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1 A New Attempt at Some Prominent Facts 

Patterns pertaining to 'strong' DMPs and scope in presentational there- 
sentences (henceforth: PTSs) have received much attention, and many attempts 
have been made to derive them.' Building on the account of Heim 1987, this 
paper proposes a novel account based on temporal reference encoding and 
general assumptions concerning the nature of the interface between the 
computational system of syntax (CS) and the systems of sound and meaning 
(Chomsky 1999). 

1.1 Strong D/NPs and scope in PTSs 

In PTSs, 'strong' D/NPs are ruled out, and 'weak' DMPs are confined to a 
narrow scope interpretation (Milsark 1977. Cf. section 1.3. on the notions 
'strong' and 'weak' as understood here): 

( I) a. *There are most children in the garden 
b. Most children are in the garden

(2) a. There must be a ghost in the house (only: must > 3) 
b. A ghost must be in the house (both: must > 3.3 > must) 

Heim 1987 proposes that both the restriction on strong DMPs and the narrow 
scope facts follow from one underlying filter, given in (3): 

(3) a. *there be x, where x is an individual variable (Heim 1987:27) 

Under the assumptions that (a) 'strong' DMPs have to undergo Quantifier 
Raising (QR) to be interpretable and that (b) 'weak' D/NPs take sentential wide 
scope via QR, the effects in (I)  and (2) follow: By definition, QR leaves an 
individual variable in the base position of the raised DMP, so it is disallowed 
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across there be. What remains to be explained is why a filter such as that of 
Heim should hold. 

1.2 Proposal 

We propose that the facts pertaining to strong D/NPs and scope in PTSs follow 
from (4): 

(4) Presentational There- Sentences get Reference Time token-reflexively 

We argue that PTSs are special as concerns the encoding of temporal reference: 
Unlike 'normal' sentences, they lack the (full) means to encode temporal 
reference structurally, that is, within CS. Instead, Reference Time (RT), the time 
where the propositional content associated with the PTS has reference, is 
determined on the basis of the there- sentence token itself. With RT open in CS, 
PTSs are not saturated expressions there. For this reason, QR - a syntactic 
operation defined only for saturated expressions (propositions) - cannot apply 
2:ross there be. D/NPs that have to QR are ruled out, as is scope taking via QR. 

1.3 Background 

The view taken here on interpretation is correspondence-theoretic: Sentences 
depict situations, perceiving a structured set of lexical items is picturing a 
situation (cf. in particular McGilvray 1991). 
Tense, viewed as encoding a relation between Speech Time (ST) and 

Reference Time (RT) (Reichenbach 1947). is intimately connected to reference 
and truth: It establishes a relation between a crucial part of speaker reference 
(Speech Time = the speaker's 'here and now') and a reference point at which a 
situation as depicted by the sentence is asserted to obtain (Reference Time = the 
time of which the sentence is (claimed to be) true). * 
ST is the time 'anchoring' the utterance (Enc 1987): Each and every utterance 

entails ST, just like an utterance entails a speaker. We take ST to be computable 
in different ways though. The obvious option is that ST is computed on the basis 
of the utterance, corresponding literally to the time it takes to utter the sentence 
token then. Another possibility is that ST is structurally encoded, the important 
case being that where a D/NP functioning as syntactic as well as logical subject 
'binds' ST. To give an example, in 

(5) Otto was sick 

the predication is restricted temporally to times which are part of Otto's time or 
- put more cognitively - times of Otto-representations. Meeting certain 
conditions, DMPs may effectively determine ST and thus 'anchor' an utterance 



temporally in the sense relevant for CS. The crucial idea is that in the absence of 
the pertaining structural relations, ST is the literal time of utterance. We take 
nominative case checking and agreement to reflect the relation allowing a D/NP 
to bind ST such that it is saturated in the sense relevant for CS." 
Pending an ST 'anchor', RT plays the role of a reference point or an 'address' 

where the propositional content associated with the pertaining sentence has 
reference. Having reference means being represented in extralinguistic terms 
'outside' CS, i.e., beyond the interface to interpretation. Without exception, RT 
has to be related to an ST 'anchor': A bound RT entails a bound ST. Having an 
open ST entails having an open RT. 
ST and RT are taken to be part and parcel of predicate-argument s t ~ c t u r e . ~  

Importantly, an expression with an open RT slot is a (propositional) function 
and not as a saturated expression (proposition). More in general then, we assume 
that CS relies on typing (functionlargument) information (restricting the 
operation 'merge' in particular). 
QR - assumed here to obligatorily apply to 'strong' DNPs as well as to be 

responsible for sentential wide scope of 'weak' D/NPs - is an operation that 
creates a one place function from a proposition, leaving an individual variable in 
the base position of the raised D m  and abstracting over it. This function is then 
taken as an argument by the generalized quantifier corresponding to the raised 
DMP (Montague 1974, May 1985). We take QR to be part of CS.' 
Following McNally 1998, we assume that the relevant set of strong DNPs 

consists of those DNPs that denote only in the type of generalized quantifiers 
(GQs). Essentially, these are the D/NPs the meaning of which can be computed 
only on the basis of at least two sets (most, every, all...). We assume that the 
wide scope reading of 'weak' (single set denoting, intersective) D/NPs arises 
through shifting their type to that of a generalized quantifier and subsequent 
raising."ith McNally, we assume that definiteness effects with non GQ- 
denoting D/NPs are due to a pragmatic felicity condition requiring D/NPs in the 
scope of there be to introduce novel discourse referents. 

2. PTSs: ST-Dependent albeit ST-Deficient 

2.1 PTSs and ST (utterance) dependency 

The intuition that PTSs have to do with 'location', 'being on scene' and/or 
'awareness' is a common one. We cite Firbas' (1966:243) formulation of the 
idea that PTSs are about [the speaker's] 'here and now': 

These verbs or verbal phrases undoubtedly imply or even express appearance - a kind 
of coming into existence - on the scene (i.e. the scene created by the narrow. ad hoc 
context at the moment of utterance) or simply existence on this scene. 



That presentational there- sentences are 'ad hoc' (utterance dependent) in a 
strong sense shows clearly in Italian where the (unexpressed) location of which 
a particular situation is asserted to hold has to be interpreted relative to the 
speaker (cf. Pinto 1997: 1270: 

(6) a. Irene e arrivata 'Irene arrived somewhere' 
b. LOC e arrivata Irene 'Irene arrived herelat this place' 

The Italian case illustrates that PTSs are 'about' something they do not actually 
seem to express. This is expected if this something is the 'here and now' of the 
speaker which is as such dependent on the utterance situation rather than being 
independently encodable. 

2.2 Absence of ST in PTSs 

While PTSs seem to depend strictly on ST for interpretation, there is reason to 
believe that they do not encode it structurally. Evidence for this comes from 
embedded speech acts as well as various syntactic properties associated with 
PTSs. 

2.2.1 Embedded speech acts 
Patterns pertaining to embedding speech act verbs provide evidence that PTSs 
lack (full) strucural encoding of ST (more broadly: speaker reference): 

(7) a. Ede said that a hen was walking in the garden 
b. Ede said that there was a hen walking in the garden 

in the usual case, ambiguity arises with embedding speech act verbs, pertaining 
to the understood ST of the embedded sentence (cf. e.g. Higginbotham 1995). 
Thus (7-a) can be understood as meaning that a situation where a unicorn was 
walking held during Ede's speech, the so-called 'simultaneous past' reading. 
The other reading (7-a) has is that the situation encoded in the embedded 
sentence held at some time prior to Ede's speech (the 'distant past' reading). 
Looking at (7-b), the distant past reading seems to be unavailable: (7-b) means 
that during Ede's speech, a situation in which a unicorn was walking obtained.' 
In other words, RT of an embedded PTS seems to coincide with its ST. That ST 
and RT respectively are not autonomously encoded in embedded PTSs shows 
also in the fact that adverbs restricting RT to a time different from that of ST are 
odd in these contexts, as is past perfect tense (entailing disjointness of ST and 
RT as well as difference between ST and RT in terms of the situation(s) holding 
at them):* 



(8) a. Ede said that a hen had been walking in the garden the day before 
b. ?Ede said that there was a hen walking in the garden the day before 
c. ?Ede said that there had been a hen walking in the garden 

We take Tense to realize the relation entertained by the ST and RT arguments. 
On this assumption, a straightforward explanation for the lack of the distant past 
reading with embedded PTSs is that the ST argument is not realized 
independently, if at all. 

2.2.2 Structure 
-4ssuming - as is standard - that the encoding of ST (Speaker Reference) is 
associated with the C/T domain, a range of facts showing the structural poverty 
of this domain supports the idea that ST is not (fully) encoded structurally in 
PTSs (saturated in the sense relevant for CS). 
As is well known, PTSs have special properties with respect to case and 

agreement, which are standardly assumed to be associated with Tense. 
Systematically across languages, agreement needn't or cannot be with the 
'ass~ciate':~ 

(9) a. There's-SG rats-PL all over 
b. I1 y'a-SG deux cheveux-PL dans le gardin 

It there-has two horses in the garden 

Case assignment, another property associated with Tense, is special as well in  
PTSs. In English for example, it is presumably not nominative case that is 
assignedtchecked in PTSs but rather accusative: 

(10) a. ?There was only me-ACC in the garden 
b. *There was only I-NOM in the garden 

Taking agreement and nominative case checking to reflect a structural relation a 
(subject) D/NP enters with Tense, the absence of agreement and nominative case 
checking in PTSs suggests that the pertaining relation is absent as well. We 
conjecture that there is no structural ST binding (via a DMP subject) in PTSs 
(cf. section 1.3.). 
Many languages make use of a special copula in PTSs (among which e.g. 

French (cf. (9-b)), Spanish, Tagalog and Hebrew, cf. Freeze 1992). The copula 
being the 'predicative glue' standardly assumed to be situated in Tense, this 
supports the idea that temporal reference encoding is peculiar in PTSs. 

PTSs are special with respect to force encoding as well, force standardly taken 
to be associated eith the CIT domain. Grouping force with tense as determining 
speaker reference, this too supports the claim that the Cf l  domain is 



impoverished or defective in PTSs. For example, adverbs making reference to 
force underly special restrictions in PTSs: 

(I I )  a. ?* There fortunately appeared a fireman 
b. A fireman fortunately appeared 

Non-bridge verbs (essentially: speech act verbs entailing force encoding on their 
complements) seem to be unhappy with PTSs as complements in the absence of 
a complementizer. again pointing to the latters' Cm defectiveness: 

(12) a. Otto thought there was beer in the fridge 
b. ?? Otto murmured there was beer in the fridge 

In addition, PTSs substituted for propositional variables are somehat odd, 
indicating that they do not qualify as fully-fledged propositions: 

(13) The following proposition is true: 
a. Men have livers 
b. Jack Myers was in central park at 8pm on June 1973 
c. ??There {is, was) a man in the garden 

Finally, in donkey contexts PTSs seem to require an adverb of quantification in 
the scope, indicating that they are defective as respects their temporal 
quantificational force: 

(14) a. If a cat is falling from a roof, it (usually) miaows 
b. If there is a cat falling from a roof, it ??(usually) miaows 

It seems safe to conclude that PTSs are special with respect to the encoding of 
temporal reference, generally assumed to be associated with the CTT domain. 
Patterns with embedded speech act verbs as well as syntactic peculiarities 
pertaining to the WT domain suggest that what is funny about PTSs is the 
encoding of ST which seems to be deficient, if it is part of the structural make- 
up of PTSs at all. The seeming paradox of PTSs that emerges is that while PTSs 
are heavily dependent on ST (section 2.1), they do not seem to 'have it' in their 
structure (this section). In the next section, we argue that the facts pertaining to 
strength and scope in PTSs follow from exactly this. 

3 The ST/RT Relation in PTSs and Token Reflexivity of PTSs 

3.1 ST and RT in PTSs 



On top of the strong dependency of PTSs on the utterance context, the relation 
between ST and RT seems to be particularly close in PTSs. Unlike a 'normal' 
sentence in present tense, a PTS is felt to be uttered truthfully only if the 
situation it depicts holds at least while the PTS token is uttered. Consider: 

(15) a. I am reading the paper 
b. There is a woman reading the paper 

While (15-a) is not understood to provide information about utterance time (and 
is strictly speaking contradictory under that interpretation), for (15-b) to be 
judged true the situation it depicts has to be strictly 'going on' while the token is 
uttered. Similar pairs are given in the following examples: 

(16) a. {Otto, someone) is working in that skyscraper 
b. There is {?Otto, someone) working in that skyscraper 

( 17) a. People are hanging around in Central Park 
b. There are people hanging around in Central Park 

Each time, while the 'normal' sentences may be uttered truthfully without the 
situation they depict strictly holding while they are uttered, the PTS variants 
seem to require that the depicted situation holds while they are uttered. This 
distinguishing property of PTSs follows if their RT is their ST essentially. 
Supposing that in PTSs, RT is defined strictly on the basis of ST (utterance 
time) and assuming for concreteness that the relation between ST and RT is that 
of identity, the logical form of a PTS can be given as  follow^:'^' 

( 18) a. There is a man in the garden 
b. in (man, garden, t,,) & t,, = t,, 

3.2 Self-Reflexivity 

Assuming that RT is ST in PTSs and adopting Chomsky's 1999 assumption that 
spelling out a string does away with its structure, we can construe the following 
argument: 

(19) TOKEN REFLEXIVITY ARGUMENT FOR PTSS: 
In PTSs, RT is ST 
A PTS's ST is determined strictly on the basis of the PTS's utterance 
Utterance (spell out) does away with spelled out structure 

Operations depending on temporal saturation are blocked in PTSs 



For our context, DINPs cannot QR across there be: QR is defined for saturated 
expresiions (propositions) only, but PTSs are not saturated expressions within 
CS: Their RT slot is open due to the absence of ST encoding. DINPs that have to 
be interpreted as GQs and QR are therefore ruled out, as is scope taking via QR. 

4 Towards Formalization 

The account proposed here is based on a form of self-reference: PTSs are 
saturated by their own tokens eventually. This section seeks to show how this 
can be integrated into a more specific set of independently motivated 
assumptions, showing thus the feasibility of the proposal. 

4.1 Level ordering 

Chomsky's 1999 assumption that uttering (spelling out) a string does away with 
its structure is a form of level ordering, quite evidently a property of grammar. 
Using the advantage that a theory with level ordering furnishes, we can use 
(essentially) the same metalanguage to formalize self reference without running 
into paradox. We assume that a function 7 (as sometimes used in semantics to 
map individuals onto their times) situated beyond the interface (spell out) maps 
a token onto its utterance time. The result may then saturate the open RT slot 
arriving at the interface. This can be pictured as follows with p standing for a 
propositional meaning (the situation asserted to obtain in a PTS) and t its 
reference time: 

(20) kt [p(t)l [output of CS] 
[spellout] 

I t  [p(t)] 't (/there be . . .I) = 
p(z (/there be . . .I)) [the token saturates RT] 

4.2 Syntax and semantics 

We limit ourselves here to the most important ideas entering analysis, space 
forbidding detailed discussion and motivation (the reader is referred to Brandt 
2001. Brandt in progress). 

We assume that the relevant set of PTSs project an unaccusative structure 
comprising a VP internal theme and location argument (cf. Bende Farkas & 
Kamp 2001 for similar ideas). The location argument is crucial in providing a 
free time variable that we assume to be represented at the VP level. Supposing 
that closure of 'ordinary' individuals applies at the VP level, the VP takes the 



form of an 'indefinite small clause': It depicts a situation obtaining at an 
arbitrary time: 

(21) VP: [3x (in (the garden, x)] (t) 

The element there is a headlclitic situated in a projection located directly above 
VP that we call tP ('little t' in analogy to 'little v'). tP encodes RT." 
From the perspective of functionlargument structure, what the t head does is 

abstract over the free time variable: It turns the saturated VP structure - although 
whith undetermined temporal reference - into a predicate of times, namely the 
times where the propositional meaning is represented. This operation can be 
regarded as the substantive analogue of an operation of 'expletivization' 
proposed in Chierchia 1989 that turns propositions into propositional 
functions.I2 At the tP level then, we have: 

(22) tP: kt [[3x (in (the garden, x)] (t)] 

We take he C/T domain to be inactive in PTSs from a functionlargument 
perspective, merely providing positions for insertion of the copula and (raised) 
there. Matters pertaining to the realization and position of the copula as well as 
the element there are put aside as falling under the responsibility of the PF 
(sound) interface (cf. Holmberg 2001 for related discussion). Consequently, 
what is given in (22) corresponds to the (functionlargument-) structure generated 
by the computational system that arrives at the interface to interpretation 
(spellout). 
This is the crucial point: Unlike 'normal' sentences, PTSs cannot saturate the 

RT slot due to the absence of (structural) ST encoding. Summing up the analysis 
in a tree, we arrive at the following structure for PTSs (p standing for the type of 
propositions, t for that of times, e for that of 'ordinary' individuals): 

theme verb+loc 
X kx V(x,t) 



In order to QR across there be, the theme argument would have to cross the tP 
projection, but this is forbidden: tP has function status and hence cannot be the 
input to the operation of QR (cf. section 1.3). 
When PTSs correspond to saturated expressons - in the extralinguistic systems 

responsible for knowledge, belief and perception - it is too late for QR to apply: 
QR it is not part of those systems and the PTS structure is not accessible 
anymore (cf. section 3.2. 4.1). In sum. the patterns pertaining to strength and 
scope in PTSs are a matter of timing. 

4.3 Discussion 

4.3.1 Why not QR to a position below 'little t' ? 
Why can QR not apply below there be, that is, adjoin the raised D/NP to a 
position below t that has propositional status? A straightforward answer is that 
there is no position available between VP and tP that provides a proper site for 
adjunction. Adjunction to VP itself is presumably ruled out for independent 
reasons, candidates being a ban on (string) vacuous movement or a violation of 
antilocality conditions on operator-variable chains. 

4.3.2 Complex tenses 
An important question that has to be adressed next is how complex tenses fit the 
proposal made here - after all, the patterns pertaining to strength and scope in 
PTSs do not only obtain in simple present tense. Possibly, PTSs in complex 
tenses have limited access to an ST 'anchor' provided by the 'story' they find 
themselves in (see also FN 10). The prediction would be that 'definiteness 
effects' are weaker in complex tenses than in simple present tense. We leave the 
issue to the future. 

5 Notes 

' Thanks to the audience at WECOL 2001 (Seattle, Washington, October 2001) and to the audience 
at the 'Trans Seminar on Syntax and Semantics' (TSSS) at UiL-OTS Utrecht. where the idea behind 
this paper was first presented in  early 2001. Special thanks to Eddy Ruys (for suggestions as to why 
QR cannot apply below there be) and to Karen Zagona (for particularly helpful commenls and chat). 
Al l  errors and shortcomings are mine. ' Bende-Farkas and Kamp 2001 as well as McNally 1998 provide concise overviews and discussion 
o f  the literature. 

The tense relation has to guarantee accessibility o f  RT from ST. Apart from that, i t  could be many 
things (precedence, inclusion, identity etc.). See section 3.1 for the STIRT relation in PTSs. 

' Cf. Pesetsky and Torrego's 2001 proposal that nominative case is uninterpretable tense on a D 
head. 01ro i n  (5) functions as what McGilvray 1991 calls a 'companion': making identifying 
reference to an object necessarily located in  time and space and being what the sentence is 'about', 
0110 i n  (5) effectively restricts the times that are quantified over: I n  order to assess the predication. 
one has to 'look at' the times associated with Otto (the times the individual referred to by 0110 has 



'in it' (Goodman 1951)) and check what is (co-) represented at those times. The larger idea is that 
we are quantifying over times eventually. These times taken to be the times where certain things are 
represented. they play the same role as far as I can see as Lewis' 1975 'cases' ('true' variable 
assignments). Cf. Higginbotham 1995 for discussion of tense semantics as opposed to possible world 
semantics. 

Cf. Zagona 1991, Stowell 1995 for analysis of tense in terms of temporal argument structure. 

Under the assumption that only individual and set denoting expressions can appear in theta 
positions. QR saves structures from type clash. To recapture the mechanics of QR, the derivation of 
the object wide scope reading of a strong DINP over the subject DlNP looks as follows: 

(i) a. A man loves every woman 
b. ky [3x (man (x) & lovc(x,y)] [after abstraction] 
c. 714 [VY (woman (y) + Q (y)l [GQ evey wornon] 
d. Vy (woman ( y )  + 3x (man (x) & love (x.y))) [after application] 

Cf. Partec 1987 on the relevant shifting mechanism. As noted there, shifting to the type of GQs 
falls directly out of the theory of types and is in this sense a purely formal operation. 
' Given an elaborate enough context, some speakers get the distant past reading with embedded 
F'TSs as well, suggesting that discourse information can be accessed at a relevant stage of the 
derivation of the complex sentence. Cf. section 4.3.2. 

While Simple Past Tense is standardly taken to encode disjointness of ST and RT as well, it does 
not clearly entail their difference in terms of the situations obtaining at them, cf. the pair: 

(ii) a. I walked. and I am still walking 
b. ?? I had walked, and I am still walking 

If times arc different (and hence can be disjoint) only to the extent that their properties (concepts 
represented at them) are different well. the fact that simple past tense does not clearly entail 
different properties calls into question the idea that ST and RT have to be disjoint in simple past 
tense. See also section 4.3.2. 

Accusative has been argued to be the default case in English by Schuetze 2001. Cf. Belletti 1988 
arguing that case on the associate is not nominative (but what she calls 'partitive case'). 
lo There are various options regarding the STIRT relation in F'TSs, e.g. the weaker notion of 
inclusion of RT in ST. One advantage of taking the relation to be that of identity is that it might 
explain why progressive tense is needed in PTSs with eventive predicates. The idea is that ST is 'too 
small' to capture an event 'as a whole': For an event to be complete, it has to be over. However, it is 
not directly observable anymore then, violating the requirement that what is asserted in a PTS has to 
be going on during ST (utterance time). 
l' That there has head status is proposed in a.0. Freeze 1992. tP is akin to Stowell's 1995 
'zeitphrase', assumed to be associated with RT (ibid.). That the element [here is not situated in TP 
but lower cannot be argued here in detail for reasons of space (but cf. Brandt (in progress)). Initial 
plausibility is given by the French case. where the element y (= there) occurs to the right of the 
expletive element il(= it) that is in the specifier of TP presumably (cf. (9-b)). 
l2 Expletivization is motivated by the predication principle (sentences express predication and 
predicates must have subiects). Under Chierchia's proposal, expletivization creates a predicate which 
Ean be saturated only by ;he domain by definition icf.~anvisegnd Cooper's 1981 characterization of 
intersective NPs) On our execution, the predicate created by expletivization is saturated by what 
effectively determines the domain of quantification: In the case of a PTS. this is the speaker's 'here 



and now'. A question arising but put aside here is whether tP is generally projected or restricted to 
just some constructions (such as unaccusative constructions and presumably double object 
constructions (cf. Brandt 2001)). It  is of course conccivable that t's featurc makeup varies or that 
different mechanisms are operative in relating it to T. 
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