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0: INTRODUCTION

Questions involving a wh eXpression and g universal

term, as ip (1a) ang (b), can be answereq in three
different Ways, as shown in (2a)=-(c):

(1)a. Who does everyman like?
b. Who do these men like?

(2)a. Mary and sye, Ihdividualansmer
b. John 1likes Mary and Bi1j likes sue.

Pairhlistanswer

€. His mother. / Their mothers, Functional ansyer

There has been considerable debate in the literature
the status of these answers, Groenendi jk and
Stokhof (1984), for eXample, argue for a three-way
biguity for such questions whijle Engdah1 (1986) argues
T a unifjeq account of the three angswers. May (1985)
kes the question to pe ambiguous between individual and
r list readings, treating the functiona) answer as gn
N of the pair list answer. Chierchia (1991),

r hand, takes the functiona] answer as basiq
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linked by that function are in the relation "love".
list answer is simply the spell-out of the function.

The

As explicated by Chierchia, the fact that 1list
answers are only possible with universal terms while
functional answers are generally available follows from
the difference between a function, which is intensional,
and a list, which is extensional. Since universal terms
have a generator set they allow easy retrieval of the
domain, so that the extension of the function can be
given.? Chierchia also provides an account for the
subject-object asymmetry discussed by May. He claims
that there is a syntactic reflex of the fact that a wh

term represents a quantification over functional
variables. A wh trace carries two indices, one for the
wh operator, which corresponds to the functional

variable, and one for the argument (its a-index), an
individual variable. In (16a) this is the superscript j
on the wh trace and corresponds to the pronoun in the
functional answer. A list answer becomes available just
in case there is a c-commanding universal term whose
generator set can provide values for the a-index. This
is possible in the case of (la),  which has the LF in
(16a), where the superscript j on the wh trace is bound

by "everyman".

When the universal term is in object position, as
in (3a), the absence of the functional answer "Hi
mother", and hence the list, follows from the fact that
an LF in which the universal term could bind the a-index
of the wh trace would involve an LF like (18a): g

(18)a. *[who, [every man, [t’ loves t,]]]
b. [who, [t? [every man, [loves t;]]]

(18a), however, 1is ruled out as a weak cros
configuration in which the variable t, is coindexed
a pronoun, the a-index of the wh term, to its left
the well-formed LF in (18b) the quantifier is adjoi
VP and does not c-command the a-index on the wh
The only available answer is the individual answer

This account extends straightforwardly t
answers 1in questions like (1l4a)-(15a) which h
following well-formed LF's:
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(26)a. Who loves every man / most men?
b. *His mother / *Their mother.

Recall that this is explained by Chierchia as a weak
crossover effect resulting from the quantificational term
having to cross over the a-index of the wh trace in order
to bind it. Individual answers are possible to questions
like (26) because such binding is not required for them.
Clearly, the same factor that vields the absence of the
subject-object asymmetry with respect to individual
answers seems to be at play in the case of the so-called
functional answers to questions with plural definites.

We can conclude that functional answers to such
questions are not independent of individual answers and
from this point on I will ignore functional answers as a
possible sourse foor the list.

IV: LIST ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS WITH PLURAL DEFINITES

I will now make the connection between 1list and
individual answers to questions with plural definites
precise. 1In particular, I will show that list answers
are one reading of those individual answers which are
ambiguous between distributive and cumulative readings,

Let us begin by considering sentences with plural
terms, such as (27), which are known to be ambiguous:

(27) The boys solved the problems.

Scha (1981) claims that this sentence has three readings:
a collective reading, i.e. one in which the boys worked
jointly on all problems; a distributive reading, i.e. o
in which each boy worked on all the problems

separately; and a cumulative reading, i.e. one in wh
each boy worked separately on different problems but
the problems were solved. My aim here is not to show |
precisely this phenomenon should be captured, but r
to show its relevance to the analysis of questions
will use Scha’s terminology without necessarily adop
his account of it. The point to keep in mind is

collective/distributive readings are sometimes poss
even with one singular argument but cumulative rea
require both arguments to be plural.*
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The point is worth stressing since ignoring this
May (1985), for example, notes

can lead to misanalyses.
that (30a) does not have a list answer and takes this as used tg Spell
indicative of the subject-object asymmetry. Note, of linking eq ??t the cumulative re n a 1j ot
however, that the list answer becomes available once the Gl man with one or mofdlng. th Sg?g?r is
€ Women ibilj¢
NS open

A similar
. poi
functlonal answer (321"2.'.) :gnthbe made by EXami
€ question i b Ring tl
n (1b)s e

wh term is made plural as in (30b):

(30)a. Which student admires those two professors?
b. Which students admire those two professors?

May’s analysis cannot account for this difference, but it
is precisely what is expected under the approach I am
suggesting since (30b) but not (30a) will allow
individual answers with two plural terms. Its cumulative
reading can therefore be made explicit via a list answer.
We are also now in a position to understand why more than
list answers to the two types of questions display one woman
different restrictions in pairings. Recall that
guestions with quantificational NPs such as (7a-b) pair
each man with one woman when the wh expression is
singular and with more than one if it is plural:

32
(32)b, Everyman loves his wives

What we have
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definites jg ; ¢+ in the cas
the ph € of questiong ¢
With pluray

The flocs,k enomenon kn
ibility of interpretgi?g:sand th

Pragmatj .
(7)a. Which woman does every man love? ¢ factors jg there
b. Which women does every man love? V: CONCLUSTON
This is expected in the function-based account once th
singular-plural distinction is incorporated. Assumin
that who is unspecified for number, impose

unigueness and which women reguires at least two, the wl
term determines whether the range of the function linki

men with the individuals they love will be singular
plural. :

To understand list answers to guestions with plt
definites, on the other hand, we need to focus o
semantics of cumulative readings. We know that
readings arise when two group level terms are inv
A possible individual answer to (9b) would be of th
in (31a) and would have the semantic form in (31
John and Bill are the two men under discussion:

(9)b. Which women do these men love?
(31)a. These men love Mary and Sue.
b. j+b love mts

The basic answer to (9b) only relates tw
individuals. How the relation distributes o
parts is not determined by the semantics. Th
simply says that the relation love should b
the sum of all the atomic men who love any W
be the plural individual these men and the sul
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in subject position.®

May (1985) also recognizes that plural definites do

ind ar Ir list n
not show subject-object asymmetries, He takes the by Engd:ﬁl:r‘,’ddgg%"ed fLrom functjep lznzzse to the first
opposite tack from Williams, however, in resolving this Seem ~ that ¢ eo;ﬁrChla °n indepengent groungs 25 Argueq
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in the set of plural NPs, he argues that the pPlurality cannot be op the Ope mteractions Of the n ors to
feature can be treated as universal quantification., He Flght track, Ormal king
is then forced to exXplain the availability of the pair
list answer when the plural term is in object position,
as in (4)-(6). Recall that in this position, the Scope
Principle will not apply since the plural and wh are not REFERENCES
in a = Sequence. May says that the pair list answer in Blttnar’ M. {1991) "p .
this instance is simply a reply not a formal answer, The Semantic Com 1Stributive Quantification and
problem, however, is that the criteria for dlstinguishinq Rutgers Univgm ent of tpe Universa) Grammayn the
a formal answer from a simple reply remains unclear. Chierchig rSity ¢ Ms.

The problem with both Williams’ and May’s accounts
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argues that plural definites, unlike quantificationa] Ansyers Academ?HGStloﬂS and the Pragmatics oo
NPs, adjoin to CP at LF as an ipstance of Left Heim, 71, (1982) ppe S;xg;g?DEfschrift=ﬂm8terdam. or
Dislocation. (4a) thus has the following LF: oUn  Phrases Ph 305 Of Definjte and Indefinite
! . 4
.HaSEﬂChusetts, Amhersy thesis, University of
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(to appear) "Plur
al", jip
May (eds'){ F’;‘E'”dbook of S;mant‘;%ns SFeohoV ana Wungey tich
! ‘. 85)  ILogj o
Derivatiop gical  Forpg Its Structyre

+ Lin [ 1
1 B (1990) wp S M9Uistic Iy

deiia %?fﬁﬁfte Plural ypgn 1o on Scope onte
AT 981) wnp quiry 2
Quantigs )" istril;a;tive, Collective Y

properties which mu
taken into account. List answers to the second

question, I have argued, represent cunulative read
_—
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it is assumed that the antecedent of each other must
(i) *Every girl likes each other here.

(ii) Everyone likes each other here.



