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Abstract

The paperinvestigateghe issuewhetherthe stage-lgel/individual level contrastintroducedby

Carlson1977requiregheassumptiorof two homorymouscopulagdependingnthecateyoriza-
tion of the predicatve. We aguethatinsteadof a uniform stage-leel/individuallevel distinction
we haveto distinguishseveralsimilar but independentontrastsnoneof which crucially depend
on the semanticof the copula. In the secondpart of the paper we concentrateon one group
of phenomena—thdistribution of weak subjects—angroposean explanationin termsof an

interactionbetweernopic/commenstructureandaspectuapropertiesof the predicate.

1. Intr oduction

The presentpaperis concernedvith the contrastbetweenstage level predicates(SLPshence-
forth) andindividual level predicates(ILPs) that were proposedn Carlson1977 andhave re-

ceived a considerableamountof attentionsince. Becauseboth kinds of predicatesoccurin

copularconstructionssomeauthordike Carlson1977,Stump1985,Diesing1992,andKratzer
1994 have takenthis asindicationthatlanguagesik e Englishand Germanhave two homory-

mouscopulasgachoneembeddingredicatvesthatareSLPor ILP, respectrely. Our maintask
is to investigatewhetheror not the agumentswvhich arepresentedn theseworksin supportof

thehomorymy assumptiorarecompelling.

Recentwork like deHoopandde Swart 1989;Condoradi 1992;McNally 1994;Higginbotham
andRamchand 996;Fernald1999andotherscastsomedoubtwhethertherereallyis auniform
contrastor rathera collection of relatedbut differentdistinctions. A systematidnvestigation
revealsthatthesedoubtsaresubstantiatedhereareatleastthreelogically independentontrasts
thathave beensubsumedinderthe heading“SLP/ILP contrasts”.Consequentlyeachof them
hasto receve a separatexplanation. In this paper we will aguethat neitherof the contrasts
requiresanambiguousopula,andwe will proposeanexplanationfor oneof them.

2. Thedata

Perception reports One of Carlsons main motivation to assumea division of predicates
into “stagelevel” and“individual level” comesfrom contrastsn the acceptabilityof perception
reports like (cf. Carlson1977:124f)

(1) a. Johnsav Mary sneeze

We usetheterm“perceptiorreport”for constructionseportingdir ectperception, wheretheverbof perception
is followed by anaccusatie NP anda non-finite predicatve phraseasin (1). Indir ect perception reports where
the complemenbf the matrix verbis afinite clauseasin (i) have no bearingon the issuesdiscussedn this paper
andareleft out of consideration.

(i) Johnsaw thatMary sneezed
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b. Johnsav Mary drunk

As Carlsonobsenred,local PPsarevirtually alwaysacceptablén thecomplemenbf perception
verbs,andnominalsaregenerallyexcluded.APsandinfinite VP behae non-uniformly:

(2) a. Johnsaw thepresidennaked
b. *Johnsaw the presidenintelligent

(3) a. Johnsawv Mary talk to Bill
b. *Johnsav Mary love Bill

Carlsonnoticedthat thosepredicatedik e intelligent, love Bill that are unacceptablén these
constructions—"indriduallevel predicatesin histerminology—usuallyxpresgpermanenand
essentiaproperties. Thosepredicateghat are acceptabldik e drunk, naked, talk to Bill , i.e.
“stagelevel predicates’(SLPs),tendto denotetransitoryandaccidentaproperties.

Subjecteffects Carlsonassumed correlationbetweerthe behaior of predicatesn thecom-
plementof perceptiornverbsandtheinterpretatiorof their subjectsjf thelatterarebareplurals.
SLPsgenerallyadmitboth anexistentialanda genericreadingof a bare plural subject, while
only thegenericreadingis possiblewith ILPs.

(4) a. Firemenareavailable(existential/generic)
b. Firemenarealtruistic (only generic)

Molly Diesing(Diesing1988,1992)notesthatsimilar contrastccurwith otherkindsof indef-
inite subjectsaswell. We find the samepatternwith singular indefinites (apartfrom the fact
thatthey alsoadmita specificreading):

(5) a. A firemanis available(existential/generic)
b. A firemanis altruistic (only genericor specific)

Likewise,therangeof possiblenterpretatiorof weakly quantifiedsubjectds morelimited with
ILPsthanwith SLPs.In thelattercase a quantifierlik e threechildrenmaybereadexistentially
or partitively. With SLPs,only the secondeadingis possible.

(6) a. Many firemenareavailable(existentialandpartitive)
b. Many firemenarealtruistic (only partitive)

Thesesubject effects (I borraw this termfrom Fernald1999)have a syntacticmanifestationn
German Herethetwo possiblereadingsof indefinitesubjectsarelinkedto their positionrelative
to sentencadwerbialsandcertainparticles. Weak subjectglik e indefinitesin their existential
reading)usually occurto the right of thesemarkers, while this orderis reversedwith strong
subjectdik e genericsandpartitives? Thisis illustratedin (7).

2Somecautionis necessarpere. The generalizatioronly holdsin theabsencef interveningfactorslik e scope
or focus.
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(7) a. (weil) leider Feuerwehrrannerverfugbarsind.
(SINCE) UNFORTUNATELY FIREMEN AVAILABLE ARE
‘Unfortunately firemenareavailable’ (only existentialreading)

b. (weil) Feuerwehrm”anndeiderverfugbarsind
(SINCE) FIREMEN UNFORTUNATELY AVAILABLE ARE
'Unfortunately firemenareavailable’ (only generic)

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

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

b. (weil) Feuerwehrrannereiderselbstlossind
(SINCE) FIREMEN UNFORTUNATELY ALTRUISTIC ARE
'Unfortunately firemenarealtruistic’

Subjectof SLPsandILPs alsodiffer insofar asthe latterform extractionislands,asit is illus-
tratedin (9).

(9) a. Feuerwehrrannersindviele verfugbar
FIREMEN ARE MANY AVAILABLE
‘Therearemary firemenavailable’

b. *Feuerwehrmannersindviele selbstlos
FIREMEN ARE MANY ALTRUISTIC
‘Therearemary firemenaltruistic’

In Germanit is generallypossibleto extractthe headnounof a weakquantifierwhile the deter
mineris strandedbut this optionis excludedwith subjectsof ILPs.

Restrictions on modifying adverbials As Kratzer1995notes,only SLPscanbe modifiedby
temporalor frequeng adwerbials(accordingto Maienborn(this volume), mattersare,however,
lesssimplewith respecto local adwerbials).

(10) a. Peterspole Englishtoday/seeraltimes
b. *Peterknew Englishtoday/seeraltimes

FurthermoreKratzernotesthatclausedieadedy anlLP cannotsene astherestrictorin when
conditionalsprovidedits agumentsaredefinite.

(11) a. *When Mary knows French sheknowsit well
b. WhenMary speakd-rench shespeakst well

Similarly, Rapoportl991claimsthatILPs areexcludedin depictive adjuncts(the examplesare
takenfrom McNally 1994):

(12) a. Weatethevegetablesaw
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b. ??Weé atethe vegetablesorganic

Finally, ILPs alsodisplayso-calledifetime effects thetenseof a clauseheadedy anILP ap-
parentlyappliesto thetime of existenceof thereferentof thesubjectratherthanto the predicate
itself. Sofrom (13a)we may infer that Greg is dead,while no suchimplicaturearisesfrom

(13b),wherethe predicates stagelevel. Thisobsenationis alsodueto Kratzer1995:155f.

(13) a. Gregwasfrom America
b. Greg wasin America

Thoughfarfrom beingexhaustve, thislist shoulddo asarepresentatie collectionof thekind of
phenomenghatthe SLP/ILP distinctionis supposedo cover. In the next sectionthethreemost
influential proposals—originatindgrom Greg Carlson,Molly DiesingandAngelika Kratzer—
arebriefly reviewed.

3. Previousapproaches
3.1 Carlson 1977: A sortal distinction

Carlson1977assumethatthe setof entitiesrelevantfor naturallanguagesemanticss splitinto
threesorts: kinds, objectsand stages.Kinds and objectsare subsumedinderthe supersorof
individuals. Stagesareto be thoughtof asspace-timeslicesof individuals. Correspondindo
thesesortaldistinctionswe candistinguishbetweerpropertief individuals(thatareexpressed
by ILPs) andpropertiesof stagegcorrespondingo SLPs). NPsalwaysdenotequantifiersover
individuals.In analogyto propernounsthatarenamesof objects barepluralsareconsideredo
be (lifted) namesof kinds. Sincequantifiersover individualscannotbe combineddirectly with
propertiesof stagespredicationwith SLPshasto mediatedby atemplatethattransformsSLPs
into ILPs. In copularconstructionsnvolving SLPs,thisjob is doneby the copula.lts semantics
is givenby Carlsonas

(14) APzt 3z (R(z%, ') A P3(z*))

Superscript®n variablesindicatethe sortof the respectre variableasrangingover (properties
of) stagesor individuals. The constantR is to be readas*is a stageof” andrelatesstageso
individuals. Thus(ignoring mattersof tense)a sentencédik e (15a)in its existentialreadingwill
receve thetranslation(15b).

(15) a. Firemenareavailable
b. Jz°(R(z°, IREMEN) A AVAILABLE(z®))

Crucially, the existentialquantifierin (15b) originatesin the lexical meaningof the copula.lf a
verbalSLPis combinedwith asubjecttheoperatiorcorrespondingo themeaningof thiscopula
is appliedto themeaningof the VP without syntacticmanifestationlLPs canbecombinedwith
their subjectsdirectly. Soin copularconstructionsnvolving ILPs, the copulahasno semantic
function andthusdenotegust the identity mapon propertiesof individuals. Accordingly, the
only possibletranslationof (16a)is (16b).

(16) a. Firemenarealtruistic
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b. ALTRUISTIC(FIREMEN)

Soin orderto avoid sortal conflicts, the stipulationof two homorymouscopulasis inevitable
in Carlsons approachandthis homorymy is centralfor his explanationof theinterpretatiorof
bareplurals.

The contrastan perceptionreportsfall out straightforvardly from Carlsons sortaldistinction.
He assumethataverblik e seeprimarily denotesrelationbetweerstagesyhile theembedded
predicateis consideredo be a secondarpredicateapplyingto the accusatie NP. So (17a)is
translatedas(17b).

(17) a. Johnsav Mary drunk
b. Jz°y*(R(z*°,3) A R(y®,M) A SEE(z°,y°) A DRUNK(y*))

Underthis approachasentencdik e

(18) *Johnsav Mary intelligent

is ungrammaticatiueto a mundanesortalclash:the secondargumentof See hasto be a stage,
theargumentof INTELLIGENT hasto beanindividual, andthelexical semantic®f seerequires
thesetwo argumentdo beidenticalin this respect.

Apartfrom thefactthatCarlsonstheoryunifiestwo phenomenghatarelogically independent—
thiswill bediscussedatlengthbelovn—it faceso mainproblems Firstit predictssubjecteffects
only to occurwith barepluralswhile theseare penasive with all sortsof indefinites. Every
attemptto extend his treatmentof barepluralsto otherindefiniteswould however undermine
the centralconcernof his theory namelyto explain the differencesbetweenbarepluralsand
otherindefinites.Secondhis semantic®f perceptiorreportsis a variantof whatBarwise1981
calls“the naive realist’s theoryof perception’with its specificproblems.To adaptDavidson’s
1969famousargumentaboutthe identity of events,imaginea metalsquarehatis rotatingand
simultaneouslheating. So every stageof this squarethatis rotatingis also heatingandvice
versa.Accordingly,

(19) a. Johnsaw thesphereotate
b. Johnsav the sphereheat

shouldbe materiallyequialent,but it is easyto imaginea scenariowherethefirst is true and
thesecondalse.

To sumup sofar, Carlsons sortalontology seemsaunableto fully explain the contrastghat he
addressesand alternatve explanationsare called for. Thusthereis no compellingreasonto
assumewo sortally distinguishedeadingsf the copulain English.

3.2 Diesing1992: Syntactic Differ entiation

DiesingconsiderghedifferencebetweerSLPsandILPs primarily asa syntacticone. Shestarts
with the Germanword order facts mentionedin (7) and (8). Recall that indefinite subjects
of SLPscanoccur eitherto the left or to the right of sentenceadwerbialsor particles,while
subjectsof ILPs only occurto their left. If oneassumeshattheseadwerbialsandparticlesare
adjoinedto VP, this meansthat subjectsmay generallyoccurinside or outsideVP in German
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s-structureDiesingidentifiesthesetwo positionswith SpecVPandSpeclPrespectrely. Under
thesepremisessubjectssitting in SpeclPmay be thereeitherdueto basegeneratioror dueto

movement.Accordingto Diesing,ILPsandSLPsdiffer in thisrespectSubjectof ILPsarebase
generatedn the outerposition. Thusthey cannotbe loweredinto the VP (cf. (21)). Subjectsof

SLPs,ontheotherhand,arebasegeneratednside VP andmay optionallyraisedto SpecIF So
thefollowing two configurationsarepossiblef the predicatas SLP:

(20) a. IP b. IP
P PN
I’ NP; I’
N PN
| VP | VP
N PN
NP V' t; V

As for ILPs, therethe subjectis basegeneratedn SpeclP andthe “inner” subjectposition
SpecVRis filled with PRO. Sotheonly optionis

(21) P

PRO, V’

As areEnglishsubjectsn general,Germansubjectsn the outerpositionare barriersandthus
islandsfor extraction, while SpecVPis assumedo be L-marked (cf. Chomsk 1986). This
accountdor the contrastwith respecto extractionillustratedin (9).

Diesingadoptstheview adwcatedby DRT (Kamp 1981;Heim 1982)thatindefinitesareto be
translatechisopenformulascontainingafreevariable andthattheir existentialimpactoriginates
from anoperationof existentialclosure thatbindsthis variable.While standardDRT postulates
two suchoperations—onepplyingto the nuclearscopeof tripartite quantificationaktructures,
andoneapplyingat thetext level—sheassumeshatthereis only one,applyingto the material
inside the VP at LF. Freevariablesendingup outsideVP are boundby somesuperordinate
operators.If suchanoperatoris not presenwovertly, a genericnull operatoris inserted.This is
coveredby the MappingHypothesigDiesing1992:15)

Mapping Hypothesis
“Material from VP is mappednto the nuclearscope.
Materialfrom IP is mappednto arestrictve clause.

Jointly theseassumptionsorrectlypredictthe possiblereadingsof indefinitesubjects.

3.3 Kratzer 1995: A differencein argumentstructure

While Diesingstheorycoversthe subjecteffects,it doesnot extendto the othercontrastsnen-
tionedabove. To dothis, Kratzer1995proposeshatthe syntacticdifferencedetweerSLPsand
ILPs areultimatelyrootedin argumentstructure.

Themoststriking agumentin favor of this view is illustratedby the subsequendbsenation.

3In Englishraisingto SpeclPis assumedo be mandatorywhile reconstructiorat LF is optional.
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(22) a. AlwayswhenaMoroccanknows Frenchsheknowsit well.
b. AlwayswhenMary knows a foreignlanguagesheknowsit well.
c. AlwayswhenaMoroccanknows aforeignlanguagesheknowsit well.
d. *Al wayswhenMary knows French sheknowsit well.

Kratzeralsofollows Heim 1982in theassumptionghat(a) conditionalsentencearemappedo
atripartite Logical Form consistingof a quantifier arestrictve clause andanuclearscope and
(b) thatindefinitesareinterpretedasopenformulaeintroducinga free variableinto the Logical
Form. Hencethe LF’s correspondingo the sentence# (22) shouldlook like thosegivenin
(23).

(23) a. ALWAYS,[MARROCCAN(z) A KNOW/(xz, FRENCH)]
[KNOW_WELL (z, FRENCH)

]
b. ALWAYS,[FOREIGN_LANG(y) A KNOW(M,y)]
[KNOW_WELL (M, )]

C. ALWAYS, ,[MORROCCAN(z) A FOREIGN_LANG(y) A KNOW(z,y)]
[KNOW_WELL (2, y)]

d. ALWAYS[KNOW(M, FRENCH)| [KNOW_WELL (M, FRENCH)]
Underthis perspectie, theungrammaticalityof (22d)is easilyaccountedor by meansof the

Prohibition againstvacuousquantification

“For every quantifierQ), theremustbeavariablez suchthat() bindsanoccurrence
of x in bothits restrictive clauseandits nuclearscopé€. (Kratzer1995:131)

thatis obviously violatedin (22d).
Surprisinglyenoughthe sentencdecomeseverthelesgrammaticahssoonaswe replacethe
ILP to knowFrend by the SLPto speakFrendh.

(24) AlwayswhenMary speakd-renchshespeakst well.

This canbeexplainedby the assumptiorthat SLPshave anadditional“Davidsonian”argument
place(in the senseof Davidson 1967)for the spatio-temporalocation of the eventuality de-
scribedwhile suchanargumentis missingin the algumentstructureof ILPs. Accordingto this
hypothesistheLF of (24)is (25).

(25) ALWAY S,[SPEAK (M, FRENCH, $)] [SPEAK_WELL (M, FRENCH, s)]

Herethe “prohibition againstvacuougquantification”is fulfilled.

Thesdlifferingargumentstructuresreprojectednto syntaxby meanof the‘ Argument.inking
Principle’ from Williams 1981.

ArgumentLinking Principle:

“In deep-structureall agumentsexceptthe externalargumentare realizedwithin
the maximal projection of their predicaté. (Kratzer 1995:135,originating from
Williams 1981)
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If we addtheassumptiorthatthe Davidsonianargumentalwaysoccupieghe highestpositionin
the agumenthierarchy we canderive the essentiapart of Diesing’s theory namelythat SLPs
andILPs basegenerateheir subjectan SpecVPandSpeclPrespectiely.

Kratzers ideaaccountsfor the other contrastsmentionedin the introductionwithout further
ado.Let usstartwith thecontrastsn perceptiorreports.It is moreor lessstandarchowvadayso
analyzea sentence$ike (1) asreportinga relationbetweenthe percever andan abstracieven-
tuality thatis describedy the complemenbf the perceptionverh The natureof the perceved
eventualityis still a matterof debatejt hasbeenproposedhatit is a situationin the senseof
situationtheory (Barwise1981),an eventin the DavidsoniansensgHigginbotham1983)or a
partial model (van der Does1991). Undereitheraccountthe logical form of (1), repeateds
(26a),will comeoutroughlylike (26b).

(26) a. Johnsaw Mary sneeze
b. Jde(SEE(J,e) A SNEEZE(M,e¢))

Under Higginbothams perspeciie, the perceved eventis identical to the event that fills the
Davidsonianargumentplace of the embeddedredicate. In otherwords, verbsof perception
selectdescription®f eventsastheir complementsThereforeonly predicateshatsupplysucha
description—SLPsinderKratzersaccount—ardicit there.In fact,Higginbotham1983already
alludesto the option of explainingthe unacceptabilityof certainpredicatesn this positionasa
consequencef thelack of a Davidsonianargument?

As mentionedn the beginning, ILPs cannotbe modifiedby temporaladwerbials,andatits face
value,local modifiersarebadhereaswell.

(27) a. *Peteris intelligenttoday
b. *Peterwasintelligentin Paris

Thisfallsoutof Kratzershypothesisprovidedonefollows Davidson1967,Higginbothan1 985,
Parsonsl990andmary othersin theassumptiorthatthoseadwerbialsarepredicate®f theevent
argument.If thelatteris missing,this kind of modificationfails.

Accordingto Rapoport1991, a similar story canbe told aboutthe contrastan (12), repeated
herefor corvenience.

(28) a. Weatethevegetablesaw
b. ??W\e atethevegetablerganic

Essentiallydepictive (aswell ascircumstantialladjunctsaresemanticallyconnectedo thema-
trix clauseby somerelationholding betweenthe describedevents(lik e “simultaneity” or “re-
sult”). If eitherof the clausesinvolved doesnot describean event, the constructionwill be
ungrammaticalThusILPs areexcludedbothin the matrix clauseandin theadjunct.

Finally, Kratzeraccommodatethe lifetime effectsasin (13) in anelegantmanner All thathas
to be stipulateds thattensealwaysappliesto the externalargumentof the VP it attachego. In
caseof ILPsthisis the eventagumentwhich is locatedin time by tense.But with ILPs, thisis
thesubject;soaccordingo Kratzer thelogical form of (29a)is (29b).

4As Glasbg 1997demonstrates; very similar approactcanbe pursuedn the framework of situationtheory
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(29) a. HenrywasFrench
b. BEFORE_NOW(H) A FRENCH(H)

Thefirst conjunctis mostplausiblyto beinterpretedassayingthatHenry’s existenceis located
in the past. This accountdor theimplicatureof (29a)thatHenryis deadat the time when(29)
is beinguttered.

4. The non-uniformity of the contrast obsewed sofar

Thoughaccordingto the authorsdiscussedhe statusof a predicateasSLP or ILP is ultimately
rootedin thelexicon, the contrasts frequentlyslipperyandcontectual. Accordingto a widely
held view, it is rathersimpleto coerce an ILP into an SLP. For instanceKratzer 1995:155f
writesabout(29a):

(29a)“hastwo possiblenterpretationsOnthefirst interpretationyve aretreatingbe
Frendh asa stagdevel predicateImaginethatHenryusedto be French but is now
an Americancitizen. The pasttenseis an effective tool for turningindividual-level
predicatesnto stage-lgel predicates..”

Thingsarenot quiteassimple. Evenif we imaginea bizarretreatybetweerFranceandthe US
statingthat peoplefrom eithercountrymay decideto be Americancitizenson sunry daysand
Frenchcitizensif it is rainy, (30a)will still lack an existentialreading,and (30b) soundsodd
despitepasttenseandsupportingcontext which shouldhelpto reinterpretbe) Frend asSLP

(30) a. Peoplefrom PariswereAmerican
b. *We sav Henry(be)French

As reportedby McNally 1998, similar obserationshave beenmadealreadyby Condoradi
1992. Soit seemghat coercinga permanenpropertyinto a temporaryone doesnot alter its
statusasILP. Ontheotherhand,in the givencontet all thefollowing examplesarefine:

(31) a. HenrywasFrenchlastweek
b. JohnenteredheroomAmericanandleft it French
c. Whenerer Henryis American,heis anawful cook
d. HenrywasAmericanseveraltimes

Theoblviousconclusionto bedravn from this is thatthe diagnosticsusedin (31)—maodification
by temporalor frequeng adwerbials,depictve adjuncts,andwhenconditionals—teswhether
it denotesa permanenbr a transitoryproperty while the testsin (30) do somethingdifferent.
Carlson1977waswell awvareof thefactthatpermanences neithernecessaryor sufficient for
apropertyto beindividuallevel. He makesthis pointby comparingalive with young While life
usuallylastslongerthanyouth,alive is stagdevel while youngis individual level (accordingto
theevidencefrom perceptiorreports thatis).

(32) a. Wesawv Johnalive
b. *We sav Johnyoung
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This in mind, it seemsworthwhile to examinesystematicallyto what degreethe standardest
for stage-lgelhoodactually coincide. To restrict this task somavhat, we will exclude three
diagnosticghatareclearlynotrelatedto the SLP/ILPissue,no matterwhatnotionwe adopt.

As deHoopandde Swart 1989point out, thereare several predicateshatareundeniablystage
levelbut arestill unacceptableith frequeng adwerbialsandin theprotasisof wherconditionals
(providedits agumentsaredefinite). Typical examplesareto die or to grow up.

(33) a. *Petergrew uptwice
b. *When Petergrows up, heinheritsafortune
c. *Peterdiedseveraltimes
d. *When Peterdies,hedoesit consciously

Accordingto deHoopandde Swart, in thesecontets all predicatesreexcludedthatare“once
only”, i.e. that cannotstop holding of a particularindividual and startholding againlater. In

the caseof frequeny adwerbials, this would lead to a plain contradiction. For conditionals,
theseauthorsassumae plurality presuppositiothatis violatedif thereis only onemaximaltime
span(or, alternatvely, onemaximalevent) wherethe protasisis true. Permanenpredicatesre
trivially “once only”, but the reversedoesnot hold. Sothe SLP/ILP-contrasts not operatve
here.

The secondproviso concerndocal modifiability. Maienborn1996distinguisheghreekinds of
local modification: situationinternal, situationexternal,andframesetting. Prototypicalexam-
plesaregivenin (34a),(b) and(c), respectrely.

(34) a. Thevillains escapean bicycles(situationinternal)
b. Henrisangthe Marseillaisein front of the cathedralsituationexternal)
c. In Australiaswansareblack(framesetting)

Maienborngivesalist of syntacticandsemanticriteriato keepthesehreekindsof modification
apart.Spacepreventsusfrom goinginto detailshere.Intuitively, amodifieris situationexternal
if it localizesa partor participantof the describedsituation,it is situationexternalif it localizes
the situationas a whole, andit is frame settingif it localizesthe evaluationsituationrather
thanthe describedsituation. Maienbornpointsout thatlocal modificationof ILPs is possible,
but the interpretationis invariably frame setting ((34c) provides an example). Soif thereis

anstage/indridual contrastn connectiorwith local modification,it canonly concernsituation
internalor externaladverbials.However, Maienborn(thisvolume)pointsoutthatlocal modifiers
areboundto be readasa framesetting(or possiblyasa circumstantiabr depictive) adjunctif

themodifiedpredicatds statve, no matterwhetherit is SLPor ILP.

(35) a. Paulwasdrunkin thecarwhenthepolice stoppechim
b. Paulwastiredin theliving room

Soit appearghat situationexternallocal modifiability is sensitve to Vendlers distinctionbe-
tweenstatesandeventsratherthanto the SLP/ILP contrast.

This being said, the core diagnosticdor stage-l@elhoodwe are left with are acceptabilityin
perceptionreportson the one handand subjecteffectson the otherhand. Contraryto whatis
presupposeby thevery notion of “stage/indvidual level contrast”,a thoroughinvestigationof
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the datarevealsthatthesetwo diagnosticsarelogically independentandfurthermore they are
bothindependentrom the permanent/transitorgistinction. For easeof referencelet usassume
threebinaryfeatureqWS], [PR] and[TR]. A predicatds [+WS] iff it admitsa weak/&istential
readingof indefinitesubjectsjt is [+PR] iff it canoccurin theinfinite complemenof verbsof
perceptionandit is [+TR] iff it denotestransitorypropertyi.e.it admitstemporalmodification
withoutlifetime effectsandcanoccurin depictve adjuncts.SoprototypicalSLPsreceve a “+”
for all threefeaturesandprototypicallLPsa“-". Trivially, thereareeightpossiblecombinations,
listedin thechartbelow.

(WS] [ [PRI[ [TR]
A + + +
B| + + -
cl| + - +
D| + - -
E - + +
Fl - + -
G| - - +
H - - -

Therearerepresentatesfor all eightcombinations.

A Thesearethe prototypicalSLPs,i.e. all non-statve VPsandlocatve PPs

(36) a. Peopleshoutedexistentialreadingpossible)
b. We heardJonshout
c. After thevictory, thefansshouted

(37) a. Kids arein thegarden(existentialreadingpossible)
b. We sawv Jonin thegarden
c. Jonwasin thegarderat12

B Verbsof positionlik e sit, stand,lie belonginto thatclass(in their statve reading besides
they have anactvity readingthatbelongsinto the previous class,cf. Dowty 1979). Fur-
thermorelocatve PPscanbehae that way provided the subjectrefersto an objectthat
doesnt move, like geographicalerms.Temporalmodificationis generallypossiblethere,
but thesemodifiersrestrictthe time of existenceof the subjectreferent. Thusthe pred-
icatesqualify as permanent.The existenceof this classwas noticedin McNally 1998,
wheresomeof the examplesaretakenfrom.

(38) a. Citieslie alongthatriver (existentialreadingpossible)
b. Fromtheairplane we saw citieslie alongthatriver
c. Centuriesagocitieslay alongthatriver = They don't exist anymore.

(39) a. Largeforestswereon eithersideof the caryon (existentialreadingpossible)
b. We saw large forestson eithersideof the caryon

c. In prehistorictimes, large forestswere on either side of the caryon = They
don't exist anymore.
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C Someof the classicalSLPslik e available or presentfall into thatclass,i.e. they cannot
appeain perceptiorreportseventhoughthey licenseweaksubjectsandexpressemporary
properties.

(40) a. Firemenareavailable/presenfexistentialreadingpossible)
b. *We sav Peter(be)available/present
c. Peterwasavailable/presenyesterday

D Thepredicatesituatedat this river is semanticallysimilar to the examplesfrom groupB,
butit is oddin perceptiorreports

(41) a. Largecitiesaresituatedatthisriver
b. ??We saw largecities (*be) situatedatthisriver
c. Largecitiesweresituatedatthisriver=- they don't exist anymore

E Theclassicaladjectval SLPsthatdo notfit into classC like naked, drunk,sic, alive etc.
belonghere. Glasbg 1997 notesthat the existentialreadingcan be amelioratedby the
contetual setting,but without this the existentialreadingis definitelybad.

(42) a. Emperorsaarenaked/drunk/...(genericreadingstronglypreferred)
b. We saw theemperomaked/drunk/...
c. Theemperowasnaked/drunk/.. yesterday% Heis dead.

F Fernald1999:11(who attributesit to JackHoeksema)nentionsthe only sampleof this
classthat| am aware of, namelyto tower over. Of coursethe issuewhetherthis is per
manentor not dependwon the choiceof the aguments. As with the examplesfrom the
previousclasstheweakreadingof the subjectcanbeimprovedby the contextual setting,
butin thenull contet it is virtually excluded.

(43) a. SkyscrapersowerovertheEmpireStateBuilding (generiaeadingstronglypre-
ferred)

b. We sav theWorld TradeCentertower over the Empire StateBuilding

c. Next year the new skyscrapemwill tower over the Empire StateBuilding = It
doesnt exist yet.

G As mentionedn the beginning of this section,mary standardexamplesfor ILPs fail to
expresspermanenpropertiesjike Carlsons exampleyoung Verbalexamplesfrom this
classarehave(asafull verb),love hate knowetc. Also quiteafew NPs,like a referee a
father the presidentetc.,expressemporaryproperties.

(44) a. Kids havetoys (only generic)
b. *We sav thekid have atoy
c. Bill hadanew toy lastweek,but helostit #- Bill is dead.

(45) a. Semanticistarerefereegonly generic)
b. *We sav thesemanticis{be)areferee
c. Theprofessonof semanticsvasareferedastyear-# Heis dead.
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H Finally we have agroupof “genuine” ILPs thatpassall tests lik e to be of Italian descent
or to haveblueeyes

(46) a. Swedeshave blueeyes(only generic)
b. *We sawv the Swedishcolleaguehave blue eyes
c. *He hadblueeyeslastyear

This list shaws thatit is misleadingto talk aboutthe SLP/ILP contrastwithout further qualifi-
cation.Ratherwe have to apply somescrutiry to every allegedstage/indvidual level diagnostic
separatelyo identify thelexical, syntacticor semantideatureghatit sensitve to (seealsoHig-
ginbothamandRamchandL996for a similar conclusion).For Kratzers andDiesing’s proposal
this resultis lessdamaginghanonemight think; recall that Diesing's concentratesn subject
effects, while Kratzeris mainly concernedvith adverbial modification(the contrastgelating
to perceptiorreportsarenot explicitly mentionedout fall outautomaticallyfrom herproposal).
Thustheiraccountsnightstill bevalid, andonly the connectiorvia William’ s*ArgumentLink-
ing Principle”faulty. Soourinitial questiortDoesthe SLP/ILP contrasprovide evidencefor an
ambiguouscopula’remains,but it splitsinto several questionsnow, onefor eachcontrastthat
we identified.

5. Argumentstructure

In theremaindeof this papemwe will focusattentionto subjecteffects,andwe do notattemptan

explanationfor the[+/-TR] and[+/-PR] contrastsHowever, we do notthink thateitherprovides
evidencefor anambiguousopula.Let usstartwith permanences. temporarity We take it that
thisissueis entirelydeterminedy world knowledgeandshouldnot berepresenteth grammar
atall. Therearemainly two agumentghatleadusto this conclusion.First, theissuewhethera

predicatas permanenbr not doesnot dependsolely on the meaningof the predicatetself but

may be determinedy thesubjector the PPaswell. This canbe seernfrom exampledike

(47) a. Thesecretaryof stateis (currently)in Africa A Heis dead
b. Carthagowasin Africa = Carthagadoesnotexist anymore
c. Rigawasin the USSR+ Rigadoesnot exist anymore

In thefirst sentencethe predicatebe in Africa is temporary(temporalmodificationis possible,
no lifetime effects),while it is [-TR] in (47b). To stipulatean ambiguityin this casewould be
entirelyad hoc Furthermorejt hasbeennotedtime andagainthat almostall predicatesan
become[+TR] in an appropriatesetting. As Chierchial995:178putsit, if we “imagine that
Johnhasa doublepersonalitywhich involvesswitching his mentalcapacitieson andoff in an
abnormalmanner”,(48) is fine:

(48) Johnwasintelligenton Tuesdaybut a vegetableon Wednesday

I’d liketo stresghatthisis notaninstanceof coercionwe changedurbackgrounknowledge,
notthe meaningof intelligent

If permanencés not representegrammatically the contrastgelatingto it mustbe pragmatic
in nature. This idea hasbeenworked out successfullyfor depictvesby McNally 1994 and
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for lifetime effectsby Musan1997. 1 am confidentthata similar approachcanbe pursuedor
temporalmodification,but | will leave thatfor anotheroccasion.

The discussionup to now hasshown that Kratzers agumentsin favor of differentargument
structuredargely dissohe. Accordingto deHoopandde Swart 1989, theacceptabilityof when

conditionalsdepend®nwhetherthepredicaten questioris “onceonly”. If theconsiderations

thepreviousparagraplarecorrecttemporaimodifiability andlifetime effectsaredeterminedy

pragmaticqat ary rate,they areindependentrom the other SLP/ILP distinctions).As Maien-
born (this volume)shows, (situationexternal)local modifiability is sensitve for the distinction
[+/- statve]. In the next sectionwe will collect agumentsthat subjecteffects shouldnot be
reducedo d-structureconfiguration(andthusnot to argumentstructureeither).

Two argumentsin favor of a differencein argumentstructureremainhowever. This agument
structuralaccountoffers a simple explanationfor the [+/-PR] contrast. So one might assume
with Higginbotham1983that [+PR] predicatedo have a Davidsonianargumentwhile [-PR]
predicateslon’t. Similarin spirit, Maienborn(this volume) proposedo reconstructhe distinc-
tion betweerstatvesandnon-statvesin this way. Accordingto her, non-statve predicatehave
afull-blown eventargumentwhile statvesonly have atemporalargumentinstead.In the case
of copularconstructionssheassumeshat the predicatve is simply a propertyof individuals,
while thetemporalagumentis introducedby the copula. This accountdor the inacceptability
of situationexternallocal modifictionin theseconstructions.Furthermoret explainsthe fact
notedby Carlson1977thata complex copula+predicate is invariably[-PR] (leaving activebe
in thesenseof Parteel977out of consideration).

(49) We sawv John(*be) drunk

However, themotivationto assume Davidsonianargumentn thefirst placeappliesto statve [-
PR]amgumentsaswell. Themainevidencefor this proposals thefactthatcertainadwerbialslik e
local,temporalor mannemodifiersarealwaysfactive anddo notdisplayscopeambiguitieqcf.
Parsonsl990). To thedegreethatstatve [-PR] predicatesrecompatiblewith suchadwerbs,the
casecanbemadewith thesepredicatesoo (seealsoChierchial 995for asimilarargumentation).

(50) a. Johnwasa Catholicwith greatpassionn hisyouth
b. Johnwasa Catholicin hisyouth
c. Johnwasa Catholicwith greatpassion
d. Johnwasa Catholic

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

Furthermorea Davidsoniansemanticss superiorto a standardreatmentsinceit predictsthat
eventrelatedadwerbsaretranspareneven thoughthey cannotbe treatedas extensionalif we
identify the extensionof a propertywith the setof objectsthat have this property’ Soevenif
the samepersonsarewalking andtalking, (51a,b)neednot be materiallyequialent.

(51) a. Johnis walking quickly
b. Johnis talking quickly

5| adoptthis agumentaswell asthe next examplefrom Eckardt1996a.
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Ontheotherhand,if we know thatLiz andthe presentQueerof Englandareco-extensionalthe
following two sentencearemateriallyequvalent:

(52) a. PhiliskissingLiz quickly
b. Philis kissingthe Queenof Englandquickly

Underaneventbasedapproachywe mayassumejuickly to beextensionakinceevenif thesame
personarewalking andtalking, thewalking eventsaredistinctfrom thetalking eventsandthus
the predicatesrenot co-extensional.

This agumentcan be appliedto statvesaswell. The adwerb loselyis not extensionalin the
standarcsense—thesetof individualsthatareacquaintedvith Liz is insufficient to determine
the setof individualsthatarelosely acquaintedvith Liz—Dbut it is neverthelesgransparentin

theabove setting,thefollowing two statementaremateriallyequialent,too.

(53) a. Helmutis loselyacquaintedvith Liz
b. Helmutis loselyacquaintedvith the Queenof England

Soif we considerthe agumentsfor a Davidsoniantreatmenicompelling,we areforcedto as-
sumethat statves have a Davidsonianargumenttoo. Finally it shouldbe remarled that the
origin of this agumentplacecannotbethe copulasincethe samekind of adwerbialmodification
of statvesis alsopossiblein smallclausesor -ing-adwerbials.

(54) a. A catholicwith greatpassionn his youth,Johnlaterbecamea protestant

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

c. Loselyacquaintedvith Liz, Helmutvisits herevery now andthen
d. Being/Haring beenloselyacquaintedvith Liz, Helmutvisits herevery now andthen

For thesereasons] concludethat all predicateshave a Davidsonianargument. Thusthereis
no motivationfor anambiguouscopulaasfar asargumentstructurels concernedMaienborns
obvenationsshouldbe accountedor by the assumptiorthatthe Davidsonianargumentof sta-
tivesis a stateandnot aneventproper andthateventsbut not statesarelocalizedin space.The
contrastbetweer{+PR] and[-PR] predicatess left asanopenproblemfor thetime being.

6. Subjecteffectsreconsideed
6.1 Subjectpositionsin German

Diesing’s primary motivationfor explaining subjecteffectsin termsof d-structuralsubjectpo-
sitionsarethe Germanword ordereffectsdiscussedn subsection In this sectionwe will cast
somedoubtat this approachwe will arguethatthe alleged SLP/ILP-diferencesonly shav up
ats-structureandPFasfar assyntaxis concerned.

To startwith, Diesing restrictsher attentionto indefinite subjects. If we take other sorts of

NPsinto accountthepicturechangesonsiderablyLet usstartwith definiteNPs.With a[-WS]

predicatemattersareaspredictedoy Diesing'stheory(aslongaswe containoursehesto neutral
contts andneutralintonation).
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(55) a. (well) derPrasidenga intelligentist
(SINCE) THE PRESIDENT PRT INTELLIGENT IS

b. *(weil) ja derPrasidentintelligentist
(SINCE) PRT THE PRESIDENT INTELLIGENT IS
‘The presidents intelligent’

As farastheplainword orderfactsareconcernedihingsarealsoasexpected A definitesubject
of a[+WS] predicatdicenseshoththeinnerandthe outersubjectposition.

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

b. (weil) ja die Bergesichtbarsind
PRT THE MOUNTAINS VISIBLE ARE
‘The mountainsarevisible’

It is lessexpectedthatthereis a subtlesemantidifferencebetween56a)and(b). Theformer
represents categoricalstatemenin the senseof Kurodal972(seealsoSassel 987),i.e.itisa
statemenaiboutthe mountains.To befelicitous, the mountainshave to salientin thediscourse.
In otherwords, this definite NP behaeslike one would expectif one assumes familiarity
theoryof definitenesdik e Heim 1982. Sentencg€56b), on the otherhand,is a thetic statement.
It reportsa sceneor anevent,andthe referentof the subjectNP might be entirely novel in the
discourselt is hardto seehow this differencecouldbecapturedn termsof variablebinding,as
the MappingHypothesisvould leadusto expect.We will returnto thisissuebelow.

The picturechangesltogetheif we turn our attentionto strongquantifiers.Quantifiersheaded
by alle ‘all' or jeder‘every’ generallyoccurpreferablyto theright of the particle,i.e. VP inter-
nally, no matterwhatsortof predicateve take ®

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

b. ??weilalle Studentena Englischkdonnen
SINCE ALL STUDENTS PRT ENGLISH KNOW
‘all studentknow English

(58) a. weil jaalle StudenterEnglischsprechen
SINCE PRT ALL STUDENTS ENGLISH SPEAK

b. ??weilalle Studentena Englischsprechen
SINCE ALL STUDENTS PRT ENGLISH SPEAK
‘all studentspeakEnglish

Furthermoreundercertainconditionst canbeshavn thatgeneridoarepluralsthatoccuroutside
VP bind atraceinsideVP. Associationwith focusis acasen point. Considerexample(59).

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

5Thesejudgementsare not sharedby all spealers,someconsiderthe (a)-versionsandthe (b)-versionsequally
acceptable.
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The focus sensitve particle aud ‘also’ is associatedvith a focus on the subjectreinrassige

Hunde‘pure-breddogs’. If we acceptthatthe particleja is adjoinedto VP, the focuspatrticle
audh cannotpossiblybe higher Independentlyf the particularframewvork for theinterpretation
of focusthatwe might adopt,the focuseditem mustbein the scopeof the associatingarticle
atLF. Thusit appearshatit is possibleto reconstructhe subjectinto a positioninsideVVP. Note

thattheinterpretatiorof this subjectis neverthelesgeneric.

While the previous examplecould still be accountedor by assumingthat the focus particle
obligatorily scramblesat LF, this will notwork in casesvherethe focusparticleis nur ‘only’

or sagar ‘even’. They assumea positionto the right of the discourseparticleja and mustc-
commandheassociatefocuson s-structure.

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

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

Heretoo, the bareplural canonly bereadasgeneric.

Of coursetheseobsenation might be counteredoy taking resortto the claim that the particle
ja aswell asall adwerbialsthat behae similarly canscrambletoo. Diesing1992:53explicitly
considerghis option. This canbe excludedby obsenationsrelatingto scope.Frey 1993gives
corvincingevidencethatscopeaelationsn Germarcanbedeterminedrom s-structureTo make
along story short,a scopeinducingelementx cantake scopeover a scopeinducingelements
if andonly if o c-commandghe syntacticbasepositionof 3 at s-structure.This canbe used
to decidebetweenthe two possibles-structure®f (57) if we addsomescopeinducingadverb
like mandmal ‘sometimes’that occursto the right of the particleja. To make both potential
readingspragmaticallyplausible,we changethe predicateto die Antwortwissen'to know the
answer’ ,whichis [-WS] aswell. Furthermoreto excludeinterveningfocuseffects,we addthe
particletatsachlich ‘indeed’ thatinducesverumfocus. (61b,c)givesthetwo possiblestructures
for (61a),thefirst onebeingin line with Diesing's assumptionsthe secondoneassuminghat
thesubjectis basegenerateé@ndremainsn SpecVP

(61) a. (weil) jatatSACHIlich manchmakhlle Studenterdie Antwort wissen
PRT INDEED SOMETIMES ALL STUDENTS THE ANSWER KNOW
‘Sometimedndeedall studentsio know theanswer’

b. IP
Adv; IP
| /\
sometimes NP, b
—_—
all students | VP
t; VP

PRO; know theanswer
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IP
I’
| VP
Adv VP
| /\
sometimes
NP Vv

A
all students “ynow theanswer

Accordingto the scramblingstructure(61b), bothreadingsshouldbe possiblesincethe adverb
c-commandshe subjectandthe subjectc-commandshe traceof theadwerh Thein situ struc-
ture (61c) predictsonly the readingwhich correspondso the surfaceorderto be possible,i.e.
sometimes-> all studentsThisis in facttheonly readingthat(61a)canhave.

It is still possibleto save basegeneratiorof thesubjectin SpeclPif oneassumeshattheadverb
is basegeneratedas an IP adjunct, but this seemsunlikely sincemandmal ‘sometimes’and
similar adwerbsquiteregularly occurto theright of particleslikeja.

(62) a. (weil) Peteja manchmakelbstlogst
PETER PRT SOMETIMES ALTRUISTIC IS

b. ?(weil) manchmaPeterja selbstlogst
SOMETIMES PETER PRT ALTRUISTIC IS
‘SometimedPeterns altruistic’

To concludethis discussionthereis strongevidencethatsubjectsaregenerallybasegenerated
inside VP (or at leastto the right of the baseposition of sentenceadwerbsand particles)in
German.Underthis perspeciie, Diesingsword ordereffectsshouldbeconsiderecgsaquestion
of optionalvs. obligatoryscrambling.

6.2 Scrambling and topics

In view of thefactthatstrongquantifiersmay (or sometimegvenmust)stayin situ, theissueof
subjectscramblingcannotsimply be reducedo the weak/stronglichotomy Instead!’d like to
amguethat—inthe absencef interveningeffectslik e focusor scope—topic/commerstructure
is decisie for the positionof agumentNPsin Germanjncludingsubjects. Therearebasically
two obsenationsthatsupportthis view. As illustratedin (56), Germandistinguishegheticand
categyorical judgmentssyntacticallyby the position of the subject. In cateyorical statements,
wherethe subjectis a topic by definition, it scramblebligatorily, while in thetic statements
remainsn situ.

The secondevidencecomesfrom proportionreadingsof conditionaldonkey sentencesChier
chia 1992 arguescorvincingly that the choiceof a subjectasymmetric,objectasymmetricor
symmetricreadingof a sentencdik e (63) is determinedby the topic/commenstructureof the
protasis.

‘I madethis proposaloriginally in Jager1995in connectionwith a different setof datarelatingto object
scrambling.SeealsoMeinungerl996for a comprehensie investigationof theissue.
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(63) If afarmerownsadonkey, heusuallybeatsit

It is well-known thatthis sentencenight bereadasa quantificationover farmerspver donkeys,
or over farmerdonkey pairs. Chierchiaclaimsthat generallythoseindefinitesin the protasis
thataretopicsareboundby the adwerb of quantification,while non-topicalindefinitesreceve
anexistentialinterpretation He illustratesthis with thefollowing example.

(64) a. "Dolphins aretruly remarkable Whenatrainertrainsa dolphin, sheusuallymakes
it doincrediblethings” (topic = ‘dolphins’)
b. “Trainersfrom hereareabsolutelyremarkablevith all sortsof animals.For example,
if atrainerfrom heretrainsa dolphin, sheusually makesit do incrediblethings”
(topic = ‘a trainerfrom here’)
(from Chierchial992:121)

The preferredreadingof the (a)-sentencés objectasymmetrig(quantificationover dolphins),
while the subjectasymmetrianterpretationis dominantin (64b). The suppliedcontexts make
clearthatthetopic of the protasigs a dolphinin (64a),but a trainer fromhere in (64b).

Onthe otherhand,thereis a correlationbetweenGermanscramblingand proportionreadings.
Thisis discusse@xtensiely in Kratzer1995. In a nutshell,scrambledndefinitesareboundby
the adwerb of quantification,while indefinitesin situ are boundexistentially A nice minimal
pair thatillustratesthis effectis dueto Krifka 1998:17:

(65) a. weil eineraltenDamegendhnlicheineKatzegelort
A OLD LADY (DAT) USUALLY A CAT (NOM) BELONGS
‘Most old ladiesown a cat’

b. weil eineKatzegewdhnlicheineraltenDamegelbrt
A CAT (NOM) USUALLY A OLD LADY (DAT) BELONGS
‘Most catsbelongto anold lady’

Heresubjectscramblingandobjectscramblingvery neatlycorrespondo the subjectasymmet-
ric readingandthe objectasymmetriaeadingrespectrely. Soif we assumehatscramblingis
triggeredby topic-hoodandadoptChierchias proposalwe keepKratzersinsightsaboutscram-
bling andproportionreadingsvithout beingcommittedto Diesing’s syntacticassumptions.

Sothefollowing picturearises:

1. ThoseNPsthatcanbesubjectof theticstatements—non-anaphodefinitesandexisten-
tial indefinites—remairn situ at s-structure.

2. Topics,i.e. anaphoriadefinites,partitive weakquantifiers specificindefinitesandindefi-
nitesboundby a superordinat®peratorarescrambled.

3. The topic/non-topicdistinctiondoesnot apply to strongquantifiers,so their positionis
determinedy otherfactors(notablyscope).

4. Scramblingmaybe blockedby otherfactorslik e scopeandfocus.

Thissimplepicturerequiresmmediatequalificationthough.lt hasbeemotedby severalauthors
(like Meinunger1996; de Hoop 1997; Kritka 1998) thatin mary cases,scramblingis truly
optional. For example,if we omit scramblingin (65b), we getthe sameinterpretatiorandonly
averysubtledecreasan acceptability(if thereis ary).
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(66) weil geawohnlicheineKatzeeineraltenDamegelbrt
USUALLY A CAT (NOM) A OLD LADY (DAT) BELONGS
‘Most catsbelongto anold lady’

In (66) the subjecteineKatze‘a cat’ is in in situ, but it is neverthelesdoundby the adwerband
thusto be consideredasa topic. | have to admitthat| cannotoffer a satishctory explanation
for this fact at the presenttime. Meinunger1996 proposegshat the semanticcharacteristics
of topics—anaphoricityr discoursdinking in a broadsense—ar@aecessaryput not sufficient
conditionfor an NP to be a topic. This allows him to maintainthe generalizatiorthat topics
scrambleobligatorily. | have certainresenationsaboutthis move. To cover Diesing's extraction
facts,Meinungermproposes principlecalled“GeneralizedpecificityCondition” saying“Topics
areweakislands”.Underthis perspectre, we have anotheriagnosticgor thetopic statusof the
subjectNP in (66b),andit clearlyindicateshatit is atopic:

(67) a. (well) eineraltenDamegewdhnlich[eine Katze]} gelhbrt, die; sehrverwdhntist
A OLD LADY (DAT) USUALLY A CAT (NOM) BELONGS THAT VERY SPOILT IS
‘Most old ladiesown a catthatis very spoilt’

b. *(weil) [eineKatze]} genvodhnlicheineraltenDamegelbrt, die; sehrverwdhntist
A CAT USUALLY A OLD LADY BELONGS THAT VERY SPOILT IS
‘Old ladiesown mostcatsthatarevery spoilt’

c. *(weil) gewdhnlich[eineKatze] eineraltenDamegelbrt, die; sehrverwdhntist
USUALLY A CAT A OLD LADY BELONGS THAT VERY SPOILT IS
‘Old ladiesown mostcatsthatarevery spoilt’

As (67a)indicatesarelative clausemodifyinganon-topicNP canbeextraposedyhile extrapo-
sitionis blockedin (67b)wherethesubjectis atopicbothunderMeinungersandmy conception
of “topic”. Thecritical exampleis (67¢);herethesubjects boundby theadwerbof quantification
andthusaccordingio Chierchiaatopic, while it is notscrambledandthusno topic accordingto

Meinunger Extrapositionis asbadhereasin (67b). Soif topic-hoodmakesanNP anisland,

we areforcedto assumehatthe generalizationTopics scramble”is a preferenceaatherthan

a hardconstraint. The very sameconclusionis dravn by de Hoop 1998, who formulatesthis

finding in termsof theinteractionof soft constraintsn the senseof Optimality Theory Whatis

crucial for the purposeof the presenipaperis this: eineralten Damegehoren‘to be ownedby

anold lady’ is a[-WS] predicateandits subjecthasto beconstruedasatopic. Thereis astrong
tendeny for thosesubjectgo scrambleput scramblings not obligatory Sothe crucialfeature
of [-WS] predicatess thattheresubjectanustbe construedastopics,while the positionof the

subjectis determinecdby severalfactors,topic-hoodbeingonly oneof them. Thusit cannotbe

fixedalreadyat d-structure.

6.3 Towards an explanation of subject effects

If the considerationgrom the previous subsectiorare basicallycorrect,[-WS] predicatesare
characterizedy the factthattheir subjectsmustbe construedastopics. In otherwords, these
predicatesare unableto constitutethetic statements. Since Ladusav 1994, several authors
(Krifka et al. 1995; Eckardt1996b; Ramchandl996; Jager1997; McNally 1998, in a sense
alsoKratzer1994)have reachedhis very conclusionon differentways. The proposedxplana-
tionsfor thisfactdiffer though.Ladusav 1994assumethatthedenotation®f [+WS] and[-WS]
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predicatedelongto ontologicallydifferentsorts(theformerbeingparameterize@ventdescrip-
tions,thelatter properties).Thushe putsthe basefor the explanationbackinto thelexicon. This
seemaunlikely, though,in view of thefactthatthe[+/-] WS statusof atransitve verbsometimes
depend®n the statusof the object,a phenomenorthat Fernald1999calls “specificity effect”.
Thesubsequergxamplesarehis®

(68) a. Monkeyslivein trees(genericonly)
b. Monkeyslivein thattree(existentialpossible)

(69) a. Tycoonsown banks(genericonly)
b. Tycoonsown thathouse(existentialpossible)
(70) a. Presidentaresimilarto senatorggenericonly)

b. Presidentaresimilarto thesesenatorgexistentialpossible)

McNally 1998first considersChierchias 1995 proposalthat ILPs are inherentlygeneric,but
sherejectsit asit excludesthe possibility of having temporary[-WS] predicates.Insteadshe
proposeghat “location independencefs the crucial factor of theticity. Accordingto her, a
sentencdike

(71) Platesaredirty

excludesatheticreadingdueto the factthat—intuitively speaking—dirtyplatesremaindirty if
you bring themto anotheiplace. This proposais not without merits;it explainswhy a handful
of adjectveslikeavailable visible presentare[+WS], while thebulk of theadjectvesis [-WS].
An available (visible, present)objector personmight ceasdo be available (visible, present)f
you bring it to anotherplace. McNally furthermoregivesthe following examples(taken from
theliterature)asevidencefor herapproach:

(72) ??Holesverein thosepants

??Dentsvereunderthedriver’s sidewindow
??Spacevason thecounter
??Rainsarein my arm

® 20 oW

??Riotswerein thesquare

Thesestatementsrelocationindependentif somepantshave holes,this doesnt changaf you
changethelocationof the pants(or the holes).Consequentlyan existentialreadingis excluded
in thesesentences.

Eventhoughthesdactsareintriguing, | think thatthecitedexamplesactuallyprovetheopposite.
In Germanthey make perfectthetic statements:

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

8Kratzer1995discusseselatedexamples.Sheclaimsthatthis effectis dueto the un-accusatiity of the verbs
involved. Fernalds examplesshow thatthis explanationcannotbe correct.
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b. (weil) BeulenunterdemFensteraufderFahrerseitavaren
‘Thereweredentsunderthedriver’s sidewindow

As thetranslationgndicate,thesestatementsire perfectin a thetic construalin Englishtoo as
soonaswe usethere insertion. Thoughl have no explanationwhy there insertionis mandatory
here locationdependenceannotbe a decisve factorfor theticity.

To geta bettergrip on the problem,we have to figure out whatit meansfor a statemento be
thetic. By definition, thetic statementsrrethosepropositionghatlack a topic. If this werethe
whole storyandChierchial992is right aboutthe correlationbetweerntopic/commenstructure
and proportionreadings,we would expectthetic statementdo be excludedin the protasisof

atemporalvhenconditionalsdueto vacuousjuantification.This is notthe casethough:

(74) Alwaysif the PREsidentlies,thevice presidensucceed# his place.

This sentenceés perfectlyacceptablelt expresses quantificationover events.Sowe conclude
thatthetic statementarenotreally topic-lessbut thatthereportedeventis thetopic.

Thesecondsteptowardsa (partial) explanationhasto addresshe questionwhatit meandor an
expressiorto be atopicin termsof semantics Fromthe discussionn the previous subsection
it becamdransparenthattopicshave two characteristisemantideatures’ They arediscourse
linkedor anaphorian abroadsenseand,if they areindefinite,they areboundby superordinate
operators.| insiston the qualification“in a broadsense”sincethe relationto their antecedent
mightbeanindirectone,mediatedby “bridging”. Thisis illustratedbelow.

Theroof

(75) Johnhasa cottage.{ It

} is madefrom straw

Theroof thatis referredto by the topic of the secondsentences not mentionedbeforein the
discourse.Thereforewe cannotusean anaphorigpronounto referto it. A topical definite NP
is fine thoughsincewe canestablisha salientbridging relation betweenthe newly introduced
discoursereferentfor the roof anda familiar discoursereferentintroducedby a cottage. The
sameappliesceteris paribus to partitive weak quantifiers,wherethe bridging relationis the
subsetelationin the simplestcase.

(76) Severalkids of eithersex werepresent.Threegirls/ wereblond\

In Jagerl19961 demonstratethatthe otherpeculiarityof topics,i.e. their ability to be boundby
superordinat@peratorscanbe dervedfrom thefactthatthey areanaphorianodulobridging.
I'll sketcha simplified versionherethatownspartof its designto Krifka 1998.

We choosea dynamicsettingin the senseof Groenendijkand Stokhof1991,i.e. the meaning
of a sentencas identified with its context changepotential. We adoptthe notion of context
employedin Heim 1983, i.e. a contet is a setof pairs consistingof a possibleworld and a
partial assignmentunction sendingreferentialindicesto objects. As representatiotanguage
we chosefirst orderlogic with aninterpretationn the spirit of Groenendijkand Stokhof1991,
but including possibleworlds. The notion of a modelis entirely standard. The letter o is a
metavariableover contets. If anassignmentunction’ extendsassignmeng with avaluefor x
(formally: Ja(h = g U {{z,a)})), wewrite g <, h.1°

°If we confineoursehesto truth conditionsandpresuppositionghatis. Intuitively topicsarewhata sentence
is about,but aboutnesss a notionthatis not coveredby the standardsemantidnventory
ONotethatit is notrequiredthatz & dom(g).
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Definition 1
L || P(x1,. .. en)ll(0) = {{w, g) € ol(g(z1), .., g(zn)) € [|P][(w)}
2. |[t1 = ta]|(0) = {{w, 9) € oll[t1]lw,g = t2llwg}
3. [|[=¢l(0) = {{w,g) € o|=3h 2 g({w, k) € ||p]|(c))}
4. || 3z¢| (o) = ||¢|({{w, h)|g <z B A (w,g) € 0})
5. lg A Pll(e) = [[2l([I#ll(o))

Furthermorave augmenthelanguagewith a versionof Beaver's 1992 presuppositiomperator
d. Intuitively, updatinga context with the formulad¢ hasno effect exceptpossiblyintroducing
new discourseentitiesif the contentof ¢ canbeinferredfrom the context; otherwisethe update
fails.

6. |04 (o) = { HQSH(U) if Vw, h({w, h) € ||¢[|(e) — Fg((w,g) € 0 A g Ch)) }
undefinecelse
Asin DynamicPredicaté_ogic andrelatedformalisms(non-topical)ndefinitesaretranslateds
restrictedexistentialquantifiers.So an indefiniteintroducesa novel discourseentity. Pronouns
aretranslatedasfree variables,.e. to beinterpretablehe mustreferto familiar entities. Non-
topicaldefinitesaretreatedn a Russelliarway; lik e indefinitesthey introducea novel discourse
marker, andadditionallythey requireits uniquenessSo the translationof the (thetic) sentence
(77a)is (77b),abbreviatedas(77c).

(77) a. ThePREsidentdied
b. J3z(PRESIDENT(xz) A —3Jy(PRESIDENT(y) A z =y) A DIE(x))
C. JlzPRESIDENT(z) A DIE(x)

MarkinganNP astopicalhastwo effects. Firstit makestheNP anaphorienodulobridging. This
is doneby relatingthe variablethatis introducedoy the NP to afamiliar variablevia a bridging
relationR. It is not our concernherehow the valueof this relationis to be determinedsuffice
it to saythatit mustbe a cognitively salientrelationlike “part-of’ etc. The default valueof R
is just the identity relation. Furthermoreopic markingmakesthe entire NP presuppositional;
bothits descriptve contentandthe bridgingrelation R arepresupposeththerthanassertedSo
(78a)in acateyoricalconstruawill betranslatedas(78b).

(78) a. [Thepresident} DIED
b. 3z03dzRzz A JlxOPRESIDENT(xz) A DIE(x)

Somecommentsare necessary Recall that the variablethat a dynamicexistential quantifier
binds neednot be novel here,requantifications licit. Soif = happendo be familiar, 3z has
no effect on the context. Now considera formula of the form 3z9Px. SupposeP is some
contingenfproperty If z is novel andit is not partof the contet thateverythingis P, theupdate
will fail sincenothingpreventsusfrom mappingz to someobjectthatis not P. Theupdatecan
only succeedf x is familiarand Pz is alreadyentailedby the context. Now supposeve arein

acontet wherethe USA have beenmentionedbeforeand R is fixedto “is theheadof stateof”.
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Thenupdatingthis contet with thefirst conjunctdz03xRzz will only succeedf z is familiar
andrefersto somestate. Sothe US are a suitablevaluefor z. Thevariablez is freshandis
mappedo the headof this state. Updatingwith J!z0PRESIDENT () doesnt changeanything
if it is known thatthe headof the statez—the US in the example—isa presidentandthereis
no otherfamiliar discoursereferentthatis known to be a president.If thereareotherfamiliar
presidentsthe updatefails. Soif a definiteis topical, the uniquenessestrictionis confinedto
the context. Provided thatthe secondstepsucceeded pdatingwith the third conjunctpie(z)
addstheinformationthatthe presidenof = died. Now supposeve fix R astheidentity relation.
Thenupdatingwith thefirst conjunctwill alwayssucceed—eerythingis identicalto something.
However, the secondconjunctwill only be successfuif z is theoneandonly familiar discourse
referentthat is known to be a president.In otherwords, in this casethe presidentis directly
anaphoric.

Mattersaresimilar in the caseof indefinitetopics,exceptthatwe don't have a uniquenesson-
dition. Soasentencdike

(79) [A president]died

will be felicitousif atleastone presidents eitherfamiliar in the context or canbe relatedto
the contet via bridging. One might addthat dueto a Griceaneffect, it hasto be morethan
presidentSowe predicta partitive readingof indefinitetopics.

The semantic®f adwerbial quantification's not our mainconcernhere,sol refertheinterested
readerto the appendix.Sufice it to saythatthe truth conditionsof a sentencenvolving adwer-
bial quantificationareexactly Chierchias 1992. Adverbsof quantificationunselectrely bind all
topicsin their scope.Furthermorehe semanticgor unaryadwerbsof quantification(i.e. those
occurringin sentencesvithout anif -clause)givenin the appendixhasthe effect thatthe vari-
ablessuppliedby indefinitetopicsare boundby the adwerb andthe accompaying descriptve
materialendsup in therestrictive clause.Soour semanticgor sentence$80a,b)aretruth con-
ditionally equialentto the DRT formulas(80c,d). For simplicity of exposition,we do without
the Davidsoniantreatmenbf the mainpredicates.

(80) a. If [afarmer} ownsadonkey, heusuallybeatst
b. [A farmer]- usuallybeatsadonkey.

C. USUALLY,[FARMER(z) A JyDONKEY(y) A OWN(x,y)]
Jy[DONKEY (y) A OWN(z,y) A BEAT(z,y)]

d. USUALLY ,[FARMER(z)] Jy[DONKEY (y) A BEAT(z,y)]

In otherwords,our treatmenf theimpactof topicality hasthe effect of Chierchias operation
of “existentialdisclosure’in quantificationabtructuresvhile it evokesanaphora bridgingelse.

Againstthisbackgroundlet usreturnto theissueof theticity. To accounfor thefactthatclauses
withoutanoverttopicarealwaysthetic,i.e. construgheeventargumentof the predicateastopic,
we postulatethefollowing principle:

Discourselinking principle
Every atomicclausehasatopic.
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By “atomic clause”we referto the main predicateof a clausetogethemwith its agumentsand
eventrelatedmodifiers,but without ary adverbsof quantificationor otheroperatorsThereason
for this restrictionwill be discussedelon. As a consequencef this principle, if noneof the
argumentsof a predicateis a topic, this parthasto be taken over by the eventargument. We

leave the issueopenherehow topic markingof this agumentis donecompositionally;in any

casdits syntacticlocusshouldbeidenticalwith the morphemehatbindsthe eventargument.

As afirst consequenceaye predictthatthe possibility of a weakconstrualof somesubjectdoes
not dependsolely on the main predicatebut on the otherargumentsaswell. If the objectis a
topic, thediscoursdinking principleis fulfilled andthe sentencés felicitous. Thisaccountdor
thespecificityeffectsin (68)to (70). Thecentralguestiorto beaddressedow is whathappensf
all overtagumentsareweak(i.e. non-topical)andthusthe principle requiresa thetic construal.
For concretenes$et uslook atanexample.Accordingto theformalizationdiscusse@bove and
adoptinga Davidsoniansemantics(81a)is to betranslatecas(81b).

(81) a. A bellisringing
b. Jz0JdeRrz A JeRING(e) A JyBELL(y) A THEME(e,y)

Sothe sentencewill be felicitous in a weak construalif the evente of a bell ringing canbe
linkedto somefamiliar discourseentity x via bridging (or, at ary rate,an appropriatecontext
caneasilybeaccommodated)lhis solelydepend®nthepossiblevaluesk cantake. We admit
thatwe do not have a comprehensie accountfor this, but somepreliminaryconsiderationsire
possiblethough.We agreewith McNally 1998thatthe locationof thedescribedventis crucial
in licensingthetic statementshut we assignit a somavhatdifferentrole. We assumehatlocal
nearnesss the default valuefor R. To take (81a)asexample,without contectual information
theringing of the bell is to belocalizedin thelocal ervironmentof the utterancesituation(that
is alwayspartof the context). If the sentences partof alargerdiscoursethe locationmay be
setto (thelocal ervironmentof) thelocationof a previously describedavent.

(82) I arrivedaround6. A bell wasringinganddogswerebarking.

Soin the absencef otherinformation, R is to be instantiatedwith \e, l.loc(e) NEAR loc(z).
With this stipulationwe predictthatall eventtypesthatcanbelocalizedmake goodthetic state-
ments. This explainsthat non-staticpredicatesare usually [+WS]. Statesnot beinglocalized,
shouldgenerallybe[-WS], but thisis blatantlyfalse.As mentionedabove, local PPsare[+WS].
We have to be carefulthough.In the standardxampledik e

(83) Unicornswerein thegarden

the complemenof thelocal prepositionis specific,andthusit is very well possiblethatnotthe
describedstatebut the complemenof the prepositionis thetopic. If thisis true,local PPswith
existentialcomplementshouldbe[-WS]. Thisis in factbornout.

(84) a. Unicornsarein gardens
b. Cupsareonsheles

c. Rabbitsareundertrees
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Thesesentencesnly have agenericreading.

The claim “Stativesare[-WS]” is born out asfar asverbalpredicatesre concernedprovided
the objectsarenon-specific).The sameholdsfor nominalpredicatesNeedlesgo saythatthis
is entirelyindependentrom the durationof a state;a situationweretwo girls hold anaceeach
for 30 secondsluringa cardgamecannotbe describedvith the sentence

(85) Girls have aces

Sothe only challengefor the above generalizatiorare the existenceof [+WS] adjectveslike

available visible, present | would lik e to arguethattheseadjectvesdo not constitutegenuine
thetic statement®ither What separateshemfrom the bulk of the adjectvesis the fact that

they have animplicit agument(available or visible for whom, presentwhere). | assumehat

suchimplicit agumentsareanaphorigoer default. They areconstruedastopicsalreadyin the

lexicon. Of coursethesetopicalimplicit agumentscanbeboundby anull genericoperatorit is

well-known thatvisible alsohasa genericreadingthatis [-WS] asexpected.Sothe appropriate
translationfor (86a)is (86b).

(86) a. Firemenareavailable

b. 3z03dzRzz A JrOPERSON(z) A JSAVAILABLE(s) A JwFIREMAN(w)
A HOLDER(Ss,w) A BENEFICIARY (s, x)

In words,the sentencaes felicitousin anexistentialreadingif the beneficiaryof the availability
of thefiremenis a discoursdamiliar individual.

To sumup, we considersubjecteffectsa consequencef a principlerequiringthatevery clause
hasa topic. Eventsbut not statescan function as a topic, so statve predicatesare [-WS] if
noneof their non-subjecargumentsincluding implicit ones)cansene astopics. Topic-hood
wasidentifiedwith discoursdinking or anaphoricitymodulobridging. How doesthis applyto
genericand quantifiedclauses?Intuitively and accordingto the syntacticdiagnosticspothin
(87a)and(87b)thesubjectfiremenis topic, but they arenotanaphoric.

(87) a. Firemenarealtruistic

b. Firemenareusuallyaltruistic

Recallthatthe Discoursd.inking Principlewasconfinedto atomicclausesin bothcasesbove,
thisis the clausethatis to betranslateds

(88) dzddyRyx A JyOFIREMAN(y) A dsSALTRUISTIC(s) A HOLDER(s,y)

The bareplural firemenbeingthe topic, the discoursdinking is fulfilled in (88). This atomic
clausesenesasargumentfor theadverbof quantification(a null genericoperatorin (87a)). As
aresult,thesentencesomeout astruth conditionallyequivalentto the DRT-formulae

(89) a. GEN,[FIREMAN(z)]ds[ALTRUISTIC(s) A HOLDER(s,x)]
b. USUALLY,[FIREMAN(x)]d$[ALTRUISTIC(s) A HOLDER(s, )]
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Thisholdsundertheprovisothatlocalizationis theonly possiblevaluefor R in theticstatements.
As mentionedabore, in anappropriatecontect othervaluesarepossibleaswell. | think thatthis
is thereasorfor Glasbg’s 1997obsenationthatweakconstrualsith [-WS] predicatesentral
for subjecteffects. Thisis partially blurredby thefactthatnon-subjecargumentgevenimplicit
ones)cansene astopicandthussave aweakreadingof thesubject.This entailsthatthecontrast
betweerf+WS] and[-WS] predicatess entirelyindependendf thesemantic®f thecopulasince
copularconstructions@realwaysstative. Soasin the caseof the otherSLP/ILP-contrastshere
is no evidencefor anambiguouscopula.

7. Conclusion

In this papemwe investigatedheissuewhetherthe contrastsubsumedinderthe “stagelevel/in-
dividual level distinction” in the literatureprovide evidencefor anambiguouscopula. Someof
ourfindingsarenegative; we arguedthat Carlsons aswell asKratzers andDiesing’s proposals
faceconsiderablempiricalproblems Furthermoreve foundthatinsteadof auniform SLP/ILP-
distinction,thereare at leastthreelogically independentontrastghat accountfor the alleged
stagelevel/individual level diagnostics. So ary attemptfor a unified theoryis boundto fail
from the onset. Additionally we arguedthat one of thesethreedistinctions—theone between
permanentindtemporaryproperties—isnot representeggrammaticallybut rathera matterof
world knowledge.

On the positive side, we presentecevidencethat the ability of a predicateto admit a weak
construalof its subjectis determinedby the interactionof two well-establishedandindepen-
dently motivatedfactors,the aspectualistinction betweenstatves and non-statves, and the

topic/commenstructureof the clausein question.Non-statve predicatesalwaysallow a weak
construalof the subject.In the caseof statve predicatesthis depend®n the questionwhether
oneof the non-subjectiguments(including implicit ones)canbe construedasa topic. If this

is possible the subjectcangeta weakconstrual. Thesetwo factswerederivedfrom a principle

requiringthat every clausemustbe discourse-linkabléor, in otherwords, musthave a topic)

togethemwith theassumptiorthateventsbut not statesarelocalized. Thuslocalizationmay pro-

vide a discoursdink for eventive, but not for statve clauses.So two of the threementioned
distinctions(permanents. temporarypredicatesandpredicateghatdo allow vs. thosethatdo

notallow aweaksubject)areentirelyindependentrom the semanticof the copula.

At presentwe cannotgive an explanationfor the differentacceptabilityof predicatesn per
ceptionreports. Here againour only resultis a negative one: we collectedevidencethat all
predicatehave a Davidsonianargument,sowe cannotadoptan explanationalongthe lines of
Higginbotham1983 and Kratzer 1995. In view of the “copula effects” obsered by Carlson
1977, herethe semanticof the copulamay in fact be crucial (seealsothe caseddicussedoy
Maienborn(this volume)).

(90) a. Wesav theemperomaked
b. *We sav theemperoibenaked

Similar effects have beennoticedby Stump1985in connectionwith absoluteconstructions.
SomepredicategSLPsin his terminology)allow a conditionalinterpretationof absolutve ad-
juncts,while ILPs invariablyreceve anfactive interpretation.
(91) a. AsleepJohnmightlook like astatue
b. Blond,Johnmightlook like astatue
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Similar to their behaior in perceptiorreports,copularconstruction®nly admita factive inter-
pretation.

(92) Beingasleep,Johnmightlook lik e a statue

Futureresearcthasto addresghe natureof thesecontrastsn generalandtheir interactionwith
the semantic®f thecopulain particular
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Appendix: The semanticsof adverbial quantification

Binary adverbial quantification We assumehatthereis atwo-placepropositionafunctorcor-
respondingo eachadwerb of quantificationjncludingthe null genericquantifier Its semantics
is definedas

1Qadv(¢, ¥)ll(o) = {{w,g) € o|Q({hlg S h & [[$]({{w,)}) # D &
-3 2 g(I8ll({(w, h)}) # 0 & I’ C h)})
({hlg S h &l A PlI({{w, )}) # 0})}

where() is thegeneralizedjuantifiercorrespondingo Qadv.'* Sowe evaluateevery possibility
(w, g) in o separately It survivesin the outputcontet iff Q-mary minimal extension# of

e presupposehe f(x) # () presupposethat f (z) is defined.
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g Where¢ is definedandtrue in w canbe extendedto an assignmenk where¢ A 1 is true.
Considersentencg93a),translatecas(93b). We assumehe R setto its defaultvalue“=".

(93) a. If [aman]r hasacat,heusuallybeatst
b. MOST(Jz0dy(x = y) A JyoM(y) A 3zC(z) A H(y,z))(B(x,z))

The evaluationof this formula crucially dependson whetherthe variables: andy arenovel or

familiar. Supposer is familar Thenonly thosepossibilities{w, g) will provide a non-empty
outputunderupdatewith the protasiswhereg(z) is a manthathasa catin w. Soif thereis

a minimal extensionof ¢ that providesa non-emptyoutputunderupdatewith the protasis,it

is g itself. In the spirit of de Hoop andde Swart 1989we assumedhat quantificationis ruled

outif therestrictorsetis a singleton. Thusz mustbe novel. Supposey is familiar. Underthe
minmalassumptiorthatthe domainof the modelis not a singleton,updatingwith the conjunct
0dy(xz = y) will fail. Thustherestrictorsetis emptyin this case which amountsto vacuous
guantificatiorthatis ruledoutaswell. Consequenthpothxz andy mustbenovel. It is easyto see
thatexactly thoseminimal extensionsh of g thatmapbothz andy to the sameindividual such
thath(z) is amanwho hasa catin w will provide a non-emptyoutput. Thereareasmary such
extensionsastherearemenwho have a catin w. Likewisethe setof minimal extensions: that
make the antecedencelausetrue but the the consequencelausefalsehasthe samecardinality
asthesetof individualsthataremanthathave acatanddon't beatit in w. So (w, g) will survive

updatewith theentireformulaiff mostmanthathave a catbeatit in w.

Unary adverbial quantification We furthermoreassumehatthereis a unary propositional
operatorfor eachadwerbof quantification.lts semanticss givenby

|Qadv(¢)||(0) = {{w,g) € o|Q{h 2 gll|#]|({(w, h)})is defined &
=3h" 2 g(||¢||({{w, W) }) is defined & k' C h))

({2 gllloll({(w, B)}) # 0})

Roughlythis saythata possibility (w, g) survivesupdateiff Q-mary minimal extensionsof g
whereupdatewith ¢ is definedaresuchthat¢ is true. Again anexample:

(94) a. [A man}; usuallywalks
b. USUALLY (Fz03y(z = y) A JyoM(y) A W(y))

As above,thesetof minimalextensionf g thatmake updatewith theagumentformuladefined
is eitheremptyor a singletonif eitherz or y arefamiliar. Thusthey mustbe novel. Likewise,
thereareasmary minimal extensionof ¢g that make updatewith ¢ definedastherearemenin
w, andof themasmary make ¢ trueastherearemanwhowalk in w. So (w, g) will surviveiff
mostmenwalk in w.
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