is what we would
expect if we start with a circumstantial modal base and a stereotypical ordering

source.%* See the appendix for an alternative interpretation for [47a].

4.4 Conclusion

The indefiniteness analysis assimilates the bifurcation in the readings of bare plurals
to that of other indefinite NP’s. It predicts that, all else being equal, the range of
interpretations for a bare plural are the same as those of any other indefinite NP,
Furthermore, in all phenomena that depend on indefiniteness bar‘e plurals should
behave like indefinites. For instance, bare plurals should participate in all phenom-
ena involving the interaction of indefiniteness, quantification and anaphora, such as
donkey-anaphora (see Diesing (1988), Wilkinson (1991)). Unlike Carlson’s analysis,
which crucially distinguishes between generic sentences with adverbs of quantification
(the former involving quantification, the latter not), the indefiniteness analysis unifies
the two cases.

The indefiniteness analysis is also more explicit on how context affects the type of
generic statement involved (e.g., normative vs. descriptive regularities): the contex-

tual effects are manifested in the choice of modal base and ordering source, something

64An analysis like Asher & Morreau’s (1991) accounts for the truth of [47a] but not for the falsity
of [47b]. In other words, the argument from the turtle problem cuts both ways.
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which has been independently established for modals.

The indefiniteness analysis and the kind analysis differ on the predictions they
make about the clustering of readings for a given NP in a given language. Since it
does not distinguish between I-genericity and D-genericity, the kind analysis predicts
that if an NP has a kind reading, then it can have an existential reading as well since
existential quantification is introduced by the predicate. Definite generic and kind-
denoting NP’s such as ‘this kind of N’ present problems for this prediction. Given
the way it captures the variable quantificational force of indefinites, the indefiniteness
analysis predicts that an NP can have an existential reading iff it can have an I-generic
reading.5°

A prediction that both analyses share is that a bare plural will have universal
force only in generic sentences. The functional reading of bare plurals, which is the

topic of the next chapter, presents a problem for this prediction.

85Potential problems arise with des-NP’s in French, which can have an existential but no generic
reading (de Swart 1992, 1993), and with definites in languages such as Romanian (Farkas 1985),
Greek {Condoravdi 1992), and French (de Swart 1993), which can have an I-generic reading but do
not have an existential reading. The latter problem with regard to Greek is addressed in Condoravdi
(1992) along the lines of the proposals made in chapter 4.
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5 Appendix

Let us consider an alternative strategy for deriving the interpretation of [48].
[48] A turtle lives to be very old.

Let us assume that the interpretation of [48] involves two operators: in addition to
the standard generic operator there is a monadic operator © taking scope over the

nuclear scope. The logical form of [48] then is as in [49].
[49] G (turtle(z), © live-long(x))

The operator G has a stereotypical modal base determined on the basis of facts
having to do with biological laws and inherent properties of turtles and a trivial
ordering source (i.e., empty conversational background).

The operator © has the same stereotypical modal base as G and an ordering source
which depends on the restriction of G: for each individual verifying the restriction of
G there is an ordering source which orders worlds according to how close they come

to being optimal for the survival of that individual.

[50]  a. [[49]]3 . = 1, where c determines a modal base R,, and an ordering source
<, iff for every g'~g and for every w; € R,, such that [turtle(z) ﬁ;‘c,w; =
1, [© live-long(x) ?\:[;C»wl = 1.
b. [© lz've—long(av)]]jg\;’c,w1 = 1 iff there is a ¢’ that determines a modal base
R,, and an ordering source <,, o such that for every wy; € R, there is
w3 € Ry, such that ws <y, ¢ wy and for every wy such that wy <y g ws,

[[live-long(x)]]ﬁ;’c,m’ =1

The interpretation of © is of course non-standard. It is a monster in Kaplan’s

(1989) terms.



Chapter 3

Functional Reading of Bare

Plurals

1 Introduction

Indefinite descriptions have played a central role in natural language semantics. Their
properties relating to their intuitive quantificational force inside and outside the scope
of various operators and their potential for serving as antecedents to pronouns have
had pervasive consequences on the overall design of semantics theories. Starting with
Russell (1919), indefinite descriptions have traditionally been analyzed as inherently
existentially quantified. More complex facts, having to do with their variable quantifi-
cational force when in the restriction of operators, originally noted by Lewis (1975),
and the ability of pronouns outside their syntactic scope to be aﬁaphorically related to
them, as in intersentential and donkey anaphora, have led to an analysis of indefinites
as non-quantificational expressions. In such theories, the intuitive force of indefinites

arises as a result of either construal rules inserting existential quantifiers in designated
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positions of a logical structure (Heim 1982), or of principles of interpretation, such
as the definition of truth and the satisfaction conditions of dyadic operators (Kamp
1981, Heim 1982).

Standard theories of indefinite NP’s, including both those that analyze them as in-
herently existentially quantified and those that analyze them as non-quantificational,
variable-contributing elements, predict that indefinites always have existential force if
outside the scope of any operator, that they assert rather than presuppose existence,
and that they are never anaphoric. Those theories, moreover, in which indefinites
can inherit the force of the operator whose scope they are under (Kamp 1981, Heim
1982, Chierchia 1992) predict that an indefinite will have non-existential force only

-in the restriction of an operator. Finally, indefinites are not considered as essen-
tially context-sensitive, although it is acknowledged that their interpretation may be
supplemented by implicit contextual restrictions.

In this chapter, I show that there are indefinites which, in one of their readings, do
not have existential force even in the absence of any operator, presuppose rather than
assert existence and are crucially context-sensitive. Bére plural indefinite descriptions
in English are of this type.

In the previous chapter I discussed two influential analyses of the bare plural that
have sought a unified treatment for its existential and generic readings. One treats
bare plurals as kind-denoting terms (Carlson 1977b). The other treats bare plurals as
indefinite NP’s (Gerstner & Krifka 1987, Krifka 1987, 1990, Wilkinson 1988a, 1991),
relying on the analysis of indefinites developed by Kamp (1981) and Heim (1982)
as inherently non-quantificational NPs contributing a free variable and conditions on
that variable. It distinguishes between two types of genericity and analyzes one type

as involving a sentential dyadic modal operator binding free variables in its restriction.
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Both analyses are designed to account for the following two generalizations: (%)
if the bare plural has a universal reading, then the reading for the whole sentence
is generic; (41) if the reading for the whole sentence is episodic, then the bare plural
has an existential reading.! In this chapter I show that English bare plurals exhibit
a universal reading which arises both with individual-level predicates in non-generic
sentences, violating (i), and with stage-level predicates in episodic sentences, violating
(11). 1 refer to this reading as the functional reading since, as will be shown in the
next chapter, a contextually salient function is implicated in its analysis.

I first present the reading and its associated properties (section 2) and then ex-
plore the ways it can be analyzed within a framework of standard assumptions about
genericity and indefiniteness (section 3). For purposes of this discussion I will assume
the DRT-Heimian quantifier-free treatment of indefinites. However, the argument
does not depend crucially on these assumptions and can be reconstructed within the
framework of more recent proposals, whereby indefinites are analyzed in terms of first
or higher order dynamic existential quantifiers (e.g., Groenendijk & Stokhof 1991b,
Chierchia 1992).

2 The Functional Reading of Bare Plurals

2.1 Initial Observations

A prediction of the standard indefiniteness analysis of bare plurals is that the uni-
versal reading of a bare plural, as of any indefinite, will arise only in quantificational
contexts. As outlined in the previous chapter, such contexts require the presence of

an overt adverb of quantification, a modal, or implicit genericity.

1For Carlson (1977b) these two implications are equivalences.
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A universal reading, however, arises in a wider range of contexts which cannot be
straightforwardly assumed to be quantificational. Consider [51a] and three possible

continuations, [51b] — [51d].

[51] a. In 1985 there was a ghost haunting the campus.
b. Students were aware of this fact/the danger.
c¢. The students were aware of this fact/the danger.

d. There were students who were aware of this fact/the danger.

Intuitively, [51b] appears synonymous with [51c]. Unlike [51d], [51b} does not make an
existential assertion but, like [51c], it is an assertion about the totality of the contex-
tually relevant students, whose existence in the actual world seems to be presupposed
by both [51c] and [51b]. Although the bare plural receives a universal reading, [51b]
is not generic in any obvious way; it does not express a non-accidental generaliza-
tion about students in general, nor a regularity about the occurrence of awareness in
other situations in which a ghost was haunting the campus. We might add that the
individual-level predicate is not understood as a characteristic property.?

That the bare plural in [51b] lacks an existential reading is not surprising given
that the predicate be aware is individual-level. The question is whether genericity
is involved in [51b]. If implicit genericity is involved, how does this square with our
intuitions about the meaning of [51b]? If not, what does the universal reading amount
to in the absence of genericity?

Although this use® of the bare plural in English is quite pervasive, as even a casual

“The relevant argument of a propositional attitude verb affects whether the verb is given a
characteristic property reading or not.

3The word ‘use’ is to be understood as a theoretically neutral term; certainly, it is not to commit
me to a pragmatic analysis of the facts to be described. In section 2.5 I will show that a pragmatic
account is in fact untenable.
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look at actual texts makes clear, it has gone virtually unnoticed in the literature.
The only works I am aware of that acknowledge it are Lahiri (1991) and Prince
(1992). Lahiri observes parenthetically that certain bare plurals take a universal
reading with stage-level predicates and assumes that bare plurals may have a definite
reading. Prince notes that there appear indefinites in episodic contexts with an
unexpected universal reading in the text under scrutiny in her article.* Interestingly,
these indefinites are categorized as ‘inferrable’ within the typology of information—

5 However, inferrable indefinites with a universal reading are

status she proposes.
inconsistent with the generalizations she advances about the formal marking of an
NP, its information-status and its interpretation. According to these generalizatious,
only inferrable definites can have a universal reading. Prince ultimately assumes that
such uses of indefinites are deviant and that the text would have been more natural
with definites in their place.

I show that the appearance of such indefinites, far from being deviant or a marginal
phenomenon, stems from a hitherto unrecognized semantic property of some indefi-
nites, including bare plurals in English. This property gives rise to a universal reading
with both individual-level and stage-level predicates in the absence of genericity or
any operator. I call this reading the functional reading since a contextually salient
function is implicated in its analysis. In the remainder of section 2, I discuss the prop-
erties associated with such indefinites and show that the synonymy with the definite,

the presence of contextual restrictions, the lack of genericity and the presupposition

of existence constitute a real and pervasive phenomenon and are not incidental to

4The article is devoted to a textual analysis of a fund raising letter against the backdrop of
Prince’s theory of the informational import of NP's.

SInferrable NP's are “NP’s evoking entities which were not previously mentioned and which I as
the reader had no prior knowledge of, but whose existence I could infer on the basis of some entity
that was previously evoked and some belief T have about such entities” {p. 312).
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example [51]. Throughout section 2 my interest is in ascertaining the properties of
the functional reading, and therefore the discussion is cast in such a way as to be
neutral with respect to the question of whether this reading is due to the presence of
an implicit operator. Section 3 spells out a possible analysis in terms of an implicit
operator. I will eventually reject it on fhe grounds that it fails to provide a unified
account of the phenomena described. I will present an alternative analysis in the next

chapter.

2.2 Functional Reading with Individual-Level Predicates

A crucial step in the argument that the functional reading constitutes a distinct
interpretation is to establish that it is not a special case of the generic interpretation.
If the functional reading were a special case of the generic interpretation, then it
would arise in one of the following three ways: (a) as an entailment of the generic
reading, (b) as an implicature of the generic reading, or (c) because of the presence
of an extensionalized generic operator. I consider and reject the first possibility in
section 2.2.1, where I provide evidence that can tease apart the functional from the
truly generic reading. I consider and reject the second possibility in section 2.5. I
consider and reject the third possibility in section 3, where I develop an account in
terms of an extensionalized generic operator, taking into consideration the full range
of facts presented in section 2.

A generalization that will emerge is that contextual restrictions aré consistently
associated with the functional reading and that they constitute an integral part of
that interpretation (sections 2.2.1, 2.2.2). However, not any contextual restriction
is possible, as I show in section 2.2.2, where I discuss the limitations on what can

constitute a contextual restriction.
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2.2.1 Genericity and the Functional Reading

As we saw in the previous chapter, both the kind analysis and the indefiniteness
analysis of bare plurals take for granted that the universal reading for the bare plural
depends on a generic reading for the whole sentence. In [51b], however, the two do not
coincide. [51b] expresses a generalization restricted to the actual students on campus
on a particular occasion. As discussed in the previous chapter, actual generalizations
are not equivalent to generic generalizations since a generic generalization can be true
even when the actual generalization is not, and vice versa.

The issue is whether the functional reading, which can be described as a contex-
tually restricted actual generalization reading, is in fact the interpretation of [51b], or
whether it is a consequence of the generic interpretation under certain circumstances.
Now, in order for [51b] to be true, the actual students on campus in 1985 have to
have been aware of the‘danger or of the fact that a ghost appeared. In other words,
if [51Db] is true, then so is [51¢]. But this by itself is not necessarily inconsistent with
[51b})’s having a generic interpretation. For instance, the functional reading could be
an entailment of a generic descriptive generalization when the generic operator is con-
strued with a realistic modal base and trivial ordering source. If we are to definitively
distinguish the functional reading from the truly generic reading, we must show not
only that the generalization expressed by [51b] is true in the actual world but also
that whether it is true or not depends on nothing but the actual world. If the latter
is true, then the bare plural is not in the scope of a modal operator.

I present three arguments to distinguish between the generic interpretation and
the functional interpretation. The first argument is based on the contextually re-
stricted nature of the generalization expressed by the functional reading. The second

argument is based on the implication of existence in the actual world associated with
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the functional reading. The third argument is based on the scopal interaction between
the bare plural and quantificational adverbs and modals. The presence of contextual
restrictions and the implication of existence show some fairly straightforward dissim-
ilarities between the generic and the functional reading. The implication of existence
and the scopal facts show that the bare plural has wide scope with respect to overt
generic operatoré and modals, hence its intefpretation is not dependent on a modal

operator.

a. Implicit Contextual Restrictions

Contextual restrictions, supplied by the previous discourse, are present with the func-
tional reading of the bare plural in [51b}], as they are with the definite in [51c]: [51b] is
no more general than [52b], where the restrictions are part of the descriptive content

of the NP, and similarly for [51c] and [52c].

[62] a. In 1985 there was a ghost haunting the campus.
b. Students on the campus at that time were aware of this fact.

c. The students on the campus at that time were aware of this fact.

Moreover, if no students other than the ones on campus at that time were aware of the
ghost’s appearance, [51b] would still be true. In other words, individuals satisfying
the descriptive content of the bare plural NP but not the contextual restrictions are
irrelevant in ascertaining the truth of [51b].

While the context of utterance affects the descriptive content of a bare plural
NP with the functional reading, this does not happen with generic indefinite NP’s.
Generic statements do not accept implicit contextual restrictions. This is a general
way of stating the observation made by Dahl (1975), Croft (1986) and Krifka (1987),

on the basis of examples like [53] and [54], that nominal quantifiers are easily amenable
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to contextual restrictions while adverbial quantifiers and the implicit generic operator

are not, at least with respect to individuals. Specifically, [53b] and [53d] have a reading

equivalent to that of [53c] but neither [54a] nor [54c] or [54e| have a reading equivalent

to that of [54b] or [54d].

[63] a.

(Out of the blue:) Every lion has a mane.

(non-restricted)

There are lions and tigers in the cage. Every lion has a mane.

(restricted or non-restricted)
There are lions and tigers in the cage. Every lion in this cage has a mane.

(Context: we are near a cage with lions and tigers)
Every lion has a mane.

(restricted or non-restricted)

. There are lions and tigers in the cage. A lion always has a mane.

(non-restricted only)

There are lions and tigers in the cage. A lion in this cage always has a

mane.

There are lions and tigers in the cage. A lion/Lions has/have a mane.

(non-restricted only)

There are lions and tigers in the cage. A lion/Lions in this cage has/have

a Inane.

(Context: we are near a cage with lions and tigers)
A lion/Lions has/have a mane.

(non-restricted only)
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The crucial point here is the difference between overt restrictions,AWhich are part
of the linguistic descriptive content of an NP, and implicit restrictions, which are
provided by the context of utterance. The context of utterance in [53] and [54]
provides information on the basis of previous linguistic discourse ([53b], [54a], [54c]),
or some salient facts established by the extralinguistic context ([53d], [54e]).

The assumption that the functional reading is an entailment of the generic read-
ing which is present when the generic operator is construed with a realistic modal
base and ordering source does not by itself explain why the bare plural appears to be
contextually restricted. If contextual restrictions are not part of the generic interpre-
tation, then they cannot come for free in the functional reading. We might be able
to supplement the entailment assumption with some pragmatic story to the effect
that the contextual restrictions are present to guarantee coherence with the previous
discourse but I will not pursue this direction any further since there is overwhelming

evidence against it.

b. Implication of Existence

Unlike generic statements, [51b], repeated here as [55b], implies the existence of stu-
dents on campus in 1985 in the actual world.® That this is a non-trivial implication
can be perhaps better appreciated if we consider bare plurals with additional descrip-
tive content, as in [55c].

[55] a. In 1985 there was a ghost haunting the campus.

b. Students were aware of the danger.

c. Students with police connections were aware of the danger.

SWhether it also presupposes the existence of students in the actual world is something I will
address in section 2.7.2.
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d. (But) there were no students (with police connections) on the campus in

1985.

Although the existence of individuals satisfying the description of the bare plural in
[55¢] cannot be taken for granted, [55¢] certainly implies that there were actually
students with police connections on the campus in 1985. Continuing the discourse
comprised of [55a] and [55b] or [55¢] with [55d] leads to a contradiction. If the generic
interpretation were the only interpretation for [55b] and [55c¢], no implication of ex-
istence would be guaranteed since [55b] and [55¢] could be true, and even entail the
equivalent actual generalization, even if no students with police connections actually
existed on campus in 1985.

Intersentential anaphora provides an additional piece of evidence for this im-
plication. In order for intersentential anaphora with an indefinite antecedent in a
modal/generic environment to be possible, the indefinite must be asserting existence
in the actual world. This generalization was already made by Karttunen (1976) and
most theories capture it by assuming that the indefinite takes wide scope with respect
to the modal/generic operator.” For example, within the framework of Kamp (1981),
in order for this kind intersentential anaphora to be possible, the discourse referent
introduced by the bare plural must be at the top-level DRS and therefore accessible
to a pronoun outside the scope of the modal or generic operator. Within the frame-
work of Heim (1982), the indefinite must have wider scope than any other operator,

in which case it will be captured by existential closure and will bind the pronoun.? Of

"Except if, as discussed by Karttunen (1976) and Roberts (1987, 1989), modal subordination is
involved. See below.

8Theories of anaphora employing dynamic binding are not the only ones that can capture this
generalization. The crucial element of the generalization is that the sentence containing the indefinite
- antecedent must entail existence. The pronoun could then be construed as an E-type pronoun whose
existential presupposition would thus be guaranteed.
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course, the problem with respect to both frameworks is how the indefinite can have
widest scope, on the one hand, and not be interpreted existentially, on the other.
This is something I will address in detail later, as it is the focus of the revised theory
of indefiniteness that I will propose. At this point, I want to establish that the evi-
dence from anaphora places precisely the constraint for entailment of existence and
therefore the requirement for wide scope.

The bare plural of [51b] and [55b] can be the antecedent of a pronoun in inter-
sentential anaphora: each of these sentences can be felicitously continued by either
[56a], which contains an individual-level predicate, or [56b], which contains a stage-
level predicate. The contextual restrictions are present in the anaphora as well: they
picks out the students (with police connections) on campus at the time of the ghosts’s
appearance, not just the students (with police connections) in the actual world at
large. [51b] and [55b] must entail existence in the actual world in order for anaphora

to be possible.
[56] a. They were well-informed.
b. They had been informed by the police.

Since modal subordination and an interpretation for the pronoun as a pronoun of
laziness are alternative options which are consistent with the bare plural antecedent’s
being within the scope of a generic operator, we must make sure that the right
type of anaphora is involved. We must, therefore, exclude the possibility of modal
subordination and the pronoun of laziness interpretation for [56a] and [56b].

If we assumed that there was modal subordination in [56a] with the pronoun
being a pronoun of laziness, this assumption would be open to the same problems
as assuming genericity for [51b], or [55b]. Of course, no modal subordination is

involved in [56b] since it is an episodic sentence. The pronoun they is not a pronoun
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of laziness: being aware of the danger and being well-informed is understood to be
attributed to the same individuals.® If they were a pronoun of laziness, then in the
episodic context of [56b] it would have an existential reading, equivalent to that of
‘some students (with police connections) had been informed by the police,’ a reading
that is absent. Moreover, in chapter 2 we saw that if the bare plural antecedent is
construed with an individual-level predicate while the pronoun anaphoric on it is in
an episodic context, the result is rather deviant (examples [14g] and [15a]). [56D], on
the other hand, is perfectly acceptable.

There is one remaining option that we must consider. If we take the functional
reading to be an entailment of the generic reading relative to a realistic modal base and
‘ordering source, we might still be able to account for the possibility of anaphora by
treating the pronoun as an implicit definite description and by assuming accommoda-
tion of the information that the actual world did indeed have the relevant individuals
at that time. This kind of anaphora is presumably involved in [57], where ‘they’ is
construed as ‘the pomegranates in actual existence right now’ in [57b] and as ‘the

pirate ships in actual existence right now’ in [57d].

[57]  a. Pomegranates do not have a crowned end.
b. 7?7 They had it/them chopped off.
c. Pirate ships fly a black flag.
d. 7?7 They (all) bought it/them from the same shop.

We can assume, along the lines of Heim (1990) and Chierchia (1992), that these

pronouns correspond to free functor variables which in these cases take as value a

%Even if it were a pronoun of laziness, the implicit contextual restrictions would have to be
incorporated in the recovery of the description.
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function from worlds and times to the individuals satisfying the descriptive content
of the NP. The additional contextual restrictions involved in the anaphora in [56]
can be accounted for by taking the functor variable to have as value a function from
worlds, times and individuals to the individuals satisfying the descriptive content of
the NP, i.e., a function from worlds, times and campuses to the students associated
with each campus. However, there is a clear difference in acceptability between the
anaphora in [57] and the anaphora in [56]; in fact, some speakers find the anaphora
in [57] totally unacceptable. The difference in acceptability can be linked to the
readiness with which the information about the existence of the relevant individuals
can be accommodated. Of course, if [51b] and [55b] themselves entail the existence
of the relevant individuals, then no accommodation is necessary and the anaphora

should be perfectly acceptable, as it in fact is.

c. Wide Scope

That [51b] is not generic can also be seen by providing the sentence with an adverb
of quantification or an overt generic operator. If the truth of the actual contextually
restricted generalization, which is associated with the functional readiﬁg in [51b),
were an entailment of the generic reading, we would expect that in the presence of
an overt operator the bare plural would be in its scope and we would get the familiar
descriptive generic generalization reading, with the entailment about the actual world
depending on the force of the operator. But this is not what we find.

The universal reading of the bare plural persists even when an overt adverb of
quantification with non-universal force is present, which shows that no direct binding
by the adverb of quantification is involved. Consider [58]: in [58b], as in [58c], there

is an assertion about the totality of the contextually relevant students, with the
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adverb of quantification taking on a temporal reading. In fact, because the adverb of
quantification has a temporal reading, the sense of be aware shifts to be consciously

aware in [58b] and [58¢c|, so that the predicate can be temporally relativizable.

[58]  a. In 1985 there was a ghost haunting the campus.
b. Students were usually aware of this fact.
c. The students were usually aware of this fact.

d. Most students were aware of this fact.

Since their interpretation does not dépend on the adverb of quantification, the bare
plural of [58b] and the definite of [58¢c| must outscope it. If the bare plural were
within the scope of the adverb of quantification, it would be bound by it, and if we
took the adverb of quantification to have a modal dimension with a realistic modal
base and ordering source, [58b] would at most entail [58d], and not something about
the totality of the contextually relevant students.!® In other words, if the functional
reading were simply an entailment of the generic reading, the intuitive reading of
[58b] would appear to be [58d] rather than [58¢].

In the previous chapter, I claimed that adverbs like normally or typically are
modal generic operators with particular requirements on the nature of their modal
base and ordering source. At this point, they can be used as diagnostics for a true
generic reading because they cannot be stripped of their modal force. When these

adverbs are added to examples like [51], they lead to infelicity, as in [59].

[59] a. In 1985 there was a ghost haunting the campus.

107 am ignoring the possibility of the bare plural’s being bound by existential closure within
the nuclear scope of the quantificational structure of the adverbial since that would result in an
existential reading, which is disallowed with individual-level predicates.
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b. (#)Normally/Typically students were aware of this fact.
c¢. (#)Normally/Typically the students were aware of this fact.
d. (#)Normally/Typically there were students who were aware of this fact.

e. The normal/typical students on campus were aware of this fact.

The bare plural still patterns with the definite in picking out the totality of the
contextually relevant students in the actual world. [59b] — [59d] are infelicitous to
the extent that quantification is vacuous, which is a consequence of the fact that the
bare plural is not within the scope of the operator in this case. In order to preserve
coherence with [59a], a contextually restricted reading is sought for the bare plural
which, however, results in the bare plural’s outscoping the operator. Crucially, the
reading that is missing is one where the operator has been stripped of its modal force
and the domain of quantification consists of the contextually relevéunt students with
the adverbs contributing an extra restriction on that domain. In other words, [59b]
does not share a reading with [59e].!!

[59b] and [59d] may, of course, have an interpretation in which the adverbs are
interpreted as modal operators and the bare plural is within the scope of the adverb
but on that interpretation the bare plural is not contextually restricted, no claim
is being made about the actual students associated with campus during that time
and the sentences are not natural continuations for [59a]. The operators in [59b],
[59¢] and [59d] can also be interpreted as quantifying over temporally individuated

situations. In that case, the bare plural in [59b] outscopes the operator and exhibits

10n a colloquial use accepted by some speakers, the preposed adverbs can be interpreted as
factive small clauses, i.e., something akin to ‘as is normal/typical.’” That use requires intonational
prominence on the adverb followed by a pause. On that interpretation, no infelicity arises for [59b]—-
[59d] since the adverbs are not interpreted as operators anymore, and the bare plural of [59b] retains
its contextually restricted universal reading, as would be expected.
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the functional reading, a situation parallel to that of [58b].}?

Thus, we have seen that the bare plural can outscope both an adverb of quantifi-
cation and an overt generic operator. The wide scope of the bare plural with respect
to a quantificational adverbial affects the interpretation of the adverbial in terms of
what provides its domain of quantification and results in the functional reading for
the bare plural.

The functionai reading surfaces with modals as well, with the bare plural taking
wide scope with respect to the modal. [60b], like [60c], has a reading in which the
students are taken to be the actual students, or, more precisely, the counterparts of
the actual students in the worlds in the modal base. That the modal base of the
deontic operator is not realistic is illustrated by [60d], which is a perfectly felicitous

continuation for [60b] and [60c].
[60] a. A ghost is haunting the campus.
b. Students should be aware of the danger.
c. The students should be aware of the dangér.
d. Unfortunately, they are not.

Note that anaphora in [60d] is possible (without the need for modal subordination)

precisely because [60b] and [60c] entail the existence of students in the actual world.

12With other moods or other modals, ‘normally,’ is also used to restrict the modal base of a
counterfactual, as in ‘Normally, I would be going to the movies tonight,” which is synonymous
with ‘if things were normal, I would be going to the movies tonight.’ (Note also that in that case
it is incompatible with an overt restriction supplied by a conditional clause: 77 ‘If it weren’t so
hot, they would normally go to the beach.”) A bare plural in this context retains its functional
reading: ‘Normally students/the students would have been aware of the danger’ is interpreted as a
counterfactual, something like “f things had been normal the actual students would have been aware
of the dangers.” Still there is no generic generalization over students. This might be related to the
small clause reading, with the adverbs in this case providing the restriction of the counterfactual
except that the reading persists even when the adverb is not preposed: ‘The students/Students
would have normally been aware of the danger.’
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If the bare plural indeed takes wide scope with respect to generic and modal
operators, then the truth of sentences like [51b], [55b], [58b] and [60b] depends on
nothing but the actual world, and therefore the functional reading is not an entailment

of the generic reading.

2.2.2 Contextual Restrictions

In the previous section it was shown that bare plurals with the functional reading
can be contextually restricted, in contrast to bare plurals within the scope of adverbs
of quantification and generic operators. In this section I will show that bare plurals
must be contextually restricted on their functional reading. I will call this effect
the positive contextual sensitivity of the functional reading. However, the functional
reading is systematically blocked if the context providing the contextual restrictions
has certain properties. I will call this effect the negative contextual sensitivity of the
functional reading.

NP’s are often dependent on the context of utterance to supply information that
determines their interpretation either by restricting their domain of quantification
or by providing additional conditions for their descriptive content. The information
supplied by the context may be based either on information provided directly by the
previous linguistic discourse, or on the shared beliefs between speaker and hearer and
the speaker intentions recoverable by the hearer. The role that the context plays in
restricting the interpretatioﬁ of NP’s may be viewed either as a purely pragmatic
phenomenon, or as the result of an interplay between semantics and pragmatics:
the semantics makes available a certain parameter whose value is determined by
pragmatic factors, such as saliency, discourse coherence, etc.r In any case, whether an

NP in a given context of utterance is interpreted as contextually restricted or not, or
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which contextual restrictions are chosen, depends solely on pragmatic factors. Bare
plurals with the functional reading are different in this respect; I will argue that the
positive contextual sensitivity and the negative contextual sensitivity of the functional
reading depend on semantic properties of the bare plural.

a. Positive Contextual Sensitivity

The bare plural in [51b], [55b], [58b], or [60b] must be contextually restricted.
The implicit contextual restrictions on the bare plural seem to be part of its meaning
as they not cancellable. The discourse in [61] is contradictory.

[61] a. In 1985 a ghost was haunting the campus.
b. Students were aware of the danger.
c. However, none of the students associated with the campus was aware of

the danger.

If the bare plural is construed as having a generic reading, no contradiction arises, as
in [62]. |
[62] a. A ghost is haunting the campus.
b. In general, students are aware of this kind of danger.
c. However, none of the students associated with the campus is aware of this

kind of danger.

For indefinites, in general, there is a preference for a contextually restricted read-
ing, which, however, can always be overridden if, for instance, it leads to contradiction.

Therefore, the discourse in [63] is perfectly coherent.

[63] a. In 1985 a ghost was haunting the campus.
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b. Some students were aware of the danger.

c. None of the students associated with the campus was aware of the danger.

Although the indefinite in [63b] can, in principle, be interpreted as contextually re-
stricted with the contextual restrictions contributed by [63a], the presence of [63c]
rules out this kind of interpretation. How we take the context of utterance to affect
the interpretation of the indefinite in [63b] is irrelevant to the argument. We can
attribute the presence of contextual restrictions purely to pragmatics, in which case
[63b] would be true depending on the existence of any students having the relevant
property. Or we can allow the context of utterance to provide an additional condition
to the descriptive content of the indefinite. In the former case, the hearer would
draw the inference that some students on campus have the relevant property, so as
to make [63b] both more informative and more relevant to the current discourse. In
the latter case, the previous discourse could provide the relevant restriction while the
continuation with [63c] would indicate that the hearer was wrong about the kind of
context providing the restriction and should reconsider. The crucial point is that the
meaning of the indefinite in [63b] is such that it is compatible with any number of
contextual restrictions, or none at all, while that of the bare plural requires a specific
kind of contextual restriction.

Not only should the bare plural be contextually restricted but the contextual
restrictions must be provided by the discourse prior to the utterance of the bare

plural. Consider the difference between the discourses in [64] and [65].13

[64] a. A burglar was roaming Santa Clara county.

b. Deputy sheriffs were aware of the danger.

131 owe these examples to Tony Davis.
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. #They had been sent from LA county to investigate.

o

[65] a. A burglar was roaming Santa Clara county.
b. Several deputy sheriffs were aware of the danger.

. They had been sent from LA county to investigate.

@]

The same point is also made by cases in which the sentence containing a bare plural
is first in a discourse with the NP that can provide the contextual restrictions in the

following sentence, as in [66].

[66] a. Students were roaming the streets.

b. A school nearby had ended classes early.

In that case, the bare plural has only an existential reading although the next sentence

can, and in fact does, provide additional restrictions for it.

b. Negative Contextual Sensitivity

Necessary as the contextual restrictions may be for the functional reading to arise,
not any contextual restriction is possible. There are contexts which provide extra
information that can in principle constitute a further restriction for the bare plural
but which in fact does not. [67c] still expresses the same generalization as [51Db] in
the context of [67a] and [67b], not the more contextually restricted one corresponding
to ‘every student in this dormitory.’ The contextually restricted reading is easily

available for the definite in [67d] and the quantificational NP in [67e].

[67] a. There is a ghost haunting the campus.
b. There are 500 students in this dormitory.

c. Students are aware of the danger.
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d. The students are aware of the danger.

e. Every student is aware of the danger.

Admittedly, a discourse comprised of [67a], [67b] and [67c] sounds incohesive. Rather
than being at odds with the point being made here, this can be taken as further
support for it, since the more contextually restricted reading is absent even when
discourse cohesiveness would require it. Such a discourse would in any case improve
if it were followed by something that would justify the shift from one group of students
to the other, like e.g. ‘The students of the dormitory have, moreover, taken strict
precautions.’

Similarly, in a deictic context, like that of [68], the bare plural receives the same
reading as [51b], not the more contextually restricted one picking out the perceptually

salient students.

[68] Context: We know that there is a ghost haunting the campus. We are standing

in front of the library and we can both see several students.

Students are afraid to enter the library.

While the perceptually salient students can be taken as providing the evidence for
the generalization, the generalization is not restricted to them as far as the meaning
of [68] is concerned.

As both descriptions and nominal quantifiers readily accept contextual restric-
tions constrained only by pragmatic considerations, the selectivity of the bare plural
is highly surprising and unprecedented. The following question arises at this point:
is what matters the contextually supplied information, or the kind of context that

supplies it? In [67], as in [51] and in all the examples we have looked at so far except
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for [68], the context supplying the information and hence the relevant restrictions
is the previous linguistic discourse. In [68] the context is extralinguistic. However,
the fact that the bare plural in [68] can have a contextually restricted reading that
encompasses all the students on campus shows that the extralinguistic context can
supply the relevant information. We are driven, therefore, to viewing the kind of in-
formation that is contextually supplied as being responsible for what is an acceptable
and what is an unacceptable contextual restriction. Later I will argue that this is not
a limitation on contextual restrictions per se but a consequence of the fact that the
bare plural cannot be anaphoric in some technical sense. A theory that would allow
us to account for this limitation in these terms is preferable to one that would iden-
tify the phenomenon as direct limitation on the contextual restrictions. Contextual
factors affect the common ground, that is the information state in which speaker and
addressee presume themselves to be and against which new linguistic utterances are

evaluated.

2.3 Functional Reading with Stage-Level Predicates

If the functional reading were an entailment of the generic reading, we would expect it
to be limited to bare plurals construed with individual-level predicates or with stage-
level predicates within a quantificational context. In this section, I demonstrate that
the universal reading of bare plurals shows up with stage-level predicates in purely
episodic contexts.

Consider [69], where the bare plurals opponents and proponents appear in an

episodic context.

[69] Although the odds still seem to favor Senate approval of Thomas, opponents re-

doubled their effort and tried to delay a floor vote on confirmation . .. Proponents,
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in contrast, demanded a vote next week.

(San PFrancisco Chronicle, Sept. 28, 1991)

[69] can be understood either as an existential statement about some opponents and
proponents of the approval, or as a statement involving the totality of the opponents
and proponents of the approval. The former reading is the expected reading for a bare
plural in an episodic context but the latter is rather surprising. Moreover, the totality
effect associated with the second reading is independent of the kind of predication
involved. Both readings allow for a distributive or a collective predication, that is
both readings are compatible with there having been either individual attempts for
delay and demands for a vote or a single collective attempt and a single collective
demand.

Similarly, the examples in [70] are ambiguous: on one reading, they are synony-
mous with the corresponding ones in {71}, and on the other, they are understood as
involving the totality of the entities specified by the NP. On the latter reading, for
example, [70a] is a statement about all (relevant) linguistic theories, [70b] implies that
the total number of victims rescued by rescue teams is 28,950,'* [70c] is a promise
about all (relevant) details and [70d] an announcement about all (relevant) prices. In

none of these cases do we have a generalization over episodes.
[70]  a. Linguistic theories have posited abstract representations.
b. Rescue teams have rescued 28,950 victims.

c. Details will be presented tomorrow.

d. Prices went up today.

14The inference about the totality of victims is a by-product of the functional reading of the bare
plural ‘rescue teams.” Compare with ‘Some rescue teams have rescued 28,950 victims.’
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[71]  a. There are linguistic theories that have posited abstract representations.
b. There are rescue teams that have rescued 28,950 victims.
¢. There are details that will be presented tomorrow.

d. There are prices that went up today.

Let us look a bit more closely at the kinds of contexts that give rise to the func-
tional reading with stage-level predicates and the kinds of contextual restrictions
present. In [69] what is explicitly uttered provides the contextual restrictions: the
approval of a nomination is at issue and the bare plurals opponents and proponents
are understood as elliptical descriptions whose full form would be opponents of the
approval and proponents of the approval, respectively. I have not provided any ex-
plicit context for [70]; however, for [70b] and [70c] a situation is easily conjured up
that could provide the contextual restrictions: in [70b] a natural disaster, in [70c]
a presentation. [70a] and [70d] are somewhat different in that they can be uttered
without any explicit context. Rather, the existence of the relevant entities relies on
some general background facts that seem to constitute general background knowledge ‘
and taken for granted by a given linguistic community, for example, an economy such
that goods have prices, or one with intellectual disciplines that have theories. The
generalization emerging from these cases is that the existence of the entities satisfying
the description of the bare plural is stereotypically tied to some other entity or to
some world where some typical facts hold and which we take the actual world to be.
These observations relate to Prince’s observations about ‘inferrable indefinites’ with
a universal reading.

The fact that a bare plural can have a universal reading with a stage-level pred-

icate in an episodic context contradicts the generalization stated in the previous
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chapter that a bare plural with a universal reading does not combine with an episodic
predicate. It also provides rather striking evidence that the functional reading is not
generic. Adding a generic operator results in complete ill-formedness, as in [72], where
the possibility of a regular generic reading is absent because the verb corresponds to

an episodic predicate.®
[72]  a. #Normally/Typically rescue teams rescued 28,950 victims yesterday.
b. #Normally/Typically details will be presented tomorrow.
c. #Normally/Typically prices went up today.

A correlate of the ambiguity exhibited by the bare plural with stage-level pred-
icates in episodic contexts is that a pronoun outside the c-command domain of the
bare plural has a totality reading in addition to an E-type interpretation. The E-type
interpretation correlates with the existential reading for the bare plural, the totality
reading with the universal reading for the bare plural. Consider [73] and [74].

[73] a. Prices went up today.

b. They were expected to go up.

[74]  a. There are prices that went up today.

b. They were expected to go up.

If [73a) is interpreted as synonymous with [74a], the pronoun in [73b], as in [74b], is
interpreted as equivalent to ‘the prices that went up today.” In that case [73b] and
[74b] would be true in a situation in which only some prices were expected to go up

and those were the prices that actually did go up. If, on the other hand, the bare

15The reading, irrelevant to our purposes, on which the adverbs are interpreted as factive smail
clauses, is implausible on pragmatic grounds in these cases.
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plural in [73a] has the functional reading, then the pronoun in {73b] is interpreted as
equivalent to ‘all prices’.

The functional reading also arises in quantified contexts, where, as with individual-
level predicates, the indefinite outscopes a modal or an adverb of quantification, the
latter having a temporal reading.

[75]  a. Prices must come down (for the good of the people).

b. Unfortunately, they will not.

[76] a. There were several alerts today.

b. Rescue teams usually reacted promptly.

One could claim that the wide scope reading, and, more generally, the functional read-
ing of bare plurals with stage-level predicates, is really a specific existential reading.

I argue against this possibility in section 2.5.

2.4 Other Indefinites

The functional reading does not arise with other indefinites. [77b] shows that the
singular indefinite, in exactly the same context as that of [51b], has only an existential
reading. Similarly for the plural indefinite with the determiner some in [77c].
[77)  a. In 1985 there was a ghost haunting the campus.
b. A student was aware of the danger.
c. Some students were aware of the danger.

Given that the bare plural lacks an existential reading and the singular and plural

indefinites the universal reading, [77b] and [77c] have no reading in common with
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[51b].1® No such discrepancy between the singular indefinite and the bare plural
occurs in standard cases of generic quantification. For instance, in the context of
[78a] both [78b] and [78¢| have a generic interpretation.
[78] a. A single bad grade ruins a student’s reputation forever.
b. Students are (always) aware of this danger.
c. A student is (always) aware of‘ this danger.
In parallel fashion, indefinites other than the bare plural construed with a stage-level
predicate show no ambiguity between an existential and a universal reading.
[79] a. A linguistic theory has posited abstract representations.
b. A detail will be presented tomorrow.
c. An opponent redoubled his effort.
d. Some details will be presented tomorrow.
e. Some food prices went up today.

This is another piece of evidence that the usual notion of genericity is not involved

in the contextually restricted universal reading.

2.5 Excluding a Purely Pragmatic Account

Before continuing, I want to establish that the functional reading of a bare plu-
ral cannot be given a purely pragmatic account, thereby supporting the claim that
it constitutes an interpretation distinct from either the generic or the existential.

A pragmatic account might seem prima facie desirable, at least on methodological

16The singular and plural indefinites can have an existential reading with an individual-level
predicate while a bare plural cannot.
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grounds, since it would avoid multiplying ambiguities. In this section, I will outline
the general character of a pragmatic account and identify the inadequacies of failing
to recognize the functional reading as the actual interpretation of the bare plural in
the cases considered so far. Further facts associated with the functional reading that
will be presented in later sections exclude a purely pragmatic account altogether.
However, a pragmatic analysis is untenable even for the facts discussed so far and I
believe it is interesting to see why.

A purely pragmatic account would claim that the facts of the functional reading
are not facts about the meaning or interpretation of bare plurals but solely facts
about their use. An account in which pragmatics plays a role by fixing some aspect
of the interpretation, such as the analysis based on degenerate genericity presented
in section 3 of this chapter, is not a purely pragmatic account by this criterion. In a
purely pragmatic account, the role of context consists in generating implicatures and
not in satisfying preconditions for interpretation. Such an account would capitalize
on the Gricean distinction between sentence meaning and speaker meaning and would
attribute the effects of the functional reading to speaker meaning. In Grice’s semi-
nal distinction, sentence meaning is that given by the semantic interpretation, and,
relative to the specifications a given context of utterance provides for the context-
sensitive expressions in the sentence, it determines what is said. Speaker meaning, or
what is meant, is what the speaker intends to communicate relative to a given occa-
sion of utterance and is determined in part by general principles underlying rational
communication.

According to a pragmatic account, therefore, bare plurals with stage-level pred-
icates in episodic sentences have just the usual existential reading and bare plurals

with individual-level predicates have just the usual generic reading, and that is all
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the semantics should be responsible for. The functional reading arises when, due to
certain contextual factors, what is meant is distinct from what is said.

There are two ways I can see of working this out. One is to analyze the functional
reading as an implicature that can be associated with both the generic reading and the
existential reading. I will call it the implicature approach. The other is to assimilate
the functional reading to the referential or specific uses of indefinite descriptions. I
will call it the referentiality approach. In what follows I will spell out these two
approaches in more detail and examine them in turn. For the sake of concreteness,
let us assume that what is said and what is meant are (possibly distinct) propositions
and let us follow common practice (e.g., Ludlow & Neale (1991)) in referring to the
former proposition as the proposition ezpressed and to the latter as the proposition

meant.

2.5.1 The Implicature Approach

The implicature approach would aim to derive the actual, contextually restricted
generalization reading as an implicature from the generic reading, in the case of
individual-level predicates, and from the existential reading, in the case of stage-level
predicates. Thus, for an example like [51b], where the predicate is individual-level,
the proposition expressed corresponds to a generic generalization, while the proposi-
tion meant corresponds to an actual, contextually restricted generalization. For an
example like [69], where the predicate is stage-level, the proposition expressed is ex-
istential, while the proposition meant is the (stronger) actual, contextually restricted

generalization. The question then is what contextual factors give rise to the difference
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between the proposition expressed and the proposition meant.!

The functional reading with individual-level predicates could arise if the generic
generalization is patently false and this fact is obvious to both speaker and hearer.
Under the assumption that the speaker would not try to communicate something
for which he has insufficient evidence or something that is mutually believed to be
false, the hearer would draw the inference that the speaker actually intends to com-
municate something weaker but true, namely an actual and contextually restricted
generalization.

The functional reading with stage-level predicates could arise if the speaker has
every reason to believe that the individuals of whom the existential statement is
true are exactly all the individuals of whom the statement is true and intends to
communicate that to the hearer, while the hearer is aware of the speaker’s relevant
beliefs and intentions.

If the functional reading is attributed to speaker meaning, the presence of con-
textual restrictions and the implication of existence could be accounted for.!® The
speaker would intend to communicate the proposition corresponding to the functional
reading when his or her beliefs are formed on the basis of some actual individuals in a
particular context. Such a take on the issue, while having these advantages over the
entailment alternative—which in any case could not account for the existence of the
functional reading with stage-level prediactes—faces some serious problems as well.

First, the implicature approach gives two disparate explanations for the functional

Note that context plays two distinct roles in the first case: it helps determine what is said
by fixing the modal dimension of the generic operator, and what is meant by giving rise to the
implicature of an actual, contextually restricted generalization. Context can be seen as playing a
similarly dual role in the second case as well if we assume that the implicit contextual restrictions
enter the interpretation of the existential statement and become part of what is said.

18The pronouns in intersentential anaphora in [56] would be picking up speaker’s reference.
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reading in episodic sentences and in generic sentences. The explanations are, in
general, distinct because the mechanisms responsible for getting from what is said to
what is meant are not the same. In the reading with stage-level predicates what is
meant is stronger than what is said (universal vs. existential), while in the reading
with individual-level predicates what is meant is weaker than what is said (accidental
VS. generic generalization). To illustrate let us consider a variation of [69], in which
one of the NP’s is construed with an individual-level predicate and the other with a

stage-level predicate.

[80] The odds still seem to favor approval of the nominee but proponents believe it
will be a close vote. Opponents, for their part, tried to delay the vote yesterday,

hoping time is on their side.

According to the implicature analysis, the first sentence is false and the second sen-
tence is true while the speaker, by uttering them, intends to communicate with both
something about the entire set of proponents or opponents of the nomination.

More seriously, an indefinite NP does not aquire a universal reading just because
the equivalent universal statement also happens to be true. In general, there is no
intuition of a universal reading, in the same way that there is one in the case of the
functional reading, in contexts in which both speaker and addressee have evidence
supporting the truth of the universal statement. For instance, suppose I utter [81]
while looking outside the window, having every reason to believe that the dogs I can
see are all the dogs of the neighborhood and all of them are tearing up my backyard,
and intending to communicate that belief, while the hearer is aware of that fact as

well as of my intention.

[81] Dogs are tearing up my back yard.
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[81] does not acquire the functional reading in such a context. Although what I intend
to communicate could well be something about all the dogs in my neighborhood, this
does not affect the reading of the indefinite NP, whose force remains eiistential, even
when the hearer draws the appropriate inference.

If generic sentences could be used in order to indirectly communicate information
about actual entities in the way outlined above, then on the one hand, all else being
equal the type of the NP should make no difference, and on the other, a wider range of
false generic statements should be subject to this charitable reinterpretation. Neither
of these implications is true. Utterances of generic sentences are not appropriate for
such a task and fail to communicate a contextually restricted actual generalization.
As shown in section 2.4, the functional reading is restricted to bare plurals. The fact
that an actual generalization is manifestly true does not affect the interpretation of
the cofresponding generic generalization so as to make it true, nor does it give rise
to the functional reading. False generic statements remain false and do not give rise
to the functional reading even when the context of utterance is such that it would
support the truth of the contextually restricted actual generalization.

False generic statements, like those in [82] (from Carlson (1977:37)), where the
equivalent non-generic, contextually restricted, universal statements are true, are a

case in point.

[82] a. Books have between 100 and 150 pages.

b. Sleds are black.

c. Dogs are collies.

Carlson uses these examples to show that the existential reading is absent with
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individual-level predicates since they are judged as false; if the existential interpreta-
tion were available, all the sentences in [82] would be true on that reading since there
exist books that have 100 to 150 pages, sleds that are black and dogs that are collies.
We can also use these cases to show that the functional reading does not arise even
when the context of utterance supports its truth. On the implicature account, the
proposition expressed by each one of [82] is false but the proposition meant, which
is one embodying an actual and restrictive generalization, is true.’® Not only do the
sentences in [82] remain false, no functional reading for the bare plural is detected,
even if they are uttered in a context where all the contextually relevant books do
indeed have between 100 and 150 pages, or all the contextually relevant sleds are
indeed black, or all the contextually relevant dogs are collies. On the other hand,
the functional reading arises regardless of what we believe about the truth of the
corresponding generic statement, i.e., a sentence could be true both on the generic

and the functional reading of the bare plural, as illustrated by [83].

[83] a. A ghost is haunting the campus.
b. Students are aware of dangers of this kind.

¢. Unfortunately, the students on this campus are not.

Finally, the implicature account both overgenerates and undergenerates functional
readings. Negative contextual sensitivity and fa,ise generic sentences lacking the func-
tional reading exemplify overgeneration and infelicity or contradiction due to the
functional reading of the bare plural exemplify undergeneration. Negative contextual
sensitivity cannot be accounted for since there is nothing that would exclude the rel-

evant speaker’s meaning in the presence of a previous NP with identical descriptive

19Note that on this type of account both the proposition expressed and the proposition meant are
general propositions.
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content. Previous discourse in general helps provide contextual restrictions for NP’s
and there is no way it can be excluded here on any principled grounds.

As for undergeneration, if the actual generalization reading is simply an impli-
cature, why is the implicature not cancelled, or to put it somewhat differently, why
does the implicature arise in cases where it is strongly disfavored? For example, the
presence of ‘normally’ or ‘typically’ in [59] leads to infelicity rather than cancella-
tion of the implicature, and in the discourses of [55] and [61], [55¢] and [61c] lead
to contradiction rather than cancellation of the implicature. The functional reading
of the bare plural has a direct influence on the interpretation of the quantificational

elements and consequently on sentence meaning.

2.5.2 The Referentiality Approach

The referentiality approach would claim that the functional reading is the manifes-
tation of specificity or referentiality with bare plural indefinite descriptions. For the
sake of concreteness, let us frame the issue in terms of the conception of referentiality
and specificity of Ludlow & Neale (1991). Ludlow & Neale’s primary aim is to argue
agaiﬁst an ambiguity for indefinites, and in the course of their argument they develop
a typology of uses of indefinite NP’s that is useful for our purposes.

Ludlow & Neale’s aim is to defend the Russellian account of indefinites as uni-
formly quantificational elements against the evidence arguing for an ambiguity be-
tween a quantificational and a referential interpretation. According to Russell’s ac-
count, a sentence containing an indefinite expresses a general proposition: it makes
an existential statement and therefore its truth or falsity depends on there being an

object, any object, that satisfies the relevant conditions. A sentence containing a
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referring expression, on the other hand, expresses a singular proposition:®® it is a
statement about the object referred to by the referring expression so its truth de-
pends on whether that object satisfies the relevant conditions.?! As part of their
argument, Ludlow & Neale develop a taxonomy of the distinct uses of indefinites and
characterize the utterance contexts that give rise to them. They make a three-way
distinction between the proposition expressed by a given utterance, the proposition
meant, and speaker’s grounds, the proposition which is the object of the speaker’s be-
lief providing the grounds of an utterance. For an utterance containing an indefinite,
the proposition expressed is always a general p