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Abstract: In this article, new data from a corpus study argderimental data concerning the definiteness
effect in Englishtheresentences is presented. In the corpus data, wenéion phrases including both strong
quantifiers likeeveryand definite expressions. It is shown that thesenples are exceptional in the sense
that they give rise to cardinal readings of therggr quantifierevery and the definite determinéne As
cardinal readings are generally not ruled out teydkfiniteness restriction, these readings arexaptions

to the definiteness effect.
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1. Introduction

Ever since Milsark (1974, 1977), the definitenesstriction or the definiteness
effect (= DE) in Englistiheresentences has been a major subject of linguistiearch.
The DE refers to the observation that the type amfmphrase that can occur timere
sentences (and other structures) is restrictedngtguantifiers, as in (1), and definite
noun phrases, as in (2), are excluded.

Q) *There was everyone in the room.

*There were all viewpoints considered.

*There was each package inspectedngbes from Milsark 1977)
*There is the wolf at the door.

*There were John and Mary cycling along theekr

*There was Frank’s article mentioned. (examftem Milsark 1977)

(2)

CTPOTw

A systematic exception is the so-called list regdas in (3), which has been put aside in
most analyses of the definiteness effect to begfim w

3) A: What could | give my sister for her birtlyta
B: There’s John’s book on birdwatching. (BirnerdaWard 1998: 116,
guoting Abbott 1992)

Besides this, there are a number of exceptionshied been reported in the literature
seemingly contradicting Milsark’'s generalizationotB definites and strong quantifiers
are possible (see Bolinger 1977, Rando and Nagdi8,1Lumsden 1988, Abbott 1992,
Ward and Birner 1995, McNally 1997, Birner and WAa@988), as illustrated in (4) and
(5), respectively:
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(4) a. There was every kind of doctor at the catiea. (McNally 1998: 358)
b. There is every reason to believe it's wroRgr(do and Napoli 1978: 307)
(5) a. There’s the strangest bird in that cage.
b. There weren't the funds necessary for thegoto{Bolinger 1977)

Depending on the analysis of the DE, these cagesetraside as exceptional or taken as
especially insightful for the characterization agblanation of the DE in Englistnere
sentences.

The aim of the papéis twofold. It extends the empirical basis of thexceptional
cases by reporting a corpus study conducted iBtthish National Corpus (BNC) (based
on Hartmann 2008) and a rating study done by Sdah(@i@l1). Then, it provides an
analysis of the DE that includes these additiorathdbut still maintains the general
correctness of Milsark’s original observation bywing in what ways these cases are
exceptional.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 thices the corpus study and a
rating study concerning strong quantifiers. Sec8atiscusses previous approaches to the
DE and to what extent they are able to explainddw& reported in section 2. Section 4
introduces the proposal and how it accounts forddita. Section 5 extends the proposal
to definite DPs. Section 6 concludes the paper.

2. Strong quantifiersin there-sentences
2.1 Cor pus study in Hartmann (2008)

Hartmann (2008) did a qualitative corpus studyha British National Corpus
(= BNC 2001), searching fahere and everyin the span of 4 words, resulting in 208
relevant hits. The class of nouns that occur withryis limited, cf. (6). Most of these
nouns seem not to allow for quantification strafigtwardly, because the domain cannot
be easily restricted as e.g. witthance possibility, or it is not easily quantifiable
distributively as e.g.fear, risk and similar cases (see below for a more detailed
characterization).

(6) Nouns occurring witkeveryin there-BE structures.
reason(75), chance(47), possibility (15), likelihood (13), indication (10), sign
(6), need (6), justification (4), incentive (4), opportunity (4), prospect (4),
evidencg4), intention (2), risk (1), appearancgl), hope(2), comfortand luxury
(1), encouragementl), danger(1), fear (1), bit (1), advantagg(1), argument(1),
artefact(1), expectation1), provision(1).

1 This research was partly supported by the DFG, 888, Project A7; | would like to thank Corinna
Schmidt for providing the results of her study, Robiornig for support with the corpus analysis, Saph
Schopper for editing the paper. Special thanksogblenk van Riemsdijk, the audience at th& Bnual
Conference of the English Department, 6-8 June 20h&ersity of Bucharest, and an anonymous reviewer
for helpful comments. All remaining errors are mwyro
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A few illustrations of the types of examples areegi in (7)-(9):

7) In a stimulating address, the Chief of the Biaff, Air Chief Marshal Sir Peter
Harding enlarged upon his theme of last year, awtribed how it was planned
to improve Service lifeThere was every reason to believe that the new mpde
but smaller RAF would be well able to meet any detmaupon it (BNC
text="A67" n="316")

(8) AIDS is an everyday topic in the papers andabevision;there is every chance

that your children have become interesteden at a young age, but . . . (BNC
text="A0J"n="777")
(9) If the river is contaminated with toxic wadten there is every possibility all

river life would be killed off for generationd@NC text="A6R" n="144")
2.2 Rating study in Schmidt (2011)
2.2.1 Starting point

Based on the data from Hartmann (2008), SchmidtXR®ypothesizes that the
crucial distinction is abstract vs. concrete nouthe former are available ithere
sentences with the strong quantifievery whereas the latter are ruled out. Schmidt
(2011) investigates this in a rating study with meuhat are ambiguous between an
abstract vs. a concrete noun meadifigirthermore, she is interested in testing therclai
from Siegel (2002). Siegel (2002) argues that theodrrse particléke ameliorates the DE.
(10) *There is every book under the bed.

There is, like, every book under the bed.
*There’s the school bully on the bus.
There’s like the school bully on the bus. fagées from Siegel 2002: 48)

Q0 Tow

2.2.2 Experimental design

Schmidt (2011) investigates the two factors noyse tgabstract vs. concrete) and
discourse particle (+/- like), resulting in fournctitions exemplified by the sample item
in (11):

(11) Sample item

a. [abstr/-like] There is every argument that thK legislation needs to be
strengthened.

b. [concr/-like] There is every argument thagiien in the equation.

C. [abstr/+like] There is, like, every argumemttthe UK legislation needs
to be strengthened.

d. [concr/+like] There is, like, every argumemat is given in the equation.

2 The data here are presented courtesy of Corinnei8chwith her permission, | report her experiménta
design and results in detail to make them accestibh wider research audience.
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Twelve different lexical items were constructede(s&ppendix). All nouns used are
ambiguous between an abstract and a concrete geddirthe concrete conditions, the
noun is modified by a relative clause. In the awttrconditions, the noun takes a
complementhat-clause in order to disambiguate the reading glearl

The items were distributed over four lists in aih&uare design. Furthermore, 40
distractors were added. Each list was presentéolindifferent orders. Participants were
asked to judge the naturalness of the examples/epaint scale.

2.2.3 Results

32 self-reported native speakers from the US, BritGanada and Australia were
recruited (eight per list). The overall results gien in figure 1:

95% Cl Judgment

o

. b ¥

T T T T
abstri-like concri-ike abstri+ike concri+like

Condition

Figure 1: Ratings (95% confidence interval) perdibon

The results were analysed with two repeated messAiNOVA with participants and
items as random effects. Both factors show a sgmt main effect (abstract vs.
concrete: F(1,31) = 170.927, p <.0001; FL,11) = 107.985, p <.001 ; +/-like; E,31)

= 41.543, p < .0001;,H1,11) = 68.581, p < .001). On average, sentendt®ut the
discourse particldike received a higher rating than sentences inclutlkeg Sentences
with abstract nouns were rated higher than sensewitd concrete nouns. Furthermore,
the two factors show a significant interaction (E,31) = 62.004, p < .0001; F1,11) =
126.303, p < .001). In the conditions withdikee, the difference between abstract vs.
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concrete nouns is larger than the difference batwiee two in the conditions including
like. Note that there is no difference between the itiomd +/—like, when used with
concrete nouns (((31) = 1.315, p = .198; {11) = 1.255, p = .246). They are equally
unacceptable.

2.2.4 Discussion

As Schmidt (2011) reports, the results clearly shbat the distinction between
abstract vs. concrete nouns is significant andsagteto the acceptability of DPs headed
by the strong quantifiezveryin theresentences.

Furthermore, Schmidt (2011) notes that the findiiogdike by Siegel (2002) could
not be verified, probably becausike, according to Siegel, is most common among
“adolescent girls in the US” whereas the partictpan this study comprised a larger
group of people, both older and from different cegi. Thus, the average rating for
sentences includiniike, as in (12), is also only 3.750.

(12) a. She is, like, a teacher who really listens
b. Lana hates, like, every coach.

3. Theoretical approachesto the definiteness effect
3.1 Introduction

There are a large number of previous approachéset®E in English (and other
languages). They can be divided into subgroupsrdiapg on whether they explain the DE in
the syntax, semantics or pragmaticthefesentences and definite/quantificational DPs.

3.2 Syntactic appr oaches

The major syntactic approaches to the DE seek xptamation of the DE in the
licensing of post-verbal subjects. In Safir (198#1 a1985),there and the post-verbal
subject are co-indexed, which leads to a bindingcple C violation for definite DPs
(and strong quantifiers). Safir claims that inde@rfNPs have the special property that
they can be exempt from binding at S-structurele®e(1988) claims that noun phrases
in theresentences are assigned a special case, parasee just as comparable examples
in Finnish. As definite DPs and strong quantifiare incompatible with partitive case,
they cannot occur in these positions.

As far as | can see, these approaches cannot easibunt for the exceptional
cases reported above. As they single out inde§ratethe special cases, they would need
to state that the DPs with strong quantifiers adefinite in some sense, and it is not
obvious how exactly one could make this work.

3 In the material, there is a confounding factoradétive clause vghat-complement clause. However, there
is no reason to assume that this confound hadfdwt shown here.
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3.3 Semantic approaches

Semantic approaches to the DE assume that thereasnantic incompatibility of
some sort between the meaning of strong quantiferd definite noun phrases) and the
existential construction.

Milsark (1974 and 1977) specifies the interpretatd existential sentences in his
E-Rule, basically taking the coda as the main pegdiand the pivot as the subject of this
predication.

It states that the number of individuals for whdre predicate specified in X holds
is at least one. A cardinal determiner Q can speld number of individuals for which X
holds more precisely. Strong quantifiers are exatudecause they do not denote
cardinality, but quantify, and existential quamiiion is incompatible with any other
form of quantification (over the same noun phrasds)a result, the quantifiers in English
split into two classes: strong quantifiers thatrgifg over a domain and weak quantifiers
that merely provide cardinality, as wesdme.

Keenan (1987 and 2003) elaborates on this distimdbetween the two types of
quantifiers. He calls the weak quantifiers exiséémuantifiers, as they allow a rephrasing
with an existential verb, as in (13), without am@@ in meaning. Strong quantifiers do not
pass this test, as in (14). Only the existentiahgjfiers can occur itheresentences.

(13) a. Some student is a vegetarian.
b. Some student who is a vegetarian exists. (gbesfrom Keenan 1987: 291)
(14) a Every student is a vegetarian.

b. Every student who is a vegetarian exists.njgkes from Keenan 1987: 291)

Keenan (2003) redefines the notion of existentigrgifier in terms of conservativity:
existential quantifiers are those that are conseevan their second argument (see De
Swart 1998 for an introduction to the notion), amdy these quantifiers can satisfy the
Coda Condition given in (15):

(15) Coda Condition: The coda provides the doméievaluation otheresentences.

Diesing (1992) argues that the distinction betweldsark’s strong and weak determiners
is that weak determiners allow for a cardinal andrgificational reading, while strong
determiners only allow for a quantificational ingegtation. Quantifiers (both weak and
strong) give rise to quantifier raising (= QR, $é&y 1977). As QR is prohibited there
sentences (see Heim 1987), weak noun phrasesdaemain inside the VP and only the
cardinal reading is available. At first sight, thigproach is not compatible with the data
observed here. We will see below, however, thah Wit adjustment of also allowing a
cardinal reading for strong quantifiers, it is able approach to retain this analysis.

McNally (1997 and 1998) follows a different apprba&he suggests that the DE
falls into two restrictions: (i) a restriction ormfthite noun phrases, which is essentially
pragmatic, and (ii) a semantic restriction, nanaeBortal restriction of the main predicate
there-be(which she defines as meaning the instantiatiom @roperty denoted by the
pivot) to non-particulars (i.e. kinds, sorts, végs, etc.). “Sortally restricted” basically
means that the predicate imposes semantic regirgctin its argument. She illustrates this
with the verbgatherthat semantically (not syntactically) requiredwg subject:
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(16) a. *Every girl gathered in a different square
b. Every crowd gathered in a different squarearfgles from McNally
1998: 356)

McNally's account captures the occurrence of stieunantifiers withkind-nouns, as in (17).

17y a. *There was every doctor at the convention.
b. There was every kind of doctor at the conventi@xamples from
McNally 1998: 356)

The NP in (17b) is a non-particular, while the ang€17a) is not, so the second one is
available intheresentences. As the interpretation of being a naotiepdar is a semantic
property, Zamparelli (2000) observes that it isualty a problem that th&ind-noun
needs to be overtly presenttimeresentences, even though the interpretatiokimd is
available independently of that, as the examplé38h show.

(18) a. Most insects live on average 10 months.
b. Nowadays, every computer is available in astiéwo models.
C. Each car sold in the U.S. undergoes thorougshctests. (examples from

Zamparelli 2000: 65)

Instead he proposes a complex DP structure in wéney kindis not the head of the
phrase, but originates in a lower positiandpctor of every kind

Concerning the data reported here, McNally’'s apgrazan handle the data to the
extent that we are dealing with non-particularse Thucial distinction that Schmidt (2011)
makes in her experiment, concrete vs. abstract,beaseen as the distinction between
particulars and non-particulars. However, as | ghibw below, the examples represented in
the corpus study suggest teaerydoes not have all the properties of a strong détemm
all of these examples. Thus, this approach seetrts be entirely correct.

3.4 Pragmatic appr oaches

Pragmatic approaches explain the definiteness teffederms of a pragmatic
restriction on the pivot. In Prince (1992), WarddaBirner (1995), Abbott (1992), and
Zucchi (1995), the pivot has to be new in some eeflsearer-new or non-
presuppositional). As definite DPs can only be éeaew in specific contexts, only these
occur intheresentences. Zucchi’s (1995) presuppositional adcalso extends to strong
quantifiers. Strong quantifiers presuppose thdt tlestrictor sets are non-empty. Thus, a
phrase likemost childremresupposes that there is at least one child wealkiag about.
His Felicity Condition ontheresentences disallows any presuppositions abouséhe
denoted by the noun phrase, including any presutigus about it being empty and
non-empty.

In a different line of research (see Hannay 19886tséhev and Partee 2002,
Mikkelsen 2002, Beaver et al. 2005, Francez 20ti8,pivot has to be non-topical, or
rather the focus of the clause. Combining the iddaseenan (2003) and Beaver et al.
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(2005), Francez (2007) argues that the restriatiorstrong quantifiers is due to the fact
that all proportional Generalized Quantifiers do denote second-argument conservative
quantifiers and thus, they are always topics adoegrtb Beaver’'s aboutness hypothesis.
As the pivot only allows for predicate foci, stroggantifiers cannot occur ithere
sentences. Nothing in this approach, however, gedhe difference found in the
experimental study by Schmidt (2011), nor is it iolg¢ how the corpus data can be
included in this analysis.

4. A syntax-semantic approach to the DE in English

The approach presented here basically relies osyt@ctic approach presented in
Hartmann (2008). | will show here how this approaah be extended to account for the
experimental data and add further arguments inuiagbthe proposed analysis.

4.1 The syntax of existential sentences

In Hartmann (2008), | argued for the structure xitential sentences given in
(29). | argued that the pivot is the main syntagtiedicate in a predicative phrase, in
which therefunctions as the subject. The pivot forms a complP. It contains an empty
DP-layer that is licensed and bound by the exigkguantifier. The coda is usually a
frame adverbial, restricting the situation of whttle DP is predicated (see Francez 2007
for further arguments for the coda being a framesdulal).

(19) P

there I PredExP

\ S

was there PredEx’

| S
tinere  PredEx DP

\ RN
twas D NumP
T
Spec Num’
| N
some Num NP
PN

evidence that ...
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The structure is interpreted in the following waygiven situation introduced by
thereis such that it contains an individual of the tygpel amount specified by the omplex
noun phrase. In order for that reading to arise,@Hayer of the noun phrase has to be
empty to give rise to a default licensing of thdgdr by existential closure. If the D-layer
is not empty, the list reading arises instead.

4.2 The definiteness effect

In the structure proposed in (19), the existenteslding can only arise if the
D-layer is empty. The DE is then a restriction deneents occurring in this D-layer.
Assuming the DP structure in (20) (following Bor@005 among others), strong
quantifiers are positioned in exactly this layerhefiefore theresentences are
incompatible with strong quantifiers. Those quaeitd that have their position lower than
the D-layer are possible.

(20) DP
T
strongQ D’
T
D NumP
T

weakQ Num’

/\
Num NP

The claim that the position in the DP correlatethwtrong vs. weak is by no means new
and it appears in the literature in different gais€ome studies assume that weak
quantifiers are adjectival (see Bowers 1975, Higgtham 1985, Mandelbaum 1994
among others), while others propose that they asted in a functional projection
different from and lower than DP (see ZamparellD@0Borer 2005 among others).
Strong quantifiers are either assumed to appedhdanspecifier (or head) of DP (see
Hudson 1989, Zamparelli 2000, Borer 2005 amongrsjha in a functional layer on top
of DP (cf. QP in Sportiche 1988, Giusti 1991 amasthers; for an overview see
Cardinaletti and Giusti 2006).

Evidence for the assumption that strong quantifaees hosted in the D-layer or
higher is that strong quantifiers cannot follow eficite determiner, while weak
quantifiers usually can (cf. Bowers 1975, Borer2do

(21) a. the many medals/ these several mistékeséw volunteers
b. *the most boys/ *the all boys/ *the both boys

4 As Borer (2005: 140) points out there are two etioap: somecannot occur following a quantifierthe
some boysFurthermoremostcan follow the determinethe presumably as part of a complex superlative
form (Borer 2005)the most beautiful girl.
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As we know from Milsark (1974 and 1977), some qifi@ns are ambiguous between a
weak and a strong reading, most prominestigne manyand the numerals. If we want to
derive ambiguities in meaning from ambiguities frusture, the quantifiers have to be
assumed to be in different positions for the weazk the strong readiry.

| assume the DP structure in (20), though nothigartant relies on the specific
implementation as long as weak quantifiers occupyosition lower than DP, while
strong quantifiers occupy DP or a higher position.

The DE is a combinatioaf the requirement of existential closure of the & the
lack thereof in structures in which the D-layeadctually filled.

4.3 Accounting for the corpusresults

As everyis a strong quantifier, it should be hosted in Ertayer. Therefore, it is
expected thagveryis incompatible with the existential reading. Lowkat the data from
the corpus study, we see tleaeryindeed does occur theresentences. However, these
cases are exceptional: the meaningwéryin theresentences is not a strong quantifier
reading. Intuitively speakingverydoes not quantify over a domain, but it specibes
very high amount/degree. Thus, (7) does not mearetirery reason to believe something
about the RAF exists, but that the number of remdorbelieve that was as large as it
could be.

That this approach is on the right track can be sed¢he following examples, in
which a wide-scope reading eferyis not available.

(22) Some employees should be given every oppdytuni acquire stakes of the
company they work in. (adapted from BNC, text="AM8""854")

This contrast can be seen more clearly in the viafig pair (23). (23) does not have a
wide-scope of the strong quantifier: It does noaméhat for every opportunity to finish
in time there is at least one student that hashis is clearly different in (23b), which
does have wide-scope reading such that for eveghte there is at least one student that
visits him.

(23) a. Some student has every opportunity tsliim time.
b. Some student visits every teacher.

| take this to mean that even a strong quantifier éverycan be accommodated to a
weak reading. In the tree structure in (28)erycan be accommodated to occur in the
specifier position of NumP, where it specifi®gOUNT. As, according to Borer (2005:
137ff), the quantifieeveryis base-generated low in the structure, it issupprising that
this is possible.

® There is a further issue of whether the weak/strguantifiers are heads or phrases. | do not dovethis
issue. For some of the (weak) quantifiers it imctat they occupy specifier positions as theylmphrasal:
at most five, exactly two.
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Further support for this approach comes from tlsetfaat the combination of these
nouns witheveryis comparably more frequent itheresentences than of the same nouns
occurring with another determiner, see Table 2° fest reveals that there is a significant
association between the type of determiner+nounit@ndccurrence itheresentences
( p< .0001 »* = 200). Thus, the special interpretation of thargifier plus noun makes
these combinations more prone to occur inthareenvironment than its average
distribution. Table 1 shows the hits for individualuns withthere®

everyN | there + everyN| ratio] DetN there + DetN  ratig

every reason 182 77 42 13777 1567 A1
every chance 111 46 41 9380 747 .07
every possibility 31 17 .55 6723 614 .09
every likelihood 13 13 1 954 84 .08
every indication 36 11 .31 1757 239 .13
every need 35 8 .23 15625 2215 .14
every sign 45 6 .13 3323 636 .19
every opportunity | 197 5 .02 7822 301 .03
every justification 13 5 .38 717 107 .15
every incentive 17 5 .29 760 82 .10
every prospect 10 4 4 3098 115 .03
every evidence 6 4 .67 6220 1397 2
696 201 70168 | 8104

Table 1: Number of hits afveryN vs.D + N in theresentences and ndherecontexts.

there | non-there| SUM
every + specialN 201 495 696
other-D + specialN | 8104| 62064 70168

Table 2: Number of hits afvery-Nvs.D-N in therecontexts and notherecontexts.

In sum, the crucial claim here is that #heery Nphrases found in the BNC are not
quantificational. This reading is not readily aaale because these nouns are either not
quantifiable by a distributive quantifier likeveryper se (e.gpossibility, likelihoodl or
the restrictor set over which they quantify is irdrgly difficult to be restricted (e.g. with
reason justification). This is because it is a set that cannot be didhiby time and
location variables. Therefor&very occupies a lower position in the D-structure and
specifies amount/number. As the D-layer is empthése cases, the DE does not arise.

4.4 Accounting for the experimental results

The main claim made above is that #heery+ noun combination found in the
BNC are exceptional cases because they do notieshduantificational reading, since

® Note that the nouopportunityseems to be an exception as the frequency doeshaoge between the

determiner types. It seems to me tbpportunityis rather ambiguous between a strong and weakngad
whereas the oth@very+ nouncombination prefer the weak reading.
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the noun denotes a concept that cannot be théctesf quantification. The distinction
that Schmidt (2011) makes implements this distimctindirectly. Concrete nouns are
quantifiable and the set can be restricted by wasitnal domain. Abstract nouns, in
contrast, cannot. Thus, the combinationeskry + concrete noun strongly prefers a
quantificational reading. When the strong (quacdifional) reading is not readily
available, a weak reading can be accommodated.iF tie case either if the noun is not
countable per se, as e.g. witkelihood, or the domain of quantification is difficult to
limit, as e.g. withevery Astheresentences do not allow for strong quantifiersy avak
readings ofevery occur. Yet, the weak reading is not limited to th@main ofthere-
sentences, but can be found with the respectivasiouother contexts, too.

4.5 A note on kind-nouns

The analysis provided does not obviously include tbservation about the
availability ofevery kindn theresentences.

(24) a. There was every kind of wine availabletésting.
b. ??There was every worker ready.

Kinds are quantifiable and it is not obvious the tomain of quantification could not be
limited. However, these phrases are special, becthsy seem to behave more like
indefinites than like quantifiers in other enviroamts. Carlson (1977b) already observed
that phrases likehis kind of Xcan have an existential interpretation along thesl of
bare plurals.

(25) a. Bill shot this kind of animal yesterday.
b. This kind of animal is sitting on my lawn.
C. | saw this kind of animal in the zoo. (exansgfiem Carlson 1977b: 46)

In (25a), we are not talking about a specific kofdhe type animal that has been shot,
but about some members of a specific kind of ardmghe interpretation is existential
and not definite, despite the presence of the ahner this. To account for these data,
Carlson (1977b) suggests thiais kindacts as a modifier of the noanimal

We can see this effect of a special interpretabbrihesekind-phrases also in
combination with strong quantifiers. A sentenceellohn shot every kind of animal
yesterday modelled after Carlson’s (25a), does not meanftraevery animal kind, it is
true that John shot the whole kind (and made thdmat). It means that John shot some
members of every kind of animal.

Wilkinson (1995) argues for a second readinginéi to account for the occurrence
of kind in structures likein animal of that kindin whichkind is not a modifier but rather
a simple predicate. Zamparelli (2000) takes upelamlyses and argues that the full DP
every kindis base generated lower in the structure in paredl the structureblP of D
kind. Crucially, the site where the DP ends up is N oPPDP — Predicate Determiner
Phrase — in Zamparelli's terms). Following this lgss, it becomes clear why these
strong quantifiers that range over kinds can oattoththereBE and copula structures.
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They do not modify the head noun of the structuee,wine in (24a), but the quantifier
modifies the nourkind and this phrase ends up in the specifier of Numife. resulting
structure is given in (26).

(26) adapted and simplified from Zamparelli (20006)

NumP

DP, Num’
PG

every kind  Num

It is not entirely clear to me whether the B¥ery kindreally moves from below, though.
However, what | think is true about the structigéhatkind is not the head noun. In the
existential reading pointed out for (25-a) above well as inthereBE structures and
copula structures, we are talking about animalsremabout kind$.

5. Extension: Definite DPsin existential there-sentences

As we have seen above, the data indicate that ttbags quantifierevery can
actually be reanalysed to be weak (i.e. it hasmaamical/amount reading) when combined
with a specific class of nouns. The observatiomnalysed in terms of two syntactic
positions for the strong quantifier: a lower pasitihosted in NumP and a higher strong
position in the D-layer. Crucially, in the analybisre, strong quantifiers are incompatible
with the existential reading, as the D-layer needse empty for the existential reading to
arise.

This analysis can be extended to the second hdfeoDE, namely the restriction
on the occurrence of the definite determitiner, as given in (2) above. The general line of
argumentation is the same here. We do indeed fintk @ number of noun phrases
occurring intheresentences with an existential reading. Howeversehoccurrences are
only weak readings, in the same sense above, haralynerical/amount reading, more

" This invites an alternative analysis of these pbsain terms of semi-lexical nouns, cf. van Rierksdij

(1998), Vos (1999) andanase-Dogaru (2007) for interesting proposals. db axtends to cases of definite

DPs includingkind-nouns:

0] We were invited to a ‘banquet’ on the evenifigraour arrival here, but actualligere wasn’t the
usual kind of formal speech makifBNC, text="KAL" n="366")
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traditionally the uniqueness reading of the dedimieterminer. The strong reading, i.e. the
reading it has in the specifier of D position,hie teference to known entities.

Thus, | take the DE in English to be a uniform pir@enon (contra McNally 1997)
in the sense that it is the restriction of the felawhich has to be empty. There is a
difference though between quantifiers and the defideterminer: while the former
receive a quantificational reading in the specifieD, the definite determiner receives a
discourse-related readifigfurthermore, the definite determiner naturally hesh a
strong and weak reading, while the strong quant#fieeryseems to acquire this reading
only when the quantificational reading is not sabié.

5.1 Corpusdata

Englishtheresentences can be frequently found with noun pkrasaded by the
definite determinethe. However, in many cases, this includes the liatlirey. In order to
exclude the list reading per se, the BNC was sedrfdr the combination dhere+ neg +
the, which resulted in 259 relevant hits (based ortiHann 2008).

The hits can be classified into five different gosu(i) (Multiply) modified noun
phrases; (ii) superlatives; (iii) amount relativég) The+ noun. | will argue here, that all
of these separate groups show readings of unigsesfethe definite determiner. The
uniqueness reading is analysed with the definiteerdener occurring in the weak
position; thus, this reading is compatible with &xéstential reading.

5.1.1 (Multiply) modified noun phrases

In the corpus data, we find a number of cases dfified noun phrases. They are
modified by relative clauses (with or without ardaidnal modification by an adjective,
as in (27) and (28), by to-infinitives, as in (28)d (30), or include a complement phrase,
as in (31).

(27)  The Army had taught him that, too, and the&SS#&ceptance tests had rammed the
lesson home by sending him out over the damp Br&macons with a 55-Ib
Bergen rucksack knowing he had to cover a cediiance in a certain time but
not knowing that when he had donethere wouldn't be the trucks they had
promisedbut a vague assurance of a cup of tea if he keptarching a few more
miles in that direction. (BNC, text="H86" n="1281")

(28)  But Fenella Fielding survived it all and eygd the experienceThere wasn't the
awful competitiveness that we had on sfagke told me. (BNC, text="JOW"
n="1778")

(29) There are patients here looked after by thein GPs especially on the medical
side and of course they know their GPs. The GPswktlttem and their

8 McNally (1997) argues for two types of restrictoof the DE on the basis of Catalan data, wheranitkefi
DPs are indeed possible with the existential castitn. It seems to me though that the Catalan entist
construction can be truly ambiguous between antemtisl and locative construction, similar to I&alj as
analysed in Zamparelli (2000).
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backgrounds and their relatives can come. Butnittge than just a question of
who the patients prefer to be treated byhére aren’t the doctors to run,iit’s
not much of a hospital. (BNC, text="KRM" n="487")

(30) We've seen flashes of the old Liverpool buttab often they've fallen below
acceptable standards and that's the problem +d¢basistency has gone and that
was always their hallmark. The reasons? The teaasrdbautomatically pick
itself any moreThere aren’t the players on the staff to put pressan those in
the team to perforn{BNC, text="CEP" n="1051")

(31) Pressures to reduce the impact weapons systestson the defence budget have
led to systems being purchased from abroad, invgrimom the US. In recent
years this has increased, and the US has becondeittieaant partner. Short term
this has enabled the UK to maintain a state-ofatthecapability, althouglhere
has not been the desired reduction in the totatg@etage of the defence budget
committed R&D. (BNC, text="HJ1" n="4879")

These noun phrases provide a lot of informatiorutlbaspecific referent, and the definite
determiner expresses that this referent is unignere is no mentioning of these referents
in the discourse, nor is there any indication tihegt reader is expected to know the
referent. It is introduced as a unique individual.

5.1.2 Definiteswith superlatives

Similar reasoning applies to the noun phrases witperlative adjectives. As
superlatives only hold of one individual in a givealative domain, the definite
determiner again is there to comply with this ueigess.

(32) But there is a fall-back position and thathiat the European Community have a
directive called the Environmental Impact AssessniBrective that requires that
before a major project of this type is put throdighre must be the fullest public
consultation In my view, although there’s a current debateualtbis there has
not been the fullest public consultatiamd | would er myself be minded to
invoke the er EC directive on this er in ordermpdnd er to make sure that the
the public feel they are fully aware of what thegwsals are. (BNC, text="HMP"
n="117")

An additional argument in favour of this positioonees from the so-called scale-reversal
effect, which negation gives rise to (cf. Fauconii@/5, Krifka 1995). Negation of a part
of an individual implies the negation of all highemounts of that individual. Thus, a
presuppositional reading tfere was no arises. In (33), the negation denies the lowest
amount of the scale of a sign of polite thank-yByiimplication, the reading that arises is
that there was no sign of a polite thank-you.

(33) But Doreen retained the sulkiness she’d broughthe table, and when Jean
placed fruit and cereal before hidrere was not the slightest sign of a polite
thank-you (BNC, text= "HHB" n="2861")
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5.1.3 Thewith amount reatives

Definites are also found wittherein relative clauses that embed anotitvere BE
structure: amount relatives (cf. Carlson 1977anH&b87, Grosu and Landman 1998).
The amount relatives are known to be possible wilubset of determiners. In the BNC
data, | found a few examples in which these amaalatives were embedded in an
additional theresentence. The interpretation of these phrasesrlcleacludes the
meaning of amount or number. Thus, the definitemeiner is used here to specify the
unique amount given in the complex noun phrase.ilAgae are dealing with the
uniqueness interpretation of the determiner thabisted below the D-level that needs to
be empty for the existential reading to arise.

(34) [...] although today it must be admitted thiigle people, don't get offered one
bedroom flats, but then in those daysere wasn't the shortage of
accommodation that there is toddBNC, text="F82" n="85")

(35) And it's not all honey, starting somewherssiatin the morning if you live eight
or nine miles off There were not the multitude of motorcars abouhwse days,
as there are nowbut that was one of the firms that was tryingntake it, and has
done it, like that. (BNC, text="FXU" n="128")

(36) If we start from the bottom up, I think théras been a big advance in women as
professionals, as producers, directors, startingotme into sound, quite a lot of
editors, slightly more difficult with camerad.here aren’t the professional
barriers there that | think there were ten yearea@NC, text="ATA" n="704")

5.1.4 The + noun

Finally, there are a few examples of the combimatd the definite determiner
with a simple noun. There are two subcases. Tist flass is special in that it also
implies an amount reading.

(37) Her husband is a restaurant worker. He isatiuay from 11 am. to midnight.
‘Where does he work,’ | ask. ‘| don’t know the g#a | have never been there. |
don’t know the name or address except that it ¢dub of some sort. He never
really talks about his worK-here isn’'t the timé (BNC, text="A6V" n="320")

(38) Was what it erm finally brought about the eofdthe strike in twenty six?
Pardon? What was it finally brought about the ehithe strike in nineteen twenty
six? Well it were just like | like | the unions vear't as, as er financially well off
as they were er at the present delyere was not the moneye were forced to.
(BNC, text="GYU" n="94")

The second class shows reference to a unique ewroépt,the warin (39) andthe
freedomin (40). Thus, these phrases are not discourseengtial, but rather they express
uniqueness.
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(39) She shared her home with Irina and me andhedtover us as fiercely as if we
were her own children. She could be brisk and tehgestartling turns. She was
more demonstrative than our mother, more darirgg iehibited, more fun. She
once confessed how unhappy she had been at horen iEthere hadn’t been
the war | would never have gone back.” (BNC, text="HDZ"h361")

(40)  But fox hunting doesn’t address that. Fox mgnfalls purely and simply on the
side of unnecessary cruelty. Freedom, becdlieee is not the freedom here

(BNC, text="JNB" n="413")

5.2 Analysis

In parallel to the strong vs. weak readingedfery | analyse the strong/weak
distinction with definite determiner as a distiocti that correlates with a different

syntactic position.

(41) a. Weak reading tte b. Strong reading dhe
DP DP
Py Py
D NumP the D’
Py Py
the Num’ D NumP
T PN
Num NP

|

AMOUNT/NUMBER

This analysis of the two types of Ds is supportgdan observation made by
Brugger and Prinzhorn (1996). They report that Bavahas two different definite
determiners: one that expresses uniqueness, andthateprovides reference to a
previously established discourse entity (see atde®z 1988). Brugger and Prinzhorn
(1996) also propose that these two different tyqmesipy different syntactic positions.

In sum, the fact that we indeed do find definitdedminers in Englistthere
sentences does not mean that the definite restrickbes not hold. Rather, as | propose
here, the definite determiner theresentences is restricted to one type of meaning,
namely the uniqueness reading. | take this reanimg the weak reading in the sense that
it is related to a lower projection in the deteremiphrase, labelled NumP here. Witle
in this position, the D-layer remains empty anddbéniteness effect does not arise.

6. Conclusions

This paper shows thatveryandthedo occur in existential sentences in English on
the basis of both corpus data and experimentaltsesthe main claim here is that the
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examples are only apparent exceptions to the DEiatasn, as phrased originally in
Milsark (1974, 1977): strong quantifiers are ndowed in theresentences. The major
claim here is that the occurrenceseskryandthe in theresentences are actually weak
noun phraseseveryis not quantificational anthe shows the uniqueness reading. The
occurrence okveryin theresentences depends on the type of noun it combiitbs
only abstract nouns are possible. As these nounsotaserve as restrictor for the
quantifier, accommodation is necessary; the syiotagace makes an amount reading
available. In contrast, definite DPs do not neecbaunodation but have both a strong
and weak reading readily available. | follow thelgsis in Hartmann (2008) that the DE
is a restriction on the outer D-layer in the pitmbe empty. As strong quantifiers occupy
this position the D-layer needs to be empty. Ingkeeptional casethe andeverydo not
occupy this position and therefore the DE doesanige. Thus, the cases discussed here
are only apparent exceptions to the DE. They acemional in the availability of the
weak reading.
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d.

Item 5:

Appendix: Experimental itemsfrom Schmidt (2011)

: SIGN

There is every sign that Mr. Black wants hedfsin a far tighter rein.
There is every sign that was installed.

There is, like, every sign that Mr. Black wahis staff on a far tighter rein.
There is, like, every sign that was installed.

: JUSTIFICATION

There is every justification that this woHosld be subsidised.
There is every justification that the suspeeige.

There is, like, every justification that thisrk should be subsidised.
There is, like, every justification that thespects gave.

: PROSPECT

There is every prospect that a successfabsda forthcoming.
There is every prospect that was contacted.

There is, like, every prospect that a sucoéssfason is forthcoming.
There is, like, every prospect that was cdathc

EVIDENCE

There is every evidence that protein foodstafé lamentably deficient.
There is every evidence that is relevantiergroceedings.

There is, like, every evidence that proteiodstuffs are lamentably
deficient.

There is, like, every evidence that is relé¥anthe proceedings.

ARGUMENT

a. There is every argument that the UK legislatieads to be strengthened.

b. There is every argument that is given in thaagéiqn.

c. There is, like, every argument that the UK d&gion needs to be strengthened.
d. There is, like, every argument that is givethim equation.

Item 6:

a.

b.

INCENTIVE

There is every incentive that a challengingafeguidelines has to be
produced.

There is every incentive that was spent ordéheslopment of the health
care system.

There is, like, every incentive that a chalieg set of guidelines has to
be produced.

There is, like, every incentive that was spmmthe development of the
health care system.
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(50)
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(52)

(53)
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Item 7: INTEREST

There is every interest that the student éugthis education.
There is every interest that they share.

There is, like, every interest that the stadierithers his education.
There is, like, every interest that they share

coopw

Item 8: SERVICE

There is every service that you could possitapt.

There is every service that is held at St.yiéaChapel.
There is, like, every service that you couddgibly want.
There is, like, every service that is hel&atMary’s Chapel.

coopw

ltem 9: TRUST

There is every trust that he will return hauoen.
There is every trust that is established.

There is, like, every trust that he will retdtome soon.
There is, like, every trust that is establishe

coopw

[tem 10: IMPRESSION

a. There is every impression that the global @@iions are only interested
in “dialogue” when they set the rules.

b. There is every impression that is made optiteent’s denture.

C. There is, like, every impression that the globorporations are only
interested in “dialogue” when they set the rules.

d. There is, like, every impression that is mafithe patient’s denture.

ltem 11: SIGNAL

There is every signal that one is withessorgething great.
There is every signal that was recorded.

There is, like, every signal that one is wésieg something great.
There is, like, every signal that was recorded

coopw

Item 12: DEMONSTRATION

There is every demonstration that he is ofesup intelligence.
There is every demonstration that is heldresgdhe project.

There is, like, every demonstration that hef isupreme intelligence.
There is, like, every demonstration that isl lagainst the project.

cooTpw






