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e Gl lsonian Perspe thich the sentence is used can support the relevant reading. I give

V ta Dayal ample for each of these readings.!
eneeta Daya

ling:
told my friend that a snake and a spider entered my house
esterday. He asked what I did to them and I said I killed the

bstract

This paper, in honor of my valued colleague and long-time

Professor Akinbiyi Akinlabi, seeks to understand a corner of bider. He went further to ask about the snake then I said [1b].
grammar from the perspective of a theory of cross-linguistic variatior B ba mi lati  pa ejo.
the tradition of formal semantics, also known as Montague gramm o HTS «catch 1sg to kil  snake
empirical phenomenon it focuses on is the semantics of nominal phras as afraid to kill the snake.’
no overt determiner. The generalizations regarding the ran
interpretations available to them come from Ajiboye (2005)
generalizations are analyzed within the neo-Carlsonian appro
Chierchia (1998) and Dayal (2004) and shown to have a pri
explanation within this theory. The paper ends by noting the imp
and consequences of this approach to Yoruba bare nominals. Amg
issues touched upon is the use of covert type shifts instead |
determiners in the analysis of bare nominals in Yoruba and oth
languages. Another issue is the relationship between the expres
number in the nominal system, the structural position of the bare B
indefinite readings. It also plays out some predictions of the neo-Ca
approach with regard to possible interpretations of bare nominal
languages. In some sense, then, this paper also contains suggest
further work in this domain. Two articles that elaborate on the methg
used in this analysis are mentioned as possible resources for further¥
the interpretation of bare nominals. I hope that modest though my fo
Yoruba linguistics may be, this new perspective may pique the int
those more knowledgeable about Yoruba grammar and encouragg
work on the semantics of Yoruba and other African languages.

Ajiboye (2005: 146)
ng: i

maa-n pa ebi sun.

IMP seizes hunger sleep

s sleep without food.’
Ajiboye (2005: 157)

pa ebi sun.
seizes hunger sleep

bg slept without food.”
Ajiboye (2005: 157)

g as the range of available readings is, it is also interesting to

e are some readings that Yoruba bare nominals do not have. Of
erest to us will be the fact that though they can have indefinite
¥ cannot have specific indefinite readings. As (4) shows, a
€ element is needed to obtain specificity:

n wa [aga kan].
‘Prog search chair spec
8looking for a certain chair that he sits on.’

1. Some Generalizations about Yoruba Bare Nominals

In a detailed study of Yoruba noun phrases, Ajiboye (2005) shows &
NPs, noun phrases without overt determiners, can have a range of ré
In particular, they can have definite readings, they can have genericI€
and they can have indefinite readings. Of course, each of these rea
only possible if the construction in which the noun phrase occurs

Ajiboye (2005: 189)

€ translates kan as a specificity marker like certain but also
5 hOrnophonous with the numeral ‘one’. While this issue is
its own right, T will not explore it further in this paper. The
t for us is the fact that a determiner is needed at all. One final
levant is the fact that Yoruba bare nominals can be interpreted
Plural, at least in object position:

‘For the earlier work reported on here, I am indebted to many people "
responded to my ideas over the years. For what is new here, I thank Doug pulley
pointing me to Ajiboye (2005) and to my class at the African Linguistics School 3
(Nigeria) for helping me understand Yoruba nominals better. Finally, [ am grate
Law for feedback as well as for editorial help in getting this paper ready for P48

dy I the definite reading is from a footnote on pg. 146, which is minimally
goes without saying that all remaining inadequacies are my responsibility-

€ one in the body of the text.
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5. Moji i [ejo] lona oko. AP1Ps, if there exists a unique maximal entity in P,
M. see snake on-path farm ndefined otherwise. il
(i) ‘Moji saw a snake on her way to farm.’ (Chierchia 1998: 346)

nom(N): For any property P and world/situation s,

= AstPs, if AsiPsis in K, undefined otherwise,

‘where Ps is the extension of P in s and K is the set of kinds.
(Chierchia 1998: 350-351)

(ii) ‘Moji saw snakes on her way to farm.’
; Ajiboye (2

No doubt there is a lot more to be said about the data give
but I am restricting myself to the facts reported in Ajiboye (2005) ang
aside other work on the topic. My goal in this paper is to p
framework within which the generalizations listed above have a pj
explanation. Section 2 introduces a theory of cross-linguistic varj
presented in Dayal (2013).

'3: APAQ3x [P(x) A Q(x)]
(Chierchia 1998: 359)
]
e, Chierchia considers the first two meaning preserving, in the
hey map a predicate into an entity without introducing
complexity. The first is iota which picks out the unique
7 in the extension of the predicate at the relevant situation, if
nd is undefined otherwise (Sharvy 1980). In English, this shift
ponent the, but in many languages it is a covert type shift.
forming operator of Chierchia (1984), is a function from
aximal entity that is in the extension of the predicate at that
it yields the unique maximal entity that instantiates the kind
om is defined to yield falsity rather than presupposition failure
e the extension of the predicate is empty. It is, however, a
1 because it is undefined for predicates that do not fit the
ind: “not all individual concepts are going to be kinds. Only
entify classes of objects with a sufficiently regular function
lour will qualify. Moreover, kinds...will generally have a
Stances (even though sometimes they may have just one or
lething that is necessarily instantiated by just one individual
fidual concept or transworld line associated with Gennaro
ild ot qualify as a kind” (Chierchia 1998: 350). The third type-
artee (1986), not only turns a predicative expression into an
50 introduces 3 quantificational force. Since this yields an
€ generalized quantifier type, it can interact scopally with
pressions. Unlike the first two operations, 3 is a total function.
ystem, these possibilities are constrained by two principles
shifts (7a’b)_3

2. The Neo-Carlsonian Theory of Cross-linguistic Variation

Chierchia (1998) put on the research agenda the goal of developing
of cross-linguistic variation in the domain of noun phrases. The res
this paper has transformed the empirical landscape, informi
deepening our understanding of the interpretive possibilities availak
languages. This section presents the key ingredients of the theory.

The basic premise of the neo-Carlsonian position is that ba
refer to kinds, not only in the case of predicates that refer to the sp
whole but also in the case of object-level predication where
individuals are required, as originally proposed in Carlson (19
quantificational force, however, is governed by the same prind
Lewis (1975), Kamp (1981) and Heim (1982) demonstrated ge
quantificational force of regular indefinites.?2 In a generic statef
example, a bare plural can have either (quasi) V force or 3 force, d€
on whether it is interpreted in the restrictor or the nuclear sco]
episodic statement, which does not have a tripartite logical strudl
plurals are necessarily mapped into the nuclear scope and so have3

Chierchia takes this general approach a step further and P&
cross-linguistic theory of noun phrase variation. Within the
perspective of flexible types (Partee 1986), he admits three basic @
for turning an NP with a predicative meaning (type <e,t>) into ani
(type <e> or <<e,t>t>), nom, iota and 3:

€ on the ranking of covert type shifts has to be gleaned from two
o0S. The distinction between languages with and without determiners
8 10fa and 3 at par (Chierchia 1998: 360-61). The distinction between
Pting and non-kind denoting bare plurals leads him to rank nom above
4 374). The two positions are actually inconsistent, as pointed out in
 Some of the arguments from there are used to motivate the revision of

2 Proponents of the ambiguity approach (Wilkinson 1991, Gerstner-Link and &
Kratzer 1995 and Diesing 1992, among others) take bare plurals to refer t0 &
they serve as arguments of kind-level predicates and to ordinary individua1
serve as arguments of object-level predicates. The ambiguity approach a
Carlsonian approach converge, however, on the need for a flexible mapP&
phrases into the logical structure. For a comparison of the two approaches, $€
(1995) and Dayal (2011a), in addition to the references mentioned here.
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7. a) Ranking: nom > {iota, 3}to be revised
b) Blocking Principle: (‘Type Shifting as Last Resort’); R
type shifting operation t and any X:*t(X)if there is a determ
such that for any set X in its domain, D(X) = 7(X). :

GEN s x [this-part-of-the-P(s)(x) A C(s)] [arise-in-
* x(s)("typhoons)] =DKP =GEN s x [this-part-of-the-P(s)(x) A
~ C(s)] 3y [U"typhoons(s)(y) A arise-in-x(s)(y)]

3J[are-barking (s) ("dogs)] = DKP =3x [Undogs(s)(x) Aare-

(Chierchia 19¢ " barking (s)(x)]°

Finally, there is the rule of DKP which mediates between'
denoting term and a predicate of objects, a repair operation of sorts (8
takes the extension of the kind at an index, defined as in (9), converts i
predicate of objects, and 3 binds into this predicate (8). Since th
introduced at the point where the sort adjustment is required, it
obligatory narrow scope for its operand:

' evolve is a kind level predicate, and the predicates dogs and
 the requisite intensionality, nom turns them into argurflenﬁs
e fed into the verb meaning directly. In the case of arise, whxch' is

predicate in a characterizing sentence, we have a tripartite
fd depending on what goes into the restrictor of the GEN
vet distinct truth conditions for the bare plural. (11b) uses PRED

vpe of the bare plural from kind to predicate and generically

v srived Kind Pregication Rute (DICHY 5 of typhoons in general that they arise in this part of the Pacific.
If P applies to objects and k denotes a kind, then P(k) = 3x [¢ S bare plural is mapped into the nuclear scope and serves as the
20! ‘the verb arise. Since arise cannot hold of the kind, only of

(Chierchia 199 s of the kind, DKP comes into play. (11b’) says that it is general‘ly
ontextually relevant situations involving this part of the Pacific,
" which the climactic conditions are conducive, that there are
t arise. Similarly, in the case of the episodic statement in (IQc),
ites the relationship between an object-level predicate and a kind

t, as shown in (11c).

9. PRED (Y):Vk= [Ax [x < ki if ks is defined, Ax[FALSE], off
where ks is the plural individual that comprises all of the
members of the kind k.

' (Chierchia 198

With this much background, we can demonstrate how the
captures the core facts related to bare plurals in two languages, Eng
Hindi. These two languages share the property of encoding ¥
sensitivity in the nominal system while differing on the existé
determiners.* Let us start with English, and consider bare plurals
conceptually kinds:

orth noting that the truth conditions associated with (11c.) .are
‘those of a corresponding statement with an overt indefinite.
ifference shows up in scopal contexts. Take, for example, the
ments in (12), under the LF where the bare plural/indefinite
gation (see Dayal, 2011b for differences between narrow scope
ind terms and incorporation):

10. a) Dogs have evolved from wolves.
b) Typhoons arise in this part of the pacific.
<) Dogs are barking.

‘Dogs are not barking.
Some dogs are not barking.

[dogsi [not [t; are barking] ]]

Axi[not [x; are barking]}("dogs)

= -are-barking (s) ("dogs)

= DKP = - 3x[Undogs(s)(x) A are-barking(s)(x)]

11. a) evolve-from(Ndogs, "wolves)
b) GEN s x [Untyphoons(s)(x) A C(s)] [arise(s)(x)a (in-t8
of-the-P)(s)(x)]

[Some dogs; [ not [ tiare barking]]]

[some dogs] (Axi[not[ x; are barking]])

=MQ3x [dogs(s)(x) A Q(x)] (Ax; [~ are-barking(s)(xi)])
=3x [dogs(s)(x) A - are-barking(s)(x)])

4I am leaving out of this discussion an important aspect of Chierchia’s ProF
Nominal Mapping Parameter. Hindi and English have the same parameter settif
+pred], unlike Chinese which has the [+arg, -pred] setting and French which
+pred] setting. These distinctions do not directly bear on the generalizations t
focuses on. However, number specification in Yoruba nominals is quite cOmP
critical in determining its status with respect to the Nominal Mapping Parameter-2

the situation variable in episodic statements is indexical, rather than
4 for a very brief discussion of this issue.

d, though nothing of relevance to the issues discussed here rides on this.
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Since the bare plural is individual denoting (type <s, e>
lowered into the argument position of the negative predicate. Wh
adjusts the mismatch between barking and Ndogs, 3 enters into the deg
necessarily below negation. The regular indefinite, on the other ha
generalized quantifier, which means that it enters into an operators
relation with its trace and therefore can have scope over negation. Ag
to reference to kinds for bare plurals and to a generalized quantifier g
for indefinites thus yields the radically different truth conditions obsg
such cases. |

e such, they do not display the kind of intensionality associatgd
tms. For Chierchia, this means that such bare plurals are not in
nom. Since iota is lexically blocked by the, the bare plural now
Jow-ranked 3 type shift and predictably displays the same
ity that characterizes regular indefinites (see Dayal 2013 for

ssion).”

ointed out in Dayal (1999, 2004), the ranking proposed by
Quires revision since it does not capture the facts that he wants to
sxample, it is predicted by the ranking in (7a) that the definite
sare plurals in languages like Hindi would not be aval'labl.e
e availability of the higher ranked nom. But the ground reahtx is
[ jota do not compete — Hindi bare plurals are acceptable with
redicates, in addition to having definite readings.® There is a
sm noted there with respect to the indefinite readings of bare
guages without determiners. The scopal properties of sgch bare
recisely those of English bare plurals — they obligatorily take
ope. In other words, bare plurals can have definite readings or
jarrow scope 3 readings, but they do not have the wide scope
dciated with 3 type shift:?

baccenahiilNhaiN10

¢ childrennot  be

are no children there.” or ‘The children are not there.’

Some children are not there.’

Chierchia’s basic system preserves the original insights of €
account, accommodating for advances in our understanding of"
sources of quantificational force for indefinites (see also Carlson
this). Briefly put, the key insight is that the semantic type of the bas
ensures that it will always be interpreted closest to the verb, but its s
3 to be introduced at the level of the mismatch, i.e at V, below
operator.

We now turn to those aspects of interpretation that are sp
Chierchia’s system: namely the blocking principle and ranking (cf. 7).
with the fact that bare plurals in English do not admit definite reading
while those in Hindi do (15b):

15. a) Some children; came in. Childrens; sat down.
b) kuch baccei andar aaye. bacce; baiTh gaye.
Some children inside came children sit went

oint is worth emphasizing. The popular view that bare plurals
‘Some children came in. The children sat down.’

ithout determiners can be definite or indefinite is simply not
pirically. What this means for the theory is that we do not want
such languages to be able to access 3 type shift. This is
iy revising the ranking in the following way:

ota}>3 (Dayal 2004: 419)

The explanation for this difference follows straightforwaté
blocking. Since iota is lexicalized in English, the definite plural must b€
this context and covert type shift for the bare plural via iota is ruled @
Hindi does not have a lexical determiner, the bare plural is free t0
iota. This seems to be generally representative of languages with and

determiners and thus seems to be a welcome prediction of the theory S that some is not a lexical exponent of 3, unlike a, which is. Thus it does

dplication of 3 here. Bare singulars are ruled out because they are not in
0m, and iota and 3 are lexically blocked. Crucial to the distinction
dais that only the latter lends itself to binding by a generic operator.

indi bare nominals are ambiguous between kind terms and definites, not
as first proposed in a joint paper (Porterfield and Srivastav 1988). The
eyond Hindj to other typologically unrelated languages such as Russian
ithe latter, see also Yang (2001).

ble readings may have different intonational contours and might need
S t0 make them salient. Neither intonation nor context can make available
eading, a reading in which the predication only applies to some of the
als. An overt indefinite kuch bacce ‘some kids’ or ek baccaa’one kid” would
= Convey the intended meaning,.

filization of the immediately preceding vowel.

The ranking of type shifts becomes important when we
English bare plurals that do not denote kinds. They differ from kind
allowing wide scope over negation:

16. a) Parts of this machine are not new.
b) 3x [parts-of-this-machine(s)(x) A = new(s)(x)]

Carlson (1977) notes that such bare plurals refer “to a 1
things, things that must exist at a certain time in a given world” (¢

¢T is a retroflex voiceless stop, d is a dental stop, h following a stop indicates aspt
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In this section, I have presented the details of Chierchia’s sys
work, in preparation for the discussion to follow. I now return to Yory
look at the generalizations noted in section 1 from the neo-Car]
perspective.

{[Undog(s)(x) A C(s)] [sleep-without-food(s)(x)] sort-adjustment
bllowed by binding by GEN

e generic operator in (20) is contributed by a combination of the
perties of the predicate and the aspectual specification on the
e indefinite reading in (3) comes about because it is an episodic
where the aspectual specification triggers the rule of DKP:

3. The Yoruba Generalizations Revisited

Ajiboye (2005) does not tell us whether Yoruba bare nominals are kin
However, given that it lacks determiners and nouns are number neul
can assume that they are acceptable as arguments of predicates tha
only to the species as a whole, such as evolve or be extinct. Making thi
assumption, we now proceed to show how each of the available i
would be derived and the unavailable reading ruled out.

 [pa ebisun] |

;thout-food(x)] (Az dogs(z)) lexical meanings
ithout-food(x)] (nom (Az dogs(z))) type repair: nom
ithout-food(x)] ("dogs)

On the present account, the bare NP has a property level # But-food (Ndogs)
and can undergo either of the two higher ranked type shifts, no e oc ("doss
since there is no overt determiner in the language and the bare
occurs in argument position. We first analyze the definite reading i

have the derivation in (19) if iota is used:!!

lambda conversion
() A slept-without-food(x)] sort adjustment via pred

and 3 binding via DKP

formulas representing the generic and indefinite readings of
"nominals in (20)-(21) closely mirror the formulas for these
wen by Ajiboye (2005), but for the fact that bare NPs are treated
oting. The difference lies in the fact that the neo-Carlsonian
akes a prediction about non-specific vs. specific readings of bare
find denoting terms can have indefinite readings, but such
‘necessarily narrow scope readings. The 3-type shift that would
ide scope readings possible does not come into play, being
‘than iota and nom. This explains the fact that in (4) an overt
ike expression kan is needed to derive specificity. The theory also
f definite readings as well as narrow scope 3 are available for
5in the language.

19. [Eru uba milati pa ejo] ,

= Mvylafraid-to-kill(y)(x)] (Azsnake(z)) (I) lexical meaning
= Aylafraid-to-kill(y)(I)] (Azsnake(z)) lambda conversion: subject term
=Aylafraid-to-kill(I)(y)] (iota(Azsnake(z))) type repair: iotd

= afraid-to-kill(isnake)(I) lambda conversion: objee

The other two readings can be derived if the bare nominal W
the nom type shift, followed by either generic binding or DKE
binding. In both cases, the predicate applies not to the kind as a whe
ordinary individuals. This requires the mediation of the operationp
yields the set of instantiations of the kind at the relevant index. 14 her Issues
reading in (2) is derived as shown below: |
Lhow some generalizations about the interpretations of Yoruba
5 can be explained when they are viewed through a neo-
S, In this last section, I will look at three issues that remain

20. [Aja [maa-n pa ebisun]]
= Ax[sleep-without-food(x)] (Az dogs(z))

= Ax[sleep-without-food(x)] (nom (Az dogs(z))) type 18 analyzed the bare nominal as an NP which becomes an
OUgh covert type-shifting, rather than a DP with a null
: Ajiboye (2005) does. I believe the essentials of the neo-
alysis can transfer over to approaches that posit null
it only if the principles of blocking and ranking are revised to
€ 10 null determiners, instead of covert type-shifts, as it

8. For example, blocking would have to apply to the

= Mx[sleep-without-food(x)] ("dogs)
=sleep-without-food("dogs) Jambda @

11 Yang (2001) uses nom to derive the definite reading for Mandarin bare n° "
(2011a) for discussion.
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‘Yoruba” is not an accident. The theory of cross-linguistic variation
aat languages like Yoruba” will not exist and that even languages
ja’ are quite unlikely. In order to get Yoruba’ the language would
ck any ranking but in order to get Yoruba” the language would
ak 3 above nom. This goes against the basis for the ranking of type-
ssed in section 2. A consequence of such a ranking would be that
puld not use bare nominals for kind reference. Lacking definite
it is unclear how reference to kinds would work in such a
natural languages seem to lack dedicated kind-referring
see Dayal 2004). Yoruba” would be the first language to either
hrases that refer to kinds or the first language to have a special
r this purpose.

interpretation of null vs. overt determiners and ranking would have f
that the lexical meanings of null determiners follow the hierarchy i
leave it to the reader to decide if these modifications lead to a theory
preferable to what we have sketched out in sections 2 and 3.

The second open issue pertains to the status of number specif
in the bare nominal. The example in (5), showing that Yoruba nomin
number neutral has the bare nominal in direct object position. Daya
and forthcoming) emphasizes the need to study bare nominals in a 1z
argument positions before drawing conclusions. This is important B
the direct object position lends itself readily to pseudo-incorporati
complex predicate formation and there may well be effects noted wif
objects that are not replicated in other positions. One might ask, of
why this should be important. In determiner-less languages like H
Turkish (see Sag forthcoming on the latter), singular terms are not a
interpreted as indefinite as plural terms, except in direct object positi
reason for this is that there is a difference between singular kind te
plural kind terms, such that DKP-based indefinite readings are not}
for the former (Dayal 2004).12If Yoruba bare nominals are like singu
they should not lend themselves to indefinite interpretation geners
we see that the Yoruba subject bare nominal in (3) is translatef
indefinite. The explanation we have proposed relies on utilizing DK
crucial to come to a determination about the status of the bare NP. i
out to be a singular term we must go back to the drawing board si
and therefore DKP, will not apply. If it is a plural term, on the other#
analysis given in section 3 can be maintained. I should also add th
not ascertained that Yoruba bare nominals are in fact kind denoting
have simply shown that taking them to be plural kind terms P& _
simple and straightforward account of the observed facts. The di 9) The Semantic Composition of English Generic Sentences.
Ajiboye (2005) makes it abundantly clear that number specifications Chierchia, Barbara Partee & Raymond Turner (eds.),
is fairly complex and if the ideas outlined in section 2 and 33 ® Types and Meaning. Kluwer Academic Publishers,

pursued, some further work is needed. . ; 167_1,92' ,
984). Topics in the Syntax and Semantics of Infinitives and

s Doctoral dissertation, UMass.

98). Reference to kinds across languages. Natural Language
£S 6: 339—405.

). Bare NP’s, Reference to Kinds, and Incorporation.
88 of Semantics and Linguistic Theory IX.

). Number Marking and (In)definiteness in Kind Terms.
4 and Philosophy 27: 393—450.

). Bare noun phrases. Semantics: An International Handbook of
#nguage Meaning, eds. Maienborn, C.; von Heusinger, K.
P.1088—1109. Mouton: de Gruyter.

: Hindi Pseudo-Incorporation. Natural Language and
heory 29.1: 123—167.

idea that we can make cross-linguistic predictions about the
ssible interpretations is appealing, I would hope that it would
der work on Yoruba and other languages that are under-studied
spective of formal semantics. Two short articles that might be
S connection are Dayal (2017 and forthcoming) as they provide
nostics for deciding whether a language has articles
to English the and a and for determining which readings bare

¢ (2005). Topics in Yoruba Nominal Expressions. Doctoral
fation, UBC.

977). Reference to Kinds in English. Doctoral dissertation,

Let us end with one final point. One clear advantage @
Carlsonian approach to bare nominals is that it makes predicti€
what we might expect to find in different languages. In the abseR
theory, for example, we may expect to find a language minimallj
from Yoruba, say Yoruba’, in which bare NPs have both non-sp
specific indefinite readings. Or we may find a third language, 52
in which bare NPs have specific indefinite readings but not 1€
indefinite readings. I submit to you that the fact that we have Yor

12 Singular kind terms in languages with determiners tend to be definité:
extinct. In languages without determiners the difference between singular 2f8
terms is somewhat harder to nail down.
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| this chapter’ we show that the inventory of clause-types in
ibukusu (Bantu, Luyia) includes a clause type that, so far as we
§ not yet been described as present in any other language.
has actual clauses, a morphologically distinctive form of
 clause which entails that the utterer is committed not only to the
8 proposition described by the clause, but that the event or state
y the proposition cannot be unrealized at the moment of
e argue that the actual clause is tenseless (distributionally and
) and that it is subjunctive-like insofar as it introduces sets of
possible worlds where the truth of the proposition can be
ased on the predicate that introduces the actual clause as a
Actuals depart from subjunctives, however, insofar as the
of the speaker must always be one of the possible worlds
he predicate’s attitude-holder, and since the proposition must
.Peake':r’s world to be well-formed, it is not hypothetical, but, in
bjunctive. After we have established the fixity of actuai cla1’1$e
shown the contrasting flexibility of interpretation for infinitives
- a cla'ss 15 prefix), we show that the rigidity of the actual clause
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