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"[Logical semantics] implies a commitment to the hypothesis that the grammar of a natural language does in fact include a component in which expressions are analyzed as quantifiers, as variables, as having a certain scope, as standing in binding relations to each other, and the like."

It has had many successes, but "there remains a residue of data that are widely believed to have not received an entirely satisfactory treatment in logical semantics." Focus on examples exhibiting pronominal anaphora to a singular indefinite antecedent (no plurals, no definite descriptions).

(1) A dog came in.
(2) John is friends with a dog.

Ignoring generic indefinites:

(37) A dog has four legs.
(38) An up-to-date encyclopedia is expensive.

1. Do Indefinites Refer?

1.1 Russell's view

Russell: (1) means that the set of individuals that are both dogs and came in is not empty.

So indefinites do not refer; "a dog" does not refer to any particular dog.

Argument pro Russell #1.

(4) John is friends with a dog and Mary is friends with a dog.
=/=> There is a dog that both John and Mary are friends with.

OK but this relies on the premise that "a dog" refers to the same dog every time it refers to a dog if it refers to a dog. Not always true; "he" may refer to an individual but different ones each time.

Argument pro Russell #2.

(5) It is not the case that a dog came in.
(6) It is not the case that Fido came in.

If "a dog" referred to an individual then (5) should just mean that that individual did not come in, as (6) implies that Fido didn't come in, not that no dogs came in.

Argument pro Russell #3.

(7) Every child owns a dog.
(8) Every child owns a Fido.

If "a dog" referred to a dog then (7) should mean that every child owns that dog as in (8).

Problem for Russell:

(9) A dog came in. It lay down under the table.

The pronoun "it" refers to something: What? The same dog as "a dog" refers to? But then "a dog" refers to a dog.

Heim writes (p. 13): This consideration of course does not prove that “a dog” in (9) refers; it merely shows that, if we assume that “a dog” in (9) refers, we can give a simple and sensible account of what “it” means in a text like this, whereas the role of “it” would seem unaccounted for and mysterious under Russell’s assumption that “a dog” does not refer. So we need not yet conclude that the Russellian view is wrong; but we have to acknowledge that its advocates owe us an alternative account of anaphoric pronouns with indefinite antecedents if we are to remain convinced.

There are various ways in which Russellians have risen to this challenge.
- Anaphoric pronouns as bound variables
- Anahoric pronouns as picking up a speaker’s reference
- Anaphoric pronouns as disguised definite descriptions

Plus the possibility that indefinites are ambiguous between a Russellian analysis and a referential reading.

1.2 Anaphoric pronouns as bound variables

Maybe the pronoun in (9) does not refer; maybe it is a bound variable, as in:

(i) Every boy loves his mother.

Analysis for (9):

exists x [ x is a dog & x came in & x lay down under the table ]

"This analysis was proposed by Geach [1962, 126ff]. It implies as a general moral that the proper unit for the semantic interpretation of natural language is not the individual sentence, but the text." (p. 14)

Argument against Geach #1.

(10) 	a. A man fell over the edge.
	b. He didn't fall; he jumped.

(11)	a. A dog came in.
	b. What did it do next?

Geachian analysis for (10):

exists x [ x is a man & x fell over the edge & not(x fell over the edge) & x jumped over the edge ]
--> contradiction

In (11), what type of meaning would the whole discourse have?

Argument against Geach #2.

(12) John owns some sheep. Harry vaccinated them.

Should be false in a situation where John owns 6 sheep of which Harry vaccinated 3.

Geachian analysis:

exists x [ x is a bunch of sheep & John owns x & Harry vaccinated x ]
predicts the sentence to be true in the scenario just described

Argument against Geach #3.

This means that existential quantifiers have different scope properties from other quantifiers. 

(9)	A dog came in. It lay down under the table.
(16)	Every dog came in. It lay down under the table.
(17)	No dog came in. It lay down under the table.

"It" cannot be bound by "every" in (16) or "no" in (17).

[Note: There is a phenomenon called "telescoping", counterexemplifying the generalization that "every" cannot take scope beyond the sentence boundary.

(i) Every story pleases these children. If it is about animals, they are excited, if it is about witches, they are enchanted, and if it is about humans, they never want me to stop.
(ii) Each degree candidate walked to the stage. He took his diploma from the dean and returned to his seat.

(From Poesio and Zucchi (1994), “On Telescoping”)]

"The generalization behind this fact is that an unembedded sentence is always a “scope-island,” i.e. a unit such that no quantifier inside it can take scope beyond it. This generalization (which is just a special case of the structural restrictions on quantifier-scope and pronoun-binding that have been studied in the linguistic literature) is only true as long as the putative cases of pronouns bound by existential quantifiers under Geach’s analysis are left out of consideration." (p. 17)

1.3 Anaphoric pronouns as picking up a speaker's reference
(originally suggested by Grice, taken up by Kripke, similar idea by Lewis)

When you use an existential quantifier, you have an individual in mind = speaker's referent.

Kripke writes: "many cases can be accounted for (given a Russellian theory) by the facts that: (i) existential statements can carry a speaker’s reference; (ii) pronouns can refer to the speaker’s referent."

Can't be speaker's reference all the time. 

(18) A dog has been rummaging in the garbage can.
(19) It has torn open all the bags.

Speaker might have no idea which dog is responsible.
OK but maybe you're raising it to salience anyway.

The Partee-marble examples:

(21)	a. I dropped ten marbles and found all of them, except for one. 
	   It is probably under the sofa.
	b. ?I dropped ten marbles and found only nine of them. 
	   It is probably under the sofa.

(22)	a. John owns a bicycle. He rides it daily.
	b. ?John is a bicycle-owener. He rides it daily.

(23)	a. John has a spouse. She is nice.
	b. ?John is married. She is nice.

Why would you need an indefinite to raise an entity to salience?

1.4 Anaphoric pronouns as disguised definite descriptions

Three types of pronouns, according to Evans:
- bound variable pronouns
- "pragmatic" pronouns -- those referring by virtue of their referent's salience
- e-type pronouns. exemplified in (9)

E-type pronouns are interpreted like definite descriptions.

(9') A dog came in. The dog that came in lay down under the table.

(25) Few congressmen admire Kennedy. They are very junior.
(25') Few congressmen admire Kennedy. The congressmen that admire Kennedy are very junior.

(26) John gave a book to a student. She didn't return it.
(26') John gave a book to a student. The student who John gave a book to didn't return the book John gave her.

"A paraphrase is not yet an analysis, and we cannot assess Evans’ proposal unless we know how he intends to interpret definite descriptions." (p. 25)

Prediction: (9) presupposes that exactly one dog came in. Controversial.

(27) A wine glass broke last night. It had been very expensive.
Doesn't imply that there is exactly one wine glass that broke,
but e-type analysis would predict that there was.

... more complicated and inconclusive stuff ...

1.5 Anaphoric pronouns and the ambiguity hypothesis

View: Indefinites are ambiguous. Sometimes "a man" refers to a particular individual, sometimes it's an existential quantifier as under Russell's analysis (Strawson 1952, Chastain 1975)

Problem:

(33) There is a mosquito in here. I can hear it buzzing.

You would need the referential "a mosquito" for this. But suppose there was no mosquito. Then the first sentence would be false. But Chastain would be predicted to the claim that there is a failure of reference so it would be truth-valueless.

Granted, some people like a +/- specific feature for indefinites; +specific would be the individual-referring variant. One piece of evidence for that: Indefinites can escape "scope islands" (Fodor and Sag).

(35) John overheard the rumor that each of my students had been called before the dean.
(36) John overheard the rumor that a student of mine had been called before the dean.

"rumor" is a scope island and "a student of mine" escapes it

But as Karttunen showed, some non-specific indefinites establish a discourse referent:

(34) I wish she had a car. She would give me a ride in it.


