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Abstract

The dissertation investigates syntactic and semantic aspects of the indefinite pronoun
system in Modern Hebrew and consists of an experimental part and a theoretical part.
The experimental part presents the grammaticality judgment task conducted to test
three theoretical questions: (1) the relation between negation and the licensing of af
‘any’ and kol ‘any’; (2) the contrast between eyze ‘some’ and eyzesehu ‘some’ in terms
of specificity; and (3) the correlation between syntactic position and free choice read-

ings. Three main theoretical findings are contributed by this work. First, it is shown

that from a typological viewpoint, Hebrew, a Semitic language, patterns with Romance
and Germanic languages, rather than Japanese-type languages, in having indefinite
pronouns specialized for particular operators available in the discourse. Second, the
thesis proposes a novel unified syntax-semantics for kol which accounts for its inter-
pretational variability. Working with the Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002) framework,
where indefinite pronouns generate sets of individual alternatives, the semantics of a
kol-modified noun phrase is formalized as a variable and containing a restriction. When
this restriction ranges over kinds, kol receives a generic reading; when the restriction
is over a contextually specified set of entities, kol has an episodic reading. In these
cases, the kol-phrase moves to the argument position of a universal quantifier which
binds the individual alternatives generated by the kol-phrase. If kol stays in situ, the
individual alternatives are allowed to expand into propositional alternatives, resulting
in the free choice reading. Third, T discuss the DP-internal structure of [eyze(N)Se-hu
(N)] and [(N) kol(N)Se-hu|, treating Se-hu as a CP. I propose that there is a correla-
tion between the postnominal position and the free choice readings of these pronouns,
suggesting that domain restrictions, usually derived in the semantics-pragmatics, may
also be encoded in the syntax. If this hypothesis is on the right track, it could provide
us with a better understanding of how and when in the process of language acquisition

domain restrictions found with indefinite pronouns are acquired.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 General overview

The dissertation explores the syntax-semantics of indefinite pronouns in Hebrew.! From
a crosslinguistic perspective, this study is relevant for theories of quantification in nat-
ural language, especially with respect to the range of interpretations and domain re-
strictions imposed on indefinite pronouns by semantic and pragmatic factors. From a
language-specific point of view, this study aims to provide a deeper understanding of
the indefinite pronoun system in Hebrew and of the particular conditions that play a

role in the licensing of indefinite pronouns in this language.

The indefinite pronouns debate dates back to the 1970s and is still very much ongoing
today. Indefinite pronouns have been argued to show quantificational force — existen-

tial (e.g. Horn 1972, Fauconnier 1979) and/or universal (e.g. Horn 1972, Carlson 1981,

T follow Haspelmath (1997) in using the term ‘pronoun’ to comprise indefinite determiners that
belong to series of indefinite pronouns, such as English some and any, and German irgendein. “Deter-
miners are not pronouns because they do not replace anything [e.g. a noun], but in traditional grammar
determiners are often treated as pronouns or at least together with pronouns” (Haspelmath, 1997:11).
From a functional point of view, Haspelmath considers as ‘indefinite pronouns’ items/determiners

whose function is to express indefinite reference.
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Dayal 1998). Indefinite pronouns have also been argued to be non-quantificational
elements (e.g. Heim 1982, Kamp 1981) — discourse variables which are bound for in-
terpretational purposes by operators available in the context. Finally, some researchers
have argued that indefinite pronouns are in fact ambiguous between quantificational and
non-quantificational or referential (e.g. Fodor and Sag 1982). A cornerstone idea due to
Partee (1986) took this a step further and proposed that indefinite pronouns might be
of different types — referential, predicative or quantificational, even within one language,
an idea which marked the beginning of crosslinguistic investigations within the tradition
of formal semantics, and has initiated hypotheses with respect to possible parameters

producing interpretational variability in noun phrases (Kratzer, 2005:3).

In this work, based on the discussion of the Hebrew data, I adopt a non-quantificational
approach to indefinite determiners, inspired, a.o., by Heim (1982), Partee (1986), and
Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002). This approach aims at preserving a common semantic
core for indefinite determiners crosslinguistically — the property of triggering sets of
individual alternatives indicating pragmatic information, similarly to wh-words (Ham-
blin 1973, Karttunen 1977, Groenendijk and Stokhof 1984, Aloni 2007), while at the
same time accounting for language-specific distributional and interpretational differ-

ences.

This dissertation examines in detail the indefinite pronoun system in Modern Hebrew,
a Semitic language, and addresses language-specific issues in comparison with similar
phenomena extensively studied in languages belonging to other language families —
such as Romance and Germanic. The intention is to find out whether these phenomena
should be considered as language-specific strategies, or as general properties of natural
languages. The main claim of the dissertation is that indefinite pronouns in Hebrew are
specialized for distinct operators (in the sense of Kratzer and Shimoyama 2002), which
renders them closer typologically to Romance and Germanic languages. For example, I
show that Hebrew and Spanish share similar agreement strategies in the licensing of free
choice indefinites. The advantage of this approach is that it provides a way of unifying

core semantic properties observed with indefinite pronouns crosslinguistically. One such
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property is that indefinite pronouns may be interpreted as variables. In addition, this
approach is suggestive of a parameter differentiating two types of languages with respect
to the source of interpretational variability found with indefinite pronouns. In type 1
languages, such as Japanese, indefinite pronouns are not restricted in their association
with discourse operators, which means that their meaning depends on that of the first
operator they encounter and are bound by. In type 2 languages, such as German,
Spanish and Hebrew, indefinite pronouns associate with particular operators, and are
typically not licensed if a different operator intervenes between them and their specific

binder.?

In this study, I take as a starting point Haspelmath’s (1997) typological study of indef-

inite pronouns across languages, summarized for Hebrew in Table 1.1.

I examine seemingly parallel pairs of indefinite pronouns in Hebrew. Af ‘any’ and kol
‘any’, for example, have been mentioned in the literature as being negative polarity
items on a par with English any (Landau 2004, Levy 2008). However, working with
indefinite pronouns is always surprising in that seemingly equivalent lexical items turn
out on closer inspection to be quite different. If examined in detail, we find that each
of these items has its own licensing conditions and is often specialized for particular

discourse functions.

2T use the term “intervener” to refer generally to syntactic or semantic restrictions within a binding

domain.

10
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Table 1.1: Indefinite pronouns series in Hebrew

Interrogative | Specific/ | Negative Free choice Negative
Nonspecific | polarity
Sehu i§ kol af /§um
Person mi misehu 18 af exad
who someone noone noone
Thing ma masehu davar kol davar sum davar
what something | nothing anything nothing
Place eyfo eyfosehu kol makom be-sum makom
where somewhere any/everywhere | be-af makom
nowhere
Time matay mataysehu kol zman af paam
when sometime any time never
Manner e exsehu
how somehow
Determiner eyze eyzesehu kol af, Sum
which some any, each any, no
a certain every, all

1.2 Syntactic and semantic assumptions

This study makes the following theoretical assumptions. Syntactically, I follow the Min-
imalist Program as proposed by Chomsky (1995, 2001, 2004). I adopt the distinction
between interpretable and uninterpretable features in that uninterpretable features are
unsaturated and need to be checked/valued by interpretable features. For example, an
indefinite determiner specified for an uninterpretable feature [uNeg] will need to have
this feature checked by an interpretable [iNeg] feature elsewhere in its immediate con-
text. Checking ‘deletes’ uninterpretable features, but not interpretable features, which
remain relevant for the interfaces — the interpretative component (LF) and the phono-
logical component (PF). The two operations via which checking may happen are Move

and Agree. 1 further assume the notion of phases according to which vP and CP are

11
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phases, and a phase extension mechanism along the lines of Den Dikken (2006, 2007).
In terms of feature checking, an uninterpretable feature in an embedded finite CP may
become “visible” for checking by an interpretable feature in a higher CP only if it is

able to move cyclically (percolate) to the edge of the next phase.

Another type of movement that is employed in this work is a Quantifier Raising—type
movement as proposed by May (1977). This movement is motivated by type-mismatch
in semantic composition and its corresponding semantic rule is predicate abstraction,

defined in (1b).

Semantically, the present work is set within the Formal Semantics tradition. I adopt the
interpretation system outlined in Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002) and Kratzer (2005).
The relevant rules of semantic composition are presented in (1). A Hamblin—style
semantics assumes that similarly to interrogatives (for which it was originally designed),
indefinite pronouns also introduce sets of individual alternatives. This constitutes a
shift from “traditional” formal semantics where lexical items denote singleton sets (i.e.

properties).

A set of individual alternatives, generated by the indefinite-modified noun phrase,
combines via Hamblin Functional Application with the verb phrase, thus expanding
into a set of propositional alternatives. These propositional alternatives are then se-
lected /bound by operators available in the context. Some indefinite pronouns are se-
lected by the first operator they encounter, as is the case in Japanese, while other
indefinite pronouns can only combine with particular operators, as is the case of Ger-
man irgendein, which may only be bound by an existential operator (Kratzer and

Shimoyama 2002, Kratzer 2005).

(1) a. Hamblin Functional Application:

If « is a branching node with daughters  and 7, and [[§]]*"¢ C D, and
[Y]]"9 € Deors, then [[a]] = {a € Dy 3b 3c [b € [[5]]"9 & ¢ € [[y]]"
& a = c(b)]}.

12
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b. Predicate abstraction:

If «v is a branching node whose daughters are an index i and 3, where [[3]]""¢

C Dy, then [[a]]*9 = {f: f € D_cos & Va [f(a) € [[B]]9l9/1]}.

c.  Pronouns and traces: For any index i, [[i]]*? = {g(i)}

I will consider indefinite/bare noun phrases (in Hebrew) to denote sets of individual
alternatives on a par with wh-words. A wh-question denotes the set of its possible

answers, as illustrated in (2).

(2)  Wh-interrogatives:

a. Who sneezed?
b. [[who]] = {John, Jim, John+Jim, ...}

c. [[who sneezed]] = {John sneezed, Jim sneezed, John+Jim sneezed, ...}

The denotation of the question in (2a) is the set of propositional alternatives in (2c).
Similarly, the denotations of sentences containing a bare singular noun phrase (in He-
brew) or an indefinite noun phrase (crosslinguistically) are taken to be sets of proposi-
tional alternatives, as exemplified in (3c) and (4c). Note that (3b) and (4b) differ with
respect to the number of individuals in their domain; the extension of the bare noun
is a singleton set, while the extension of the kol-noun is a set of individuals that must

contain at least two members.

(3)  Bare singular noun:

a. student xipes otax.

student was-looking ACC-you

‘A student was looking for you.’

b. [[student]] = {John, Jim, ...}

13
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c. [[(3a)]] = {John was looking for you, Jim was looking for you, ...}

(4)  Indefinite pronoun + noun:

a. kol yeled kibel  ugia.
KOL child received cookie

‘Each child received a cookie’
b. [[kol-child]] = {John, Jim, John+Jim, ...}
c.  [[(4a)]] = {John received a cookie, Jim received a cookie, John+Jim received

cookies, ...}

This approach to indefinite pronouns as introducing sets of alternatives has gained
many supporters in recent research, for example, Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002) and
Kratzer (2005) for German irgendein ‘any’ and Japanese indefinite pronouns, Aloni
(2007) for Italian and English, Alonso-Ovalle and Menéndez-Benito (2003, 2008) for
Spanish algin ‘some’, Menéndez-Benito (2005b) for Spanish cualquier ‘any’, Kagan
and Spector (2008) for Hebrew eyze ‘some’, among many others. This system allows
us to explain crosslinguistic variation in a principled way: if an indefinite expression
is sensitive to a particular operator, this would explain why it is not licensed if a
different operator intervenes; similarly, it also explain interpretational variability in
languages (e.g. Japanese) where indefinite expressions do not show sensitivity to par-
ticular operators, and why the respective indeterminate phrases appear to not conform
to syntactic (locality) constraints and intervention effects found with Indo-European

languages.

The dissertation is organized as follows.

14
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1.3 Dissertation outline

This dissertation investigates defining properties of the indefinite pronoun system in
Hebrew in terms of the distribution of labor between syntax, semantics and pragmat-
ics. The aim is to identify the licensing conditions of indefinite pronouns with the
future purpose of integrating the findings within the ongoing crosslinguistic research
on indefinite pronouns. One of the main claims here is that indefinite pronouns in He-
brew are “specialized” for distinct operators (in the sense of Kratzer and Shimoyama
2002) and that they are subject to restrictions at different interfaces — syntax-semantics,

semantics-pragmatics, or syntax-pragmatics.

The dissertation begins by presenting a short experimental study conducted in order to
see whether empirical data support the theoretical hypotheses put forth in this work.
Chapter 2 outlines the design and conditions employed in the grammaticality judgment
task. The main conditions tested the acceptability of the indefinite determiners com-
pared throughout the dissertation, in different contexts. For example, the acceptability
of the indefinite determiners af and kol ‘any, no’ was tested in the immediate scope and
long-distance relative to sentential negation, when embedded under different attitude
verbs. The two contrasted verbs — want and know require different syntactic structures,
which affect the agreement relations between items in the matrix clause and items in
the embedded clause. The purpose of the task was to identify the sensitivity of af and
kol to negation, in other words, to determine whether a negation operator is responsible

for their licensing. This is schematized in (5) and (6).

(5)  Immediate scope relative to negation:

a. [... want ... [that ... Neg + finite V ... af /kol ...]]
b. [... know ... [that ... Neg + finite V ... af /kol ...]]

15
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(6)  Long-distance relative to negation:

a. [... Neg + want ... [that ... finite V ... af /kol ...]]
b. [... Neg + know ... [that ... finite V ... *af /kol ..]]

Since the experiment tested pairs of indefinite determiners which are then discussed in
separate chapters, the results and the discussion of the results are presented in detail in
the respective chapters. The results for af and kol are discussed in Chapter 3 and the
results for eyze-Se-hu and kol-se-hu in Chapter 5. The results for eyze and eyze-se-hu

will be included in the Appendix, together with the experimental items.

The theoretical enterprise begins in Chapter 3, where I explore the properties of two
indefinite pronouns — af and kol, corresponding roughly to English any. In terms of
their function, these two items have been considered to belong to different indefinite
series, namely Haspelmath’s (1997) negative series versus free choice series, respectively.
It is observed that even though af and kol share certain interpretations, such as (7a),
they are subject to different licensing conditions (7b). Specifically, af is shown to
associate with a negation operator — it is specified for a [uNeg] feature. In addition, a
syntactic solution is proposed for the unexpected long-distance licensing of af, namely
domain extension in subjunctive complements, which allows [Neg| feature checking
between af and its licensor in the main clause. The results of the grammaticality
judgment task, conducted to test distributional and interpretational properties of af
and kol, support the hypothesis that af and kol have different licensing mechanisms;
particularly important is the finding that kol is not syntactically sensitive to negation

— compare (7a) with (7b).

(7) a. lo macati af /kol  Sgiya. [scope of negation]
NEG found AF/KOL mistake
‘I didn’t find any mistake.’

16
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b. kol/*af xatul hofiya. [affirmative context]
KOL/AF cat appeared

‘Each and every cat appeared.’

The observations regarding the distribution and interpretation of kol are reexamined
in Chapter 4, where it is proposed that kol is a universal indefinite pronoun, meaning
that it associates with a universal operator and is specified for a [V] feature. It is
observed that kol may have three readings: generic (8a), distributive (8b), and free

choice (8c).

(8) a. kol dov ohev dvas.

KOL bear likes honey
‘Any/Each/Every bear likes honey.’

i.e. It is a characteristic of an entity belonging to the bear—kind that they
like honey.

b. Mira hixzira kol sefer la-makom Selo.

Mira returned KOL book to-place his

‘Mira returned each book to its place.’
i.e. For each book—entity in a contextually given set of books, it is the case

that Mira returned it to its place.

c. ani muxan lagur  be-kol dira.

I willing live.INF in-KOL apartment

‘I'm willing to live in any apartment.’

i.e. Any apartment is a possible option.

I discuss kol from two perspectives: (i) the Nominal Mapping Parameter of Chierchia
(1998), and (ii) the licensing of universal indefinite pronouns such as English any and

Spanish cualquier, (9), in contexts where indefinite (bare) noun phrases would receive

17
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generic readings (Kadmon and Landman 1993, Dayal 1998, a.o., for English; Menéndez-
Benito 2010, for Spanish).

9) a. Cualquier estudiante debe trabajar duro.
‘Any student must work hard.’

(Menéndez-Benito 2010:51, adapted from Dayal, 1998:435)

b. Juan tiene que coger *cualquiera de estas cartas.
‘Juan must take any of these cards.’

(Menéndez-Benito 2010:51)

[ link the interpretation of kol to genericity and to the fact that bare singulars in Hebrew
refer to kinds (in the sense of Chierchia 1998), as well as with Menéndez-Benito’s (2010)
idea for Spanish cualquier, also a universal indefinite pronoun, where it is shown that
cualquier is licensed in the exact same contexts where a bare noun would have a generic
interpretation. I compare the interpretation of bare singular noun phrases (in Hebrew)
to that of kol-modified noun phrases and show that the licensing of kol cannot be
assumed to be related to the licensing of bare noun phrases in this language. 1 propose
that a unified semantics for kol is possible under what I will call a “distributivity
approach”. The various readings of kol may then be understood as distribution over
instances of a kind (the generic reading), distribution over individuals belonging to
a contextually salient and restricted set (the episodic reading), and distribution over

propositional alternatives (the free choice interpretation).

Another aspect of the indefinite pronoun system in Hebrew is discussed in Chapter 5,
where I examine a second pair of indefinite pronouns — prenominal eyze-sSe-hu ‘some
(or other), a certain’ (10a), and postnominal kol-Se-hu ‘any, some (or other)’ (10b), as
well as their respective split versions [eyze Noun Se-hu| ‘any’ and [kol Noun e-hu| ‘any’

(10c).

18
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(10)  a. aniroCa eyze-Se-hu  sefer.
I want which-INDEF book

‘I want some/a certain book.’

b. aniroca sefer kol-Se-hu

I want book KOL-INDEF

‘I want some/any book.’

c. aniroca kol/eyze  sefer Se-hu
I want KOL/which book INDEF

‘I want any book (whatsoever).’

The chapter explores the relationship between syntax and semantics in the licensing of
these complex indefinite pronouns and their split nominal versions. For completeness,
the above are compared with the eyze ‘some (or other)’” and kol ‘any, each, every, all’
indefinite modifiers. Pragmatically and semantically, these determiners share properties
which have been associated with two separate series of indefinite pronouns, the sehu-
series expressing indefiniteness and the kol-series expressing free choice (according to
Haspelmath’s (1997) typology). What is not discussed in Haspelmath’s typology is the
complex kol-se-hu, which leaves open the question as to what are the properties of this

complex indefinite pronoun.

Chapter 5 has its roots in the observation that an obligatory free choice reading is only
available with a postnominal indefinite determiner, either with kol-Se-hu ‘any, some
(or other)’ or with the split version kol/eyze N Se-hu ‘any’. 1 suggest that the syntax-
semantics of the Se-hu particle is responsible for the free choice effects. From a syntactic
point of view, I analyze se-hu as a complementizer phrase, whose structure includes the
complementizer Se ‘that’ and a finite IP complement hu ‘be.3sg.m’ (for example). This
amounts to a ‘that be’ meaning expressing possibility, a modal effect, indicative of free

choice. Furthermore, the pattern observed for free choice interpretations appears to
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parallel syntactic agreement patterns. In Hebrew, postnominal modifiers obligatorily
and fully ¢-agree with the noun they modify; in contrast, prenominal agreement is op-
tional and can be partial. A similar pattern is observed in terms of domain restrictions:
postnominally, the indefinite pronoun obligatorily receives a maximal free choice inter-
pretation, while prenominally, a free choice reading is optional and may be partially

restricted.

Chapter 6 concludes and summarizes the findings with respect to the indefinite pro-

nouns examined throughout the dissertation.

Chapter 7 — the appendix, has two parts. In the first part, section 7.1, I discuss issues
for future research with particular attention to the existential indefinite pronouns eyze
‘some (or other)” and eyzesehu ‘some, a certain’. I present some of the data gathered
so far, in comparison with data and proposals for German irgendein and Spanish algin
existential indefinites, and I mention some ideas that might eventually become part of an
account for the interpretational variability observed with these indefinites. In addition,
I report the experimental results obtained in the grammaticality judgment task, where
eyze and eyzeSehu were contrasted with respect to their ability to express specific
(referential) interpretations. The second part, section 7.2, includes the questionnaires
(the experimental items) in Hebrew, as they were presented to the participants in the

grammaticality judgment task.
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Chapter 2

Experimental task

2.1 Research question and hypothesis

Introduction.

The grammaticality (sentence) judgment task was concerned with the conditions which
determine the use of one indefinite expression versus another, and whether the restric-
tions are semantic, syntactic or pragmatic in nature, with the purpose of corroborating
the use of the indefinite determiners af ‘any, no’, kol ‘any, no’, eyze ‘a, some (or other)’,
eyzeSehu ‘a, some, a certain’, and kolsehu ‘any’, under various conditions (to be elabo-

rated below).

Background.

Recent studies (Kratzer 2005, Alonso-Ovalle and Menéndez-Benito 2008, Kagan and
Spector 2008), dealing with the properties of indefinite expressions crosslinguistically,
have pointed out a common semantic thread unifying the meaning of these indefinites,
while at the same time inquiring into the variation that we find with respect to the

interpretation of individual indefinite expressions. For example, the indefinite deter-
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miners eyze ‘a, some, some or other’ and eyzesehu ‘some, some or other, a certain’ can
sometimes be used interchangeably, as in (1a), while in other contexts the interpreta-
tions available for these determiners differ — eyze can express approximation, as in (1b),

while eyzesehu can express specificity, as in (1c).

(1) a. Tavi li eyze/ eyzesehu perax.
bring. FUT/IMP to-me which/which-INDEF flower

‘Bring me some flower.’

b. Dani hizmin eyze Smona xaverim.

Dani invited which eight friends

‘Dani invited some (or other) eight friends.’

c. Ani mexapeset eyzesehu zug garbaim (ha-kxulim im  ha-praxim).
[ search which-INDEF pair socks  (the-blue with the-flowers)

‘I'm looking for a certain pair of socks (the blue ones with the flowers).’

The theoretical questions raised by these data pertain to the restrictions observed with
these indefinite determiners and to the possible reasons behind these restrictions — can
we derive the available interpretations within a particular component of grammar, be
this semantic, syntactic, or pragmatic, or should we turn our attention towards an in-

terface solution?

Research hypothesis.

This study examined the possible range of interpretations that certain indefinite expres-
sions can have. When looking at this type of data, where intuitions regarding meaning
differences or similarities can at times be very subtle, it is important to back up theo-
retical observations and generalizations with empirical evidence. My hypothesis is that

these determiners are not free variants of each other, but rather, they fulfill different
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semantic, syntactic and pragmatic functions.

Three independent contrasts were tested, each involving different indefinite determiners,

as follows.

The first contrast tested the long-distance licensing with respect to main clause nega-
tion of the indefinite pronouns af and kol, when these are embedded under different

attitude verbs such as want and know. The configuration is illustrated in (2).

(2) a. [.. Neg + want ... [that ... finite V ... af /kol ..]]
b. [.. Neg + know ... [that ... finite V ... *af /kol ...]] (* = prediction')

These two attitude verbs were chosen for their specific syntactic requirements and se-
mantic properties. Semantically, want is a volitional verb and does not entail the truth
of its complement; syntactically, it requires a subjunctive complement, an environment
which allows feature checking between items in the main clause and items in the em-
bedded clause. In contrast, the verb know is a factive verb that entails the truth of
its complement; syntactically, it requires an indicative complement, an environment in
which feature checking is not possible between items in the main clause and items in
the embedded clause. These notions are explained in detail in Chapter 3. Given these
properties, we predict that main clause negation can license af or kol only in the case

of want, (3a).

This type of environment was controlled for by using items where af and kol appear
in the immediate scope of negation in the embedded clause, while the main clause

contained either want or know as main verb, as in (3).

(3) a. [.. want ... [that ... Neg + finite V ... af /kol ...]]
b. [... know ... [that ... Neg + finite V ... af /kol ...]]

!The prediction corresponds to the theory I discuss in Chapter 3.

23



Research question and hypothesis CHAPTER 2. EXPERIMENTAL TASK

An additional related control measure tested the sensitivity of af and kol to negation,
specifically, whether af and kol are licensed in the absence of sentential negation. Com-
pare (4a), where in the absence of negation af is unacceptable, with (4b), where both

determiners are licensed in the immediate scope of negation.

(4) a. Raiti *af/kol anan.
saw.1lsg AF/KOL cloud

#‘I saw any cloud.’
b. Lo raiti  af/kol anan.

NEG saw.1sg AF/KOL cloud

‘I didn’t see any cloud.’

The second contrast tested whether the determiner eyzesehu is preferred for “specific”

readings, in comparison with the determiner eyze.

(5)  Ani mexapeset eyzesehu zug garbaim (ha-kxulim im ha-praxim). [??eyze]

‘T'm looking for a certain pair of socks (the blue ones with the flowers).’

It was hypothesized that eyzesehu would be the preferred choice in contexts that induce
a specific reading. This was attempted via the use of cue words such as only and favorite,

as well as through inverse scope readings with respect to negation.

The third contrast involved the determiners eyzesehu and kolsehu and their split coun-

terparts — [eyze N Sehu| and [kol N Sehu], and tested whether there is a correlation
between: (i) the free choice effects observed with these determiners, (ii) split deter-

miner phrases, and (iii) the postnominal syntactic position. An example is given in

(6).
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(6) Le-Joe nim’as lexapes sefer mesuyam. Axshav hu muxan likro ...

Joe is tired of looking for a particular book. He’s now willing to read ...

a. *eyzesehu sefer
which-INDEF book
b. 7eyze sefer Sehu

which book INDEF

c. sefer kolsehu

book KOL-INDEF

d. kol sefer Sehu

KOL book INDEF
any book

The prediction was that postnominal determiners, and in particular the split version,

would be significantly preferred when expressing free choice.

2.2 Method

2.2.1 Participants

The study was conducted with thirty-eight native speakers of Hebrew (thirty-three
participants residing in Israel, and five participants Israelis living in Canada for less

than five years). Participation was on a voluntary basis.
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2.2.2 Materials

Each participant was presented with a questionnaire? containing thirty-two items (pairs
of sentences). Each item consisted of two sentences — a background sentence and a target

sentence. A sample is provided in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Questionnaire sample

Background sentence | Target sentence I speak like this...

always sometimes rarely mnever

Nirit wants the prizes | She does not want X

for herself. that Rachel will win af ‘any,no’ prize.

The participants were instructed to rate the acceptability of target sentences according
to whether or not they would use these sentences in day-to-day speech, and taking into
consideration the background sentences provided. A 1 to 4 rating scale was given, as
follows: always used sentence = 4; sometimes used = 3; rarely used = 2; never used =

1. The participants were not time-constrained.

2.2.3 Design

The experiment used a 2x2 design for the main conditions (to be elaborated below),
with two lists (questionnaire A and questionnaire B) of thirty-two items each. The
items on the two lists were balanced as illustrated in Table 2.2. This sample of the
experimental design shows the Long-Distance Licensing (LDL) condition, i.e. the case
where the negation licensor was in the matrix clause, while the indefinite determiner
licensee was in an embedded clause. The two subconditions (factors) here are: matriz

verb — 1.know, 2.want, and determiner — 1.af; 2.kol.

2Many thanks to Ilana Adler (in Israel) for her valuable input on the format of the questionnaire.

26



Method CHAPTER 2. EXPERIMENTAL TASK

Table 2.2: Sample of experimental design (for LDL)

Questionnaire version A (18 participants) | Questionnaire version B (20 participants)

condition 1.1 (know+af) — sentence #1 condition 1.1 (know+af) — sentence #3

condition 1.1 (know+af) — sentence #2 condition 1.1 (know+af) — sentence #4

condition 1.2 (know+kol) — sentence #3 | condition 1.2 (know+kol) — sentence #1

condition 1.2 (know+kol) — sentence #4 | condition 1.2 (know-+kol) — sentence #2

condition 2.1 (want+af) — sentence #1 condition 2.1 (want+af) — sentence #3

condition 2.1 (want+af) — sentence #2 condition 2.1 (want+af) — sentence #4

condition 2.2 (want+kol) — sentence #3 | condition 2.2 (want+kol) — sentence #1

condition 2.2 (want+kol) — sentence #4 | condition 2.2 (want+kol) — sentence #2

Each item consisted of a background-target paired sentence. The background sentence
was always grammatical and was meant to provide context for the target sentence. Some
background sentences also provided contextual cues, in that they included, for exam-
ple, the adverb only, in order to check whether the participants accept the referential
(specific) reading of the relevant determiners, in this case, eyze and eyzesehu. Target
sentences, which contained the determiners being tested, were kept constant. Since it
was expected that af and kol would be equally acceptable in the immediate scope of
sentential negation, the items in this condition were considered as “fillers” and fewer
items of this type were tested (at a 1:2 ratio relative to the conditions where differences
were expected). The appendix to the dissertation (Chapter 7, section 7.2) includes the
list of items, in Hebrew, in the order in which they appeared in questionnaire A and in

questionnaire B.

2.2.4 Stimuli

Three main conditions — Long-Distance licensing, Specificity, and Free Choice, and two
secondary conditions — Immediate Scope licensing and NPI/Negation licensing, were

tested.
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The first main condition tested whether the indefinite determiners af and kol are li-

censed long-distance (LD) with respect to matrix clause negation and depending on
the type of matrix verb — want versus know. In Hebrew, the volitional verb want se-
lects for a subjunctive (finite) clause as complement, while the factive verb know selects
an indicative clause (this is discussed in Chapter 3). Syntactically, these two construc-
tions differ in that a subjunctive clause can be said to constitute a transparent domain,
which would allow long-distance feature agreement between the embedded determiner
and its licensor in the main clause; in contrast, an indicative clause selected by a factive
verb, such as know, constitutes an opaque domain with respect to feature agreement,
and therefore, long-distance agree relations are not expected to be possible. Table 2.3

provides a sample set for this condition.

Table 2.3: Sample set of the Long-Distance Licensing condition

Condition Background sentence Target sentence (literal gloss)
1.1 know+af (A) || The judges decided to cancel Alon does not know

the prizes this year. that Lilax will win *af ‘any,no’ prize.
1.2 know+kol (B) || The judges decided to cancel Moshe does not know

the prizes this year. that Mina will win kol ‘any,no’ prize.

2.1 want+af (A) || Nirit wants the prizes for herself. | She does not want

that Rachel will win af ‘any,no’ prize.

2.2 want+kol (B) || Tova wants the prizes for herself. | She does not want

that Oranit will win kol ‘any,no’ prize.

The second main condition tested for specificity readings of the indefinite determiners

eyze ‘some (or other)” and eyzeSehu ‘some, a certain’. It was hypothesized that there is
a preference for eyzeSehu ‘some, a certain’ when referring to specific (discourse familiar)
entities. The items in this condition checked for several possibilities, such as whether
these indefinites can receive a wide-scope reading in negative contexts (inverse scope),

as in the example in (7).
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(7) Guy kana  disc sel Madonna aval lo &el Ser. hu lo  kana eyze disc.

Guy bought CD of Madonna but not of Cher. He NEG bought which CD
‘Guy bought a Madonna but not a Cher CD. He didn’t buy some CD.’

— Inverse scope reading: There is a particular CD that Guy did not buy.

Another type of item in this condition checked whether eyze and eyzesehu can refer
back to unique referents mentioned previously in the discourse if discourse cues were
present, such as the adverb only and the adjective favorite. A sample set is given in

Table 2.4.

Table 2.4: Sample set of the Specificity condition

Condition Background sentence Target sentence
1.1 specific eyze Only Eyal wrote a bad review Ron is sad, so I'm guessing
of Ron’s new designs. that he heard eyzo review...
1.2 specific eyzeSehu Only Yaron wrote a bad review | Eyal is sad, so I'm guessing
of Eyal’s new designs. that he heard eyzosehi review...
2.1 nonspecific eyze Sharon’s new designs received Sharon is sad so I'm guessing
lots of bad reviews. that he heard eyzo review...
2.2 nonspecific eyzesehu || Gil’s new designs received Gil is sad so I'm guessing
lots of bad reviews. that he heard eyzosehi review...

The third main condition tested the hypothesis that there is a correlation between pre-

versus post-nominal position and the availability of free choice readings, in sentences
with the indefinite determiners eyzesehu ‘some, a certain’ and kolsehu ‘any, some’.
What sets apart these two determiners is the fact that they participate in split deter-

miner phrases, illustrated below:
o cyzesehu N — eyze N Sehu
o N kolsehu — kol N sehu

It was hypothesized that the free choice readings are more readily available for the
postnominal determiner kolsehu and the split versions eyze N sehu and kol N sehu

(theoretical details are discussed in Chapter 5). The prediction was that kol N Sehu
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would be the most preferred determiner in free choice contexts, while eyzesehu would
be the least preferred (if allowed at all). A sample set of this condition is given in Table

2.5.

Table 2.5: Sample set of the Free Choice condition

Condition Background sentence Target sentence

1.1 Split determiner Guy wanted to wear the blue sweater He’s willing to wear

eyze N Sehu but now he’s getting really cold. eyze sweater Sehu ‘any’.
1.2 Split determiner Shimshon wanted to wear the blue sweater | He’s willing to wear

kol N sehu but now he’s getting really cold. kol sweater sehu ‘any’.
2.1 Non-split determiner || Zvi wanted to wear the blue sweater He’s willing to wear
eyzesehu N but now he’s getting really cold. 7eyzeSehu ‘some’ sweater.
2.2 Non-split determiner || Yossi wanted to wear the blue sweater He’s willing to wear

N kolsehu but now he’s getting really cold. sweater kolsehu ‘any’.

The main conditions — Long-Distance Licensing, Specificity, and Free Choice — are not
interrelated, and therefore acted as fillers for each other. In addition, two secondary
conditions — Immediate Scope Licensing and NPI/Negation Licensing — were added
to complement (control for) the Long-Distance Licensing condition. In the Immediate
Scope condition, the determiners appeared in simple sentences in the immediate scope of
sentential negation; in the NPI condition, the determiners appeared in simple sentences

in the absence of sentential negation.

The Immediate Scope condition consisted of grammatical target sentences containing

the determiners af and kol in the immediate scope of sentential negation, with the
matrix verb know and with the matrix verb want (see sample in Table 2.6). This
was meant as a control for the Long-Distance Licensing condition. Af and kol were
expected to be felicitous in the immediate scope of negation irrespective of choice of

matrix verb.
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Table 2.6: Sample set of the Immediate Scope condition

Condition Background sentence Target sentence
1.1 want, af Keren has put the toys She wants that Noa
in a secret place. will not find af ‘any’ toy.

1.2 want, kol || Rona wants the prizes for herself. | She wants that Ran

will not win kol ‘any’ prize.

2.1 know, af Tedi has been told that He knows that he will not meet af ‘any’
there aren’t bears here at all. bear during his walk today.

2.2 know, kol || Alex knows that there are He knows that he will not meet kol ‘any’
no other bears. bear during his walk today.

The NPI/Negation condition consisted of ungrammatical target sentences containing

the determiners af and kol in the absence of sentential negation, shown in Table 2.7.
It was expected that the sentence with af would be considered ungrammatical. In
retrospect, the reason for the unacceptability of these kol sentences seems to be due to

pragmatic factors (the provided context), rather than syntactic factors (sensitivity to

negation).
Table 2.7: Sample set of the NPI/Negation condition

Condition Background sentence Target sentence

1.1 af [-Neg] (subj.) | People entered the cave quietly. *Af ‘no’ bat got scared.
2.1 kol [-Neg/ (subj.) | The garden was empty. Kol ‘no’ bird was there.
1.2 af [-Neg] (obj.) The night was very cloudy. I saw *af ‘no’ star.

2.2 kol [-Neg/ (obj.) | The plate is full of pears exactly as | You ate *kol ‘no’ pear.

I left it for you in the morning.

Finally, the fillers consisted of grammatical background and target sentences unrelated
to the topic of indefinite determiners, meaning that they did not contain any of the
determiners tested here. There were four filler items per questionnaire. A sample is

provided in Table 2.8.
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Table 2.8: Sample set of fillers

Condition

Background sentence

Target sentence

Grammatical

We’re going strawberry picking tomorrow. | Hopefully it won’t rain.

The results of the grammaticality judgment task are discussed for each condition in their

respective chapters, with the exception of the eyze ‘some (or other)’ versus eyzeSehu

‘some, a certain’ contrast, which is included in the appendix (Chapter 7, section 7.1.8).

Chapter 3 addresses issues pertaining to the licensing of af and kol in the immediate

scope and long-distance relative to negation. Chapter 5 explores the relation between

DP-internal structure and free choice readings of eyze(N)sehu and kol(N)sehu.
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Chapter 3

Negative indefinites

This and the following chapters explore the licensing conditions for two seemingly equiv-
alent indefinite pronouns in Hebrew, af and kol, which have been generally considered
to be negative polarity items on a par with English any (Landau 2004, Borer 2005,
Levy 2008). Assuming that one of the defining properties of negative polarity items
is their licensibility in downward entailing or so-called affective environments (Klima
1964, Ladusaw 1979), I show that neither of these two items behave as expected in
this type of context. Furthermore, although it is clear that they share a semantic core,
similarly to other such items crosslinguistically, it is also clear that af and kol are li-
censed under different conditions; in other words, they are not sensitive to the same
restrictions. Due to its interpretational complexity, the analysis of kol is addressed in

Chapter 4, where it is proposed that kol is a universal indefinite.

I suggest that af is a negative concord indefinite. Adopting the framework proposed
in Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002), I consider indefinite pronouns in Hebrew as bound
variables, and show that they are sensitive to particular licensing operators. Af is
always sensitive to negation, on a par with negative indefinites in other languages,
for example the Polish ni- series (Haspelmath 1997, Blaszczak 1999, Penka 2007); its
syntactic specification is a [Neg| feature which agrees with and is bound by a negation

operator in its immediate context (Ladusaw 1992, Zeijlstra 2004 for [Neg|, Linebarger’s
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1987 Immediate Scope Constraint). In this chapter, I also examine contexts where af is
not in the immediate scope of its licensor, but it is licensed nonetheless, if it is allowed

to do so syntactically.

When we explore the properties of the indefinite pronoun system in Hebrew, these two
determiners provide a first piece of evidence for the various interface strategies needed
to account for the distribution and interpretation of indefinite pronouns in this language

and crosslinguistically.

3.1 Introduction

This chapter investigates the licensing conditions for two indefinite pronouns in Hebrew
— af ‘any, no’ and kol ‘any, each, every, all’. These indefinites have been assumed to
be polarity sensitive items on a par with any (Landau 2004, Borer 2005, Levy 2008). I
show that these indefinites do not always parallel any in terms of distribution, available
interpretations, quantificational force, and related properties. I begin by showing that
af is a negative concord item, licensed syntactically. This does not mean that it does
not show semantic properties that have been linked to polarity any such as domain
widening (Kadmon and Landman 1993, a.o), and I show that it does. With respect
to kol, I argue that it is not a polarity item, even though it appears to be licensed in

contexts that allow polarity any. I discuss kol in detail in Chapter 4.

The main theoretical questions to be addressed in relation to the af and kol indefinite

pronouns are:
1. What are the licensing conditions for af?
(a) Is af an indefinite specialized! for a negation operator?

(b) What is the mechanism that allows af to be licensed, unexpectedly, long-

distance relative to negation?

Tn the sense of Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002).
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2. What are the licensing conditions for kol?
(a) What are the possible interpretations of kol?

(b) Given the observation that kol appears to be ambiguous between a universal

and an existential, can we have a unified account for the interpretations of

kol?
(c) Is kol sensitive to particular operators?

The phenomenon of negative polarity has been vastly researched, primarily from the
perspective of the any-series in English. Recently, there has been a wave of language-
specific research into items that fall under the roof of negative indefinites, with the
purpose of deriving a theory that will account for their properties crosslinguistically
(e.g. Giannakidou 2000, 2006; Penka 2007). In the present chapter, I contrast the
syntactic, semantic and pragmatic properties of Hebrew af and kol. 1 argue that af
and kol share a core semantics and that their distributional differences are derived by
licensing conditions that operate at distinct interfaces: syntax-semantics, in the case
of af, versus (syntax)-semantics-pragmatics, in the case of kol. My aim is to find and

explain these licensing conditions.

I hypothesize that af is inherently negative and propose that it carries a syntactic
[Neg] feature (e.g. Zeijlstra 2004); as such, it associates with a negation operator and
is therefore a specialized indefinite in the sense of Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002) and
Kratzer (2005). This means that af is interpretable at the syntax-semantics interface.
In contrast to af, I propose that kol is not inherently negative and as such is not
specified for a [Neg] feature. A purely syntactic account cannot explain the behaviour
of kol since kol does not show the sensitivity to negative features expected under a
feature-checking account. In Chapter 4, I propose that kol, like af, is also a specialized
indefinite, which associates with a universal operator in the semantics. I argue that an
implementation in which kol is licensed at the syntax-semantics-pragmatics interface

would best explain its behaviour.
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The present chapter is organized as follows. Section 3.2 explores the assumption that
af and kol are negative polarity items sharing with English any properties such as
being licensed in negative and downward entailing contexts. A closer observation of
their distribution leads to the following conclusions: first, af and kol are not negative
polarity items on a par with English any, and second, af is a negative concord indefinite
specified syntactically for an uninterpretable [Neg] feature, which needs to be checked by
an interpretable [Neg| feature elsewhere in its immediate context; given the complexity
of kol and especially its apparent non-sensitivity to negation, the discussion of kol is
given its own chapter (Chapter 4). In section 3.3, I propose a syntax-semantics for af.
Given the predictions from this proposal, we are faced with a puzzle which is discussed
in Section 3.4, namely the availability of long-distance licensing of af in subjunctive
environments. We conclude that long-distance licensing of af is allowed via a phase-
extension/collapse mechanism. Section 3.5 presents and discusses the results of the
experimental task in which the acceptability of af was tested in the immediate scope

of negation, in non-negative contexts, and in long-distance contexts.

3.2 Af and kol in negative contexts

This section explores the distribution of af and kol in contexts which have been dis-
cussed in the literature in relation to negation, negative concord, and negative polarity.
I start by showing that Hebrew is a negative concord language and that af and kol
are sensitive to different types of negative environments. I continue by presenting argu-
ments for and against the treatment of af and kol as negative polarity items. I conclude

this section by pointing out some crucial differences between af and kol.

There are several issues that bear importance in determining our way of looking at
af and kol: what kind of language is Hebrew in relation to negation and negative
elements, and what are the peculiarities of the environments where these indefinites

appear. Hebrew has a variety of indefinite determiners roughly corresponding to the
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any series of indefinite determiners in English?. In general, determiners which appear
to be sensitive to negation have been characterized throughout the literature as being
polarity items, negative concord items (which do not contribute semantic negation),
and negative indefinites (n-words; these can be inherently negative, i.e. specified for a

[Neg] feature).

Three main approaches have been put forward in the literature and can be summarized

as follows (Zeijlstra 2004, Penka 2007):

e The first approach, Factorisation and Absorption (Zanuttini 1991, Haegeman
1995, Haegeman and Zanuttini 1996, De Swart and Sag 2002), considers all n-
words to be semantically negative such that through some semantic process, all

the negations melt together into one negative quantifier.

e The second approach takes the opposite perspective and views all n-words as non-
negative negative polarity items (Laka 1990, Ladusaw 1992, Giannakidou 1997,
2000).

e Finally, it has been suggested that n-words are ambiguous between a negative
and a non-negative interpretation. Van der Wouden and Zwarts (1993) and van
der Wouden (1994, 1997) argue that n-words are configurationally ambiguous
between semantically negative and non-negative terms. Herburger (2001) argues

that n-words are even lexically ambiguous between the two readings.

In light of these approaches, we can now consider the Hebrew data and specifically
whether af and kol are semantically negative (i.e. their meaning includes a negation),
or whether they are inherently negative (i.e. they require a negative context, but cannot

themselves contribute a negation operator).

Zeijlstra (2004) shows that similarly to Greek, Romanian and Hungarian, Hebrew ex-

hibits Strict Negative Concord, in the sense of Giannakidou (1997, 2000), as defined

2A typology of the series of (negative) indefinites in Hebrew has been presented in Chapter 1 and
follows Haspelmath (1997).
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below:
e Negative Concord: two or more negative elements yield one semantic negation.

e Strict Negative Concord: n-words are not allowed to occur by themselves, but
have to be accompanied by a single negative marker.

(Giannakidou, 1997, 2000)

Strict Negative Concord in Hebrew is illustrated in (1), where af is obligatorily accom-
panied by the negative marker lo ‘not” both pre- and postverbally (Zeijlstra, 2004:126).
Notice that unlike English any, (1d), af and kol do not need to be c-commanded by
negation at surface structure, as long as they are in the syntactic scope of negation at

LF, as shown in (1c) and (2b).

(1) a. Johnlo  mecaléel le-af exad. vs. #John mecalcel le-af exad.

John NEG calls to-AF one John calls to-AF one
‘John doesn’t call anybody.’

b. lo cilcel af exad. vs. Fcilcel af exad.
NEG called AF one called AF one
‘Nobody called.’

c. af eradlo cilcel. vs. #af exad cilcel.
AF one NEG called AF one called
‘Nobody called.’

(adapted from Zeijlstra, 2004:127)

d. #Any cat didn’t appear.

e. af eradlo  mecalcel le-af ezad.

AF one NEG calls to-AF one
‘Nobody calls anybody.’
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The polarity sensitive (existential) interpretation of kol is available under negation,

similarly to af.

(2) a. lo raiti kol  xatul.
NEG seen.1sg KOL cat

‘I didn’t see any cat.’
I didn’t see a cat. (af was suggested by native speakers as an alternative

for kol in this example)

b. kol xatullo  hofiya.

KOL cat NEG appeared
‘No cat appeared.’

Compare (2) with (3), where, in the absence of sentential negation, kol has a universal

reading.

(3) a. raiti kol  xatul.
seen.1sg KOL cat

‘I saw each and every cat.’

b. kol xatul hofiya.

KOL cat appeared

‘Each and every cat appeared.’

Levy (2008:142) presents three additional negative contexts which license af, but she

does not discuss kol in these particular contexts. Af can appear in the scope of:
1. Two nominal negators: zoser ‘lack’ and the prefix - ‘un-’;

2. The prepositional negator blz ‘without’;
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3. Two adjectival complex negators: asur ‘forbidden’ and i-efsar ‘impossible’, where

the prefix i- functions as an adjectival negator.

I have added kol to Levy’s data and provided native speakers’ judgments for the avail-
able readings of af and kol in the following examples (which are modified from Levy

(2008:142)).

(4)  Nominal negators zoser ‘lack’ and the prefix i- ‘un-’:

a. Xoser inyano be-af /kol  mikcoa metaskel.

lack interest-his in-AF/KOL subject frustrating

‘His lack of interest in any subject is frustrating.’

b. i-histatfut-xa be-af /kol  Siur  yaSpia al ha-ciun Selxa.
non-attendance-yours in-AF /KOL lesson affect.FUT on the-grade yours

‘Nonattendance at any lesson will affect your grade.’

For (4b), two interpretational possibilities were suggested by native speakers®. The first
possibility was that af would mean If you miss even one class, it doesn’t matter if you
attend the rest of the classes, the grade will still be affected; kol would mean If you miss
all the classes, the grade will be affected, but if you only miss one or two, then the grade
will not be affected. Some of the native speakers who provided this possibility found kol
unacceptable/odd in this case and preferred to have kol modify a definite plural noun
to express this meaning (all the classes). The second possibility was that af would
mean If you miss all the classes, ..., and kol would mean If you miss even one class,
... . In addition, one native speaker found kol to be ambiguous between an all and an
any interpretation. The readings appear to be due to the relative scope between the
implied conditional, and the universal reading of the indefinite pronoun. These data

show that af and kol may be licensed in contexts that do not involve direct sentential

3For these data, eight native speakers provided judgments.
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negation.

A second negative context that licenses af (Levy 2008) involves the prepositional nega-

tor without, (5). Kol is also licensed in this context and has an existential reading.

(5)  Prepositional negator bli ‘without’:

a. hi ba’a bli af /kol  matana.
she came without AF/KOL present

‘She came without any presents.’

The acceptability of af and kol in (5) may be explained by considering without as
semantically equivalent to not with, in which case we would have a local covert negation

licensing these items in its immediate scope.

Similarly, in (6a), a covert negation operator can be said to license af and kol if we
consider asur ‘forbidden’ as the semantic equivalent of ‘not allowed’; as shown in (6b),
Hebrew has an overt prefixed negator not in ‘not-possible’ that, as expected, licenses

af and kol.

(6) Adjectival complex negators asur ‘forbidden’ and i-efsar ‘impossible’:

a. asur liktof  af/kol  perax.

forbidden/not-allowed pick.INF AF/KOL flower
‘It is forbidden to pick any flowers.’

4These data also show that native speakers accept the af and kol indefinite pronouns with very
different interpretations. I address this variability in the syntax-semantics analysis I propose for af (in

this chapter) and for kol in Chapter 4.
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b. i-efSar lirot af /kol  ketem al ha-mapa.
not-possible see.INF AF/KOL stain on the-tablecloth

‘It is impossible to see any stain on the tablecloth.’

Af can also appear in elliptical answers, (7a), and in elliptical exceptive phrases, (7b),
but kol cannot, which points to semantic and syntactic differences between af and kol

that need to be explored further.’?

(7)  a. mi ba? af /*kol exad.
who came? AF/KOL one

‘Who came? No one.’

b. axalti hamon tapuxim aval af /*kol agas.

ate.lsg a-lot apples but AF/KOL pear
‘I ate a lot of apples but no pear.” (Lev, 2003:8)

So far we have looked at distributional properties of af and kol in relation to negation.
We have not yet addressed the issue of whether af and kol actually are polarity items
or rather just share some of the relevant semantic properties. The most prominent
property that has long been associated with negative polarity items, such as English
any, is the fact that they are usually licensed in downward entailing (DE) contexts
(Ladusaw, 1979). Standard downward entailing contexts (other than negation), as well

as the cases of questions and if-clauses are examined next.

Af is not licensed in non-negative downward entailing contexts. Kol is acceptable, but

its interpretation varies. With the adverb rarely, for example, kol appears to have an

existential or free choice interpretation, (8).°

5T will not address this particular puzzle in the present work.
6This example was judged “not so good” by native speakers.
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(8)  DE adversative predicate: rarely

a.

Le-itim rehokot hu mekabel kol haxlata.

rarely he takes ~ KOL decision

‘Rarely does he take any decision.’

It is rare that he takes a decision (he usually doesn’t take decisions).

More importantly, kol is able to receive a universal reading in downward entailing

contexts, (9a), and does not need an immediate negation in its environment in order

to be licensed. This shows that kol is not specified for a [Neg] feature. It should be

noted that in this type of (DE) context, any receives an existential reading, while kol

as shown in (9b), may have an existential or a universal reading. In (9b), the existential

reading of kol is made possible by the presence of negation; compare with (9a) where in

the absence of negation kol has a universal interpretation. We conclude that kol does

not have the same sensitivity to downward entailing contexts as English any, in other

words, downward entailingness is not what licenses kol. This is further supported by

data where kol is licensed with a universal reading in non-DE contexts, as in (10).

(9)  DE adversative predicate: doubt

miska be-safek Se-  ifgos kol/*af  dov.
mishka in-doubt that- meet-he. FUT KOL/AF bear

Mishka doesn’t think/doubts that he will meet every bear there is.

emphasis on kol)
rina be-safek Se- lo  itnu kol pras le-mose.

Rina in-doubt that- NEG give.3pl. FUT KOL prize to-Moses
‘Rina doubts that they won’t give a/any/every prize to Moses.’
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(10)  raiti kol  xatul.
seen.1sg KOL cat

‘I saw each and every cat.’

Doubt has sometimes been paraphrased as not think, but, at least for Hebrew af, the
implied negation in (11a) is not sufficient to license it. The idea is that doubt gives
rise to a negative implicature (see Linebarger (1987), among others, for any). This
negative implicature may license kol, but not af. An idea as to why af is licensed in
(11c), long-distance relative to negation, is that since think is a negation-raising verb,
if we have a negated think in the matrix clause, the negation is actually generated in
the embedded clause, (11b). In (11b,c), kol is ambiguous between an a and an each
and every interpretation. This ambiguity may be taken to show that the negative

implicature is not directly responsible for the licensing of kol.

(11)  a. rina be-safek Se- ta’ane al kol/*af  se’ela.

rina in-doubt that- answer.2sg.f. FUT about KOL/AF question

Rina doubts that she will answer each and every question.

b. rina xoSevet Se- lo  ta’ane al kol/af  se’ela.
rina thinks that- NEG answer.2sg.f FUT about KOL/AF question
Rina thinks that she will not answer a/every (kol) /any (af) question.
!

c. rinalo  xoSevet Se- ta’ane al kol/af  se’ela.
rina NEG thinks that- answer.2sg.f FUT about KOL/AF question
Rina thinks that she will not answer a/every (kol) /any (af) question.

(11a) also provides evidence that af and kol differ in feature composition. Later in
the chapter, I argue that the licensing conditions for af include feature checking, and
since in this case there is no overt negation operator to carry a [Neg| feature, the [Neg]

feature of af is not checked and af cannot be licensed. Kol, on the other hand, by
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lacking such a feature, is in a sense less restricted.

Lev (2003) argues against considering af and kol as polarity items, based on the fact
that downward entailing contexts, such as the quantified phrases in (12), are not enough
to license af and kol. For example, at most three is downward monotone in its first
argument, whereas at least three is not. No is also a monotone decreasing operator.

This explains the licensing positions below, for English (Lev, 2003:4):

(12) a. At most three people saw anything.
#At least three people saw anything.

b. At most three people didn’t see anything.
At least three people didn’t see anything.

In contrast, if we look at the Hebrew equivalents, the monotonicity of lexzol hayoter ‘at
most’ and lefaxot ‘at least’ does not seem to play a role in the licensing of af and kol
— af is only licensed in the immediate scope of negation, while kol receives a universal
interpretation and bears emphatic stress.” In (13b), in the immediate scope of negation,

kol is ambiguous between an existential and a universal interpretation.

(13)  a. lexol hayoter/lefaxot slosa anasim rau *af/kol seret ba-festival.
at most/at least three people saw AF/KOL movie at-the-festival
‘At most/at least three people saw every movie at the festival.” (with

emphasis on kol)

"The unstressed, default, form would be kol + plural definite noun, i.e. all the mouvies.
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b. lexol hayoter/lefaxot Slosa anasim lo  rau af/kol  seret
at most/at least three people NEG saw AF/KOL movie
ba-festival.
at-the-festival
‘At most/at least three people didn’t see aqf/kor/any af/ko/€veryp, movie at

the festival.” (with emphasis on kol for the every interpretation)

The distribution in (13) is by no means unexpected if af and kol are not polarity
items as such, but rather, they are sensitive to certain operators, instead of discourse

monotonicity properties.

Further evidence for this hypothesis may be found if we look at other contexts — ques-
tions and if-clauses, that have been shown to license negative polarity items, and any in

particular. English any can appear in the absence of negation in questions, (14):

(14)  Did you eat any cookies?

As illustrated in (15), in Hebrew, the polarity (existential) reading requires the presence
of a negation operator. In the absence of negation, kol receives a universal reading.
This is one of the cases where any, af and kol are shown to require different licensing

conditions.

(15)  QUESTIONS

a. axalta  *af/kol ugia?
ate.2sg.m AF/KOL cookie

‘Did you eat every cookie?” (with emphasis on kol)

b. af/kol agaslo  axalta?
AF/KOL pear NEG ate.3sg.m
‘You didn’t eat a/any pear?’ (modified from Lev, 2003:4)
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c. lo axalta af/kol agas?
NEG ate.3sg.m AF/KOL pear
‘You didn’t eat a/any?’

In if-clauses, kol is similar to English any in that both of them receive a free choice

interpretation.

(16)  If-CLAUSES

a. im axalta  kol/*af agas tekabel vitamin ¢

if ate.2sg.m KOL/AF pear receive.3sg.m.FUT vitamin C
‘If you ate a/any pear, you'll get vitamin C.’

(modified from Lev, 2003:4)

b. im haya kol/*af sikuy, az axSav kvar  eyn.

if was KOL/AF chance, then now already there-isn’t

‘If there was a/any chance, there isn’t one anymore.’

Finally, the semantic property that af and kol do share is widening of the domain of the
common noun phrase that they combine with (in the sense of Kadmon and Landman
1993), meaning that the set introduced by the bare indefinite noun phrase in (17a) is a
proper subset of the set introduced by the af /kol ‘any’ noun phrase in (17b). In (17b)
we are excluding all the possible pears even the ones that we might have considered in

(17a), therefore creating a stronger statement.

(17)  a. A:rhulo axal agas.

he NEG ate pear
‘He didn’t eat a pear.’
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B: But he surely must have eaten at least that tiny red pear.

b. A:(lo), hulo axal af/kol agas, (afilulo et ha-agas

(no), he NEG ate AF/KOL pear, (even not ACC the-pear
ha-katan).
the-small)

‘(No) He didn’t eat any pear, (not even the small one).’

(modified from Lev (2003:3) with additional context)

Summing up some of the differences between af and kol, so far, we know that af is
necessarily bound by overt or covert negation, while kol appears to be bound in a
variety of ways (to be discussed in detail in Chapter 4). Since it is not clear at this
point how kol is licensed, in the remainder of this chapter I will focus on af, and I will

resume decifering kol in Chapter 4.

3.3 The syntax-semantics of af

I adopt here the proposal put forth in Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002), namely the
idea that the semantics of indefinite nouns (and this extends to the semantics of bare
nouns in Hebrew) involves a domain variable D’, interpreted via a variable assignment

function g, as in (18):

(18) For all possible worlds w and variable assignments g:
g(D’) € D (D is the set of possible individuals)
[[einp Mann]|*Y = {x: xisamanin w & x € g(D’)}

(Kratzer and Shimoyama, 2002:15)

An indefinite noun phrase, such as ein mann ‘a man’ in (18), denotes a subset of the

set denoted by the noun. The relevant subset is determined by the domain variable D’,

48



The syntax-semantics of af CHAPTER 3. NEGATIVE INDEFINITES

whose value may be decided by contextual factors (Kratzer and Shimoyama, 2002:15).
One of the roles an indefinite pronoun might have is to widen the domain of the noun

phrase it modifies in such as way as to include all individuals members of D, as in

(19):

(19) For [[a]]*¢ C D,

a. [ligend—a]]*? = {x: 3g’x € [[a]]"*]}
b. [[irgend—{einp Mann] ]]*9 = {x: xisamaninw & x € g'(D")} =
= {x: xis a man in w}

(Kratzer and Shimoyama, 2002:15)

In (19), x is a member of the set of entities denoted by the noun under some variable
assignment g’; g’ assigns a value to the domain variable D’ associated with the noun.
The eventual free choice reading of an indefinite pronoun, such as irgendein, stems from

the combination of this set of entities, of which x is a member, with a quantifier.

Af is a strict negative concord indefinite, which associates with a negative operator
available in the context (in the sense of Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002) and Kratzer
(2005)). Syntactically, this relation is expressed via feature checking between the [Neg]
feature of af and the [Neg| feature of an overt or covert negative operator in its imme-

diate context.

I propose the syntax-semantics for af shown in (20); the semantics of af is the same
as the semantics of a free choice, domain widening, indefinite, as in Kratzer and Shi-

moyama (2002:15).

(20) a. Syntax: afineg
b. Semantics: [[af ]9 = {x: Ig'[x € [[a]]*]}
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The derivation of an af-utterance is illustrated in (21).%

(21) a. af kelevlo  navax.

AF dog NEG barked
‘No dog barked.’

b.  The set of dogs: {Fluffy, Fido}

c. Lexical entries:

(i) [[bark]]™9 = { x.Aw.bark(x)(w)}
(it) [[af dog]]"? = {x: 3g’[x € [[dog]]"*]}
(i) [[Neg g]]"»¢ = {Aw’. =3p [p € [[#]]"* & p(w’) = 1]} (the proposition
that is true in all the worlds in which no proposition in 3 is true)

(Kratzer and Shimoyama, 2002)

d. Assuming a Hamblin framework®, indefinite pronouns generate sets of in-
dividual alternatives:
[[DP]] = [[af—dog]]"* =
= {x: 3g'[x € [[dog]]*]} = {Fluffy, Fido, Fluffy+Fido}

e. Via Hamblin Functional Application, the VP combines with the set of
individual alternatives, which as a result expands into a set of propositional
alternatives:

[IP]] = [[VP]|([[DP]]) = [[bark]]({Flufty, Fido, Fluffy+Fido}) =
= [Ax.Aw.bark(x)(w)]({Flufty, Fido, Fluffy+Fido}) =
= {Aw.barks(Fluffy)(w), Aw.barks(Fido)(w), Aw.bark(Fluffy+Fido)(w)}

81 am leaving aside the debate with respect to high versus low negation in the syntax. Here, I will

consider the scope of negation at LF, which in terms of structure will place the negation above IP.
9See Chapter 1, section 1.2.
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f.  The expansion of alternatives in the derivation stops when the proposi-

tional alternatives are selected by a sentential operator, here negation,

resulting

[[Neg]J([[1

in singleton sets of negated propositions:

P]]) = {Aw’. =3p [p € {\w.barks(Fluffy)(w), Aw.barks(Fido)(w),

Aw.bark(Fluffy+Fido)(w)} & p(w’) = 1]}

g. (21a) is true iff it is not the case that Fluffy barks and it is not the case

that Fido barks and it is not the case that Fluffy+Fido bark.

NegP

{Aw’.—Ip[p € [[IP]]**¢ & p(w’)=1]}

NEG

IP
{Aw.barks(Fluffy)(w),
Aw.barks(Fido)(w),
Aw.bark(Fluffy+Fido)(w) }

T

DP VP
{x: 3g’[x € [[dog]]"9']} {Ax.Aw.bark(x)(w)}
{Fluffy, Fido, Fluffy+Fido}

N

af [Neg] NP
' Dxawdog(x)(w)}

Given the syntax-semantics of af, we predict af to be licensed in the immediate scope of

a negative licensor. However, a puzzling set of data shows that af may be licensed long-

distance with respect to its negation licensor. In the next section, I examine complex

sentences with af in the embedded clause and a negation licensor in the matrix clause.
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Although such a configuration is predicted to disallow af, we find evidence that af can

be licensed long-distance by negation depending on the type of matrix verb.

3.4 Licensing af long-distance

In previous studies, it has been observed that, contra predictions, sometimes af can
be licensed long-distance relative to its negation licensor. For example, Lev (2003:7-
8) notes that in a finite embedded clause af can be licensed long-distance relative to
negation with the matrix verb want, but not with matrix verb know. Similarly, Glinert
(1982:466) notes that af is licensed long-distance in the finite clausal complement of
verbs such as xasav ‘think’, he’emin ‘believe’ and ¢ipa ‘expect’, which are said to involve
negation raising, illustrated in (22). (22a) can be considered as derived underlyingly
from and equivalent in meaning to (22b), which places af in the immediate scope of its

negation licensor.

(22) a. anilo  xoSevSe- acru af ezxad.

I NEG think that- arrested.3pl AF one
‘I don’t think they arrested anyone.’

b. ani xoSev se- lo  acru af ezad.

I think that- NEG arrested.3pl AF one
‘I think they didn’t arrest anyone.’

(Glinert, 1982:466)

Glinert further notes that the above explanation does not work with all verbs, as shown
in the non-equivalent meaning of (23a) versus (23b) and the fact that af is unexpectedly

allowed in (23a).
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(23) a. lo  hivtaxti Se- af exad ya'avor.

NEG promised.1sg that- AF one pass.3sg.FUT

‘I didn’t promise that anyone would pass.’

b. hivtaxti se- af exadlo  ya'avor.

promised.1lsg that- AF one NEG pass.3sg. FUT

‘I promised that noone will pass.’

(Glinert, 1982:466)

Glinert speculates that the unexpected long-distance licensing of af in (23a) depends
on the semantics of the governing matrix verb. Both authors, Glinert (1982) and Lev
(2003), leave their observations regarding the long-distance facts to be tackled in future
research. In the next subsections I address this unresolved issue by looking into the
distribution of af in finite clausal complements of different attitude verbs — factive know

and volitional want, and I propose a solution to this puzzle.

3.4.1 Af and kol with know and want

First, we look at the distribution of af under know. When embedded under know,
af is licensed in the Immediate Scope (IS) of negation (clause-mate negation), as in
(24a), but it is not licensed Long-Distance (LD) by the matrix negation, as in (24b).
These facts are unproblematic if we consider af to be a strict negative concord item
licensed locally by negation.'® It should be noted here that, in contrast with English
where the embedded clause is non-finite, in Hebrew we have a finite clausal complement.
Syntactically, a finite clause corresponds to two separate binding domains. When the
negation is in the upper domain, it usually cannot license (via an Agree relation) an

item in the lower clausal domain.

0 ocality restrictions on negation-sensitive items have been extensively observed in the literature;

see Linebarger 1987; Ladusaw 1979, 1992; among others.
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(24) KNOW + AF

a.

Rina; yoda’at Se- hij;, lo  tedaber im af ezad. [IS]
Rina knows that- she NEG talk.FUT with AF one

‘Rina knows that she will talk to noone.’

#Rina; lo  yoda’at Se- hijjp tedaber im *af ezad. [LD]
Rina  NEG knows that- she talk.FUT with AF one

‘Rina doesn’t know that she will talk to anyone.’

Seeing how in negative contexts both af and kol may receive an existential interpreta-

tion corresponding to polarity sensitive any, we might expect kol in the next examples

to exhibit a behavior similar to that of af in the same environment. This prediction is

born out when kol is in the immediate scope of negation, (25a). However, in contrast to

af, kol is acceptable long-distance relative to negation, (25b), with a universal reading,

and it bears emphatic stress.

(25) KNOW + KOL

a.

Rina; yoda’at Se- hijn lo  tedaber im kol student. [IS]
Rina knows that- she NEG talk.FUT with KOL student

‘Rina knows that she won’t talk to any student.’
(1) Rina knows that she will not talk to any student.
(ii) Rina knows that she won’t talk to each and every student. (of a con-

textually salient group)

Rina; lo  yoda’at Se- hiy tedaber im kol student. [LD]
Rina NEG knows that- she talk.FUT with KOL student

‘Rina doesn’t know that she will talk to each and every student.” (of a
contextually salient set)
Scenario: Rina assumes that the project leader will have a discussion with

the whole group to give them a joint task; however, unbeknownst to Rina,
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the project leader will actually talk to each student individually and offer

them various tasks.

This example again shows that the licensing of kol is independent of negation, and
as such unconstrained by feature checking requirements (involving negation). In the
immediate scope of negation, an utterance with kol may be interpreted existentially or
universally; in the absence of clause-mate negation, kol is interpreted universally, as we

have seen previously for affirmative contexts.

With want-type verbs, af is licensed both in the immediate scope of a negation operator,
(26a), as expected, and long-distance, (26b), which is unexpected. The long-distance
licensing is unexpected because the embedded clause in Hebrew is a finite CP, i.e. a
“closed” phase, and not an infinitival clause, i.e. a transparent domain (which would

allow feature checking). I elaborate on these concepts in the following sections.

(26) WANT + AF

a. Rina; roca 8Se- hiy/Dina lo  tizke be-af pras. [IS]
Rina wants that- she/Dina NEG win.FUT in-AF prize
‘Rina wants her/Dina to not win any prize.’

Rina wants for things to be such that Dina will not win a prize.

b. Rina; lo rocta Se- hiy/Dina tizke be-af pras.[LD]
Rina NEG wants that- she/Dina win.FUT in-AF prize
‘Rina doesn’t want her/Dina to win any prize.’

Rina doesn’t want Dina to win a prize.

The distribution of kol is shown in (27). In contrast to af, in the long-distance scenario,
(27b), the polarity sensitive (exsitential) reading is only available if kol is modified
by Se-hu ‘whatsoever’, (27b.i); in its absence, kol has a universal reading and bears

emphatic stress, (27b.ii).
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(27) WANT + KOL

a. Rina; roca 8Se- hiy/Dina lo  tizke be-kol pras.
Rina wants that- she/Dina NEG win.FUT in-KOL prize
‘Rina wants her/Dina not to win any prize.’

(i) Rina doesn’t want Dina to win a prize.

(ii) Rina doesn’t want Dina to win every prize.

b. Rina; lo rota 8e- hiy/Dina tizke be-kol pras (Sehu).
Rina NEG wants that- she/Dina win.FUT in-KOL prize (whatsoever)
(i) Rina doesn’t want Dina to win a prize (whatsoever).

(ii) Rina doesn’t want Dina to win every prize. (emphatic stress on kol)

(27) shows not only that the licensing of kol is independent of negation, but more impor-
tantly, that kol may have a universal or an existential interpretation in the immediate
scope of negation. This suggests that perhaps the existential reading is only apparent,
in other words, that there is no existential/NPI kol as considered, for example by Levy

(2008).

Although at first glance, we seem to have the same type of syntactic environment for af
and kol, namely embedded CPs, finite clauses, which would predict a similar distribution
for the two indefinites, the data show that this is not the case. This is expected if af
and kol differ in terms of feature composition. At this point, we can conclude that
the properties of the embedding verb — epistemic/factive (know) vs. volitional (want),
play a crucial role in the distribution and licensing of af, but not of kol. The observed
difference in licensing suggests that there must be some syntactic mechanism that allows
the long-distance licensing of af with matrix verb want but not with know. Several
possibilities that could explain these facts come to mind here, such as restructuring and

neg-raising, and these are explored next.
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3.4.2 Restructuring?

We can discard the first possibility right away. Restructuring (e.g. Wurmbrand, 2001;
Hacquard, 2006) is not relevant to the Hebrew data under discussion because restruc-
turing applies to infinitivals. The embedded clauses under examination here are all
finite clauses headed by a complementizer. This complementizer is evidence for an
embedded CP, i.e., a second CP. The argument for restructuring is based on the idea
that we have a reduced clausal domain, meaning one CP (Wurmbrand, 2001; Hacquard,

2006, among others). This is not the case here.

3.4.3 Neg-raising?

Another possibility, with respect to the long-distance licensing facts under want-type
verbs, is to consider it as a case of negation-raising. As mentioned above, Glinert (1982)
notes differences between verbs such as zosev ‘think’ versus mavtiaz ‘promise’.!' He
suggests that (28a) is equivalent and perhaps derived underlyingly from (28b) by nega-
tive transportation (nowadays known as neg-raising). This means that (28a) and (28b)

share the same syntactic structure and therefore the licensing of af is expected.

(28) a. anilo xoSev Se- acru af ezad. [(28a) = (28b)]
I NEG think that- arrested.3pl AF one
‘I don’t think they arrested anyone.’

Negative transportation: [l not think [they (not) arrested anyonel]

HSimilar effects have been observed for English (Gajewski, 2007:289-290) in (i). Compare with a

non-neg-raising predicate such as say in (ii).

(i) Bill thinks that Mary is not here. = Bill doesn’t think that Mary is (not) here.

(i) Bill said that Mary is not here. # Bill didn’t say that Mary is here.
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b. ani xoSev Se- lo  acru af exad.

I think that- NEG arrested.3pl AF one
‘I think they didn’t arrest anyone.’

(examples adapted from Glinert, 1982:466)

However, Glinert shows that neg-raising does not explain the long-distance facts in
(29), since (29a) is not equivalent to (29b), meaning that they have different syntactic
structures. Since the negation in (29a) is generated in the matrix clause, it is puzzling

that af is licensed long-distance.

(29) a. lo  hivtaxti Se- af student ya’avor. [(29a) # (29b)]
NEG promised.1sg that- AF student pass.3sg.FUT

‘I didn’t promise that any student will pass.’

b.  hivtaxti Se- af student lo  ya’avor. [(29b) = (29¢)]
promised.1sg that- AF student NEG pass.3sg.FUT

‘I promised that no student will pass.’

c. hivtaxti Se- lo  ya’avor af student.

promised.1sg that- NEG pass.3sg. FUT AF student

‘I promised that no student will pass.’

(examples modified from Glinert, 1982:466)

These examples show that neg-raising cannot be the only mechanism at work in the
long-distance licensing of af. Although in some cases af can be licensed via neg-raising,
as Glinert suggests for zosev ‘think’, in other cases it cannot be neg-raising that licenses
af (the equivalence does not hold) and therefore we need a different mechanism to

explain the facts.
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The proposed solution involves phase extension/collapse (Oshima 2001, 2002, 2003;
den Dikken 2006, 2007). Oshima, in particular, discusses subjunctive environments
and obviation effects. In the next section, I show that af is licensed long-distance

precisely in this type of subjunctive environment.

3.4.4 The Hebrew subjunctive and obviation effects

Even though Hebrew does not have a lexicalized subjunctive marker, in the data under
observation here, af is licensed in a specific environment that has been characterized
as subjunctive (embedded clauses marked for future tense'?). Landau (2004) brings
several arguments as evidence for the subjunctive mood in Hebrew, concluding that

the subjunctive can be identified by a series of syntactic properties.

“The most obvious objection to the proposal that we are dealing with sub-
junctive complements [see (30) below] is based on the observation that He-
brew, unlike, e.g., Romance and Slavic, has no designated subjunctive verbal
paradigm. Thus, the complements under discussion all bear the normal fu-
ture tense inflection. This, however, cannot be taken as conclusive evidence
against the proposal that Hebrew possesses the syntactic type of subjunc-
tive clauses. After all, such one-to-many mappings between morphology
and syntax are quite common crosslinguistically. In fact, [...] the entire
family of Balkan languages grammaticalizes the subjunctive mood without
any designated verbal paradigm. Instead, a monosyllabic marker is used
to identify that mood. One can plausibly argue that this marker is null in
Hebrew. The finite Hebrew complements under discussion exhibit a cluster

of syntactic properties that naturally classifies them as subjunctives” (Lan-

dau, 2004:819).

12A complementizer introducing finite subjunctive complements has been noted in Japanese for

complements of verbs of wanting, ordering, etc. (Uchibori, 2000).
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These syntactic properties are as follows:

e Property A: The embedded tense must be future.

(30)  [Lo darasti me-Gil  [Se-pro  yedaber im  af exad]]
NEG demanded.1sg from-Gil that-pro speak.3sg.m.FUT with AF one
‘I didn’t demand of Gil that he speak to anybody.’

Landau argues that tense restrictions have been noted to signal the presence of
subjunctive complements, and play a crucial role in their analysis (Picallo 1985,
Kempchinsky 1986, Krapova 2001, a.0.). He points out that the only tense allowed
in the Hebrew control complements is future and connects this to the fact that
usually subjunctive clauses are associated with an irrealis interpretation. The
Hebrew future tense (unlike the English one) expresses the irrealis would as well
as the future will (Landau, 2004:820). This renders these clauses in Hebrew as

likely candidates for the subjunctive mood.

e Property B: Another typical subjunctive property is subject obviation. Subject

obviation consists of an obligatory disjoint reference between the subject of the
matrix clause and the subject of the embedded clause (Landau, 2004:856), i.e.
the subject of the matrix and the subject of the embedded clause cannot refer to
the same entity. This is found in Hebrew with some verbs, for example, want and
need, as illustrated in (31). In (31a), the sentence can only mean that the matrix
subject — Rina — wanted somebody else (not herself) to win the prize; similarly,

in (31b), Gil needs someone else (not himself) to know French.

(31) a. Rina; racta Se- hi. o tizke ba-pras.
Rina wanted that- she  win.3sg.f.FUT in-the-prize

‘Rina; wanted that she,;/, would win the prize.’
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b. Gil; carix Se- hu, yeda Carfatit.
Gil needs that- he know.3sg.m.FUT French
‘Gill; needs him,;/» to know French.’

(Landau, 2004:820)

Compare with promise in (32):

(32)  Gily hivtiax Se- huy/y yeda carfatit be-sof
Gil promised that- he  know.3sg.m.FUT French at-end
ha-semester.

the-semester

‘Gil promised that he/Gil/Joe will know French by the end of the semester.’
i.e., either Gil himself promised to learn French by the end of the semester,
or, Gil promised that someone else, e.g. Joe, will know French by then

(perhaps because Gil is a good French teacher).

Obviation effects are found in Hebrew with verbs such as want and need which take
subjunctive complements, but not with verbs such as know and believe which take
indicative complements. In what follows, I will assume, following Landau, that certain

attitude verbs (e.g. volitional ones) in Hebrew take subjunctive complements.!?

First, I will introduce a syntactic phase extension mechanism which I apply in Hebrew
to finite subjunctive clauses complements of volitional verbs. This mechanism does not
apply to epistemic verbs which take an indicative complement and have therefore a

different syntactic structure.

13 Avrutin and Babyonyshev (1997:254) also note that subject obviation phenomena occur in the
complements of volitional verbs (e.g. want), but not in the complements of epistemic verbs (e.g.
know), since epistemic verbs do not impose restrictions on the interpretation of the events described in
their complement clauses. This supports the findings from the Hebrew data, where subject obviation

is observed w.r.t want but not w.r.t know.
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3.4.5 Phase extension

In recent work, den Dikken (2006, 2007) proposes a phase extension mechanism imple-

mented via head-movement, as follows:

e Phase Ezxtension: syntactic movement of the head H of a phase a up to the
head X of the node  dominating « extends the phase up from a to 3; « loses
its phasehood in the process, and any constituent on the edge of a ends up in
the domain of the derived phase [ as a result of Phase Extension (den Dikken,
2006:2).

e Movement of the head H of a phrase HP embedded inside a phase ® to the head
of the phase makes both H and its maximal projection visible to probes outside

the phase (den Dikken, 2006:3).

A similar mechanism has been proposed in Oshima (2001, 2002, 2003). In the present
work, I follow Oshima’s account, since it specifically addresses the constructions under
discussion. Oshima is concerned with subjunctive constructions from a crosslinguistic
point of view, and in particular with clausal complements to predicates of volition —
volitional subjunctive clauses, which makes his account directly relevant to the issues
addressed here. Oshima notes that head movement of the subjunctive tense can give
rise to subject obviation, for example in Russian and in Romance languages. Oshima
argues that Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) notion of “(strong) phase” can be used to define the
local domain for Condition B. In order to account for the transparency of subjunctive
clauses (transparent to binding from outside, unlike the finite indicative clause), Oshima

proposes a phase collapse mechanism, explained below.

Many languages have both a subjunctive mood marker (e.g. sa in Romanian) and a
subjunctive complementizer distinct from the indicative complementizer (casyp.s.compl.
VS. CA;ND.compr i1 Romanian). Oshima (2003) takes this as evidence for the existence of
distinct complementizers also in languages which do not have two phonologically distinct

lexical items, such that for example English would have thatlsyp; and that2;yp,
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Russian would have ctolsygy; and cto2;np, etc. In the same vein, Hebrew would
have Selsypy and Se2;yp ‘that’. If this is indeed the case, then we can assume
for the Hebrew subjunctive the syntax proposed for Balkan and Romance languages
by Terzi (1992), Rivero (1994), Tsimpli (1995), Krapova (2001) and Roussou (2001),
among others, who posit a Mood projection with an irrealis feature between TP and
CP. This is illustrated for Hebrew in (33) where volitional want takes a subjunctive

complementizer (Selsyps) and a null subjunctive marker.

(33)  Hebrew /\

want CP

T

C M[RRP

subjunctive complementizer

sel supg
Mrrr TP

subjunctive marker _—_

0

In contrast, the verb know takes an indicative complement introduced by the comple-

mentizer $e2ryp, as shown in (34).

(34) N

know CP

N
C TP

§62[ND —_
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Oshima (2003) claims that the obviation effects result from head-movement of the
subjunctive tense and implements a phase collapse mechanism (Oshima 2001, 2002),
which is triggered by the raising of the subjunctive tense to a higher indicative tense.

Under this approach, V raises to v, then to T, and then to C.

(35)  Phase collapse: [...] where X% the head of a strong phase (PH), has incorpo-
rated to HY, a head, the trace ¢t of X may lose the property of projecting to a
strong phase (Oshima, 2002).

In (36) we see the movement configuration as applied to the subjunctive. If XP were
a phase, then after the movement the phase boundary would be extended. This would

result in a transparency effect, i.e. the XP boundary would now be transparent.

(36) HP

T

HY-max XP

Pl ////\:>%\\
Tty ...

X% HY

Thus, subject obviation is the result of movement of the verb complex from the sub-

ordinate clause to the matrix'*

and by doing so collapsing multiple phases into one.
This extends the binding category for Condition B (Picallo 1985, Kempchinsky 1986),
rendering the subject of the matrix and of the embedded clause subject to Condition
B. This mechanism is restricted to subjunctive complements (e.g. the finite irrealis

subjunctive clauses selected by, for example, volitional predicates such as want and

desire).

Previous studies also support the idea of extending the binding domain, for example,

Picallo (1985), Progovac (1994), Avrutin and Babyonyshev (1997), and claim that the

MFor evidence for head-raising out of a tensed clause, see Koopman 1984, among others (Oshima,

2003).
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tense dependency of the subjunctive clause triggers the extension of the local domain
for pronominals, which in our case means that we are left with a transparent clausal
boundary (i.e. we have a partial explanation as to why af can be licensed long-distance;

a complete explanation also includes feature checking).

This syntactic mechanism is illustrated below, where we have cyclical head-to-head
movement at the edges, from vy — T;{— Mood — C;— v, — Ts, thus extending the

phasal domain and allowing for long-distance feature checking.

(37) CP,(=PH,)

N

Cy TP,

N

TQ ’UPQ(:PHg)

(%

v T U1

Oshima’s proposal can be understood as the modern innovation of the view found in the
literature, that in some subjunctives, a dependent tense is responsible for extending the

binding domain (Picallo 1985, Progovac 1994, Avrutin and Babyonyshev 1997).
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3.4.6 The proposal

Recapitulating from above, we want to explain the conditions which allow af to be
unexpectedly licensed long-distance with the verb want, but not with the verb know.
This contrast is suggestive of a syntactic effect, and this effect has two contributing
factors. The first factor is related to the feature composition of af — there must be
some feature that af is specified for, and this feature interacts with the upper (matrix)
negation. Since af is inherently negative, I propose that af is specified for a [uNeg]
feature. Second, even with this feature specification, the [uNeg| feature of af is too far
away from the [iNeg| feature of the matrix negation — two phases intervene between the
two features (a vP and a CP). This is where the phase collapse mechanism comes in.
In the case of want, which takes a volitional subjunctive complement, we have V-to-C
(head) movement of the verbal complex to the matrix clause. This creates a transparent
domain by “eliminating” a strong phase (the embedded CP boundary). In turn, this
allows the [uNeg] feature of af to be checked by the [iNeg] feature on Neg® resulting in

the licensing of af. The corresponding structure is presented in (38).1

1 An important point to note here is that the claim is not that the subjunctive mood is directly
responsible for the licensing of af by creating a transparent domain which allows feature valuation.
Rather, the claim/prediction is that af would be licensed, generally, in transparent environments. An

example is provided below:

(i) Infinitivals:

a. hi lo roca [lizkot be-af pras|.
she NEG wants wins.INF in-AF prize

‘She doesn’t want to win any prize.’
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(38) Long-distance licensing with matrix verb want

NegP
/\

not [iNeg]

/\
vP
VP
want CP

(transparent boundary)

thatSUB]
PN
vP

AFpneg NP

In contrast to volitional subjunctives, e.g. want in (38), a verb such as know introduces
an indicative complement and does not trigger phase collapse. This is illustrated in

(39), where as expected, we find that af cannot be licensed across phases.
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(39) Long-distance licensing with matrix verb know

NegP
/\

NOt(Neg)

N
vP
VP
know CP

(opaque boundary)
/\

that[ND

N
vP

/\
DP

/\
*AF(neg NP

We conclude that the key is the difference in the complementation structures for the two
types of verbs. This means that in the case of want, where af is licensed long-distance,
a phase extension strategy is at work, which renders the [uNeg] feature of af visible to

the negation operator. Af is licensed through feature checking.

In order to gather evidence of the colloquial use of af in both the immediate scope
contexts and in the more problematic long-distance contexts, a grammaticality task

was conducted. The results are presented next.
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3.5 Experimental task: af and kol

The grammaticality judgment task was conducted with the purpose of verifying intu-
itions with respect to the acceptability of af in colloquial speech, in the long-distance
contexts discussed in this chapter. Af was compared with kol across contexts. The kol
data has proved problematic for two reasons. First, when the experiment was designed
af and kol were considered to have very similar properties and the variety of kol readings
was not factored in. Second, the participants were asked to rate colloquial use, and kol
is considered more formal in negative contexts which has led at least some participants
to reject the use of kol with negation. On the other hand, kol on its universal reading is
informal and widely used. For this reason, in some cases, it was not clear whether the
participants accepted kol precisely because it could be interpreted universally. These

limitations are taken into account when discussing the results obtained for kol.

3.5.1 Design

Thirty-eight native speakers of Hebrew participated in this task. Each participant was
presented with a questionnaire containing thirty-two sentences (items) to be rated. Each
item contained a background-target paired sentence. The background sentence was
always grammatical and was meant to provide some context for the target sentence. The
experiment used a 2x2 design with two balanced lists (questionnaire A and questionnaire
B). Eighteen participants were presented with version—A of the questionnaire and twenty
participants with version—B of the questionnaire. The participants were instructed to
rate the acceptability of target sentences according to whether or not they would use
these sentences in day-to-day speech, and taking into consideration the background
sentences provided. A 1 to 4 rating scale was given, as follows: always used sentence =

4; sometimes used = 3; rarely used = 2; never used = 1.
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3.5.2 Conditions

The initial hypothesis, which has been refined and modified in the theoretical analysis,
was that af and kol are always licensed by clause-mate negation, and that long-distance
licensing (in embedded clauses) relative to negation depends on the syntax-semantics
of the matrix verb. Three factors were considered when testing the hypotheses for af

and kol:

1. Clause type (whether the negation was in the embedded clause or in the matrix

clause);

2. Main verb (factive know (takes indicative complement) or volitional want (takes

subjunctive complement));
3. Determiner (af or kol).

The effect of clause type factor was divided into two conditions: Immediate Scope con-

text and Long-Distance context. The Immediate Scope condition tested the acceptabil-
ity of af and kol in the immediate scope of sentential negation, in complex sentences
in which both the negation and the determiner were in an embedded finite clause,
of the form illustrated in (40a,c); examples of target sentences are given in (40b,d),

respectively.

(40)  Immediate Scope items:

a. [... know ... [that ... Neg + finite V ... af/kol ...]|

b. Huyodea [se- lo  ifgos kol dov ba-tiul ha-yom.|
he knows that- NEG meet.FUT KOL bear in-the-trip the-day

9

‘He knows that he will not meet any bear during his walk today.

c. [... want ... [that ... Neg + finite V ... af /kol ...]]
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d.

Hi rota [se- Ranlo  izke be-kol pras.]
She wants that- Ran NEG wins.FUT in-KOL prize

‘She wants Ran not to win any prize.’

Since it was expected that af and kol would be equally acceptable in the immediate

scope of sentential negation, fewer items of this type were tested (at a 1:2 ratio relative

to the conditions where differences were expected).

The Long-Distance context tested the acceptability of af and kol in complex sentences

in which the negation was in the main clause and the determiner in an embedded

finite clause, either in the scope of matrix verb know (the indicative construction), as

in (41a,b), or in the scope of matrix verb want (the subjunctive construction), as in

(41c,d).

(41)

Long-Distance items:

&

[... Neg + know ... [that ... finite V ... *af /*kol ...]]

Hulo  yodea [se- ifgos *af dov ba-tiul ~ ha-yom.]

he NEG knows that- meet.FUT AF bear in-the-trip the-day

‘He doesn’t know that he will meet any bear during his walk today.’
[... Neg + want ... [that ... finite V ... af/kol ...]]

Hi lo roca [Sse- Rachel tizke be-af pras.]

she NEG wants that- Rachel wins.FUT in-AF prize

‘She doesn’t want Rachel to win any prize.’
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The effect of main verb factor compared for each determiner its acceptability with know

versus want relative to Immediate Scope versus Long-Distance contexts. It was pre-
dicted that the feature composition of af allows it to be licensed long-distance if the
domain is transparent, as is the case of the subjunctive construction generated with
want, but not if the domain is opaque, as is the case of indicative-selecting verbs such

as know.

Finally, the determiner preference factor compared whether af versus kol was preferred

with one of the verbs and relative to the Immediate Scope versus Long-Distance con-
texts. It was expected that af would be sensitive to the two related factors — clause-type
and verb-type, meaning that it would be equally preferred in the immediate scope con-

dition, and it would be acceptable long-distance with want, but not with know.

3.5.3 Results and discussion

The results for the immediate scope context are summarized in Table 3.1. The means
are based on a 1(never used)-to-4(always used) rating scale. The low ratings for kol
are expected considering its more formal use in negative contexts, especially when
compared with af which is informal and widely used in everyday speech in negative

contexts.

Table 3.1: The Immediate Scope condition: descriptive statistics

Condition Mean | Nr. of answers | St.dev. | Median
1.1 know+af 3.52 19 .69 4.00
1.2 know+kol || 1.00 14 .00 1.00
2.1 want+af 2.88 18 1.23 3.00
2.2 want+kol | 2.05 20 1.23 1.50

The percentages of answers per rating for each condition are summarized in Table 3.2.

For example, 63% of the answers'® rated af as “always used” in a negative factive

16The Immediate Scope condition had a total of 18 answers in questionnaire version A and 20 answers
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context.

Table 3.2: The Immediate Scope condition: percentages of answers per rating

Condition/Rating | 4=always | 3=sometimes | 2=rarely | 1=never
1.1 know+af 63% 26% 11% 0%
1.2 know+kol 0% 0% 0% 100%
2.1 want+af 44% 22% 11% 22%
2.2 want+kol 20% 15% 15% 50%

A 2x2 repeated measures analysis of variance for the Immediate Scope condition, within-
subjects effects, revealed a main effect!” of determiner af vs. kol (F(1,12) = 39.47, p
< .001), which was dominated by an interaction between type of verb and determiner
preference (F(1,12) = 14.10, p = .003). This means that af and kol were significantly
preferred or dispreferred depending on the type of verb. Kol was 100% rejected with
know and 50% with want. It is not clear why kol is rejected in factive contexts. The
result could be due either to the formal use of kol in negative contexts, or, to the

unavailability of a universal reading for kol in the Immediate Scope context.

Given the significant result presented above, a further analysis was performed, of
two-tailed paired-samples t-tests. A significant mean effect was found in two of the

pairs:
e in the determiner—kol pair — kol+know vs. kol+want: t(13)= -3.63, p = .003;
e in the verb—know pair — know+af vs. know+kol: t(12)= 11.08, p < .001.

In view of the results presented in Table 3.1 and Table 3.2, we find kol to be significantly

dispreferred with know in both comparisons. The reason why kol is more strongly

rejected in negative factive contexts is left for future consideration.'®

in questionnaire version B. There was one kol-item and one af—item per questionnaire version for each
type of verb, such that, for example, participants given version A had to rate know+af and want+kol,

and participants given version B had to rate know-+kol and want+af.
17Significance was calculated at p = .05
8Some ideas as to why kol was dispreferred have been already mentioned, such as its more formal
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The results for the long-distance condition are summarized next. It was hypothesized
that af will be unacceptable with factive know, but that due to domain transparency
both determiners should be acceptable with volitional want. The means in Table 3.3
show that, as expected, af is unacceptable long-distance with know, but it is acceptable
with want. Similar results obtain for kol although they are less sharp than for af This
discrepancy may be attributed to the fact that for af there is an actual dependency
between af and the negation in terms of licensing, while the acceptability of kol is due

to independent reasons.

Table 3.3: The Long-Distance condition: descriptive statistics

Condition Mean | Nr. of answers | St.dev. | Median
3.1 know+af 1.00 67 .00 1.00
3.2 know+kol | 1.74 74 1.04 1.00
4.1 want+af 2.90 76 1.16 3.00
4.2 want+kol || 2.30 76 1.22 2.00

Comparing percentages of answers'® per rating for each long-distance subcondition,
summarized in Table 3.4, we notice that the results with want are very similar in both
the immediate scope and in the long-distance condition (compare with Table 3.2). This
supports the trasparent domain hypothesis. Although, as expected, af is rejected long-
distance with know, kol appears to enjoy some degree of acceptability. This supports

the idea that kol, unlike af, needs not be licensed by negation.

use (relative to af); as to why kol is dispreferred in particular in factive contexts in the immediate scope
of negation, I speculate that the reason might be pragmatic in nature, perhaps to avoid redundancy
in discourse; for example, if the background sentence stated that the speaker knows that there are no
bears in the relevant context, then for that speaker to say that they know they will not meet kol bear,
and given the more colloquially used universal interpretation for kol, the utterance would be considered
odd. The small difference, in favor of the acceptability of kol under know in the long-distance scenarios,
might be attributed to the background sentences; perhaps some of the background sentences allowed

for more pragmatic “flexibility”. In future studies, this would need to be controlled for.
9The Long-Distance condition had a total of 76 answers per questionnaire version (38 speakers in

total x two items of each type per list). The statistical analysis also compared ratings of questionnaire

version A versus questionnaire version B to control for list effects.
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Table 3.4: The Long-Distance condition: percentages of answers per rating

Condition/Rating | 4=always | 3=sometimes | 2=rarely | 1=never
3.1 know+af 0% 0% 3% 97%
3.2 know+kol 9% 16% 14% 61%
4.1 want+af 43% 24% 13% 20%
4.2 want+kol 24% 22% 14% 39%

A 2x2 repeated measures ANOVA, within-subjects effects, revealed a main effect of verb
know vs. want (F(1,64) = 70.66, p < .001), which was dominated by an interaction
between type of verb and determiner preference (F(1,64) = 47.45, p < .001). There was
no significant effect of determiner type (#(1,64) = .21, p = .646). This means that the
type of verb, factive versus volitional, played a significant role in the acceptability of af
and kol, namely, both determiners were significantly rejected with factive know. In the
interaction between type of verb and chosen determiner, af was significantly preferred
with volitional want (43%) versus factive know (0%); in contrast, kol was rejected with

want at a similar percentage (39%).

Further supporting these results, a two-tailed paired-samples t-test analysis produced

significant results across the board:

o know+af vs. know+kol: t(73) = —3.24, p = .002; 97% out of 76 answers rejected

af in the context of know in comparison with 61% rejection of kol;

e want+af vs. want+kol: t(66) =—-12.65, p < .001; 43% out of 76 answers preferred

af in the context of want in comparison with only 24% for kol;

o af+know vs. af+want: t(75) = 3.50, p = .001; af was preferred long-distance

with want;

o kol+know vs. kol+want: t(65) = —5.50, p < .001; kol was preferred long-distance

with want.

The results confirm the syntactic assumptions discussed earlier in the chapter with re-
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spect to structural differences between the two types of verbs — factive versus volitional,

and their effect, especially on the licensing of af.?"

3.6 Summary

The results obtained in the grammaticality judgment task support the predictions with
respect to the licensing conditions and feature composition of af proposed in this chap-
ter. Af is a negative indefinite, which carries an uninterpretable [Neg] feature, and
therefore is dependent for its licensing on the presence of a negation operator. Af is
a specialized determiner in the sense of Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002) and Kratzer
(2005) — it must associate with a negation operator. In long-distance scenarios, depend-
ing on the type of matrix verb and the complement that the verb selects for (subjunctive
versus indicative), a syntactic phase-collapse mechanism allows the licensing of af by
enabling feature checking. Kol is examined in detail in the next chapter. For now, we
conclude that kol needs not associate with negation. It should be noted that in sen-
tences where the universal meaning of kol could have been perceived?!, these sentences
were given high acceptability ratings. The idea that kol is preferred under a univer-
sal interpretation points us towards examining kol from a universal indefinite point of

view. This hypothesis is explored in the next chapter.

20As mentioned above, it appears that there is also an effect on the acceptability of kol, namely
that kol is dispreferred to a greater extent with factive know, but the reason for this is left for future

research.
2IThese were two items, both from the long-distance condition, one with know and the other with

want.

76



Chapter 4

Universal indefinites

4.1 Introduction and data overview

This chapter explores in detail the distributional and interpretational properties of the
indefinite pronoun kol, which was initially introduced in Chapter 3. The following

theoretical questions are addressed:
1. What are the licensing conditions for kol?

2. Given the observation that kol appears to be ambiguous between a universal and

an existential, can we have a unified account for the interpretations of kol?!
3. Is kol sensitive to particular operators?

Kol will be shown to have an indefinite-like interpretation, similar to English any, as well
as a universal quantifier-like interpretation, similar to English every. This has led some

researchers, for example Levy (2008), to consider kol as two lexical items, one an indef-

Tt should be noted that other items in Hebrew also show interpretational variability. An example is
bare nouns, which may have variable interpretations, similarly to kol. The readings of bare nouns, which
in Hebrew may be of an argumental or a predicative type, would vary depending on the selectional

properties of the verb (for kind- and/or property-type arguments).
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inite, and the other a quantifier. In spite of these differences in interpretation, we want
to find out if it is possible to have a unified account for the various interpretations of
kol. Differently from Levy (2008), I suggest that a unified account for kol (as one lexical
item) is both possible and optimal. This brings us to the third question, framed within
the current debate regarding indefinite pronouns crosslinguistically, namely whether kol
is sensitive to particular operators available in the discourse, in other words, whether
there is syntactic feature agreement that corresponds to particular operators in the

semantics of these phrases, and with which kol may agree.
Descriptively, kol can have three interpretations:
1. Existential reading under negation (similar to English any),
2. Free choice and generic interpretation (similar to English any), and
3. Universal quantifier interpretation, corresponding to English each, every, and all.

I propose to analyze kol as a universal indeterminate pronoun. The main semantic and
pragmatic function of kol can be attributed to what I refer to as its “distributivity”
property. I propose a way of unifiying the different readings of kol under this notion:
(i) the free choice interpretation can be understood as distribution over propositional
alternatives, (ii) the generic reading can be interpreted as distribution over instances of
a kind, and (iii) the universal reading in episodic contexts can be defined as distribution

over a contextually salient set of individuals.

As shown in the previous chapter, the existential interpretation of kol is available in a

variety of negative contexts. An example is repeated in (1).

(1) a. kol xatullo  hofiya.

KOL cat NEG appeared
‘No cat appeared.’

It is not the case that a cat appeared.
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b. lo axalti kol ugia.

NEG ate.1sg KOL cookie

It is not the case that I ate a cookie.

We have also observed that in the absence of negation kol has a universal interpretation,

(2).

(2) kol xatul hofiya.
KOL cat appeared

‘Each and every cat appeared.’

Further examples of the universal interpretation of kol are illustrated in (3). Kol can
combine with a bare singular indefinite noun phrase, in which case it triggers a dis-
tributive reading, (3a), corresponding to the meaning of each and every. In (3a), we
get a reading where for each child in the domain, there was one cookie that s/he ate.
Kol can also combine with a singular or plural definite noun phrase, (3b,c), in which

case it has a collective reading, meaning all?.

(3) a. kol yeled axal ugia. [kol + indef.N.sg]
KOL child ate cookie

‘Each and every child ate a cookie.’

b. Daniaxal et kol ha-uga. [kol + def.N.sg]
Dani ate ACC KOL the-cake

‘Dani ate the whole cake.’

c. kol ha-yeladim axlu ugiot. [kol + def.N.pl]

KOL the-children ate cookies
‘All the children ate cookies.’

2T will not discuss these data in the present work; they are added for completeness.
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The free choice interpretation of kol is illustrated in (4).

(4)  ani muxan lagur  be-kol dira.

I willing live.INF in-KOL apartment

‘I'm willing to live in any apartment.’

Finally, the generic interpretation of kol is shown in (5).

(5) kol dov ohev dvas.
KOL bear likes honey
‘Any/Every bear likes honey.’

Kol is acceptable in non-negative downward entailing contexts, such as rarely, doubt,

and if-clauses.?

In these contexts, kol usually receives a universal interpretation,
(6b,c,e.ii); however, note that an existential interpretation is also possible, (6a,e.i),

if slightly dispreferred by native speakers.

(6)  a. 7Le-itim rehokot hu mekabel kol haxlata.

rarely he takes  KOL decision

‘Rarely does he take any decision.’

It is rare that he takes a decision (he usually doesn’t take decisions).

b. Rina be-safek Se- kol arnav yekabel gezer.

Rina in-doubt that- KOL rabbit get.FUT carrot

Rina doubts that each and every rabbit will get a carrot.

3Six native speakers provided judgments for these data, except for (d) which is an example from

Lev (2003).
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c. Rina be-safek se- itnu pras le-kol zamar.

Rina in-doubt that- give.FUT prize to-KOL singer

Rina doubts that each and every singer will receive a prize.

d. im axalta kol agas tekabel vitamin c.

if ate.2sg.m KOL pear receive.3sg.m.FUT vitamin C

‘If you ate any pear, you'll get vitamin C.’
If you ate a pear, ...
(modified from Lev, 2003:4)

e. 7im axalta kol ugia, lo  tihie raev  le-aruxat erev.

if ate.3sg.m KOL cookie NEG be.3sg.m.FUT hungry to-meal evening

‘If you ate any cookie, you won’t be hungry for dinner.’
(i) If you ate a cookie, ... (a bare noun was suggested for this reading)
(i) If you ate each and every cookie, ... (kol with a definite plural noun is

preferred here)

In the scope of quantified phrases such as at least and at most, only the universal

reading of kol is acceptable. The same holds for question environments.

(7)  lexol hayoter /lefaxot §losa anasim rau kol seret ba-festival.

at most /at least three people saw KOL movie at-the-festival

‘At most/at least three people saw each and every movie at the festival.’

A preliminary generalization: In the presence of negation, kol receives an existential

reading. In the absence of negation, kol receives a universal reading. The latter case
includes generic and free choice environments. Understood in the sense of Kratzer and
Shimoyama (2002), kol appears to be similar to Japanese indeterminate pronouns in
being able to associate with different sentential operators. This generalization will be

modified at a later point in the chapter, where an analysis of kol is proposed.
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Assuming for now that kol may have both an existential and a universal reading, next,
we consider kol in comparison with English any, a determiner quite similar to kol, in

that they both exhibit existential-universal interpretational variability.

4.1.1 Kol and any

The ambiguity of English any is illustrated in the contrast in (8) versus (9); in (8) any
has a polarity sensitive (existential) reading, while in (9) it is interpreted generically

(universal reading) (Horn, 2005:180).

(8) a. Ididn’t see any pigs.
b. Can any pigs fly?

(9) a. I can catch any raven.

b. Can ANY raven fly?

This ambiguity has sparked three major theoretical approaches in the literature on

English any:

e The first, universal quantifier approach, advocated by Horn (1972, chapter 3)
and LeGrand (1975), among others, views any unambiguously as a wide-scope

universal quantifier.

e The second, ambiguist (quantificational) approach, advocated by Horn (1972,
chapter 2), Ladusaw (1979), Carlson (1981), Linebarger (1981) and Dayal (1998),
a.0., suggests that there are two lexical items any, an existential quantifier and a

universal quantifier.

e The third approach, Kadmon and Landman (1993), Horn (2005), a.o., consider
any as a Heimian indefinite (a bound variable, with no quantificational force) and

suggest that a unified account for any under this approach is both feasible and
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more explanatory.

For kol, whose function covers more interpretations than English any, the above debate
is also quite pertinent. English has the unambiguous universal quantifier every; in He-
brew the meaning of this quantifier is expressed via kol. English also has a distributive
determiner each, and its function is also fulfilled by kol. Finally, English has the con-
troversial any on whose semantics researchers have difficulty agreeing, and kol appears

to correspond to this item as well.

A short discussion of Hebrew kol can be found in Levy’s (2008) dissertation on English
any, where she argues in favor of a Kadmon and Landman (1993) account for any. With

respect to the different types of kol, Levy (2008:166) explores three possibilities:
1. Kol is lexically unambiguous and its uses are a reflex of a universal quantifier;

2. Kol is lexically ambiguous, with polarity sensitive kol considered a reflex of an ex-
istential quantifier, and free choice kol considered a reflex of a universal quantifier

on a par with universal kol;

3. Quantificational kol is universal, while polarity sensitive kol and free choice kol

are reflexes of the same lexical item.

The first option is the universal quantifier approach. The second option parallels the
ambiguist quantificational approach, where we have two separate quantifiers. The third
option assumes a universal quantifier kol, meaning every, and an existential indefinite

kol, which can have two readings — polarity sensitive and free choice.

Basically, we need to understand whether there is one lexical item kol that is a regular
universal quantifier, and another lexical item kol, an indefinite whose meaning is linked
to contextual properties. In order to decide which of the above options makes sense for
kol, Levy uses Horn’s (1972) tests for identifying the quantificational force of kol (or
lack thereof); the argumentation runs parallel to that of English any. T return to this

comparison shortly.
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Next, I show that quantificational approaches cannot account for kol. The idea that I
defend in this thesis is that we have one lexical item kol, a bound variable, which can

perform different semantic/discourse functions.

4.1.2 Unambiguous universal quantification

The proponents of the unitarian-universalist approach (similarly to other unified ap-
proaches) aim at reducing unnecessary lexical ambiguity. In this framework, any has
been considered a wide-scope universal (Reichenbach, 1947; Quine, 1960), and, later
on, a universal determiner taking immediate scope with respect to its trigger, be it a

‘=’ {7, or ‘Gen’ operator.

(10)  a. I canread any book.
b.  Vx[(book,x) — ¢(I-read,x)]

This approach, however, has proven to be empirically wrong (Horn, 2005:180). For ex-
ample, (11a) cannot have the interpretation in (11b); it must receive the interpretation

in (11c).

(11) a. I wonder if Susan married anybody.
b. #Vx(I wonder if Susan married x)’

c.  ‘(3x)(Susan married x)’ (Fauconnier, 1979:297-298)

In this scenario, Hebrew relies on the unambiguously existential indefinite determiner
misehu (who-INDEF) ‘someone’ (and does not use kol). The use of any in this case
contradicts the unambiguist universal hypothesis by showing existential-like properties.
The fact that Hebrew uses an existential determiner for (11) instead of kol may suggest
that kol cannot introduce existential quantification, but that it is used for a ‘universal’

function. As we will see later on, we find this disambiguation strategy in other cases as
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well. The two options available in Hebrew for expressing the meaning intended in (11)

are given in (12).

(12)  a. anitoha im Suzan hitxatna im miSehu/*kol.

I wonder if Susan married with who-INDEF /KOL

‘I wonder if Susan married somebody.’

b. ani toha im Suzan hitxatna im kulam.

I wonder if Susan married with KOL.3pl

‘I wonder if Susan married them all (everyone).’

Furthermore, the unambiguist universal approach cannot account for instances of po-

larity sensitive any such as (13) (see also (11)).

(13) I didn’t see any bird.

(13) can only have a polarity sensitive interpretation; if the negation is removed, the
sentence becomes ungrammatical. In contrast, in Hebrew, the sentence is grammatical
both with and without the negation, with different readings. In the scope of negation,
kol has an existential reading, (14a), while in the absence of negation, it has a universal
reading, (14b). This data is key to rejecting the unambiguous universal quantification

approach in the case of kol.

(14) a. lo raiti kol ¢&ipor.
NEG saw.1sg KOL bird

I didn’t see a bird. (af was suggested as an alternative for kol)
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b. raiti kol  ¢ipor.
saw.1sg KOL bird
‘I saw every bird.” (kol bears emphatic stress)
Scenario: At a bird sanctuary, my friend who wanted to see all the birds

announces that she has now seen each and every bird.

It should be noted that (14b) is considered as the marked form. The default form would
be an utterance where kol modifies a definite plural noun phrase (e.g. kol/all the birds).

Pragmatic input plays a crucial role here.

These data cannot be explained if we assume the unambiguist universal approach. We

conclude, for now, that this approach is insufficient to explain the kol facts.

Further evidence against the unambiguist hypothesis comes from Levy (2008), who
claims that kol cannot be interpreted as a wide scope universal in downward entailing
contexts, (15a), nor in intensional negative contexts, (15b) (Levy, 2008:171). This is

meant to show that kol cannot have universal quantificational force.

(15)  a. ani be-safek im/Se- yes kol  keSer beyn  ha-mikrim.
I doubt if/that there-is KOL connection between the-cases
‘I doubt that there is any connection between the cases.’

There is no connection between the cases.

b. lo  hugsa kol haca’a.
NEG submitted(passive) KOL proposal

‘No offer was submitted.’

(modified from Levy, 2008:171)

Finally, the unambiguist proponents cite certain environments which are known for their
preference for universals (adverbs such as almost and absolutely) versus existentials

(there-insertion), (16).
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(16)  a. Absolutely anyone/everyone/*someone can read this book. (free choice,

universal reading only)

b. If there is anyone/someone/*everyone who can cook this fish, it is Alton.

(negative polarity, existential reading only)

In Hebrew, kol has a free choice reading in an “absolutely” scenario (17a), and is

disallowed in the existential there-construction (17b).

a. ol-exad yexol likro et a~sefer ha-ze.
17 kol d 1 lik ha-sefer h
KOL-one can read.INF ACC the-book the-this

‘Anyone can read this book.’

b. im yes misehu/ *kol-exad Se-  yexol levasel et  ha-dag
if there-is who-INDEF/ KOL-one that- can cook.INF ACC the-fish
ha-ze, ze Alton.

the-this, this Alton

‘If there is someone/anyone who can cook this fish, it is Alton.’

The data in (16), which do not appear to support the unambiguous universal quan-
tification hypothesis with respect to any, are discussed next. Kol data is added for

comparison.

4.1.3 Ambiguous quantification

Data showing that any is able to receive either a universal, or an existential reading,
or both, has motivated the ambiguist, but still quantificational, approach to any. Ac-
cording to this approach, there are two anys — one, a universal quantifier, the other, an

existential quantifier. Taking this approach, Carlson (1981) uses three tests (four, if we
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take into account scope ambiguities) to show the quantificational nature of any.

The first test involves any in the context of adverbs such as nearly, almost and abso-
lutely, which are known for their preference for universals. These adverbs allow free

choice (FC) any but not polarity sensitive (PS) any.

(18)  a. Nearly anyone can ride a bike. [FC]

b. #Did almost anyone just walk into the room? [*PS]
(Carlson, 1981:9)

In the scope of almost, kol also receives a universal reading:

(19)  a. kim’at kol student kibel  ugia.

almost KOL student received cookie

‘Almost every student received a cookie.’

b. ha-talmid Se- moce kim’at kol Sgiya, yekabel pras.

the-student that- finds almost KOL mistake, receive. FUT prize

‘The student who finds almost every mistake will receive a prize.’

c. kim’at kol talmid Se- yes lo inyan  be-semantica yexol
almost KOL student that- there-is to-him interest in-semantics can
lehirasem  la-kurs ha-ze.

register.INF to-the-course the-this

‘Almost every student who has an interest in semantics can register for

this course.’

However, Horn (2005) shows that it is not always the case that ‘universal’ adverbs re-

quire universals; sometimes existential readings are allowed, as for PS-any in (20a):
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(20)  a. If you eat absolutely any meat, you're not a vegetarian. [PS]

b. If you eat absolutely any meat, you're not a Kosher Jew. [FC]
(Horn, 2005:196)

(20) can be taken as evidence for two things; first, it was assumed that the universal
reading is related to the adverb which introduces universal quantification, but this
appears not to be the case (universal absolutely cannot be considered responsible for
the existential (PS) vs. universal (FC) meaning of any); second, the universal and the
existential flavors of any appear to be context dependent (whether the speaker means
‘piece of” or ‘type of” can only be understood from the context). In Hebrew, kol cannot

be used in the above scenarios — an existential determiner would be used instead.

The second test discussed by Carlson (1981) in support of a quantificational approach
to any (or at least not in favor of a unified approach to any) shows that when any

precedes numerals, FC-any is licensed, but PS-any is not.

(21) a. Any three men could move that stone. [FC]

b. #Did any five waiters just walk in? [*PS]
(Carlson, 1981:9)

In this case, Hebrew disambiguates by using kol for the free choice universal reading,
(22a), and eyzeSehu (which-INDEF) ‘some or other’ for the existential reading, (22b). It
should be noted that (22b) has an actuality entailment — we are asking about something
that has already happened and therefore a free choice reading seems at odds with the
five waiters having been identified by the hearer if the event has indeed taken place.
FEyzesehu expresses indifference on the speaker’s part — the speaker wants to know if five

waiters came through and indifference is expressed with respect to their identity.
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(22) a. kol 8losa anaSim yexolim lehaziz et  ha-even ha-hi. [FC]
KOL three people can.pl move.INF ACC the-stone the-def.3sg.f

‘Any/Every three people can move that stone.’

b. ha-im nixnesu ha-rega eyzeSehem xamiSa melcarim?

Q came-in the-moment which-INDEF five waiters

‘Did any five waiters just walk in?’

We have seen this strategy before (example (12)) — when the context requires an un-
ambiguously existential reading, kol is not used; instead, an existential indefinite is the
preferred choice. This test (involving numerals preceeding an any—phrase) is therefore

inconclusive with respect to kol.

The third test mentioned by Carlson has any in the context of an amount relative,

which, similarly to the contexts above, licenses FC-any but not PS-any.

(23) a. Any man there is can move that stone. [FC]|

b. #Did any man there is just ring the doorbell? [*PS]

In the above scenario, kol can only have a free choice, universal reading, as in (24a),
and so, again, it does not show the “quantificational variability” attributed to any by
Carlson. This indicates that any and kol have different (semantic/pragmatic) func-

tions.

(24) a. kol is kayam yexol lehaziz ~ even zo.

KOL person exists can move.INF stone this

‘Any man there is can move this stone.’

90



Introduction and data overview CHAPTER 4. UNIVERSAL INDEFINITES

b. #Ha-im kol is kayam c¢ilcel ba-pa’amon?
Q KOL person exists rang the-doorbell

‘Did every person there is just ring the doorbell?’

The problem with this test is that it specifically uses a type of modification of the any
noun phrase that Carlson (1981:10) seeks to avoid, and which leads to a subtrigging
effect (LeGrand 1975), meaning that if we remove the modifier, (23a) allows both

readings and (23b) becomes felicitous, as in (25).

(25) a. Any man can move that stone. [FC/PS]

b. Did anyone just ring the doorbell? [FC/PS]

c. Did any man just ring the doorbell? [PS]

Carlson employs these three tests in order to show that FC-any and PS-any are licensed
in different environments and should therefore be considered as two lexical items; he
identifies the universal property of these contexts as licensing FC-any. The following
are contexts in which FC-any is licensed. The English examples (in italics in (26)) are
from Carlson (1981:10-11). For comparison, I glossed in the availability and readings
for kol in these scenarios. In (26f,g), kol cannot have a free choice reading and it is

disallowed in (26f) and dispreferred in (26g).

(26)  FC-any in simple sentences:

a. kol erad yexol  lehiot ba-xeder  ha-hu. (poss. modals)

KOL one can/may be  in-the-room the-def.3sg.m

Anyone could be in that room.
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b. kol yansuf cad axbarim. (generic sentences)

KOL owl hunts mice

Any owl hunts mice.

c. Bob mexabev et kol ezad. (stative verbs)

Bob likes ACC KOL one

Bob likes anyone.

d. kol kelev hu dey xaxam. (adjectives)

KOL dog he quite intelligent

Any dog is reasonably intelligent.

e. kol xatul hu yonek. (predicate nominals)

KOL cat he mammal

Any cat is a mammal.

f.  John mexapes *kol xad-keren. (verbs with intensional objects)

John looks-for KOL one-horn

John is looking for any unicorn.

g. kxi ?kol apple. (imperatives)

take KOL apple
Take any apple.

Ambiguous any is found in contexts where PS/existential-any and FC-any overlap,

exemplified in (27).

(27)  a. If anyone can move that stone, I'll be amazed.
b. Does anyone like Bob?
c¢. I doubt that anyone could be at the door.
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d. Thanks be to God that anyone likes my novels.
(Carlson, 1981:12)

In these scenarios, shown for Hebrew in (28), kol cannot be used. To express the
existential and/or free choice readings of these sentences, the existential determiner

misehu ‘someone, (anyone)’ is used.

(28) a. im misehu yexol lehaziz et ha-even, ufta. [FC]

if who-INDEF can move ACC the-stone, surprise.FUT.1sg

‘If anyone can move the stone, I'll be amazed.’

b. ha-im misehu mexabev et Bob? [3 or FC]
Q-particle who-INDEF likes ACC Bob

‘Does anyone/someone like Bob?’

c. ani be-safek se-  yexol lehiot misehu ba-delet.  [d]
I doubt that- may be  who-INDEF in-the-door
‘I doubt that someone could be at the door.” (I don’t think that anyone
could be at the door)

d. toda la-el Se-  misehu ohev et  ha-sfarim Seli. El
thanks to-the-God that- who-INDEF likes ACC the-books of-mine

‘Thanks be to God that someone/anyone likes my novels.’

Finally, there are contexts where the existential (polarity sensitive) reading of any seems

to emerge:

(29) a. Bob ran faster than anyone did.
b. Bob is unlikely to kick anyone.
c. Shooting at anyone ought to be illegal.
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d. For Bob to eat anything now would be impossible.

(Carlson, 1981:13)

In Hebrew, we find again that the existential reading can only be expressed via an
existential pronoun, except for (30a)?, in which a free choice reading is possible for

kol:

(30) a. Bobra¢ yoter maher me-kol-erad  axer.

Bob runs more fast from-KOL-one different

‘Bob runs faster than anyone else.’

b. lo savir Se- Bob iv’at be-misehu.

NEG probable that- Bob kick. FUT in-who-INDEF

‘It’s improbable that Bob will kick someone/anyone.’

c. lirot be-misehu Carix lehiot lo xuki.
shoot.INF in-who-INDEF must be ~ NEG legal

‘Shooting someone/anyone should be illegal.’

d. ze 1hie bilti-efsari  bisvil Bob le’exol masehu axsav.

this be.FUT not-possible for ~ Bob eat.INF what-INDEF now

‘It would be impossible for Bob to eat something now.’

Carlson concludes that, at least by taking a quantification approach to any, the two
interpretations cannot be unified. Further tests that have been used in the literature
(e.g. Lee and Horn 1995, Giannakidou 2001, Zabbal 2006) in order to distinguish

between existential versus universal quantification with indefinite noun phrases are

4Note that kol may have a free choice reading in comparatives. This type of construction will not
be discussed here; I will only point out that the free choice reading may be due to the modifier azer

‘different’, which implies distribution over entities.
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discussed next.

The widest-scope/relative scope test. Existentials can scope over intensional verbs,
(31a), but kol cannot, (31b); therefore, kol cannot be considered an existential quanti-

fier.

(31) a. John is looking for a unicorn. [3 > look-for; look-for > 3|

b. John mexapes *kol xad-keren.

John is-looking-for KOL unicorn

‘John is looking for a unicorn.’

Universals can scope over other quantifiers or negation, but kol cannot. If kol were a
universal quantifier, then it would have been able to scope over an intensional operator
in (31) and an existential in (32). As these examples show, it cannot; therefore kol

cannot be considered a universal quantifier.®

(32)  a. student maca kol Sgiya. [# V > d]
student found KOL mistake

There is a particular student who found all the mistakes.

# FEach mistake was found by a different student.

b.  misehu ohev et kol exad. [FC kol]
who-INDEF likes ACC KOL one

‘Someone likes anyone.’

There is a particular person for whom each and every other person is

likable.

5 Kol can only receive wide scope relative to negation if it is focused. This issue is beyond the scope

of the present work.
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The donkey anaphora test. Universals cannot license donkey anaphora, and neither
can kol. Compare (33a) where kol is unacceptable, with (33b), where a bare noun is

perfectly acceptable (similarly to English a noun phrases).

(33) a. imle-*kol arnav yes gezer, hu oxel oto.
if to-KOL rabbit there-is carrot, he eats it
#If each/every rabbit has a carrot, he eats it.’

b. im le-arnav yes gezer, hu oxel oto.

if to-rabbit there-is carrot, he eats it

‘If a rabbit has a carrot, he eats it.’

However, note that this is a tricky test for universals. In English, free choice any is fine

in the scenario in (33a).

The there-construction test. Usually, only existential indefinites can occur in there-
constructions. Kol can sometimes appear in this type of construction, (34a), and some-
times cannot, (34b). The existential (and also free choice) flavor of kol is illustrated
below and appears to be related to the interaction between an existential operator
(there-construction) and a downward entailing operator — doubt in (34a) and negation
in (34c). The licensing of kol also depends on the type of embedding verb — it is not
licensed with factive verbs, (34b), but if a negation intervenes between the factive verb

and kol, then kol is licensed, (34c).

(34)  a. anibe-safek se- yes kol  keSer beyn  ha-mikrim.

I  doubt that- there-is KOL connection between the-cases

‘I doubt that there is any connection between the cases.’
(modified from Levy, 2008:170)
(i) Free choice flavor: any type of connection is an option;

(ii) Existential flavor: there is no connection.
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b. #ani yoda’at Se-  yes *kol keSer beyn  ha-mikrim.

I  know that- there-is KOL connection between the-cases

#I know that there is any connection between the cases.’

ani yoda’at Se- eyn kol  keser beyn ha-mikrim.
I know that- there-is-NEG KOL connection between the-cases
‘I know that there isn’t any connection between the cases.’

(i) Free choice flavor: no type of connection is an option;

(ii) Existential flavor: there is no connection.

Consideration of example (34) might lead one to ask whether kol is able to associate

with an existential operator. However, the contrast in (35) shows that kol is not licensed

in the immediate scope of an existential operator, but it is fine if a negation intervenes.

These facts are crucial for our understanding of the licensing conditions for kol, which

I discuss in the next section.®

(35)

#yes kol sakana be-Stiat maim me-ha-berez.

there-is kol danger in-drinking water from-the-tap

#‘There is any danger in drinking tap water.’

eyn kol sakana be-Stiat maim me-ha-berez.

there-isn’t KOL danger in-drinking water from-the-tap

‘There isn’t any danger in drinking tap water.’

(35) shows that kol cannot be attributed existential or universal quantificational force.

Horn (2005:181) also points out that the ambiguous quantification approach does not

ST will propose that kol is specified for a [V] feature, which needs to be valued by the matching

feature of a universal operator. In (35a), the existential operator acts as an intervener and kol cannot

be licensed.
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explain any in contexts such as free choice imperatives expressing requests, suggestions
or invitations. Horn suggests that since the interpretation of (36) cannot be attributed
to either existential or universal quantification contributed by any, it would be better

to consider any as a Heimian indefinite (i.e. a variable).

(36) a. Pick any card. # Pick every card.

b. Pick any card. # Pick some card.

In the case of (36), Hebrew would use one of the following options: (i) a bare noun,
(37a), (ii) an existential indefinite determiner — eyze(sSehu) ‘some (or other)’, (37b), or
(iii) a free choice indefinite determiner — kolsehu ‘any whatsoever’, shown in (37c). For

the any reading, kol is acceptable with emphatic stress, (37d).

(37) a. tivxeri klaf. = Pick a card.
pick.IMP card

b. tivxeri  eyze(Sehu) klaf = Pick some card.

pick.IMP which(INDEF) card

c. tivxeri klaf kolsehu = Pick any card.

pick.IMP card KOL-INDEF

d. tivxeri kol klaf = Pick any card.
pick.IMP KOL card

If any and kol sometimes have, sometimes lack, and sometimes change quantificational
force, a more consistent approach would be to consider them as indefinites in the sense of
Heim (1982). For English any, such an approach has been put forward by Partee (1986),
Kadmon and Landman (1993), and Horn (2005), a.o., who have argued that there must
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be a common semantic property unifying the two any “while distinguishing them from
other operators that lack this property, e.g. as brought out by the distribution of
postnominal whatsoever and at all” (Horn, 2005:182).

(38) a. Ididn’t see {anybody/*everybody/*somebody} whatsoever. [PS]

b. Isaw {*everyone/*someone/no one} at all. [PS]

c.  {Anybody/*everybody/*somebody} whatsoever came to the party. [FC]

d. If {anybody [PS or FC!|/*everybody/*somebody} at all can swim the
channel, I can.

(Horn, 2005:182)

Horn points out that examples such as (38), in which some adverbs can reinforce both
uses of any, pose a problem for the ambiguist approach in that no other operator,

existential or universal, can be modified this way.

In contrast, kol is not sensitive to this type of modification. Hebrew disambiguates
(38d) by using two different items — an existential, misehu (who-INDEF) ‘someone’ for

the polarity sensitive reading, and kol ezad ‘anyone’ for the free choice reading.

(39) a. If {anybody [PS or FC!]/*everybody/*somebody} can swim the channel,

I can.

b. im miSehu yexol laxcot et  ha-teala be-sxia, ze ani.
if who-INDEF can cross ACC the-channel in-swimming, this I

‘If there’s someone who can cross the channel, it’s me.” [PS]
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im kol exad yexol laxcot et  ha-teala be-sxia, gam ani
if KOL one can cross ACC the-channel in-swimming, also I
yexol.

can

‘If everyone can cross the channel, so can 1. [FC]

Even though this modification cannot make the same point for kol, I will show that the

different readings of kol can be unified by taking a similar approach, namely that of

finding the property through which all instances of kol can be defined.

In the next section, we look at Levy’s (2008) proposal for a Kadmon and Landman

(1993) style account for kol. Levy proposes an indefinite approach to any and kol-1,

and something else (universal quantification) for kol-2.

4.1.4 Indefinite kol

Kadmon and Landman (1993) propose to treat English any as a Heimian indefinite.

They define the function of any in the following way:

(40)

Any Common-Noun (CN) = the corresponding indefinite NP o CN with addi-
tional semantic/pragmatic characteristics (widening, strengthening) contributed
by any.

(Kadmon and Landman, 1993:357)

Kadmon and Landman claim that any adds to the meaning of the indefinite NP the

property of widening by which any contributes a reduced tolerance of exceptions to the

context in which it appears.

100



Introduction and data overview CHAPTER 4. UNIVERSAL INDEFINITES

(41)  Polarity Sensitive-any

a. Every man who has matches is happy.
b. Every man who has any matches is happy.

(Kadmon and Landman, 1993:359)

(42)  Free Choice-any

a. An owl hunts mice.
b.  Any owl hunts mice.

(Kadmon and Landman, 1993:359)

Sentences (41b) and (42b) rule out exceptions more strongly than (41a) and (42a) do —
e.g. any matches implies even wet or broken ones. The semantic operation associated

with any is the widening of the domain of quantification, defined in (43).

(43) Widening: In an NP of the form any CN, any widens the interpretation of the
common noun phrase along a contextual dimension.

(Kadmon and Landman, 1993:361)

Kadmon and Landman also propose a pragmatic constraint, lexically associated with
any, which they refer to as strengthening. This constraint states that the semantic
operation associated with any must create a stronger statement, and the combination
of the widening effect and the strengthening constraint will determine the actual dis-
tribution of any. ‘Stronger’ here is defined in terms of entailment, (44), and illustrated

in (45).

(44)  Strengthening: any is an element that must strengthen the statement it occurs
in, that is, the semantic operation associated with it must create a stronger
statement. Any is licensed only if the widening that it induces creates a stronger

statement, i.e., only if the statement on the wide interpretation entails the
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statement on the narrow interpretation.

(Kadmon and Landman, 1993:369)

(45) I don’t have any cookies. [Wide interpretation of the indefinite NP modified by
any: I don’t have any cookies, chocolate or otherwise.| = I don’t have cookies.

[Narrow interpretation of the indefinite NP: T don’t have chocolate cookies.]

The strengthening constraint on any requires the context in which any is licensed to

satisfy a downward inference pattern (Kadmon and Landman, 1993:370).

Levy’s proposal states that quantificational kol) is universal, while kol on its polarity
and free choice uses is a separate lexical item. Levy basically defends Kadmon and
Landman’s account for a unified any and takes kol, as its parallel. On this view,
PS/FC-kol is an indefinite with no quantificational force of its own, which is bound
by a quantifier provided by the context. Levy claims that this approach explains why
we have an existential reading of kol in possibility statements, (46a,b), and a universal

reading of kol in generic and future statements, (46¢,d) (Levy, 2008:173).

(46)  a. ata yexol lalexet le-kol  makom.

you can go.INF to-KOL place

“You can go to any place.’

b. hu asuy lehagiya be-kol rega.

he may arrive.INF in-KOL moment

‘He may arrive any moment.’

c. ani a’ane al kol se’ela be-sof ha-Siur.

I  answer.FUT on KOL question in-end the-class

b

‘I will answer any question at the end of the class.
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d. kol yeled yode’aet  ze.

KOL child knows ACC this
‘Any child knows this.’

(modified from Levy, 2008:173-4)

In contrast to Levy’s proposal, I consider these data to illustrate the universal free choice
reading of kol; they also show that kol cannot be considered a universal quantifier.
More examples are provided in (47). Note that all these examples involve permission

or suggestion.

a. ata yexol lacet me-Fko elet.
(47) 11 kol del
you can exit.INF from-KOL door

“You can exit by any door.’

b. ata yexol lehagiya be-kol zman.

you can arrive.INF in-KOL time

“You can arrive at any time.’

c. ata yexol latet kol  davar le-kol  exad be-matana.

you can give.INF KOL thing to-KOL one in-gift

“You can give anything to anyone as present.’

Although Levy’s account makes a case for a Kadmon and Landman approach for an
indefinite kol (with a domain widening property), while also positing a second kol
(without a domain widening property) akin to the universal quantifier every, we have
seen evidence that the quantificational force of kol is hard to pinpoint. For this reason,
in the next section, I propose a unified account for kol, not in terms of domain widening,
because, although certain instances of kol may be viewed as widening the domain of
the modified noun phrase, this is not sufficient to explain its licensing conditions. I

suggest that all instances of kol may be accounted for if we consider it as an indefinite
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specialized for a [V] feature. A semantics for kol would need to account for: (i) its
universal reading in episodic contexts, where kol appears to parallel English each and
every, (ii) its generic reading, (iii) its existential-like reading under negation, and (iv)

its free choice reading, observed in the context of possibility modals.

4.2 Puzzling out kol

In the framework of Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002), indeterminate pronouns intro-
duce sets of alternatives that expand until they are bound by an operator. In some
languages, indeterminate pronouns can be bound by any available operator (the first
they encounter), as is the case in Japanese, while in other languages, indeterminate
pronouns are specialized in the sense that they can only agree with particular opera-
tors. This has been shown to be the case for German irgendein, discussed in Kratzer
and Shimoyama (2002) and Kratzer (2005), which can only be bound by an existential
operator. For Spanish, for example, Menéndez-Benito (2005b) shows that cualquier is
selected by a universal operator, and Alonso-Ovalle and Menéndez-Benito (e.g. 2008)
show that algin is selected by an existential operator. I suggest that Hebrew indetermi-
nate pronouns also associate with particular operators; in the case of kol, for example,

the individual alternatives introduced by kol are bound by a universal operator.

Different additional operators have been proposed in order to derive truth conditions for
indeterminate pronouns. Menéndez-Benito (2005b) proposes an exclusiveness operator
to derive the free choice interpretation and the distribution of cualquier. Aloni (2007)
argues that for English any and its Italian counterparts, an exhaustivity operator cap-
tures their distribution by including subtrigged cases alongside simple assertions and

modal sentences.

Since kol appears to have the property of widening the domain of the noun phrase it

modifies, as shown in (48),
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(48)  a. ata yexol lalexet le-kol ~ makom.

you can go.INF to-KOL place

“You can go to any place.’

b. kol dov ohev dvas.
KOL bear likes honey
‘Any/every bear likes honey.’

we want to compare it with other indefinites, such as irgendein, which has been at-

tributed the semantics of domain widening indefinites (Kratzer and Shimoyama, 2002:15).

4.2.1 Kol and irgendein

Irgendein receives the semantics given in (49b) (Kratzer and Shimoyama, 2002:15).

(49) a. Simple indefinites: For all possible worlds w and variable assignments g:
g(D’) € D, where D is the set of possible individuals

[[einp mann||*9 = {x: xis aman in w & x € g(D’)}

b.  Domain widening indefinites: For [[«]]**¢ C D,
[lirgend-a]]"¢ = {x: Fg'[x € [[o]]"*]}
[[irgend-[einp mann] ]]*9 = {x: Jg’[x is a man in w & x € g'(D’)]} =

{x: x is a man in w}

While the denotation of a simple indefinite gives us a subset of its noun set (i.e. the
set denoted by a man is a subset of the set of men), which can also be a singleton,
the denotation of a domain widening indefinite such as irgendein cannot be a singleton
(unless the domain contains only one individual) and its denotation must be the set of

all men.
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In addition, unlike irgendein, which cannot associate with (be licensed in the presence

of) [V] or with [Neg], as shown in (50a) and (50b), respectively, kol is licensed both in

the presence of [V], (51a), and in the presence of [Neg|, (51b).

(50)

(51)

a.

b.

a.

Irgendeins von diesen Kindern kann sprechen.

Irgend-one of these children can talk

(i) ‘One of those children can talk.” (the speaker doesn’t know or care
which one it is).

(ii) ‘One of those children is allowed to talk.” (any one is a permissible
option).

(iii) *Any one of those children can talk. (in the sense of ‘any one of those

children has the ability to talk.”)

*Ich hab’ nicht irgendwas — gelesen.
I have not irgend-what read
‘I didn’t read anything.’
(Kratzer and Shimoyama, 2002:23-24)

kol  exad me-ha-yeladim yexol ledaber.

KOL one of-the-children can talk.INF

(i) One of the children can talk (the speaker does not know or care which
one it is). kol=each

(ii) One of the children is allowed to talk (any one is a permissible option).
kol=each

(iii) Any one of the children has the ability to talk. (generic reading)

lo karati kol  davar.

NEG read KOL thing
I didn’t read anything (not a thing).
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Kol is also licensed in characterizing statements, meaning in the presence of a generic
operator, (52). The generic operator is considered a modalized universal quantifier

(Chierchia 1998:366, a.o.).

(52)  Dani kore kol ma’amar.

Dani reads KOL article

It is a characteristic of Dani that he reads all articles he comes across.

As a preliminary proposal, and leaving aside the negation cases (for now), I consider
kol as a universal indeterminate pronoun which introduces a set of individual alter-
natives. These alternatives expand via Hamblin functional application into a set of
propositional alternatives. The propositional alternatives are then bound by a uni-
versal operator. This proposal follows Menéndez-Benito’s (2005b) account of Spanish
cualquier, a universal indeterminate pronoun, to be discussed next. Given that both
indefinites, kol and cualquier, favor universal readings, we want to find out whether

this proposal might explain the kol facts.

4.2.2 Evaluating kol in view of Menéndez-Benito (2005/6)

Following Kratzer (1989/1995), Menéndez-Benito (2005a,b, 2006) assumes that the
propositional alternatives generated by an indeterminate free choice expressing pronoun
such as cualquier are always mutually exclusive. Given the similarity of cualquier and
kol in certain free choice contexts, we want to find out whether a wide-scope universal

analysis would give us the right results for these two indefinites.

In a wide-scope universal analysis, (53a) would be formalized as (53b).

(53)  a. You may take any of the cards in this deck.
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b. [[(a)]] = 1 iff for every x such that x is a combination (individuals or sums)
of cards in this deck, there is an accessible world from w in which you take

X.

(Menéndez-Benito, 2005a,b)

(54) implements a wide-scope analysis for kol. A universal operator, as in (54d), may
be freely inserted in the derivation, if (i) it can agree with a universal FC item, (ii)
it can operate over a set of propositional alternatives, (iii) it does not produce a fa-
tal contradiction, and (iv) it does not create an intervention effect (Menéndez-Benito,

2010:50).

(54) a. at yexola livxor kol  klaf.
you may choose.INF KOL card

You may pick one card, it doesn’t matter which one.

b.  Getting individual alternatives: [[kol card]|"9 = {card a, card b, ...}

c.  Getting propositional alternatives by Hamblin Functional Application”:
[[VP]]*9({card a, card b, ...})(you) =
= {p1=Aw’.pick(you,card a)(w’), po=Aw’.pick(you,card b)(w’), ...}
=A

d. [V](A) = {the proposition that is true in all worlds in which every propo-

sition in A is true}

The problem with adopting a wide-scope analysis for indefinite pronouns such as cualquier
is that such an analysis cannot predict restrictions on the freedom of choice expressed by
cualquier—type pronouns in interaction with possibility modals. The wide-scope anal-

ysis does not give the right truth conditions for (54a). To understand why this is the

"See Chapter 1, section 1.2.
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case, Menéndez-Benito introduces the Canasta scenario, where the rules of the game®
restrict the freedom of choice associated with the indefinite pronoun. The formalization
in (53b) predicts that (53a) and (54a) are true in the Canasta scenario, which they are
not — it is not the case that in this scenario there is unrestricted freedom of choice. In
the Canasta scenario (and assuming there are only two cards), two types of worlds are

permissible:

(55)  Type 1 worlds: worlds in which both cards are chosen.
Type 2 worlds: worlds in which no cards are chosen.

(modified? from Menéndez-Benito, 2006:469)

Given (53b), (53a) will be true in the actual world w if the conditions given in (56) are
met.
(56) i) There is a world accessible from w in which you take card a.
ii) There is a world accessible from w in which you take card b.
ii

modified from Menéndez-Benito, 2006:469-70)

i) There is a world accessible from w in which you take both cards.

(
(
(
(

The conditions in (56) are met in Type 1 worlds, as described in (55). Therefore,
sentences with a cualquier—pronoun are predicted to be true even in scenarios where
there is no complete freedom of choice. The problem with the formalization in (53b)
is that “it does not guarantee that for every combination of cards x, there is a distinct

world in which you take x” (Menéndez-Benito, 2006:469-70).

8“One of the rules of the card game Canasta is: when a player has two cards that match the top
card of the discard pile, she has two options: (i) take all the cards in the discard pile and (ii) take no
card from the discard pile (but take the top card of the regular pile instead). Those are her two only

options.” (Menéndez-Benito, 2006:469)
9In this and the following examples, only the phrasing has been modified to fit the way the data is

set up here.
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In order to capture the free choice effect of cualquier, Menéndez-Benito (2005b:106,113)
introduces an exclusiveness operator (EXCL), which applies as soon as we get proposi-

tional alternatives. This operator is defined in (57):

(57)  a. EXCL(A) = {Aw(p(w) & Vq((q€A & g(w)) — (p=-q))): PEA},
where p=q = 4o/Vw(p(w) — q(w))
If A is a set of propositions, we get EXCL(A) by mapping each proposition
p in A to the proposition that is true in a world w iff two conditions are
satisfied:
(i) p is true in w
(ii) no other proposition in A is true in w, unless it is logically implied by

P.

b. {you pick card a but not b,
you pick card b but not a, ...}

T

EXCL TP
{pl = you pick card a,
p2 = you pick card b, ...}

T

you VP
{Ay.pick(y,card a),
Ay.pick(y,card b), ...}

T

\Y DP
Ax.Ay.pick(y,x) {card a, card b, ...}
_
kol card
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Applied to (53a), in a situation where there are only two cards, and given the set of

alternatives in (58a), the exclusiveness operator gives us the set in (58b).

(58) a. A = {that you pick card a, that you pick card b, that you pick cards a+b}

b. EXCL(A) = {that you pick card a but not b, that you pick card b but not
a, that you pick cards a+b}

In view of (58b), we can now make the right prediction with respect to the unrestricted
freedom of choice observed with cualquier in the context of possibility modals (i.e. that
(53a) is false in the Canasta scenario). The interaction between the semantics of a
possibility modal and the exclusified propositional alternatives gives us a set of con-
sistent propositions; in other words, for every proposition in (58b), there is a distinct
world in which it is true. This proposal also predicts that cualquier is not licensed
in episodic sentences and with necessity modals, since the interaction of the sentential
universal quantifier (in the former case), and the semantics of a necessity modal (in
the latter case), with exclusified propositional alternatives, results in a set of inconsis-
tent propositions (meaning that the sentence would end up with contradictory truth

conditions).

Kol and exclusiveness

In contrast to cualquier, kol is licensed in necessity contexts. We want to evaluate
whether the exclusiveness operator can predict the interpretations of kol: universal,
existential under negation, and free choice. We find that with possibility modals and
negated sentences, exclusiveness works for kol. Let us go through the derivation of (59a),
assuming the structure proposed in (57b). The derivation is modeled after Menéndez-

Benito (2005a,b).
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(59)

Joe yexol liftor kol xida.
Joe can  solve KOL puzzle

‘Joe can solve any/every puzzle.’

[[p4 V [ng <> [[pg EXCL [[pl JOG [VP SOlVG [Dp kOl puzzle]]]]]]

Getting individual alternatives: [[kol-puzzle]|*¢ = {puzzle a, puzzle b,

puzzles a+b}

Getting propositional alternatives: we combine the denotation of the verb
with the set of individual alternatives:

= [[solve]]({puzzle a, puzzle b, puzzles a+b})([[Joe]]) =

= [Ax.Ay.Aw’.solves(y)(x)(w)]({puzzle a, puzzle b, puzzles a+b})(Joe) =
= {Aw’.solves(Joe)(puzzle a)(w’), Aw’.solves(Joe)(puzzle b)(w’),
Aw’.solves(Joe)(puzzles a+b)(w’)}

= {that Joe solves puzzle a, that Joe solves puzzle b, that Joe solves puz-

zles a+b}

Applying EXCL: EXCL([[IP1]]*¢) = {that Joe solves puzzle a but not b,

that Joe solves puzzle b but not a, that Joe solves puzzles a+b}

Applying the modal: [[Q]]*9([[(59e)]]*"9) =

= [{ApAw’'3Iw” (acc(w’)(w”) & p(w”))}|({that Joe solves puzzle a but not
b, that Joe solves puzzle b but not a, that Joe solves puzzles a+b}) =

= {that there is an accessible world in which Joe solves puzzle a but not
b, that there is an accessible world in which Joe solves puzzle b but not a,

that there is an accessible world in which Joe solves puzzles a+b}
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g.

Applying universal quantification over propositions: [V](59f) results in a
free choice effect —

(59a) is true in w iff:

(i) There is a world accessible from w where Joe solves puzzle a but not b;
(ii) There is a world accessible from w where Joe solves puzzle b but not
a;

(iii) There is a world accessible from w where Joe solves both puzzles.

The result for (59a) is a set of consistent propositions. We thus explain the free choice

reading observed with kol in possibility contexts.

A similar result obtains for the apparent existential reading of kol under negation, (60).

The exclusiveness operator gives us the right results for (60), where the negation rescues

the set of mutually inconsistent propositions, as shown in (60c).*°

(60)

ha-saliax lo hevi kol mixtav.

the-delivery-person NEG brought KOL letter
The delivery person didn’t bring a/any letter.

Vx|[letter(x) — —delivered(x)(delivery person)]

Syntax: [V [ Neg