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Abgtract

Generic terms can be divided into two
vofercntially different groups. Generic term
oFf bthe first group is a name (or a definite

description) of the corresponding class of

objects (of. J & mu a r s in South America

are oextincty 1% is n mamnal).

&s for gevneric terms of the second group, we
propose to treal them as general terms (in
the sense of W.0.Quine)s they are considered
to be referentially incomplete expresgions
which, when congtituting the threme of a ge-
neric proposition, undergo quantification
which is expressed, explicitly or implicit-
Ly, inside the verb phrase.

1. Introduction

~

One of the most important aspects of
language comprehension ig comprehension of

e i et ecnce = i.e, of a corresponden—

ce between a sentence (and some of its consbi-

tuents) end reality, which is brought about
by the speaker in the speech act. As is
usual Tor & logical approach to language,
wll types of reference, with the exception
of concrete veference, are reduced to quan-
tification of different kinds, and quantifi-~
cation cen be defined, with a gufficient de-
gree of precision, by stating truth conditi~
ong for sentenced with the corresponding
quantifier. Meanwhile generic expressions
ymg) constitute &

(in pacticular, generic te
puzmsle Ior 8 tneory of reference, for any
proposed formulation of truth condltioné

‘ gentences with generic terms is easily
ed by contbradicting examples. Thue, an
oferential meaning of
the genecle indefinite article in Engllish
wantifier adjective any

n 1921) cean be demonstra-

Lo
vefu®
attenpt bo reduce ¥

to that of the g
{made in Jesperse

ted to be futile; in fact, statement (la),
for example, is usually considered to be
true, while (1b) is definitely false (though
any and all are synonyms):
(1) a. NorveZcy vysokogo rostae
‘Norwegdilans are tall'.

b, V g e norve#cy vysokogo
rogta
‘Al 1l norwegilans are
tall'.

An attempi to capture referential as-
pects of the meaning of a generic term with
the help of a "quantifier of majority" (Par-
gsons 1970) or a quantifier 'usually' may be,
perhaps, successful for sentence (1a), wnich
is approximately synonymous to gentence (2):

(2) N or ve?cy obyéno vysokogo rosta
'forwegians areusually tall;
but the idea of majority nas nothing to do
with the meaning of such sentences as
(3) Kit ~ mlekopitajudlee
'The whale is a mammal'
(indeed, (3) # (3')*A whale is usually a
mammal); or with the meaning of sentence

(4) At om sostoit iz jadra i elektronov
'At om consists of the nucleus and
electrons’.

A suggestion was made to the effect that
generic terms do not refer to entities of
the real world at all. Thus, according to
Wierzbicka 1980, in such sentences as (1)
tallness is attributed not to a norwegian
(i.e. not to a real person), but to our
imeaege of‘a norwegian. However, this
claim, even if it isg true, cannot be true
for all species of generic expressions. For
one thing, generic terms can occur in the
context of identity sentences, cf.

(5) Deti - &to bududdie ljudi
‘Children are men to be'.
And what is identity if not identity of re-

ference?
nee 501



From a formel point of view, what cha-
racterizes generic noun phrases, at least in
languages without articles, such as Russian,
is the fact that they do not comprise any
determiners or quantifier adjectives, not
only in the explicite but in the implicite
form ag well. In other words, generic NPs
evade referential characterization: no words
explicitely expressing the mo d e o I
reference ofanoun phrase (¢cf. Pa-
duéeva 198%) can occur within a generic NP;
moreover, no words can be added to a generic
NP to meake clear its referential meaning or
weanings, as is obvious from examples (1) -
(5)., The analysis which follows aims at pro-
viding generic WPs with such an interpreta-
tion of their referential import that would
match this formal characterization. Our di-
rect aim i8 to provide an analysis for gene-
rie NPg of Lussian, but many of the problems
discussed are semantic in nature and thus

language independent.

2. Generic phrases denoting situations

Generic uge is common not only for noun
phrases denoting objects, like thosein (1) -
(5), but also for noun phrases with proposi-
tional mesning, cf.

(6) Cvetendije rii veegda napomi-
naet mne nafalo vojny
‘" Towering of rye always

reminds me of the begining of the war'.
(7) Upijstvo

'hgasassination
able'.

Moreover, generic uses are possible also

otvratitel'no
ig abomin-

for predicative denominations of situations:
(8) 1t often happens that a y oung
man overestimates
his resource 8.
(9) Operation is always dangerous when
1 he more
t han 70.
(10) H e
(11) She usually got frightened when h e
f1lowernras.

patient is

dines always in a hurry.
brought hervr
(12) Ry b a
tp fish rotas
its head'.
(13 John beats
in the yard.
Study of generic reference 18 usually
confined to one particular class of generic
502
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beginning with

his wife

terms - to those denoting objects. What we
claim is that at least in this case broaden-
ing the object of investigation will not
complicate the whole picture; just the oppo-
site, 1t may contribute to its clarification.

3. Generics as a grammatical problem

Generic use is & problem not only for
referential semantics but also for a de-
seriptive grammar of a language. To mention
just two points.

a) In the context of a generic NP gram-
matical Number (i.e. the opposition of Sin-
gular vs. Plural) cannot retain its usual
neaning. However, on the one hand, the
choice of Number in generic NPs is not ri-
gidly regulated, i.e. synonymous veriation
of Number is possible, cf.

(14) a. L o % a d°
‘A horasgse

- umnoje Zyvotnoje

is a clever animal’.
be Lo & adi - umyje Syvotnyje

'Hor s es are clever animels'.
On the other hand, Singular and Plurel in
generic NPs are not freely intevchangeable;
thus, it 1e¢ impossible to say

(15) U nas v dome zavels’a % a ra k an

(8g)

in the meaning °‘There are cockroaches in
our house', if only in the context of &
"language game", and it is sbsolutely impos-
gible to use sentence

(16) *Glaz u &toj ryby imeet formu

grud (Pl)

in order to convey the meaning 'The eye of
this fish has the shape of & pea r'. There
is a strong feeling that the choice of gram-
matical Number in generic NPs is dependent
upon their referential properties; in other
words, it seems that different classes of
generic NPs can be delimitated with differ-
ent requiremenis as for the choice of Num-
ber.

b) Another grammatical problem connected
with generic expressions, concerns the choi-
ce of Tense and Aspect of the verb in a ge-
neric proposition. In lyons 1978 it is sug-
gested that generic propositions lie out of
the scope of the Tense opposition (i.e. that
they are omnitemporal). Lyons claims that
this thesis is not disproved by such examp-
les as

(17) Dinosaurs were peaceful
animals ,



because Past Tenge in such sentences corres-
ponds only lo the fact that dinosaurs are
extinct end not to the fact that they have
stopped being peaceful,; as would be the case
if pPast Tense had been used here in its usu-
al meaning. Still for such sentence as

(18) Dinoseaurs died out (became

extinet)

it would be absurd to maintain that it is
omnltemporals in (18) Past Tense has its
mogt comron meaning.

4, Generic term and generic proposition

The main conclusion that can be drawn
from the existing literature on generics
(ef. o substantial review in Carlson 1978)is
that generic expessions are heterogeneous
(N2 that in Russian even leas information
can be got from the grammatical form of a
generic texrm than in English, because of the
lack of articles). Thus the line of analysis
which we follow in this study consists in
making a geries of delimitatlions that would
divide generic expressions into several dif-
Terent groups so that esch statement would
apply only to that group of generic expreg-
sions for which it 1s true.

Mirslt of all, it is necessary to separa-
te generic NPs when used in the context of o
generic proposition (or
generic statement) from thelr occurrences in
all other contexis. We propose the following
definition: A proposition is called generic
if a generic noun phrase ¢ constitutes its
(topic), i.e.
G. Thus,

theme
proposition is

notional
if this
in (19) proposition i generic:
(19) Profesgssional
maticdian will read the book

by M.Atja with pleasure.
Indeed, (19) is a stetement
fegsional mathematicians. Meanwhile, (20) is

about

mathe -~

about pro-

not & generic statement:

(20) The book by M.Atje will be of inte-
rest for professional
meathematdlciliansg.,

In fact, (20) 1s not sboul methematicianas
its thene is a concrete individualized ob-
ject - & book by M.Atja.

Generic NPs constituting the subject of
8 generic proposition are more readily sub-
mitted to semantlic analysis, for in this con-
text referential import of genericity can be

represented, at least in some contexts, as a
kind of quantification. Indeed, if a generic
NP is a subject of a proposition, then the
quantifier which bounds this NP has maximum
acopes its scope is the whole sentence. And
if so then the referencial import of this
quentifier, and hence of the generic NP, can
be revealed by means of truth conditions of
wh ol e. Other-
wise, i.e. in cases where the generic WP

the sentence a g a

does not constitute the subject of the pro-
position, it is altogether unclear, what
propogition constitutes the scope of the
supposed "generic quantifier®. Thus, for
gsentences in (21) logicel representation is
a puzzle:

(21) a. Ivan can kill a

b. John doesn't like

heazx.

police -
me n.

c. Ego zasadilid v kameru s me r t -
nikovw
'He was put into the cell for
men sentenced %t o

death!'.

But even lor generic propositions there
is no unique formulation of truth conditi-
ong valid for all the contexis. To formu-
late truth conditions for generic proposi-
tions exhaustively 1t is nccessary to re-
veal all relevant oppositions of contexts,
linguistic and extralinguistic, in which
the generle subject of a generic propogi-
tion might occur (note thet the subject of
the proposition need not coincide with its
grammatical subject, especlally in Russian).

5. Generic NPs as names of classes

In some contextis generic terms can be
successfully treated as names (or descrip-
tions) of the corresponding class. For exwn-
ple, generic terms used as subjects of pre-
dicates which are meaningless unless when
predicated to classes (as to be a mammal;
to_become extinct in examples (3) and (18)),
are best represented as names of classes (in
English such generic terms can only be mark-
ed by a definite article; in Russian they
have no special distinctive features), cf.

(22) Nekogda j a gu a v byl rasprostra-
nen po vsemu zemnomu Xaru
"Some time ago

the jaguar
waes spread all over the world!.

In Burton-Roberts 1976 it is claimed that

505



generic terms which are actually names of
classes, even when they occupy the theumatic
position in the utterance, do not form any
generic propositions NP denoting a clasgs and
velerring to a class, can be treated as a
term with concrete reference and with no cor-
responding quantifier in the logical repre-
sentation of the proposition in question.

It is obvious that for generic terms

=
=

that are names of classes tneir posilion i
the tnemalic or non-taematic part of the sen-
lence is referentially irrelevant.

danies ol clus

5 ln wmany respects resem-

formation ete.): like mass fterms, names of

classes a) have scabiered reference and

ble aabs terms (such as wat

L) casily tolerate partitive use. Thus, sen.
tence

(23) La

oy

'fnere are t 1 5 e r s in the Far

bal'nem Vosloke vodjatsja t i g -

a 11 t i -
g o r s live in the lear Fast, exactly like

does notl purport to mean that

tae sentence There is water in the vicinity

does not mean that all water is in the vieci-

nity.

6. Uenerics as general terms

As Lor the ™ypical™ generic expressions
exemplified, e.g., by (1), (2), (4), we sug-
gest to treat them as g e n e r al

t e rmsas in the sense of Quine 1953 or
Carnap 1959. General term is an incomplete
noun phrase, lacking referentisl specifica-
tion. 1t has an e x L en s i on , which
is determined by its linguistic meaning.
Usually, the extension of a general term is
an infinite set (or at least it is a set
looked upon as infinite; in other words, it
is an o p en set); of. extengions of such
general terms as norwepiun (that includes
all norwegians who existed, exist now or
will exist in future), atom, man etc. Gene-
rel term has no reference - unless it is
used in the context of some ac tuali -~
(the term is due to Bally 1955), that

converts this general term into a singular

4 e

term referring to a definite object in some

definite speech act.

It is usually accepted that general
terms have a twofold usage: they can be used
as predicates (cf. John is & n o r w e g i-
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a n); und besides, they can be used as sub.
stantives, but only in the context of an oc-
tualizer a quantifier adjective or a de-

terminer (perhaps, implicite, i.e. having a
zero exponent, as is often the case in arti-

). We

claim thet general terms afford also of the
1

c¢le-lacxing languages like Russian

third type of ayntactic and referenci use s

a general term can be used as a subject of w

generic proposition on the condition that

the quantification in +this proposibion
p

a d v rvial, i.e. quantification mar-

e
kers of the subject form a pari of Llhe pre-—-
dicate, i.e, of the verb phrase of the same
sentence. In other words, we propose to
treat generic terms ag referencially incom .
plete expressions: their refercnce is BPEC -
fied outside the noun phragse itgelf, In this

respect generic use of a noun man in the

proposition kan mortal can be identified,

€45y, With the use of the same goun in such

contexts as every man or this man, where man

is definitely o general Term lacking refe
rence,and referential characteristics of thoe
NP is specified by some external means. The
same principle works in such examples as
(24) There ave r i vers thua i

dry up in summe T,

Terencially incomplete NP: its referencial

specifiication ig contained in the verb ex-
pressing existencial quaniification.
wuantification in the VP of a generic
sentence wmay be of different kinds - both
with respect to its form and with respect
to its meaning. As for its form, quantifica-
tion can be either 1 m p 1 i ¢ i t e, as
in example (1) or (4), or ¢ x plicitoe,
as in (2); cf. also the adverb usually ex-
plicitely expresging quantification in (25):
(25) A symphony u s ua 1 1 y consists
of four paris.
As for its meaning, quantification may be-
long %o the type 'usually', as in (1); ‘o
the type 'always', as in (4); and bvesides,
there are great many other seusnbic typesa
of adverbial quentification in paturnl lai.
guages, these iypes of quantification being
e¥pressed explicitely by sdverbs or adver
bials with the meaning ‘oftent, fgome times ",

'us a rule’, ‘mostly', 'in a typicul case’

"almost always' etc. L4 must be borne ‘in
mind that quantification, when implicite,
often remains linguistiocally undelined nnd



substentielly indefinite - in thie case a
proposition is understood with the type of
quantification that will bring it nearest to
trath, ¢f. such platitudes as Extremes meet
- +to sound like truth 1t must be understood
a8 "Extremes usually meet' or even 'It may
be the case that extremes meet’.

Thusg, Tor "typical" generic propositions,
such as (L), two properties are substantials
1) they arce quantified implicitely; 2) their
quantitication belongs to the semantic type
‘usually®. Truth conditions for a typical
generic proposition can be formulated as
follows:

(26) A generic proposition with the sub-
ject s and the predicate P is true if
and only if for mny x & B/ (where B
ig the extension of the general term
g) it is
thet P(8) is true.

tThe meaning of usually can be described

usually the case

in the same way as the meaning of other
words 18 described in lexical semantics.
Thusg, s _is usually P = 'For most x € Es it

iy true that P(x), and this situation is con-
gldered to be natural’. This definition

gives an explanation to the following examp-
le from Carlson 1978: sentence Books are
usually paperbacks sounds odd, though it is,

perhaps, true that most books are now paper-
backs. The fact is, that this situation is
not as yet considered to be natural.

7. Adverbial quantification

In a similar way truth conditions for
other types of adverbial quantification in
generic propositions cen be stated. What is
important is the fact that there are con-
jexts in which adverbiasl quantification can-
not be reduced to quantification over the
extengion of the subject term.

Take example

(27) Young people usually overestimate
their resourses.

Tts meaning cannot be adequately repre-
sented by mesns of quantification over the
get of all young people: (27) # 'Most young
people overestimate thelr resourses'. What
ig ment in (27) is that for mo s ¥
¢ 8 8 e 8 when a young man estimates his
(ot her) resourses he overestimates them .
4o it is clear that quantification over si-
tuntions end not over objects is involved

here. In the same wey we can represent the
meaning of sentences (8) - (13) with generic
names of situations from section 2.

8. Grammatical problems revisited

Referential oppositions that were intro-
duced allow us to give explanations to at
least some of . grammatical phenomena con-
nected with generics, which were mentioned
in section 3.

Thus, (28a) and (28b) are not strictly
synonymous:

(28) ae Amer ikanec (Sg) delovii
'An smerican is effective'.
b Amerikancy (PL) delovily
'imericans are efficient'.
The difference in meaning may be ascribed to
the fact that (28b) is a usual type of gene-
ric propositions while (28a) describes our
mental image of an American {(in the sense of
Wierzbicka 1980).

Exceptional behavior of generic terms

with respect to Tense, exemplified by (18),

- can  be explained by the fact that sentence

(18) does not express a generic proposition:
NP dinosaursg is here used as a name of
clasg. Genuine generic propositions are, in
fact, omnitemporal.

9. Conclusion

Our investigation can be looked upon as
a proof of the thesis that for typical gene-
ric noun phrases a logico-semantic interpre-
tation can be given which strictly corres-
ponds to their surfece structure (in artic-
le-lacking languages): generic terms can be
treated as referentially incomplete phrases,
with quantification expressed outside the
phrase 1ltself or not expressed at all.
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