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Abstract
Thepaperinvestigatesthe issuewhetherthestage-level/individual level contrastintroducedby
Carlson1977requirestheassumptionof two homonymouscopulasdependingonthecategoriza-
tion of thepredicative. Wearguethatinsteadof auniformstage-level/individual level distinction
wehaveto distinguishseveralsimilarbut independentcontrasts,noneof whichcruciallydepend
on the semanticsof the copula. In the secondpart of the paper, we concentrateon onegroup
of phenomena—thedistribution of weaksubjects—andproposean explanationin termsof an
interactionbetweentopic/commentstructureandaspectualpropertiesof thepredicate.

1. Intr oduction

Thepresentpaperis concernedwith the contrastbetweenstage level predicates(SLPshence-
forth) and individual level predicates(ILPs) that wereproposedin Carlson1977andhave re-
ceived a considerableamountof attentionsince. Becauseboth kinds of predicatesoccur in
copularconstructions,someauthorslikeCarlson1977,Stump1985,Diesing1992,andKratzer
1994have taken this asindicationthat languageslike EnglishandGermanhave two homony-
mouscopulas,eachoneembeddingpredicativesthatareSLPor ILP, respectively. Ourmaintask
is to investigatewhetheror not theargumentswhich arepresentedin theseworks in supportof
thehomonymy assumptionarecompelling.

Recentwork likedeHoopanddeSwart1989;Condoravdi 1992;McNally 1994;Higginbotham
andRamchand1996;Fernald1999andotherscastsomedoubtwhethertherereally is auniform
contrastor rathera collectionof relatedbut differentdistinctions. A systematicinvestigation
revealsthatthesedoubtsaresubstantiated;thereareat leastthreelogically independentcontrasts
thathave beensubsumedundertheheading“SLP/ILP contrasts”.Consequently, eachof them
hasto receive a separateexplanation. In this paper, we will arguethatneitherof the contrasts
requiresanambiguouscopula,andwewill proposeanexplanationfor oneof them.

2. The data

Perception reports One of Carlson’s main motivation to assumea division of predicates
into “stagelevel” and“individual level” comesfrom contrastsin theacceptabilityof perception
reports1 like (cf. Carlson1977:124ff)

(1) a. Johnsaw Mary sneeze

1Weusetheterm“perceptionreport”for constructionsreportingdir ectperception, wheretheverbof perception
is followedby anaccusative NP anda non-finitepredicative phraseasin (1). Indir ect perception reports where
thecomplementof thematrix verb is a finite clauseasin (i) have no bearingon the issuesdiscussedin this paper
andareleft out of consideration.

(i) Johnsaw thatMary sneezed
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b. Johnsaw Mary drunk

As Carlsonobserved,localPPsarevirtually alwaysacceptablein thecomplementof perception
verbs,andnominalsaregenerallyexcluded.APsandinfinite VP behavenon-uniformly:

(2) a. Johnsaw thepresidentnaked

b. *Johnsaw thepresidentintelligent

(3) a. Johnsaw Mary talk to Bill

b. *Johnsaw Mary loveBill

Carlsonnoticedthat thosepredicateslike intelligent, love Bill that are unacceptablein these
constructions—”individuallevelpredicates”in histerminology—usuallyexpresspermanentand
essentialproperties.Thosepredicatesthat areacceptablelike drunk, naked, talk to Bill , i.e.
“stagelevel predicates”(SLPs),tendto denotetransitoryandaccidentalproperties.

Subjecteffects Carlsonassumedacorrelationbetweenthebehavior of predicatesin thecom-
plementof perceptionverbsandtheinterpretationof their subjects,if thelatterarebareplurals.
SLPsgenerallyadmitbothanexistentialanda genericreadingof a bare plural subject, while
only thegenericreadingis possiblewith ILPs.

(4) a. Firemenareavailable(existential/generic)

b. Firemenarealtruistic(only generic)

Molly Diesing(Diesing1988,1992)notesthatsimilarcontrastsoccurwith otherkindsof indef-
inite subjectsaswell. We find thesamepatternwith singular indefinites (apartfrom the fact
thatthey alsoadmitaspecificreading):

(5) a. A firemanis available(existential/generic)

b. A firemanis altruistic(only genericor specific)

Likewise,therangeof possibleinterpretationof weaklyquantifiedsubjectsis morelimited with
ILPs thanwith SLPs.In thelattercase,aquantifierlike threechildrenmaybereadexistentially
or partitively. With SLPs,only thesecondreadingis possible.

(6) a. Many firemenareavailable(existentialandpartitive)

b. Many firemenarealtruistic(only partitive)

Thesesubject effects(I borrow this termfrom Fernald1999)have a syntacticmanifestationin
German.Herethetwo possiblereadingsof indefinitesubjectsarelinkedto theirpositionrelative
to sentenceadverbialsandcertainparticles.Weaksubjects(like indefinitesin their existential
reading)usually occur to the right of thesemarkers, while this order is reversedwith strong
subjectslikegenericsandpartitives.2 This is illustratedin (7).

2Somecautionis necessaryhere.Thegeneralizationonly holdsin theabsenceof interveningfactorslikescope
or focus.
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(7) a. (weil) leiderFeuerwehrm̈annerverfügbarsind.
(SINCE) UNFORTUNATELY FIREMEN AVAILABLE ARE

‘Unfortunately, firemenareavailable’ (only existentialreading)

b. (weil) Feuerwehrm”annerleiderverfügbarsind
(SINCE) FIREMEN UNFORTUNATELY AVAILABLE ARE

’Unfortunately, firemenareavailable’ (only generic)

Thusit is nosurprisethatindefinitesubjectsof ILPscanonly occurin thepositioncorresponding
to thestrongreading,i.e. to theleft of theadverb.

(8) a. *(weil) leiderFeuerwehrm̈annerselbstlossind.
(SINCE) UNFORTUNATELY FIREMEN ALTRUISTIC ARE

b. (weil) Feuerwehrm̈annerleiderselbstlossind
(SINCE) FIREMEN UNFORTUNATELY ALTRUISTIC ARE

’Unfortunately, firemenarealtruistic’

Subjectsof SLPsandILPs alsodiffer insofar asthe latter form extractionislands,asit is illus-
tratedin (9).

(9) a. Feuerwehrm̈annersindvieleverfügbar
FIREMEN ARE MANY AVAILABLE

‘Therearemany firemenavailable’

b. *Feuerwehrm̈annersindvieleselbstlos
FIREMEN ARE MANY ALTRUISTIC

‘Therearemany firemenaltruistic’

In Germanit is generallypossibleto extracttheheadnounof a weakquantifierwhile thedeter-
mineris stranded,but this optionis excludedwith subjectsof ILPs.

Restrictionson modifying adverbials As Kratzer1995notes,only SLPscanbemodifiedby
temporalor frequency adverbials(accordingto Maienborn(this volume),mattersare,however,
lesssimplewith respectto local adverbials).

(10) a. PeterspokeEnglishtoday/severaltimes

b. *Peterknew Englishtoday/severaltimes

Furthermore,Kratzernotesthatclausesheadedby anILP cannotserveastherestrictorin when-
conditionals,providedits argumentsaredefinite.

(11) a. *When Mary knowsFrench,sheknows it well

b. WhenMary speaksFrench,shespeaksit well

Similarly, Rapoport1991claimsthatILPs areexcludedin depictiveadjuncts(theexamplesare
takenfrom McNally 1994):

(12) a. Weatethevegetablesraw
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b. ??Weatethevegetablesorganic

Finally, ILPs alsodisplayso-calledlifetime effects; thetenseof a clauseheadedby anILP ap-
parentlyappliesto thetimeof existenceof thereferentof thesubjectratherthanto thepredicate
itself. So from (13a)we may infer that Greg is dead,while no suchimplicaturearisesfrom
(13b),wherethepredicateis stagelevel. Thisobservationis alsodueto Kratzer1995:155f.

(13) a. Greg wasfrom America

b. Greg wasin America

Thoughfar from beingexhaustive,this list shoulddoasarepresentativecollectionof thekind of
phenomenathattheSLP/ILPdistinctionis supposedto cover. In thenext sectionthethreemost
influential proposals—originatingfrom Greg Carlson,Molly DiesingandAngelika Kratzer—
arebriefly reviewed.

3. Previousapproaches
3.1 Carlson 1977:A sortal distinction

Carlson1977assumesthatthesetof entitiesrelevantfor naturallanguagesemanticsis split into
threesorts: kinds,objectsandstages.Kinds andobjectsaresubsumedunderthe supersortof
individuals. Stagesareto be thoughtof asspace-timeslicesof individuals. Correspondingto
thesesortaldistinctions,wecandistinguishbetweenpropertiesof individuals(thatareexpressed
by ILPs) andpropertiesof stages(correspondingto SLPs).NPsalwaysdenotequantifiersover
individuals.In analogyto propernounsthatarenamesof objects,barepluralsareconsideredto
be(lifted) namesof kinds. Sincequantifiersover individualscannotbecombineddirectly with
propertiesof stages,predicationwith SLPshasto mediatedby a templatethattransformsSLPs
into ILPs. In copularconstructionsinvolving SLPs,this job is doneby thecopula.Its semantics
is givenby Carlsonas

(14)
����� ����� � 	
��� � �
� ��� � ��� ������� � ��� � �

Superscriptson variablesindicatethesortof therespective variableasrangingover (properties
of) stagesor individuals. The constantR is to be readas“is a stageof” andrelatesstagesto
individuals.Thus(ignoringmattersof tense)a sentencelike (15a)in its existentialreadingwill
receive thetranslation(15b).

(15) a. Firemenareavailable

b.
	���� � �
� ��� �

FIREMEN
���

AVAILABLE
� ��� � �

Crucially, theexistentialquantifierin (15b)originatesin thelexical meaningof thecopula.If a
verbalSLPis combinedwith asubject,theoperationcorrespondingto themeaningof thiscopula
is appliedto themeaningof theVP withoutsyntacticmanifestation.ILPscanbecombinedwith
their subjectsdirectly. So in copularconstructionsinvolving ILPs, thecopulahasno semantic
function andthusdenotesjust the identity mapon propertiesof individuals. Accordingly, the
only possibletranslationof (16a)is (16b).

(16) a. Firemenarealtruistic
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b. ALTRUISTIC � FIREMEN �
So in orderto avoid sortalconflicts, the stipulationof two homonymouscopulasis inevitable
in Carlson’s approach,andthis homonymy is centralfor his explanationof theinterpretationof
bareplurals.

Thecontrastsin perceptionreportsfall out straightforwardly from Carlson’s sortaldistinction.
Heassumesthataverblikeseeprimarily denotesarelationbetweenstages,while theembedded
predicateis consideredto be a secondarypredicateapplyingto the accusative NP. So (17a)is
translatedas(17b).

(17) a. Johnsaw Mary drunk

b. ����� ��� � �
� ��� � J�����
� ��� � M ��� SEE � ��� � ��� ��� DRUNK � ��� � �
Underthis approach,asentencelike

(18) *Johnsaw Mary intelligent

is ungrammaticaldueto a mundanesortalclash:thesecondargumentof SEE hasto bea stage,
theargumentof INTELLIGENT hasto beanindividual,andthelexical semanticsof seerequires
thesetwo argumentsto beidenticalin this respect.

Apartfrom thefactthatCarlson’stheoryunifiestwophenomenathatarelogically independent—
thiswill bediscussedat lengthbelow—it facesto mainproblems.First it predictssubjecteffects
only to occurwith barepluralswhile thesearepervasive with all sortsof indefinites. Every
attemptto extendhis treatmentof bareplurals to other indefiniteswould however undermine
the centralconcernof his theory, namelyto explain the differencesbetweenbarepluralsand
otherindefinites.Second,his semanticsof perceptionreportsis avariantof whatBarwise1981
calls “the naive realist’s theoryof perception”with its specificproblems.To adaptDavidson’s
1969famousargumentaboutthe identity of events,imaginea metalsquarethat is rotatingand
simultaneouslyheating. So every stageof this squarethat is rotating is alsoheatingandvice
versa.Accordingly,

(19) a. Johnsaw thesphererotate

b. Johnsaw thesphereheat

shouldbemateriallyequivalent,but it is easyto imaginea scenariowherethefirst is true and
thesecondfalse.

To sumup so far, Carlson’s sortalontologyseemsunableto fully explain thecontraststhathe
addresses,andalternative explanationsarecalled for. Thus thereis no compellingreasonto
assumetwo sortallydistinguishedreadingsof thecopulain English.

3.2 Diesing1992: SyntacticDiffer entiation

DiesingconsidersthedifferencebetweenSLPsandILPsprimarily asasyntacticone.Shestarts
with the Germanword order factsmentionedin (7) and (8). Recall that indefinite subjects
of SLPscanoccur either to the left or to the right of sentenceadverbialsor particles,while
subjectsof ILPs only occurto their left. If oneassumesthat theseadverbialsandparticlesare
adjoinedto VP, this meansthat subjectsmay generallyoccurinsideor outsideVP in German
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s-structure.Diesingidentifiesthesetwo positionswith SpecVPandSpecIP, respectively. Under
thesepremises,subjectssitting in SpecIPmaybethereeitherdueto basegenerationor dueto
movement.Accordingto Diesing,ILPsandSLPsdiffer in thisrespect.Subjectsof ILPsarebase
generatedin theouterposition.Thusthey cannotbeloweredinto theVP (cf. (21)). Subjectsof
SLPs,on theotherhand,arebasegeneratedinsideVP andmayoptionallyraisedto SpecIP.3 So
thefollowing two configurationsarepossibleif thepredicateis SLP:

(20) a. IP� ����
I’� � ��

I VP� � ��
NP V’

b. IP� � ��
NP I’� � ��

I VP� � ��
t  V’

As for ILPs, therethe subjectis basegeneratedin SpecIP, and the “inner” subjectposition
SpecVPis filled with PRO. Sotheonly optionis

(21) IP� � � ���
NP I’� � � ���

I VP� � ��
PRO V’

As areEnglishsubjectsin general,Germansubjectsin theouterpositionarebarriersandthus
islandsfor extraction, while SpecVPis assumedto be L-marked (cf. Chomsky 1986). This
accountsfor thecontrastwith respectto extractionillustratedin (9).

Diesingadoptstheview advocatedby DRT (Kamp1981;Heim 1982)that indefinitesareto be
translatedasopenformulascontainingafreevariable,andthattheirexistentialimpactoriginates
from anoperationof existentialclosure thatbindsthis variable.While standardDRT postulates
two suchoperations—oneapplyingto thenuclearscopeof tripartitequantificationalstructures,
andoneapplyingat thetext level—sheassumesthat thereis only one,applyingto thematerial
inside the VP at LF. Freevariablesendingup outsideVP are boundby somesuperordinate
operators.If suchanoperatoris not presentovertly, a genericnull operatoris inserted.This is
coveredby theMappingHypothesis(Diesing1992:15)

Mapping Hypothesis:
“Material from VP is mappedinto thenuclearscope.
Materialfrom IP is mappedinto a restrictiveclause.”

Jointly theseassumptionscorrectlypredictthepossiblereadingsof indefinitesubjects.

3.3 Kratzer 1995:A differencein argumentstructure

While Diesing’s theorycoversthesubjecteffects,it doesnot extendto theothercontrastsmen-
tionedabove. To dothis,Kratzer1995proposesthatthesyntacticdifferencesbetweenSLPsand
ILPsareultimatelyrootedin argumentstructure.

Themoststrikingargumentin favor of this view is illustratedby thesubsequentobservation.

3In Englishraisingto SpecIPis assumedto bemandatory, while reconstructionatLF is optional.
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(22) a. AlwayswhenaMoroccanknowsFrench,sheknows it well.

b. AlwayswhenMary knowsa foreignlanguage,sheknows it well.

c. AlwayswhenaMoroccanknowsa foreignlanguage,sheknows it well.

d. *Al wayswhenMary knowsFrench,sheknows it well.

KratzeralsofollowsHeim1982in theassumptionsthat(a)conditionalsentencesaremappedto
a tripartiteLogicalFormconsistingof aquantifier, a restrictiveclause,andanuclearscope,and
(b) that indefinitesareinterpretedasopenformulaeintroducinga freevariableinto theLogical
Form. Hencethe LF’s correspondingto the sentencesin (22) shouldlook like thosegiven in
(23).

(23) a. ALWAYS!
"MARROCCAN # $�%�& KNOW # $(' FRENCH % )" KNOW WELL # $(' FRENCH % )
b. ALWAYS*+" FOREIGN LANG # ,�%�& KNOW # M ' ,�% )" KNOW WELL # M ' ,�% )
c. ALWAYS! - *+"MORROCCAN # $�%�& FOREIGN LANG # ,�%�& KNOW # $.' ,�% )" KNOW WELL # $(' ,�% )
d. ALWAYS " KNOW # M ' FRENCH % )�" KNOW WELL # M ' FRENCH % )

Underthis perspective, theungrammaticalityof (22d)is easilyaccountedfor by meansof the

Prohibition againstvacuousquantification

“For everyquantifier / , theremustbeavariable $ suchthat / bindsanoccurrence
of $ in bothits restrictiveclauseandits nuclearscope.” (Kratzer1995:131)

thatis obviouslyviolatedin (22d).

Surprisinglyenough,thesentencebecomesneverthelessgrammaticalassoonaswe replacethe
ILP to knowFrench by theSLPto speakFrench.

(24) AlwayswhenMary speaksFrench,shespeaksit well.

Thiscanbeexplainedby theassumptionthatSLPshaveanadditional“Davidsonian”argument
place(in the senseof Davidson1967) for the spatio-temporallocationof the eventualityde-
scribedwhile suchanargumentis missingin theargumentstructureof ILPs. Accordingto this
hypothesis,theLF of (24) is (25).

(25) ALWAYS 0 " SPEAK # M ' FRENCH ' 1 % )2" SPEAK WELL # M ' FRENCH ' 1 % )
Herethe“prohibition againstvacuousquantification”is fulfilled.

Thesedifferingargumentstructuresareprojectedintosyntaxbymeansof the‘ArgumentLinking
Principle’ from Williams 1981.

Ar gumentLinking Principle:

“In deep-structure,all argumentsexceptthe externalargumentarerealizedwithin
the maximal projectionof their predicate.” (Kratzer 1995:135,originating from
Williams 1981)
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If weaddtheassumptionthattheDavidsonianargumentalwaysoccupiesthehighestpositionin
theargumenthierarchy, we canderive theessentialpartof Diesing’s theory, namelythatSLPs
andILPsbasegeneratetheir subjectsin SpecVPandSpecIP, respectively.

Kratzer’s idea accountsfor the other contrastsmentionedin the introductionwithout further
ado.Let usstartwith thecontrastsin perceptionreports.It is moreor lessstandardnowadaysto
analyzea sentenceslike (1) asreportinga relationbetweentheperceiver andanabstracteven-
tuality that is describedby thecomplementof theperceptionverb. Thenatureof theperceived
eventualityis still a matterof debate,it hasbeenproposedthat it is a situationin thesenseof
situationtheory(Barwise1981),an event in theDavidsoniansense(Higginbotham1983)or a
partial model(van der Does1991). Undereitheraccount,the logical form of (1), repeatedas
(26a),will comeout roughlylike (26b).

(26) a. Johnsaw Mary sneeze

b. 3�4+5 SEE 5 J 6 4 7�8 SNEEZE 5 M 6 4 7 7
Under Higginbotham’s perspective, the perceived event is identical to the event that fills the
Davidsonianargumentplaceof the embeddedpredicate. In otherwords,verbsof perception
selectdescriptionsof eventsastheir complements.Thereforeonly predicatesthatsupplysucha
description—SLPsunderKratzer’saccount—arelicit there.In fact,Higginbotham1983already
alludesto theoptionof explainingtheunacceptabilityof certainpredicatesin this positionasa
consequenceof thelackof a Davidsonianargument.4

As mentionedin thebeginning,ILPs cannotbemodifiedby temporaladverbials,andat its face
value,local modifiersarebadhereaswell.

(27) a. *Peteris intelligenttoday

b. *Peterwasintelligentin Paris

Thisfallsoutof Kratzer’shypothesis,providedonefollowsDavidson1967,Higginbotham1985,
Parsons1990andmany othersin theassumptionthatthoseadverbialsarepredicatesof theevent
argument.If thelatteris missing,this kind of modificationfails.

Accordingto Rapoport1991,a similar story canbe told aboutthe contrastsin (12), repeated
herefor convenience.

(28) a. Weatethevegetablesraw

b. ??Weatethevegetablesorganic

Essentially, depictive (aswell ascircumstantial)adjunctsaresemanticallyconnectedto thema-
trix clauseby somerelationholding betweenthe describedevents(like “simultaneity” or “re-
sult”). If either of the clausesinvolved doesnot describean event, the constructionwill be
ungrammatical.ThusILPsareexcludedbothin thematrix clauseandin theadjunct.

Finally, Kratzeraccommodatesthelifetime effectsasin (13) in anelegantmanner. All thathas
to bestipulatedis thattensealwaysappliesto theexternalargumentof theVP it attachesto. In
caseof ILPs this is theeventargumentwhich is locatedin time by tense.But with ILPs, this is
thesubject;soaccordingto Kratzer, thelogical form of (29a)is (29b).

4As Glasbey 1997demonstrates,averysimilar approachcanbepursuedin theframework of situationtheory.
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(29) a. HenrywasFrench

b. BEFORE NOW 9 H :�; FRENCH 9 H :
Thefirst conjunctis mostplausiblyto beinterpretedassayingthatHenry’s existenceis located
in thepast.This accountsfor theimplicatureof (29a)thatHenry is deadat thetime when(29)
is beinguttered.

4. The non-uniformity of the contrast observedsofar

Thoughaccordingto theauthorsdiscussedthestatusof a predicateasSLPor ILP is ultimately
rootedin the lexicon, thecontrastis frequentlyslipperyandcontextual. Accordingto a widely
held view, it is rathersimple to coerce an ILP into an SLP. For instanceKratzer1995:155ff
writesabout(29a):

(29a)“hastwo possibleinterpretations.Onthefirst interpretation,wearetreatingbe
French asastagelevel predicate.ImaginethatHenryusedto beFrench,but is now
anAmericancitizen. Thepasttenseis aneffective tool for turningindividual-level
predicatesinto stage-level predicates....”

Thingsarenot quiteassimple.Evenif we imaginea bizarretreatybetweenFranceandtheUS
statingthatpeoplefrom eithercountrymaydecideto beAmericancitizenson sunny daysand
Frenchcitizensif it is rainy, (30a)will still lack an existential reading,and(30b) soundsodd
despitepasttenseandsupportingcontext which shouldhelpto reinterpret(be)French asSLP.

(30) a. Peoplefrom PariswereAmerican

b. *Wesaw Henry(be)French

As reportedby McNally 1998, similar observationshave beenmadealreadyby Condoravdi
1992. So it seemsthat coercinga permanentpropertyinto a temporaryonedoesnot alter its
statusasILP. On theotherhand,in thegivencontext all thefollowing examplesarefine:

(31) a. HenrywasFrenchlastweek

b. JohnenteredtheroomAmericanandleft it French

c. WheneverHenryis American,heis anawful cook

d. HenrywasAmericanseveraltimes

Theobviousconclusionto bedrawn from this is thatthediagnosticsusedin (31)—modification
by temporalor frequency adverbials,depictive adjuncts,andwhen-conditionals—testwhether
it denotesa permanentor a transitoryproperty, while the testsin (30) do somethingdifferent.
Carlson1977waswell awareof thefact thatpermanenceis neithernecessarynor sufficient for
apropertyto beindividual level. Hemakesthispointby comparingalivewith young. While life
usuallylastslongerthanyouth,alive is stagelevel while youngis individual level (accordingto
theevidencefrom perceptionreports,thatis).

(32) a. Wesaw Johnalive

b. *Wesaw Johnyoung
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This in mind, it seemsworthwhile to examinesystematicallyto what degreethe standardtest
for stage-levelhoodactually coincide. To restrict this task somewhat, we will exclude three
diagnosticsthatareclearlynot relatedto theSLP/ILPissue,no matterwhatnotionwe adopt.

As deHoopanddeSwart 1989point out, thereareseveralpredicatesthatareundeniablystage
levelbutarestill unacceptablewith frequency adverbialsandin theprotasisof when-conditionals
(providedits argumentsaredefinite).Typicalexamplesareto dieor to growup.

(33) a. *Petergrew up twice

b. *WhenPetergrowsup,heinheritsa fortune

c. *Peterdiedseveraltimes

d. *WhenPeterdies,hedoesit consciously

Accordingto deHoopanddeSwart, in thesecontextsall predicatesareexcludedthatare“once
only”, i.e. that cannotstopholding of a particularindividual andstartholding againlater. In
the caseof frequency adverbials, this would lead to a plain contradiction. For conditionals,
theseauthorsassumeaplurality presuppositionthatis violatedif thereis only onemaximaltime
span(or, alternatively, onemaximalevent)wheretheprotasisis true. Permanentpredicatesare
trivially “once only”, but the reversedoesnot hold. So the SLP/ILP-contrastis not operative
here.

Thesecondproviso concernslocal modifiability. Maienborn1996distinguishesthreekindsof
local modification:situationinternal,situationexternal,andframesetting.Prototypicalexam-
plesaregivenin (34a),(b) and(c), respectively.

(34) a. Thevillains escapedon bicycles(situationinternal)

b. Henri sangtheMarseillaisein front of thecathedral(situationexternal)

c. In Australiaswansareblack(framesetting)

Maienborngivesalist of syntacticandsemanticcriteriato keepthesethreekindsof modification
apart.Spacepreventsusfrom goinginto detailshere.Intuitively, amodifieris situationexternal
if it localizesa partor participantof thedescribedsituation,it is situationexternalif it localizes
the situationas a whole, and it is frame settingif it localizesthe evaluationsituationrather
thanthe describedsituation. Maienbornpointsout that local modificationof ILPs is possible,
but the interpretationis invariably frame setting((34c) provides an example). So if thereis
anstage/individualcontrastin connectionwith local modification,it canonly concernsituation
internalorexternaladverbials.However, Maienborn(thisvolume)pointsoutthatlocalmodifiers
areboundto bereadasa framesetting(or possiblyasa circumstantialor depictive) adjunctif
themodifiedpredicateis stative,no matterwhetherit is SLPor ILP.

(35) a. Paulwasdrunkin thecarwhenthepolicestoppedhim

b. Paulwastired in theliving room

So it appearsthat situationexternal local modifiability is sensitive to Vendler’s distinctionbe-
tweenstatesandeventsratherthanto theSLP/ILPcontrast.

This beingsaid, the corediagnosticsfor stage-levelhoodwe are left with areacceptabilityin
perceptionreportson the onehandandsubjecteffectson the otherhand. Contraryto what is
presupposedby thevery notionof “stage/individual level contrast”,a thoroughinvestigationof
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thedatarevealsthat thesetwo diagnosticsarelogically independent,andfurthermore,they are
bothindependentfrom thepermanent/transitorydistinction.For easeof reference,let usassume
threebinaryfeatures[WS], [PR] and[TR]. A predicateis [+WS] if f it admitsaweak/existential
readingof indefinitesubjects,it is [+PR] if f it canoccurin the infinite complementof verbsof
perception,andit is [+TR] if f it denotesatransitoryproperty, i.e. it admitstemporalmodification
without lifetime effectsandcanoccurin depictiveadjuncts.SoprototypicalSLPsreceivea “+”
for all threefeaturesandprototypicalILPsa“-”. Trivially, thereareeightpossiblecombinations,
listedin thechartbelow.

[WS] [PR] [TR]
A + + +
B + + -
C + - +
D + - -
E - + +
F - + -
G - - +
H - - -

Therearerepresentativesfor all eightcombinations.

A ThesearetheprototypicalSLPs,i.e. all non-stativeVPsandlocativePPs

(36) a. Peopleshouted(existentialreadingpossible)

b. We heardJonshout

c. After thevictory, thefansshouted

(37) a. Kids arein thegarden(existentialreadingpossible)

b. We saw Jonin thegarden

c. Jonwasin thegardenat 12

B Verbsof positionlikesit, stand,lie belonginto thatclass(in their stative reading,besides
they have anactivity readingthatbelongsinto thepreviousclass,cf. Dowty 1979). Fur-
thermorelocative PPscanbehave that way provided the subjectrefersto an object that
doesn’t move,likegeographicalterms.Temporalmodificationis generallypossiblethere,
but thesemodifiersrestrict the time of existenceof the subjectreferent. Thusthe pred-
icatesqualify aspermanent.The existenceof this classwasnoticedin McNally 1998,
wheresomeof theexamplesaretakenfrom.

(38) a. Citieslie alongthatriver (existentialreadingpossible)

b. Fromtheairplane,wesaw citieslie alongthatriver

c. Centuriesagocitieslay alongthatriver < They don’t exist anymore.

(39) a. Largeforestswereoneithersideof thecanyon (existentialreadingpossible)

b. We saw largeforestsoneithersideof thecanyon

c. In prehistorictimes, large forestswere on either side of the canyon < They
don’t exist anymore.

75



GerhardJäger

C Someof the classicalSLPslike availableor presentfall into that class,i.e. they cannot
appearin perceptionreportseventhoughthey licenseweaksubjectsandexpresstemporary
properties.

(40) a. Firemenareavailable/present(existentialreadingpossible)

b. *Wesaw Peter(be)available/present

c. Peterwasavailable/presentyesterday

D Thepredicatesituatedat this river is semanticallysimilar to theexamplesfrom groupB,
but it is oddin perceptionreports

(41) a. Largecitiesaresituatedat this river

b. ??We saw largecities(*be) situatedat this river

c. Largecitiesweresituatedat this river = they don’t exist anymore

E Theclassicaladjectival SLPsthatdo not fit into classC like naked,drunk,sick, alive etc.
belonghere. Glasbey 1997notesthat the existential readingcanbe amelioratedby the
contextual setting,but without this theexistentialreadingis definitelybad.

(42) a. Emperorsarenaked/drunk/...(genericreadingstronglypreferred)

b. Wesaw theemperornaked/drunk/...

c. Theemperorwasnaked/drunk/...yesterday>= He is dead.

F Fernald1999:11(who attributesit to JackHoeksema)mentionsthe only sampleof this
classthat I amawareof, namelyto tower over. Of coursethe issuewhetherthis is per-
manentor not dependson the choiceof the arguments.As with the examplesfrom the
previousclass,theweakreadingof thesubjectcanbeimprovedby thecontextualsetting,
but in thenull context it is virtually excluded.

(43) a. SkyscraperstowerovertheEmpireStateBuilding (genericreadingstronglypre-
ferred)

b. Wesaw theWorld TradeCentertowerover theEmpireStateBuilding

c. Next year, thenew skyscraperwill tower over theEmpireStateBuilding = It
doesn’t exist yet.

G As mentionedin the beginning of this section,many standardexamplesfor ILPs fail to
expresspermanentproperties,like Carlson’s exampleyoung. Verbalexamplesfrom this
classarehave(asa full verb),love, hate, knowetc.Also quitea few NPs,likea referee, a
father, thepresidentetc.,expresstemporaryproperties.

(44) a. Kids have toys (only generic)

b. *Wesaw thekid havea toy

c. Bill hadanew toy lastweek,but helost it >= Bill is dead.

(45) a. Semanticistsarereferees(only generic)

b. *Wesaw thesemanticist(be)a referee

c. Theprofessorof semanticswasa refereelastyear >= He is dead.
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H Finally we havea groupof “genuine”ILPs thatpassall tests,like to beof Italian descent
or to haveblueeyes

(46) a. Swedeshaveblueeyes(only generic)

b. *Wesaw theSwedishcolleaguehaveblueeyes

c. *He hadblueeyeslastyear

This list shows that it is misleadingto talk abouttheSLP/ILPcontrastwithout furtherqualifi-
cation.Ratherwehave to applysomescrutiny to everyallegedstage/individual level diagnostic
separatelyto identify thelexical, syntacticor semanticfeaturesthatit sensitiveto (seealsoHig-
ginbothamandRamchand1996for a similar conclusion).For Kratzer’s andDiesing’sproposal
this result is lessdamagingthanonemight think; recall thatDiesing’s concentrateson subject
effects,while Kratzer is mainly concernedwith adverbial modification(the contrastsrelating
to perceptionreportsarenot explicitly mentionedbut fall out automaticallyfrom herproposal).
Thustheiraccountsmightstill bevalid, andonly theconnectionvia William’s“ArgumentLink-
ing Principle” faulty. Soour initial question“DoestheSLP/ILPcontrastprovideevidencefor an
ambiguouscopula” remains,but it splits into severalquestionsnow, onefor eachcontrastthat
we identified.

5. Ar gumentstructur e

In theremainderof thispaperwewill focusattentionto subjecteffects,andwedonotattemptan
explanationfor the[+/-TR] and[+/-PR] contrasts.However, wedonot think thateitherprovides
evidencefor anambiguouscopula.Let usstartwith permanencevs.temporarity. Wetake it that
this issueis entirelydeterminedby world knowledgeandshouldnotberepresentedin grammar
at all. Therearemainly two argumentsthatleadusto this conclusion.First, theissuewhethera
predicateis permanentor not doesnot dependsolelyon themeaningof thepredicateitself but
maybedeterminedby thesubjector thePPaswell. Thiscanbeseenfrom exampleslike

(47) a. Thesecretaryof stateis (currently)in Africa ?@ He is dead

b. Carthagowasin Africa @ Carthagodoesnotexist anymore

c. Rigawasin theUSSR ?@ Rigadoesnotexist anymore

In thefirst sentence,thepredicatebein Africa is temporary(temporalmodificationis possible,
no lifetime effects),while it is [-TR] in (47b). To stipulateanambiguityin this casewould be
entirely ad hoc. Furthermore,it hasbeennotedtime andagainthat almostall predicatescan
become[+TR] in an appropriatesetting. As Chierchia1995:178puts it, if we “imagine that
Johnhasa doublepersonalitywhich involvesswitchinghis mentalcapacitieson andoff in an
abnormalmanner”,(48) is fine:

(48) Johnwasintelligenton Tuesday, but a vegetableon Wednesday

I’d like to stressthatthis is notaninstanceof coercion;wechangedourbackgroundknowledge,
not themeaningof intelligent.

If permanenceis not representedgrammatically, the contrastsrelatingto it mustbe pragmatic
in nature. This idea hasbeenworked out successfullyfor depictivesby McNally 1994 and
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for lifetime effectsby Musan1997. I amconfidentthata similar approachcanbepursuedfor
temporalmodification,but I will leave thatfor anotheroccasion.

The discussionup to now hasshown that Kratzer’s argumentsin favor of differentargument
structureslargelydissolve. Accordingto deHoopanddeSwart1989,theacceptabilityof when-
conditionalsdependsonwhetherthepredicatein questionis “onceonly”. If theconsiderationsin
thepreviousparagrapharecorrect,temporalmodifiability andlifetime effectsaredeterminedby
pragmatics(at any rate,they areindependentfrom theotherSLP/ILPdistinctions).As Maien-
born(this volume)shows, (situationexternal)local modifiability is sensitive for thedistinction
[+/- stative]. In the next sectionwe will collect argumentsthat subjecteffectsshouldnot be
reducedto d-structureconfiguration(andthusnot to argumentstructureeither).

Two argumentsin favor of a differencein argumentstructureremainhowever. This argument
structuralaccountoffers a simpleexplanationfor the [+/-PR] contrast. So onemight assume
with Higginbotham1983that [+PR] predicatesdo have a Davidsonianargumentwhile [-PR]
predicatesdon’t. Similar in spirit, Maienborn(this volume)proposesto reconstructthedistinc-
tion betweenstativesandnon-stativesin this way. Accordingto her, non-stativepredicateshave
a full-blown eventargumentwhile stativesonly have a temporalargumentinstead.In thecase
of copularconstructions,sheassumesthat the predicative is simply a propertyof individuals,
while thetemporalargumentis introducedby thecopula.This accountsfor the inacceptability
of situationexternal local modifiction in theseconstructions.Furthermoreit explainsthe fact
notedby Carlson1977thata complex copula+predicative is invariably[-PR] (leaving activebe
in thesenseof Partee1977out of consideration).

(49) Wesaw John(*be) drunk

However, themotivationto assumeaDavidsonianargumentin thefirst placeappliesto stative[-
PR]argumentsaswell. Themainevidencefor thisproposalis thefactthatcertainadverbialslike
local, temporalor mannermodifiersarealwaysfactiveanddonotdisplayscopeambiguities(cf.
Parsons1990).To thedegreethatstative[-PR] predicatesarecompatiblewith suchadverbs,the
casecanbemadewith thesepredicatestoo(seealsoChierchia1995for asimilarargumentation).

(50) a. JohnwasaCatholicwith greatpassionin hisyouth

b. JohnwasaCatholicin hisyouth

c. JohnwasaCatholicwith greatpassion

d. JohnwasaCatholic

We observe the inferencepatternscharacteristicfor event relatedadverbial modification, i.e.
(50a)entails(50b,c,d),andboth(50b)and(50c)entail(50d).

Furthermorea Davidsoniansemanticsis superiorto a standardtreatmentsinceit predictsthat
event relatedadverbsaretransparenteven thoughthey cannotbe treatedasextensionalif we
identify theextensionof a propertywith thesetof objectsthathave this property.5 Soeven if
thesamepersonsarewalkingandtalking, (51a,b)neednot bemateriallyequivalent.

(51) a. Johnis walkingquickly

b. Johnis talking quickly

5I adoptthis argumentaswell asthenext examplefrom Eckardt1996a.
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Ontheotherhand,if weknow thatLiz andthepresentQueenof Englandareco-extensional,the
following two sentencesaremateriallyequivalent:

(52) a. Phil is kissingLiz quickly

b. Phil is kissingtheQueenof Englandquickly

Underaneventbasedapproach,wemayassumequickly to beextensionalsinceevenif thesame
personsarewalkingandtalking,thewalkingeventsaredistinctfrom thetalkingeventsandthus
thepredicatesarenotco-extensional.

This argumentcanbe appliedto stativesaswell. The adverb losely is not extensionalin the
standardsense—thesetof individualsthatareacquaintedwith Liz is insufficient to determine
thesetof individualsthatareloselyacquaintedwith Liz—but it is neverthelesstransparent.In
theabovesetting,thefollowing two statementsaremateriallyequivalent,too.

(53) a. Helmutis loselyacquaintedwith Liz

b. Helmutis loselyacquaintedwith theQueenof England

So if we considertheargumentsfor a Davidsoniantreatmentcompelling,we areforcedto as-
sumethat stativeshave a Davidsonianargumenttoo. Finally it shouldbe remarked that the
origin of thisargumentplacecannotbethecopulasincethesamekind of adverbialmodification
of stativesis alsopossiblein smallclausesor -ing-adverbials.

(54) a. A catholicwith greatpassionin his youth,Johnlaterbecameaprotestant

b. Being/Having beena catholicwith greatpassionin his youth, Johnlater becamea
protestant

c. Loselyacquaintedwith Liz, Helmutvisitshereverynow andthen

d. Being/Having beenloselyacquaintedwith Liz, Helmutvisitshereverynow andthen

For thesereasons,I concludethat all predicateshave a Davidsonianargument. Thusthereis
no motivationfor anambiguouscopulaasfar asargumentstructureis concerned.Maienborn’s
obvervationsshouldbeaccountedfor by theassumptionthat theDavidsonianargumentof sta-
tivesis a stateandnot aneventproper, andthateventsbut not statesarelocalizedin space.The
contrastbetween[+PR] and[-PR] predicatesis left asanopenproblemfor thetimebeing.

6. Subject effectsreconsidered
6.1 Subjectpositionsin German

Diesing’s primarymotivationfor explainingsubjecteffectsin termsof d-structuralsubjectpo-
sitionsaretheGermanword ordereffectsdiscussedin subsection. In this sectionwe will cast
somedoubtat this approach;we will arguethat theallegedSLP/ILP-differencesonly show up
ats-structureandPFasfar assyntaxis concerned.

To start with, Diesing restrictsher attentionto indefinite subjects. If we take other sortsof
NPsinto account,thepicturechangesconsiderably. Let usstartwith definiteNPs.With a[-WS]
predicate,mattersareaspredictedbyDiesing’stheory(aslongaswecontainourselvesto neutral
contextsandneutralintonation).
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(55) a. (weil) derPr̈asidentja intelligentist
(SINCE) THE PRESIDENT PRT INTELLIGENT IS

b. *(weil) ja derPr̈asidentintelligentist
(SINCE) PRT THE PRESIDENT INTELLIGENT IS

‘The presidentis intelligent’

As farastheplainwordorderfactsareconcerned,thingsarealsoasexpected.A definitesubject
of a [+WS] predicatelicensesboththeinnerandtheoutersubjectposition.

(56) a. (weil) dieBergeja sichtbarsind
THE MOUNTAINS PRT VISIBLE ARE

b. (weil) ja die Bergesichtbarsind
PRT THE MOUNTAINS VISIBLE ARE

‘The mountainsarevisible’

It is lessexpectedthat thereis a subtlesemanticdifferencebetween(56a)and(b). Theformer
representsa categoricalstatementin thesenseof Kuroda1972(seealsoSasse1987),i.e. it is a
statementaboutthemountains.To befelicitous,themountainshave to salientin thediscourse.
In other words, this definite NP behaves like one would expect if one assumesa familiarity
theoryof definitenesslikeHeim 1982.Sentence(56b),on theotherhand,is a thetic statement.
It reportsa sceneor anevent,andthereferentof thesubjectNP might beentirelynovel in the
discourse.It is hardto seehow thisdifferencecouldbecapturedin termsof variablebinding,as
theMappingHypothesiswould leadusto expect.Wewill returnto this issuebelow.

Thepicturechangesaltogetherif we turn our attentionto strongquantifiers.Quantifiersheaded
by alle ‘all’ or jeder ‘every’ generallyoccurpreferablyto theright of theparticle,i.e. VP inter-
nally, nomatterwhatsortof predicatewe take.6

(57) a. weil ja alle StudentenEnglischkönnen
SINCE PRT ALL STUDENTS ENGLISH KNOW

b. ??weilalleStudentenja Englischkönnen
SINCE ALL STUDENTS PRT ENGLISH KNOW

‘all studentsknow English

(58) a. weil ja alle StudentenEnglischsprechen
SINCE PRT ALL STUDENTS ENGLISH SPEAK

b. ??weilalleStudentenja Englischsprechen
SINCE ALL STUDENTS PRT ENGLISH SPEAK

‘all studentsspeakEnglish

Furthermore,undercertainconditionsit canbeshown thatgenericbarepluralsthatoccuroutside
VP bind a traceinsideVP. Associationwith focusis acasein point. Considerexample(59).

(59) (weil) REINrassigeHundeja AUCH intelligentsind
PURE-BRED DOGS PRT ALSO INTELLIGENT ARE

‘PURE-breddogsareintelligenttoo’

6Thesejudgementsarenot sharedby all speakers,someconsiderthe(a)-versionsandthe(b)-versionsequally
acceptable.
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The focus sensitive particle auch ‘also’ is associatedwith a focus on the subjectreinrassige
Hunde‘pure-breddogs’. If we acceptthat the particle ja is adjoinedto VP, the focusparticle
auch cannotpossiblybehigher. Independentlyof theparticularframework for theinterpretation
of focusthatwe might adopt,thefocuseditem mustbe in thescopeof theassociatingparticle
atLF. Thusit appearsthatit is possibleto reconstructthesubjectinto apositioninsideVP. Note
thattheinterpretationof this subjectis neverthelessgeneric.

While the previous examplecould still be accountedfor by assumingthat the focus particle
obligatorily scramblesat LF, this will not work in caseswherethe focusparticleis nur ‘only’
or sogar ‘even’. They assumea position to the right of the discourseparticle ja andmustc-
commandtheassociatedfocuson s-structure.

(60) a. weil ja sogarFEUERWEHRMÄNNER selbstlossind
SINCE PRT EVEN FIREMEN ALTRUISTIC ARE

b. ??weilFEUERWEHRMÄNNER ja sogarselbstlossind
SINCE FIREMEN PRT EVEN ALTRUISTIC ARE

Heretoo, thebareplural canonly bereadasgeneric.

Of coursetheseobservation might be counteredby taking resortto the claim that the particle
ja aswell asall adverbialsthatbehave similarly canscrambletoo. Diesing1992:53explicitly
considersthis option. This canbeexcludedby observationsrelatingto scope.Frey 1993gives
convincingevidencethatscoperelationsin Germancanbedeterminedfroms-structure.Tomake
a long storyshort,a scopeinducingelementA cantake scopeover a scopeinducingelementB
if andonly if A c-commandsthe syntacticbasepositionof B at s-structure.This canbe used
to decidebetweenthe two possibles-structuresof (57) if we addsomescopeinducingadverb
like manchmal ‘sometimes’that occursto the right of the particle ja. To make both potential
readingspragmaticallyplausible,we changethe predicateto die Antwort wissen‘to know the
answer’,which is [-WS] aswell. Furthermore,to excludeinterveningfocuseffects,we addthe
particletats̈achlich ‘indeed’ that inducesverumfocus.(61b,c)givesthetwo possiblestructures
for (61a),thefirst onebeingin line with Diesing’s assumptions,thesecondoneassumingthat
thesubjectis basegeneratedandremainsin SpecVP.

(61) a. (weil) ja tatSÄCHlich manchmalalle Studentendie Antwort wissen
PRT INDEED SOMETIMES ALL STUDENTS THE ANSWER KNOW

‘Sometimesindeedall studentsdo know theanswer’

b. IPC C C C C C DDDDDD
Adv E

sometimes

IPC C C C DDDD
NPFG G GIHHH

all students

I’C C C DDD
I VPC C C C DDDD

tF VPG G G G G G HHHHHH
PROF know theanswer
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c. IPJ J J JLKKKK
I’J J J J J KKKKK

I VPJ J J J J J KKKKKK
Adv

sometimes

VPJ J J J J KKKKK
NPM M MINNN

all students

V’M M M M M NNNNN
know theanswer

Accordingto thescramblingstructure(61b),bothreadingsshouldbepossiblesincetheadverb
c-commandsthesubjectandthesubjectc-commandsthetraceof theadverb. The in situ struc-
ture (61c)predictsonly the readingwhich correspondsto thesurfaceorderto bepossible,i.e.
sometimesOPO all students. This is in facttheonly readingthat(61a)canhave.

It is still possibleto savebasegenerationof thesubjectin SpecIPif oneassumesthattheadverb
is basegeneratedasan IP adjunct,but this seemsunlikely sincemanchmal ‘sometimes’and
similar adverbsquiteregularlyoccurto theright of particleslike ja.

(62) a. (weil) Peterja manchmalselbstlosist
PETER PRT SOMETIMES ALTRUISTIC IS

b. ?(weil)manchmalPeterja selbstlosist
SOMETIMES PETER PRT ALTRUISTIC IS

‘SometimesPeteris altruistic’

To concludethis discussion,thereis strongevidencethatsubjectsaregenerallybasegenerated
inside VP (or at least to the right of the baseposition of sentenceadverbsand particles)in
German.Underthisperspective,Diesing’swordordereffectsshouldbeconsideredasaquestion
of optionalvs.obligatoryscrambling.

6.2 Scrambling and topics

In view of thefactthatstrongquantifiersmay(or sometimesevenmust)stayin situ, theissueof
subjectscramblingcannotsimply bereducedto theweak/strongdichotomy. InsteadI’d like to
arguethat—intheabsenceof interveningeffectslike focusor scope—topic/commentstructure
is decisivefor thepositionof argumentNPsin German,includingsubjects.7 Therearebasically
two observationsthatsupportthis view. As illustratedin (56), Germandistinguishestheticand
categorical judgmentssyntacticallyby the position of the subject. In categorical statements,
wherethesubjectis a topic by definition,it scramblesobligatorily, while in theticstatementsit
remainsin situ.

Thesecondevidencecomesfrom proportionreadingsof conditionaldonkey sentences.Chier-
chia 1992arguesconvincingly that the choiceof a subjectasymmetric,objectasymmetricor
symmetricreadingof a sentencelike (63) is determinedby the topic/commentstructureof the
protasis.

7I madethis proposaloriginally in Jäger1995 in connectionwith a different set of datarelating to object
scrambling.SeealsoMeinunger1996for a comprehensiveinvestigationof theissue.
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(63) If a farmerownsadonkey, heusuallybeatsit

It is well-known thatthissentencemightbereadasaquantificationover farmers,overdonkeys,
or over farmer-donkey pairs. Chierchiaclaims that generallythoseindefinitesin the protasis
thataretopicsareboundby the adverbof quantification,while non-topicalindefinitesreceive
anexistentialinterpretation.He illustratesthis with thefollowing example.

(64) a. “Dolphins aretruly remarkable.Whena trainertrainsa dolphin,sheusuallymakes
it do incrediblethings.” (topic= ‘dolphins’)

b. “Trainersfromhereareabsolutelyremarkablewith all sortsof animals.For example,
if a trainer from heretrainsa dolphin, sheusuallymakes it do incrediblethings.”
(topic= ‘a trainerfrom here’)
(from Chierchia1992:121)

The preferredreadingof the (a)-sentenceis objectasymmetric(quantificationover dolphins),
while thesubjectasymmetricinterpretationis dominantin (64b). Thesuppliedcontexts make
clearthatthetopicof theprotasisis a dolphin in (64a),but a trainer fromhere in (64b).

On theotherhand,thereis a correlationbetweenGermanscramblingandproportionreadings.
This is discussedextensively in Kratzer1995.In a nutshell,scrambledindefinitesareboundby
the adverb of quantification,while indefinitesin situ areboundexistentially. A nice minimal
pair thatillustratesthis effect is dueto Krifka 1998:17:

(65) a. weil eineraltenDamegewöhnlicheineKatzegeḧort
A OLD LADY (DAT) USUALLY A CAT (NOM) BELONGS

‘Most old ladiesown a cat’

b. weil eineKatzegewöhnlicheineraltenDamegeḧort
A CAT (NOM) USUALLY A OLD LADY (DAT) BELONGS

‘Most catsbelongto anold lady’

Heresubjectscramblingandobjectscramblingvery neatlycorrespondto thesubjectasymmet-
ric readingandtheobjectasymmetricreadingrespectively. Soif we assumethatscramblingis
triggeredby topic-hoodandadoptChierchia’sproposal,wekeepKratzer’s insightsaboutscram-
bling andproportionreadingswithoutbeingcommittedto Diesing’ssyntacticassumptions.

Sothefollowing picturearises:

1. ThoseNPsthatcanbesubjectsof theticstatements—non-anaphoricdefinitesandexisten-
tial indefinites—remainin situ at s-structure.

2. Topics,i.e. anaphoricdefinites,partitive weakquantifiers,specificindefinitesandindefi-
nitesboundby asuperordinateoperatorarescrambled.

3. The topic/non-topicdistinctiondoesnot apply to strongquantifiers,so their position is
determinedby otherfactors(notablyscope).

4. Scramblingmaybeblockedby otherfactorslikescopeandfocus.

Thissimplepicturerequiresimmediatequalificationthough.It hasbeennotedbyseveralauthors
(like Meinunger1996; de Hoop 1997; Krifka 1998) that in many cases,scramblingis truly
optional.For example,if we omit scramblingin (65b),we get thesameinterpretationandonly
averysubtledecreasein acceptability(if thereis any).
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(66) weil gewöhnlicheineKatzeeineraltenDamegeḧort
USUALLY A CAT (NOM) A OLD LADY (DAT) BELONGS

‘Most catsbelongto anold lady’

In (66) thesubjecteineKatze‘a cat’ is in in situ, but it is neverthelessboundby theadverband
thusto be consideredasa topic. I have to admit that I cannotoffer a satisfactoryexplanation
for this fact at the presenttime. Meinunger1996 proposesthat the semanticcharacteristics
of topics—anaphoricityor discourselinking in a broadsense—arenecessarybut not sufficient
conditionfor an NP to be a topic. This allows him to maintainthe generalizationthat topics
scrambleobligatorily. I havecertainreservationsaboutthismove. To coverDiesing’sextraction
facts,Meinungerproposesaprinciplecalled“GeneralizedSpecificityCondition”saying“Topics
areweakislands”.Underthisperspective,wehaveanotherdiagnosticsfor thetopicstatusof the
subjectNP in (66b),andit clearlyindicatesthatit is a topic:

(67) a. (weil) eineraltenDamegewöhnlich[eineKatze]Q geḧort, dieQ sehrverwöhntist
A OLD LADY (DAT) USUALLY A CAT (NOM) BELONGS THAT VERY SPOILT IS

‘Most old ladiesown acatthatis veryspoilt’

b. *(weil) [eineKatze]Q gewöhnlicheineraltenDamegeḧort, dieQ sehrverwöhntist
A CAT USUALLY A OLD LADY BELONGS THAT VERY SPOILT IS

‘Old ladiesown mostcatsthatareveryspoilt’

c. *(weil) gewöhnlich[eineKatze]Q eineraltenDamegeḧort, dieQ sehrverwöhntist
USUALLY A CAT A OLD LADY BELONGS THAT VERY SPOILT IS

‘Old ladiesown mostcatsthatareveryspoilt’

As (67a)indicates,arelativeclausemodifyinganon-topicNPcanbeextraposed,while extrapo-
sitionis blockedin (67b)wherethesubjectis atopicbothunderMeinunger’sandmy conception
of “topic”. Thecritical exampleis (67c);herethesubjectis boundby theadverbof quantification
andthusaccordingto Chierchiaa topic,while it is notscrambledandthusno topicaccordingto
Meinunger. Extrapositionis asbadhereasin (67b). So if topic-hoodmakesanNP an island,
we areforcedto assumethat the generalization“Topicsscramble”is a preferenceratherthan
a hardconstraint.The very sameconclusionis drawn by de Hoop 1998,who formulatesthis
finding in termsof theinteractionof soft constraintsin thesenseof Optimality Theory. Whatis
crucial for thepurposeof thepresentpaperis this: eineraltenDamegeḧoren ‘to beownedby
anold lady’ is a [-WS] predicate,andits subjecthasto beconstruedasatopic. Thereis astrong
tendency for thosesubjectsto scramble,but scramblingis not obligatory. Sothecrucialfeature
of [-WS] predicatesis that theresubjectsmustbeconstruedastopics,while thepositionof the
subjectis determinedby several factors,topic-hoodbeingonly oneof them. Thusit cannotbe
fixedalreadyat d-structure.

6.3 Towards an explanationof subjecteffects

If the considerationsfrom the previous subsectionarebasicallycorrect,[-WS] predicatesare
characterizedby the fact that their subjectsmustbeconstruedastopics. In otherwords,these
predicatesare unableto constitutethetic statements.Since Ladusaw 1994, several authors
(Krifka et al. 1995; Eckardt1996b;Ramchand1996; Jäger1997; McNally 1998, in a sense
alsoKratzer1994)have reachedthis veryconclusionon differentways.Theproposedexplana-
tionsfor thisfactdiffer though.Ladusaw 1994assumesthatthedenotationsof [+WS] and[-WS]
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predicatesbelongto ontologicallydifferentsorts(theformerbeingparameterizedeventdescrip-
tions,thelatterproperties).Thusheputsthebasefor theexplanationbackinto thelexicon. This
seemsunlikely, though,in view of thefactthatthe[+/-] WSstatusof atransitiveverbsometimes
dependson thestatusof theobject,a phenomenonthatFernald1999calls “specificity effect”.
Thesubsequentexamplesarehis.8

(68) a. Monkeys live in trees(genericonly)

b. Monkeys live in thattree(existentialpossible)

(69) a. Tycoonsown banks(genericonly)

b. Tycoonsown thathouse(existentialpossible)

(70) a. Presidentsaresimilar to senators(genericonly)

b. Presidentsaresimilar to thesesenators(existentialpossible)

McNally 1998first considersChierchia’s 1995proposalthat ILPs are inherentlygeneric,but
sherejectsit asit excludesthe possibility of having temporary[-WS] predicates.Insteadshe
proposesthat “location independence”is the crucial factor of theticity. According to her, a
sentencelike

(71) Platesaredirty

excludesa theticreadingdueto thefact that—intuitively speaking—dirtyplatesremaindirty if
you bring themto anotherplace.This proposalis not without merits;it explainswhy a handful
of adjectiveslikeavailable, visible, presentare[+WS], while thebulk of theadjectivesis [-WS].
An available(visible, present)objector personmight ceaseto beavailable(visible, present)if
you bring it to anotherplace. McNally furthermoregivesthe following examples(taken from
theliterature)asevidencefor herapproach:

(72) a. ??Holeswerein thosepants

b. ??Dentswereunderthedriver’ssidewindow

c. ??Spacewason thecounter

d. ??Painsarein my arm

e. ??Riotswerein thesquare

Thesestatementsarelocationindependent;if somepantshaveholes,this doesn’t changeif you
changethelocationof thepants(or theholes).Consequently, anexistentialreadingis excluded
in thesesentences.

Eventhoughthesefactsareintriguing,I think thatthecitedexamplesactuallyprovetheopposite.
In Germanthey makeperfecttheticstatements:

(73) a. (weil) Löcherin dieserHosewaren
‘Therewereholesin thesepants’

8Kratzer1995discussesrelatedexamples.Sheclaimsthat this effect is dueto theun-accusativity of theverbs
involved.Fernald’sexamplesshow thatthis explanationcannotbecorrect.
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b. (weil) BeulenunterdemFensteraufderFahrerseitewaren
‘Thereweredentsunderthedriver’ssidewindow

As the translationsindicate,thesestatementsareperfectin a theticconstrualin Englishtoo as
soonaswe usethere insertion.ThoughI have no explanationwhy there insertionis mandatory
here,locationdependencecannotbeadecisive factorfor theticity.

To geta bettergrip on the problem,we have to figureout what it meansfor a statementto be
thetic. By definition,theticstatementsarethosepropositionsthat lack a topic. If this werethe
wholestoryandChierchia1992is right aboutthecorrelationbetweentopic/commentstructure
andproportionreadings,we would expect thetic statementsto be excludedin the protasisof
atemporalwhen-conditionalsdueto vacuousquantification.This is not thecasethough:

(74) Alwaysif thePREsidentdies,thevicepresidentsucceedsin hisplace.

This sentenceis perfectlyacceptable.It expressesa quantificationoverevents.Sowe conclude
thattheticstatementsarenot really topic-lessbut thatthereportedeventis thetopic.

Thesecondsteptowardsa (partial)explanationhasto addressthequestionwhatit meansfor an
expressionto bea topic in termsof semantics.Fromthediscussionin theprevioussubsection
it becametransparentthattopicshave two characteristicsemanticfeatures:9 They arediscourse
linkedor anaphoricin abroadsense,and,if they areindefinite,they areboundby superordinate
operators.I insist on thequalification“in a broadsense”sincethe relationto their antecedent
might beanindirectone,mediatedby “bridging”. This is illustratedbelow.

(75) Johnhasacottage.

R
Theroof
It S is madefrom straw

The roof that is referredto by the topic of the secondsentenceis not mentionedbeforein the
discourse.Thereforewe cannotuseananaphoricpronounto refer to it. A topicaldefiniteNP
is fine thoughsincewe canestablisha salientbridging relationbetweenthe newly introduced
discoursereferentfor the roof anda familiar discoursereferentintroducedby a cottage. The
sameappliesceterisparibus to partitive weak quantifiers,wherethe bridging relation is the
subsetrelationin thesimplestcase.

(76) Severalkidsof eithersex werepresent.Threegirls/ wereblond T
In Jäger1996I demonstratedthattheotherpeculiarityof topics,i.e. theirability to beboundby
superordinateoperators,canbederivedfrom thefact that they areanaphoricmodulobridging.
I’ ll sketchasimplifiedversionherethatownspartof its designto Krifka 1998.

We choosea dynamicsettingin the senseof GroenendijkandStokhof1991,i.e. the meaning
of a sentenceis identifiedwith its context changepotential. We adoptthe notion of context
employed in Heim 1983, i.e. a context is a setof pairs consistingof a possibleworld anda
partial assignmentfunction sendingreferentialindicesto objects. As representationlanguage
we chosefirst orderlogic with aninterpretationin thespirit of GroenendijkandStokhof1991,
but including possibleworlds. The notion of a model is entirely standard.The letter U is a
metavariableovercontexts. If anassignmentfunction V extendsassignmentW with avaluefor X
(formally: Y�Z�[ V�\]WP^
_�` X.a Z+b ced ), wewrite WgfihjV .10

9If we confineourselvesto truth conditionsandpresuppositions,that is. Intuitively topicsarewhata sentence
is about,but aboutnessis anotionthatis not coveredby thestandardsemanticinventory.

10Notethatit is not requiredthat kmlnjo p q�r set .
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Definition 1

1. u vxw y(z { | | | { } ~e�eu w �.������� ��{ �����
��� � �(w y(z � { | | | { �(w y�~e� �i�]u v�u w �P� �
2. u � z �]� �
u w �.������� ��{ �����
��� u � z u �(� ����u � �+u �(� � �
3. u ����u w �(������� �m{ �
�i�
��� ���������.w � �m{ �����]u ��u w �.� � �
4. u �
y���u w �(����u ��u w ��� ��{ ���e� �m�i�j����� ��{ �����
�2�e�
5. u ��� ��u w �.��� u �mu w u ��u w �(� �

Furthermorewe augmentthelanguagewith a versionof Beaver’s 1992presuppositionoperator¡
. Intuitively, updatinga context with theformula

¡ � hasno effect exceptpossiblyintroducing
new discourseentitiesif thecontentof � canbeinferredfrom thecontext; otherwisetheupdate
fails.

6. u ¡ ��u w �(��� ¢ u ��u w �(� if £(��{ �2w � ��{ ���i�]u ��u w �(��¤¥�
�(w � ��{ �����
�¦� �g§]��� �
undefinedelse ¨

As in DynamicPredicateLogicandrelatedformalisms,(non-topical)indefinitesaretranslatedas
restrictedexistentialquantifiers.Soanindefiniteintroducesa novel discourseentity. Pronouns
aretranslatedasfreevariables,i.e. to be interpretablethemustrefer to familiar entities. Non-
topicaldefinitesaretreatedin aRussellianway; like indefinitesthey introduceanovel discourse
marker, andadditionallythey requireits uniqueness.Sothetranslationof the(thetic)sentence
(77a)is (77b),abbreviatedas(77c).

(77) a. ThePREsidentdied

b. ��y.w PRESIDENT w y��������
©.w PRESIDENT w ©���� y��]©���� DIE w y�� �
c. �(ª y PRESIDENT w y���� DIE w y��

MarkinganNPastopicalhastwoeffects.First it makestheNPanaphoricmodulobridging.This
is doneby relatingthevariablethatis introducedby theNP to a familiar variablevia abridging
relation « . It is not our concernherehow thevalueof this relationis to bedetermined;suffice
it to saythat it mustbea cognitively salientrelationlike “part-of” etc. Thedefault valueof «
is just the identity relation. Furthermoretopic markingmakesthe entireNP presuppositional;
bothits descriptivecontentandthebridgingrelation « arepresupposedratherthanasserted.So
(78a)in acategoricalconstrualwill betranslatedas(78b).

(78) a. [Thepresident]¬ DIED

b. ��­ ¡ ��y�«Py�­®�¯�(ª y ¡ PRESIDENT w y���� DIE w y��
Somecommentsare necessary. Recall that the variablethat a dynamicexistential quantifier
bindsneednot be novel here,requantificationis licit. So if y happensto be familiar, ��y has
no effect on the context. Now considera formula of the form �
y ¡ vPy . Supposev is some
contingentproperty. If y is novel andit is notpartof thecontext thateverythingis v , theupdate
will fail sincenothingpreventsusfrom mappingy to someobjectthatis not v . Theupdatecan
only succeedif y is familiar and v�y is alreadyentailedby thecontext. Now supposewe arein
acontext wheretheUSA havebeenmentionedbeforeand « is fixedto “is theheadof stateof”.
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Thenupdatingthis context with thefirst conjunct °�±e²(°�³�´P³�± will only succeedif ± is familiar
andrefersto somestate. So the US area suitablevaluefor ± . The variable ³ is freshandis
mappedto the headof this state. Updatingwith °�µ ³�² PRESIDENT ¶ ³�· doesn’t changeanything
if it is known that theheadof thestate± —the US in theexample—isa president,andthereis
no otherfamiliar discoursereferentthat is known to bea president.If thereareotherfamiliar
presidents,theupdatefails. So if a definiteis topical, theuniquenessrestrictionis confinedto
thecontext. Provided that thesecondstepsucceeded,updatingwith the third conjunctDIE ¶ ³�·
addstheinformationthatthepresidentof ± died.Now supposewefix ´ astheidentity relation.
Thenupdatingwith thefirst conjunctwill alwayssucceed—everythingis identicalto something.
However, thesecondconjunctwill only besuccessfulif ³ is theoneandonly familiardiscourse
referentthat is known to be a president. In otherwords, in this casethe presidentis directly
anaphoric.

Mattersaresimilar in thecaseof indefinitetopics,exceptthatwe don’t have a uniquenesscon-
dition. Soasentencelike

(79) [A president]¸ died

will be felicitous if at leastonepresidentis either familiar in the context or canbe relatedto
the context via bridging. Onemight add that due to a Griceaneffect, it hasto be more than
president.Sowepredictapartitivereadingof indefinitetopics.

Thesemanticsof adverbialquantificationis not our mainconcernhere,soI refer theinterested
readerto theappendix.Suffice it to saythat thetruth conditionsof a sentenceinvolving adver-
bial quantificationareexactlyChierchia’s1992.Adverbsof quantificationunselectively bindall
topicsin their scope.Furthermorethesemanticsfor unaryadverbsof quantification(i.e. those
occurringin sentenceswithout an if -clause)given in theappendixhastheeffect that the vari-
ablessuppliedby indefinitetopicsareboundby the adverb andthe accompanying descriptive
materialendsup in therestrictive clause.Soour semanticsfor sentences(80a,b)aretruth con-
ditionally equivalentto theDRT formulas(80c,d).For simplicity of exposition,we do without
theDavidsoniantreatmentof themainpredicates.

(80) a. If [a farmer]¹ ownsadonkey, heusuallybeatsit

b. [A farmer]¹ usuallybeatsadonkey.

c. USUALLY º�» FARMER ¶ ³�·�¼¯°+½ DONKEY ¶ ½�·�¼ OWN ¶ ³(¾ ½�· ¿°
½2»DONKEY ¶ ½�·.¼ OWN ¶ ³(¾ ½�·�¼ BEAT ¶ ³(¾ ½�· ¿
d. USUALLY º�» FARMER ¶ ³�· ¿�°
½2»DONKEY ¶ ½�·2¼ BEAT ¶ ³.¾ ½�· ¿

In otherwords,our treatmentof theimpactof topicality hastheeffect of Chierchia’s operation
of “existentialdisclosure”in quantificationalstructureswhile it evokesanaphora+ bridgingelse.

Againstthisbackground,let usreturnto theissueof theticity. To accountfor thefactthatclauses
withoutanoverttopicarealwaysthetic,i.e.construetheeventargumentof thepredicateastopic,
wepostulatethefollowing principle:

Discourselinking principle
Everyatomicclausehasa topic.
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By “atomic clause”we refer to themainpredicateof a clausetogetherwith its argumentsand
eventrelatedmodifiers,but withoutany adverbsof quantificationor otheroperators.Thereason
for this restrictionwill be discussedbelow. As a consequenceof this principle, if noneof the
argumentsof a predicateis a topic, this part hasto be taken over by the event argument. We
leave the issueopenherehow topic markingof this argumentis donecompositionally;in any
caseits syntacticlocusshouldbeidenticalwith themorphemethatbindstheeventargument.

As a first consequence,we predictthatthepossibilityof a weakconstrualof somesubjectdoes
not dependsolely on themain predicatebut on the otherargumentsaswell. If theobject is a
topic, thediscourselinking principleis fulfilled andthesentenceis felicitous.Thisaccountsfor
thespecificityeffectsin (68)to (70). Thecentralquestionto beaddressednow is whathappensif
all overtargumentsareweak(i.e. non-topical)andthustheprinciplerequiresa theticconstrual.
For concreteness,let uslook atanexample.Accordingto theformalizationdiscussedaboveand
adoptingaDavidsoniansemantics,(81a)is to betranslatedas(81b).

(81) a. A bell is ringing

b. À�Á�Â(À�Ã ÄjÅeÁ¦Æ�À�Ã RING Ç Ã È�Æ¯À+É BELL Ç É�È�Æ THEME Ç ÃeÊ É�È
So the sentencewill be felicitous in a weakconstrualif the event Ã of a bell ringing canbe
linked to somefamiliar discourseentity Á via bridging (or, at any rate,an appropriatecontext
caneasilybeaccommodated).ThissolelydependsonthepossiblevaluesÄ cantake. Weadmit
thatwe do not have a comprehensive accountfor this, but somepreliminaryconsiderationsare
possiblethough.Weagreewith McNally 1998thatthelocationof thedescribedeventis crucial
in licensingtheticstatements,but we assignit a somewhatdifferentrole. We assumethat local
nearnessis the default valuefor Ä . To take (81a)asexample,without contextual information
theringing of thebell is to belocalizedin thelocal environmentof theutterancesituation(that
is alwayspartof thecontext). If thesentenceis partof a largerdiscourse,the locationmaybe
setto (thelocal environmentof) thelocationof apreviouslydescribedevent.

(82) I arrivedaround6. A bell wasringinganddogswerebarking.

So in the absenceof other information, Ä is to be instantiatedwith Ë�Ã+Ê Ì Í Ì ÎeÏeÇ Ã È NEAR Ì Î ÏeÇ Á�È .
With thisstipulationwepredictthatall eventtypesthatcanbelocalizedmakegoodtheticstate-
ments.This explainsthatnon-staticpredicatesareusually[+WS]. States,not beinglocalized,
shouldgenerallybe[-WS], but this is blatantlyfalse.As mentionedabove,localPPsare[+WS].
Wehave to becarefulthough.In thestandardexampleslike

(83) Unicornswerein thegarden

thecomplementof thelocal prepositionis specific,andthusit is very well possiblethatnot the
describedstatebut thecomplementof theprepositionis thetopic. If this is true,local PPswith
existentialcomplementsshouldbe[-WS]. This is in factbornout.

(84) a. Unicornsarein gardens

b. Cupsareon shelves

c. Rabbitsareundertrees
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Thesesentencesonly haveagenericreading.

Theclaim “Stativesare[-WS]” is bornout asfar asverbalpredicatesareconcerned(provided
theobjectsarenon-specific).Thesameholdsfor nominalpredicates.Needlessto saythat this
is entirely independentfrom thedurationof a state;a situationweretwo girls hold anaceeach
for 30 secondsduringacardgamecannotbedescribedwith thesentence

(85) Girls haveaces

So the only challengefor the above generalizationarethe existenceof [+WS] adjectiveslike
available, visible, present. I would like to arguethat theseadjectivesdo not constitutegenuine
thetic statementseither. What separatesthemfrom the bulk of the adjectives is the fact that
they have an implicit argument(availableor visible for whom, presentwhere). I assumethat
suchimplicit argumentsareanaphoricperdefault. They areconstruedastopicsalreadyin the
lexicon. Of coursethesetopicalimplicit argumentscanbeboundby anull genericoperator;it is
well-known thatvisiblealsohasagenericreadingthatis [-WS] asexpected.Sotheappropriate
translationfor (86a)is (86b).

(86) a. Firemenareavailable

b. Ð�ÑeÒ(Ð�Ó�ÔPÓ�Ñ®Õ¯Ð
Ó�Ò PERSON Ö Ó�×�Õ¯Ð�Ø AVAILABLE Ö Ø ×�Õ�Ð
Ù FIREMAN Ö ÙP×Õ HOLDER Ö Ø+Ú ÙP×�Õ BENEFICIARY Ö Ø+Ú Ó�×
In words,thesentenceis felicitousin anexistentialreadingif thebeneficiaryof theavailability
of thefiremenis a discoursefamiliar individual.

To sumup,we considersubjecteffectsa consequenceof a principlerequiringthateveryclause
hasa topic. Eventsbut not statescan function as a topic, so stative predicatesare [-WS] if
noneof their non-subjectarguments(including implicit ones)canserve astopics. Topic-hood
wasidentifiedwith discourselinking or anaphoricitymodulobridging. How doesthis apply to
genericandquantifiedclauses?Intuitively andaccordingto the syntacticdiagnostics,both in
(87a)and(87b)thesubjectfiremenis topic,but they arenotanaphoric.

(87) a. Firemenarealtruistic

b. Firemenareusuallyaltruistic

RecallthattheDiscourseLinking Principlewasconfinedto atomicclauses.In bothcasesabove,
this is theclausethatis to betranslatedas

(88) Ð
Ó�Ò(Ð+Û�ÔjÛ�Ó�Õ¯Ð+Û�Ò FIREMAN Ö Û�×�Õ¯Ð
Ø ALTRUISTIC Ö Ø ×�Õ HOLDER Ö Ø+Ú Û�×
The bareplural firemenbeingthe topic, the discourselinking is fulfilled in (88). This atomic
clauseservesasargumentfor theadverbof quantification(a null genericoperatorin (87a)).As
a result,thesentencescomeoutastruthconditionallyequivalentto theDRT-formulae

(89) a. Ü�Ý�ÞPß�à FIREMAN Ö Ó�× á Ð�Ø�à ALTRUISTIC Ö Ø ×�Õ HOLDER Ö Ø+Ú Ó�× á
b. USUALLY ß�à FIREMAN Ö Ó�× á Ð�Ø�à ALTRUISTIC Ö Ø ×�Õ HOLDER Ö Ø+Ú Ó�× á
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Thisholdsundertheprovisothatlocalizationis theonlypossiblevaluefor â in theticstatements.
As mentionedabove,in anappropriatecontext othervaluesarepossibleaswell. I think thatthis
is thereasonfor Glasbey’s1997observationthatweakconstrualswith [-WS] predicatescentral
for subjecteffects.This is partiallyblurredby thefactthatnon-subjectarguments(evenimplicit
ones)canserveastopicandthussaveaweakreadingof thesubject.Thisentailsthatthecontrast
between[+WS] and[-WS] predicatesis entirelyindependentof thesemanticsof thecopulasince
copularconstructionsarealwaysstative. Soasin thecaseof theotherSLP/ILP-contrasts,there
is noevidencefor anambiguouscopula.

7. Conclusion

In thispaperweinvestigatedtheissuewhetherthecontrastssubsumedunderthe“stagelevel/in-
dividual level distinction” in theliteratureprovide evidencefor anambiguouscopula.Someof
our findingsarenegative;wearguedthatCarlson’s aswell asKratzer’s andDiesing’sproposals
faceconsiderableempiricalproblems.Furthermorewefoundthatinsteadof auniformSLP/ILP-
distinction,thereareat leastthreelogically independentcontraststhat accountfor the alleged
stagelevel/individual level diagnostics. So any attemptfor a unified theory is boundto fail
from the onset.Additionally we arguedthat oneof thesethreedistinctions—theonebetween
permanentandtemporaryproperties—isnot representedgrammaticallybut rathera matterof
world knowledge.

On the positive side, we presentedevidencethat the ability of a predicateto admit a weak
construalof its subjectis determinedby the interactionof two well-establishedand indepen-
dently motivatedfactors,the aspectualdistinction betweenstativesand non-statives,and the
topic/commentstructureof theclausein question.Non-stative predicatesalwaysallow a weak
construalof thesubject.In thecaseof stative predicates,this dependson thequestionwhether
oneof thenon-subjectarguments(including implicit ones)canbeconstruedasa topic. If this
is possible,thesubjectcangeta weakconstrual.Thesetwo factswerederivedfrom a principle
requiringthat every clausemustbe discourse-linkable(or, in otherwords,musthave a topic)
togetherwith theassumptionthateventsbut notstatesarelocalized.Thuslocalizationmaypro-
vide a discourselink for eventive, but not for stative clauses.So two of the threementioned
distinctions(permanentvs. temporarypredicatesandpredicatesthatdo allow vs. thosethatdo
notallow aweaksubject)areentirelyindependentfrom thesemanticsof thecopula.

At presentwe cannotgive an explanationfor the differentacceptabilityof predicatesin per-
ceptionreports. Hereagainour only result is a negative one: we collectedevidencethat all
predicateshave a Davidsonianargument,sowe cannotadoptanexplanationalongthe linesof
Higginbotham1983 andKratzer1995. In view of the “copula effects” observed by Carlson
1977,herethe semanticsof the copulamay in fact be crucial (seealsothe casesdicussedby
Maienborn(this volume)).

(90) a. Wesaw theemperornaked

b. *Wesaw theemperorbenaked

Similar effects have beennoticedby Stump1985 in connectionwith absoluteconstructions.
Somepredicates(SLPsin his terminology)allow a conditionalinterpretationof absolutive ad-
juncts,while ILPs invariablyreceiveanfactive interpretation.

(91) a. AsleepJohnmight look likeastatue

b. Blond,Johnmight look likeastatue
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Similar to their behavior in perceptionreports,copularconstructionsonly admita factive inter-
pretation.

(92) Beingasleep,Johnmight look likeastatue

Futureresearchhasto addressthenatureof thesecontrastsin generalandtheir interactionwith
thesemanticsof thecopulain particular.

References

Barwise,Jon(1981):ScenesandOtherSituations,Journalof Philosphy, 78(7)369–397.
Beaver, David Ian (1992):TheKinematicsof Presupposition,in: PaulDekkerandMartin Stokhof(eds.),Proceed-

ingsof theEighthAmsterdamColloquium, 17–36,ILLC, Amsterdam.
Carlson,GregoryN. (1977):Referenceto Kinds in English,Ph.D.thesis,Universityof Massachusetts,Amherst.
Chierchia,Gennaro(1992):AnaphoraandDynamicBinding,LinguisticsandPhilosophy, 15(2)111–184.
— (1995): Individual-level PredicatesasInherentGenerics,in: GregoryN. CarlsonandFrancisJ.Pelletier(eds.),

TheGenericBook, 176–223,Universityof ChicagoPress,ChicagoandLondon.
Chomsky, Noam(1986):Barriers,MIT Press,Cambridge(Mass.).
Condoravdi, Cleo(1992):Individual-level Predicatesin ConditionalClauses,Talk givenat theLSA AnnualMeet-

ing, Philadelphia,PA.
Davidson,Donald(1967):TheLogicalFormof Action Sentences,in: NicolasRescher(ed.),TheLogic of Decision

andAction, 81–95,Universityof PittsburghPress.
— (1969): TheIndividuationof Events,in: NicolasRescher(ed.),Essaysin Honor of Carl G. Hempel, 216–234,

Reidel,Dordrecht.
de Hoop, Helen(1997): OptionalScramblingandPredication,in: Proceedingsof the TexasLinguistic Society:

Conferenceon theSyntaxandSemanticsof Predication, Universityof TexasatAustin.
— (1998):Scramblingandtype-shifting,paperpresentedat theUniversityof Pennsylvania,Philadelphia.
deHoop,HelenandHenriettedeSwart (1989):Overindefinieteobjectenenderelatietussensyntaxisensemantiek,

ms.,Universityof Amsterdam.
Diesing,Molly (1988):BarePluralSubjectsandtheStage/IndividualContrast,in: ManfredKrifka (ed.),Genericity

in Natural Language. Proceedingsof the1988TübingenConference, Tübingen.
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— (1996):Topicsin DynamicSemantics,Ph.D.thesis,Humboldt-UniversiẗatzuBerlin.
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Appendix: The semanticsof adverbial quantification

Binary adverbial quantification Weassumethatthereis a two-placepropositionalfunctorcor-
respondingto eachadverbof quantification,includingthenull genericquantifier. Its semantics
is definedasã äPå
æeç.è é ê ë�ì ã è í ìïîñð�ò ó�ê ô�õ�ö í�÷ ägè ðeø ÷ ôgù]øxú ã é�ã è ð�ò ó�ê ø�õ ûeì�üî®ýjúþ�ÿ ø�� � ô è ã é�ã è ð�ò ómê ø�� õ ûeìPüî®ýjú®ø����®ø�ì ûeìè ðeø ÷ ôgù]øxú ã é � ë ã è ð�ò ómê ø�õ ûeìjüî®ý
ûeì û
where

ä
is thegeneralizedquantifiercorrespondingto

äPå
æeç
.11 Soweevaluateeverypossibilityò ó�ê ô�õ in

í
separately. It survives in the output context if f Q-many minimal extension ø of

11We presupposethe ��� �
	��
�� presupposesthat ��� �
	 is defined.
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� where � is definedandtrue in � canbe extendedto an assignment� where ����� is true.
Considersentence(93a),translatedas(93b).Weassumethe � setto its default value“=”.

(93) a. If [a man]� hasacat,heusuallybeatsit

b. MOST � ������� �!� �#"$��%#�&� ����'(� ��%��&��)�*+� ) %��-,.� ��/ ) % % � 01� �!/ )
% %

Theevaluationof this formulacrucially dependson whetherthevariables� and � arenovel or
familiar. Suppose� is familar. Thenonly thosepossibilities 2 �3/ ��4 will provide a non-empty
outputunderupdatewith the protasiswhere � � ��% is a manthat hasa cat in � . So if thereis
a minimal extensionof � that providesa non-emptyoutputunderupdatewith the protasis,it
is � itself. In the spirit of de Hoop andde Swart 1989we assumethat quantificationis ruled
out if the restrictorsetis a singleton.Thus � mustbenovel. Suppose� is familiar. Underthe
minmalassumptionthatthedomainof themodelis not a singleton,updatingwith theconjunct
��� �!� �5"(��% will fail. Thusthe restrictorsetis emptyin this case,which amountsto vacuous
quantificationthatis ruledoutaswell. Consequentlyboth � and� mustbenovel. It is easyto see
thatexactly thoseminimal extensions6 of � thatmapboth � and � to thesameindividual such
that 67� ��% is a manwho hasa catin � will providea non-emptyoutput.Thereareasmany such
extensionsastherearemenwho have a catin � . Likewisethesetof minimal extensions6 that
make theantecedenceclausetruebut thetheconsequenceclausefalsehasthesamecardinality
asthesetof individualsthataremanthathaveacatanddon’t beatit in � . So 2 �+/ ��4 will survive
updatewith theentireformulaif f mostmanthathaveacatbeatit in � .

Unary adverbial quantification We furthermoreassumethat thereis a unarypropositional
operatorfor eachadverbof quantification.Its semanticsis givenby

8 93: ; < � ��% 8 � =!%>"@?�2 �3/ ��4BA =BC 9 � ?
6�D � C 8 � 8 � ?�2 �3/ 6 4 E % is defined F
G ��6�H�D � � 8 � 8 � ?�2 �+/ 6�H 4 E % is defined FI6�H�JI6�% %
� ?
6�D � C 8 � 8 � ?�2 �3/ 6 4 E %LK"IM E %

Roughlythis saythata possibility 2 �+/ ��4 survivesupdateif f Q-many minimal extensionsof �
whereupdatewith � is definedaresuchthat � is true.Againanexample:

(94) a. [A man]� usuallywalks

b. USUALLY � ������� �!� �#"$��%#�&� ����'(� ��%7��N-� ��% %

As above,thesetof minimalextensionsof � thatmakeupdatewith theargumentformuladefined
is eitheremptyor a singletonif either � or � arefamiliar. Thusthey mustbenovel. Likewise,
thereareasmany minimal extensionof � thatmake updatewith � definedastherearemenin
� , andof themasmany make � trueastherearemanwho walk in � . So 2 �+/ ��4 will survive if f
mostmenwalk in � .
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