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Abstract: In this paper, we regard Zimmerman(19€93) property analysis of verbs of absence as a
special case of tHadependent ability of verbs to take property-type complements (see Ladusaw, 1994).
By integrating into this analysis a Quinian decompositibiverbs of absence we can tease apart the
distinction between opaque atrednsparent, nonspecific complements, as well as the distinction between
de dicto and de re readings nbnspecific complements. This prevents us from overgeneralizing
transparent readings of inherently opaque complementinbacently opaque verbs and it helps us to

answer some criticisms that Moltmann (1997) raises against Zimmermann'’s proposal.
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1. Introduction

It is a well-known fact that if English verbs of absence lldak for or wantcombine with
an indefinite NP the latter can receive two readings. For example, oradiag of (1)
Marta would be happy if she found just any toy to play \&itkd, on the other reading,
only if she found a particular toy:

(1) Marta is looking for a toy.
(2) Max wants a book for Christmas.

Similarly, (2) can be understood in such a way that Max woukhbsfied with any book

for Christmas, or in such way that a particular book is the object of his desire. We call
the former readings instances of the opaque reading, and the latter ones indtahees
transparent reading of the respectindefinite complements. On the opaque readings
there neechot exist a toy, nor need there be a book. Hence, on these readings the
indefinites give rise to what is often called a failure of existential quantificaioother

major characteristic of verbs of absence is their failure to permit substitutiona i.e.,
sentence containing verb of absence does not always preserve truth when we substitute
its opaque complement with an extensionally equivalentAgPexample, suppose that in

a world of evaluatiorw the denotation omember of New Orleansiigh societyand



participant in a Mardi Gras paradis the same set of individualsEven if (3) is true in
w, it does not necessarily follow that (4) is truevias well:

(3) The FBI sought a member of New Orleans’ high society.
(4) The FBI sought a participant in a Mardi Gras parade.

Referentially transparent verbghave differently in this respect. For example, if (5) is
true, (6) is true as well:

(5)  The FBI caught a member of New Orleans high society.
(6) The FBI caught a participant in a Mardi Gras parade.

In this paper, we adopt Zimmermann’s (1993) account of the opagukngs of (1)
through (4) by maintaining that, on their opaque interpretatian verbslook for, want
and seekexpress a relation towards a propelye emphasize that is not enough to
propose that the opacity of a verbal complenemherely a matter of the verb expressing
a relation towards a property, since, as we will show, there are chsgsperty-type
complements whicldo carry existential entailments. Thelevant facts will lead us to a
definition of the opaque/transparent distinction whidhssifies verbs according to
whether omot they supply an existential entailment to property-denoting complements
(since property-type complements, we assume, do not contabytexistential entailment
on their own). We will call those nonspecific property-type complemesish are
associated with existence entailments, transparent, and those which are not, opaque.

A problem withZimmermann’s implementation of a property analysis is that it
does not account for Carlson’s (1977b) observdtiahif the complement dbok for or
want is a bare plural we getnly the opaquereadingg As on Montague’s (1974)
intensional quantifier analysis, it follows on Zimmermant&atment that whenever a
sentence receives an opaque, nonspecific reédiageives a transparent, specific reading
as well. We will prevensuch readings from being generated by making the derivation of
opaque and transparent readings of varbsbsence depend both on specific lexical
characteristics of those verbs amdthe specific types of denotations available to various
types of NPs. Oudiscussion will further show that opaque readings are attested even in
some cases that at first glance seem to have only transparent readingshiewas

1 Mardi Gras is New Orleans’ version of Carneval. While the equivalenegevienagining here does not
actually hold, the most important of the colorful MaBtas parades have traditionally been organized by
exclusive clubs (though this is mo way obvious to the uninformed parade watcher), and it is easy
enough to imagine a world in which the equivalence did hold.

2 Kratzer (1980) disputes the correctness of Carlson’s observation. We will return to this in section 3.4.



looking for a certain man Empirical evidence from West Greenlandic, a language
which not every verb that admits opageadings also admits transparent readings, will
also support our proposed means of blocking unwanted readings.

One of thekeys to our analysis will involve supplementing Zimmermann’s
analysis of verbs of absence with a semantic decompositithrese verbs which contains
an attitudecomponent. As a result, we will have to answer the objections both to a
decompositionabnalysis of intensional verbs and to the property analysis. First, we
counter Zimmermann’s (1993) objection that since verbs of resemblance cafumbhée
lexically decomposed, an implicitly propositional analysis of verbs of absmm®t be
on the right track. Second, like Larson et al. (199v@, reject Moltmann’s (1997)
objection that a decompositional analysis of opaque verbs in terms of atgnbdecannot
deal with the truth-conditional differences between owerd covert attitude reports. We
will show that these differences are perfectly compatible with an account that usekes
covert attitudes in the analysis of verbs of absence; however, unlike Larsonyetaigue
that there areeasons not to posit that these attitudes are generally syntactically manifest.
Third, we refute Moltmann’argument that from the behavior i@sembleit follows that
look forcannot denote a relation between an individual and a property. Reartiespond
to her criticism that some crucial NPs that combwith verbs of absence cannot be
analyzed as properties. Finally, we answer the objection that there@xmgerexamples
to Zimmermann’s prediction that quantificational complement®ak forand want are
never opaque. Our analysis of thesses shows that, indeed as Zimmermann predicts,
guantificational complements never are opaque — on our definition of offaeytycannot
be — butthat some putative quantifiers can receive an opaque interpretation and, in
addition, can be understodeé dictoor de re These facts thusonstitute evidence in favor
of distinguishing transparency versus opacity from de dicto versugskeralso Kratzer,
1998).

Thepaper is organized as follows. In the next section, we sketch Zimmermann’s
analysis and some of hisotives for interpreting opaque complements as properties. We
also turn to some shortcomings of the approach. In section Jyresent semantic
incorporation(Van Geenhoven, 1998) as a general means by which verbs can or even
must take property argument/e show how semantic incorporation can be combined
with a decompositional analysis of verbs absence and, in particular, what this
combination buys us. In sectidh we respond to Moltmann’s critique of the property
analysis of opacity. Section 5 concludes the paper.



2. A property analysis of opacity: its merits and drawbacks

In thissection, we first present the major aspects of Zimmermann’s property analysis of
opacity. Then we discuss its problems caused by failing to distinguish between
nonspecificity in opaque vs. in transparenvironments, on the one hand, and to account
for obligatory opacity, on the other.

2.1. Zimmermann (1993)

Zimmermann presents his analybisth as an alternative to Quine’s decompositional
analysis of verbs of absence, in which the complemesti¢th verbs is interpreted as a
proposition(see also Larson et al., 1997), and as an alternative to Montague’s (1974)
treatment othis complemenas an intensional quantifier which maintains decomposition
only via a meaning postulafeee for an intensional quantifier analysis also Moltmann,
1997).

On Quine’s analysis, verbs of absence likeek are decomposednto a
propositional attitude, e.gtry, and a relation between individuals, efgqd, and are then
interpreted as relations towards propositions. On tlopaque reading, indefinite
complements o$eektake narrow scope with respectttg. On their transparent reading,
they take wide scop&immermann rejects the decompositional analysis on the following
grounds. He observes — incorrectly, as we will show in section 3, below—thatoferbs
resemblance are “verbs whose logico-semantic behavior is pltesy to that okeek
(1993: 158). For example, (7) may say something about John reserabfiagicular
unicorn or it may sagomething about the resemblance between the way John is dressed
up for carneval and the shape of a unicorn:

(7) John resembles a unicorn.

Zimmermann argues thegsemblecan be called ‘referentially opagumEcause, like verbs
of absence, it fails for substitutivity. Thet, (8) does not entail (9) even though the
members of New Orleans’ high society and the participants in the Mardp&ades are
identical in the actual world:

(8) John resembles a member of New Orleans’ high society.
(9)  John resembles a participant in a Mardi Gras parade.



In addition,resemblelike verbs of absence, lacks existential entailment for its direct
object, since for the truth ¢7) no unicorn need exist in order for John to resemble one.
Zimmermann thershows that despite the fact thasembleis referentially opaque, no
suitable lexicaldecomposition can be found which analyzes it as an attitude relation
towards a proposition of théry to find sort. From this he concludes that a
decompositional analysghould not account for referential opacity in the casseafk
either. Since the two verbs have similar intensional characteristics, any analysisi@dsch
not account for both of them will miss a generalization, he argues.

On Montague’sanalysis, verbs of absence denote relations between individuals
and intensional quantifiers, thet properties of properties of individuals. Zimmermann
points out that this analysiwergeneralizes since we find cases such as (10) in which an
opaque reading is predicted that does not, in fact, exist:

(10) Alain is seeking each comic book.

(10) entails the existencd a set of comic books, but since nothing preveatsh comic
bookfrom being interpretedpaquely, Zimmermann concludes that this analysis of verbs
of absence must be revised.

As an alternative, Zimmermann proposes that verbs of absence denote relations
towards a propertl (type <s,<e,t>>). The verdeekfor example, is translated as follows:

(11) seek= AP Aw Ax (seek(xP))

The absence in (11) of amdividual-type argument corresponding to the sought object is
what is supposed to guarantee the lack eafstential entailment and failure of
substitutivity. Zimmermann’s proposal seem&ave at least two advantages. One is that
opaque verbs do not have to be decomposed into an attitude verb and a betatesn

two individuals. Consequently, botterbs of absence and verbs of resemblance can be
analyzed in the same way, namely, as relationsirds a property. The other advantage is
that theproperty analysis predicts that quantificational complements cannot be opaque:
The type of a quantifier clashes with the required property type of the compleimsaak
forcing an alternative mode afomposition that entails scoping out the quantfier.
Nevertheless, Zimmermann’s analysis leaves some facts unexplained, as we willidiscuss
the remainder of this section.

3 This clash crucially depends on natural language not making use of any type-shifting mechanisms to
generate property-type readings for certain quantificational NPs. See Parteef¢t98®vant data and
McNally (1998) for explicit support for such as view.



2.2. Nonspecific complements of referentially transparent verbs

First, simply assigning a verb a property-type argumembtienough to ensure that there
will be no existentiabntailment associated with that argument or that substitutivity will
fail. As noted above, some nonspeciiomplements of extensional verbs, do carry
existential entailments. Arucial example is the English bare plural, which, since Carlson
(1977b), is well known to be nonspecific:

(12) Bill caught rabbits behind the house.

Even though the truth of theentence does not require determining exactly which rabbits
he caught, he definitely caught something wieegists. In other words, the NRbbits
receives a nonspecific interpretation itr@ansparent context. Even though Zimmermann
does not explicitly say this in his papee of course interpret his analysis in such a way
that among the relations between individuals and properties there are socogrésiond

to ordinary transparent relations. Furthermore, the relations to properties exprgssed
opaque verbs are implicitiptended to not be among them. It is this implicit intention of
Zimmermann's that we want to give an explicit treatment dfiénpresent paper. In our
previous work (e.g. McNally, 1992, 1995; Van Geenhoven 1995, 1998, 2008), we
have argued that, alongside entity- and quantifier-type complements, verbs cquit&so
systematically combine with property-type complemeatsj that when they do so, a
nonspecificeading always results (see also e.g. Ladusaw, 1994; Dobrovie-Sorin, 1997).
As mentioned in the introduction, we will propose in section 3 that disahguishedook

for and want from strictly extensional verbs likeatchis thefact that the former are
lexically decomposeth terms of an attitude repod,g.,look forastry to find or wantas
want to havewhile the latter verbgare not. It is this extra modal embedding of the
individuals that are describeay the complements dbok for and want crucially in
combination withthe property-type semantics of these complements, which will be
responsible for their opaqueness, i.e., for their lack of an existential entailment.

The exact naturef the combinatorics which permit verbs to take property-type
complements wilbe discussed in section 3 below, but at this point we can conclude that
the opacity of a verbal complement cannot simply be a matter of the verb lzeagiagon
towards a property, givetihat referentially transparent verbs can be interpreted as such
relations as well.



2.3. Inherent opacity of NPs

Second, Zimmermann’s analysals to account for the fact that certain types of NPs
yield only nonspecificreadings. For example, Carlson (1977b) pointed out that in
existential contexts the English baptural always receives such an interpretation,
regardless of whether this bare plural is the complement of an extensiomal or
intensional verb. This is illustrated in (13) and (14), respectively:

(13) Bill noticed actors in every scene of the film. (Carlson, 1977b: 21)
i. ‘In every scene of the film, there were actors such that Bill noticed them.’
ii. # ‘There were actors such that in every scene of the film Bill noticed them.’
(14) Max is looking for books on Danish cooking. (Carlson, 1977b: 17)
i. ‘Max tries to find books on Danish cooking.’
ii. # ‘There are books on Danish cooking such that Max tries to find them.’

Zimmermann'’s analysisicorrectly predicts that (14) can have the transparent reading in
(14ii) because the technique he uses to derive transparent readithgsdomplements of
verbs likelookfor appears to be completely productive. Although he is not enérglycit
about the details, the referential interpretation of an indefioiteplement (for instance) is
basically derived from its property interpretation siynply extensionalizing the latter.
Technically, the opaque verb absorbs the property denoted by its ahject, but, in
addition, through some sort of freely available operation it ends up itsitsecond
argument position occupied by a different property, that of being the indivilturical to
the intended referent of that direct object (indicatedahat follows by the variablg), that
is, AWAZ[z = y]. The representation for the transparent readingeek a unicoris thus
(15) (adapted with trivial changes from Zimmermann’s (40dr), whestands for the
world of evaluation):

(15) seek a unicore= i Ay Ax [unicorn;(y) & seek(x, A AZ[z =j W]))]

It is not clear how to prevent a translation like (15) from being an option inldesés4),
where the transparent reading is m@hilable, because the verb takes a property-type
complement just as it does on the opaque reading, and, moneoweplicit connection is
made between the specific semantics of possible direct object NPsthand
extensionalization operation. Note, by the way, that a similar criticism can be ohade
Montague’s quantificational analysis of verbs of absence.



2.4. Inherent opacity of verbs

Third, another fact that Zimmermanrésalysis leaves unexplained is that certain verbs
yield only opaque readings, no matter what lohg@omplement they happen to have. The
prediction thatransparent readings are derived from opaque ones is directly related to
Zimmermann’s assumption thatrbs of absence are not ambiguous and that the opaque
and the transparent readings are “so closely related...that neither spte#ers’
intuitionsnor lexicographers’ work can find an ambiguity” (1993: 151). Note, however,
that in West Greenlandic, as pointedt in Van Geenhoven (1998), the incorporated
complements of intensionaérbal affixes are always opaquely interpreted, irrespective of
whether or not the incorporated noun is accompanied by an external modifievveliich
intuitively favor a transparent reading. This is shown in (16) and (17), respeétively:

(16) Vittu cykili-ssar-siur-p-u-q.

V.ABS bikeFfut-look.for4ND-[-tr]-3sG

i.  ‘Vittus is looking for just any bike.’

ii. # ‘There is/are bike(s) such that Vittus is looking for it/them.’
(17) Vittu marlun-nik  cykili-ssar-siur-p-u-q.

V.ABS tWO4NS.PL bike+uT-look.for4dND-[-tr]-3sG

i.  ‘Vittus is looking for any two bikes.’

ii. # ‘There are two bikes such that Vittus is looking for them.’

Like the English bare plural in (14), the incorporatedin cykili- ‘bike(s) in (16) and
(17) receives only an opaque interpretation, even when modifiethbynnik‘two’ as in
the latter example.To describea situation in which someone is looking for a specific
object, another, nonincorporating verlust be used, namelyjar-, instead of-siur-. This

is illustrated in (18):

(18) Juuna-p atuagaq ujar-p-a-a. (Bittner, p.c.)
J.ERG bookABS.SG look.fordND-[+tr]-3SG.3SG

4 The abbreviations used in the text af@&L, for ablative caseABS, for absolutive caseAP, for
antipassiveERG for ergative caserUT, for future; IND, for indicative;INS, for instrumental case;0C,

for locative caseNEG, for negationPL, for plural; SG for singular; [£tr], for (in)transitive.

5 VanGeenhoven (1998) also gives examples showing that not even a relative clause-like modifier can
trigger a transparent readio§ a noun that is incorporated by an opaque verb. Note in this respect that,
unlike Carlson (1977b) and Chierchia (1998), we are not convinced thidtige clause can trigger a

wide scope reading for an otherwise nonspecific nominal. Se¥afs&eenhoven (2000) and footnote 7

on this issue.



i. ‘Juuna is looking for the book.’ (preferred reading)
ii. ‘Juuna is looking for a specific book.’ (OK with context)

What is interesting about (18) is thgtar- expresses extensionklok for because it is
transitivelyinflected. Intransitivizingujar-, for example as a result of antipassivization as
shown in (19), gives rise to the opaque reading:

(19) Juuna atuakka-mik ujar-lir-p-u-g. (Bittner, p.c.)
JABS boOkiINST.SG look.for-AP-IND-[-tr]-3SG
‘Juuna is looking for any book.’ (preferred reading)

These WesGreenlandic facts show that inherent opacity is not due exclusively to the
semanticof the nominal complements (e.g., the English bare plural) or to the semantics
of a particular construction such as nancorporation. Rather, the verb itself can also be
responsible for obligatory opaque readifgsreover, (19) suggests that, if anything, the
opaque reading is derived from the transparent one, and not vicey®esa,that it is
associated with a morphologically complex construction (see the morptiemeWe
therefore regard it as empirically inadequate to derive extensional, transpeadings

from intensional, opaque ones via @peration which does not take into account the
peculiarities of individual verbs and nominal expressions.

2.5. Summary

To sum up, we have observed that the nuea that a referentially opague verb denotes a
relation to a property cannot account for the semantic characteustiosferentially
opaque verbs and their nonspecific complements. Indkiesection, we will propose that

if we enrich the property analysis with decomposition of the legigalantics of the verbs
under study, we can distinguish nonspecificity in opacpueext from nonspecificity in
transparent contexts. In othgords, a property analysis cannot do the job alone: only in
combination with the right lexical semantics willyiield a complete understanding of
opacity. Additional problems for Zimmermann's analysis which were pointednout
Moltmann (1997) will be addressed in section 4.

3. Opaque verbs and semantic incorporation

In this section, we treat Zimmermann’s interpretation of opaque compleasepteperty
denoting expressions as a special case of the general ability of vednstiime with such



expressions. One mechanism for effectinig combination is ‘semantic incorporation’
(Van Geenhoven, 1998), which we introduce below. We also shawwe need further
accesgo the meaning components of opaque verbs in order to distinguish intensional
from extensional property-taking, arguing, against Zimmermann, that veréseofiblance

do not present a problem for treatimgaque verbs in some sense decompositionally. We
then argue, in reply to Moltmann, that the semantic differences betweerangecbvert
attitude reports are also not an obstaclestah a treatment. This latter discussion will
revolve around the semantic effects that arise when temporal adverbialcard
complements combine with verbs of absence and will clarify the extent to thiidéxical
meaning components of opaque verbs must also be syntactically visible.

3.1. Nonspecific complements as properties

In the literature on NP interpretation, it is widely accepted that NPs can have farilies
denotations (e.g. Williams, 1983; Partee, 1987). For example in(@20)and (22), the
italicized NPs can be analyzed as denotiggantifier gach gir}, an entity John, and a
property & student respectively:

(20) Each girlwas wearing a pink hat.
(21) Johnentered the bar.
(22) Emil isa student

However, it is much less widely accepted that — in addition to their appeairance
predicative positions (see (22 property-denoting nominal expressions can occur in
ordinary argument positions. It is this idea, first generalized in Lad(E28v), that we
will exploit, since it serves as tasis both for Zimmermann’s and for our own analysis
of opacity. To do so, it will be useful to briefly reviesseme of our earlier work on
property-type complements armsthow how it deals with nonspecificity and (inherent)
narrow scope.

In developing asemantics for the existential predicate, McNally (1992, 1998)
proposes that theomplement of the existential predicate (for example, the indefnite
studenin (23)) denotes a property:

(23) There isa studentn the library.

McNally’s proposal straightforwardly accounts for the inherent narrow scope of the
existential predicate’s argument — or its inherent nonspecificity —, illustrated in (24):
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(24) There aren’t many students in the library.
i. ‘lItis not the case that many students are in the library.’
ii. # ‘There are many students such that it is not the case that they are in the
library.’

Here, the subjeahany studentseceives only a narrow scope interpretation napect to

the negationThis fact follows if we assume thaany studenisas a property-type
expression, must get any associated existeotieé from an external source, in this case,
the existential predicate. Every operator which has this external source in its scpes as
the negationn (24), will automatically have scope over the property argument. This
explanation isfundamentally similar to Carlson’s (1977b) explanation of the narrow
existential interpretation of the English bare plural, illustrated in (25):

(25) Billy didn’'t eat bananas.
i. ‘lItis not the case that Billy ate bananas.’
ii. # ‘There were bananas such Bill did not eat them.’

Carlson’s analysis differs in that he toible bare plurabananasto denote a kind, rather
than goroperty, and the instances of this kind are introduced by the stage-level predicate
eat Given thateatis in the scope of aegation operator, the existentially interpreted
bananasis in the scope of this operatorasll. The main difference for our purposes
between treatingananasasa property versus a kind in (25 that the former analysis
gives us a basis for a generalized semantics of inheaerw scope, since it can account
for the inherent narrowness not only of the English existential bare plural bubfalso
expressions which are arguably never kind-denoting. A case in paiatig studentghe
argument of the existential predicate in example (24) aliother cases will be illustrated
below.

In the spirit of McNally’s proposal, Van Geenhoven (1995, 1998) propthsdd
incorporated nouns West Greenlandic and their modifiers also denote properties. Two
examples are given in (26) and (27). Interestingkgmple (26) shows that the existential
predicate in West Greenlandic is the obligatorily noun-incorporating gewb: -

(26) Festi-mi gallunaar-passua-gar-p-u-g. (Van Geenhoven, 1998: 27)
party+oc white.man-many-havesn-[-tr]-3sG
‘There were many Danes at the party.’

6 In fact, we do not exclude the possibility bénanasdenoting a kind in (25)since it must
independently be assumed that bare pluralgieante kinds in English. However, what we are interested
in is the independent availability of the property denotation.

11



(27) Marlun-nik  ammassat-tur-p-u-nga. (Sadock, 1991: 94)
two-4NS.PL sardine-eatND-[-tr]-1SG
‘| ate two sardines.’

One of the crucial arguments for this analysis of incorporades in West Greenlandic
is based on Bittner§l994) observation that these nouns have inherent narrow scope, as
illustrated in (28) and (29):

(28) Juuna Kaali-mit marlun-nik  allagar-si-nngi-l-a-q. (Bittner, 1994: 118)
JaBs K.-ABL two-4NS.PL letter-getNEG-IND-[-tr]-3SG
i. ‘ltis not the case that Juuna got two letters from Kaali.’
ii. # ‘There are a two letters from Kaali that Juuna didn’t get.’

(29) Arnajaraq aalisaga-si-nngi-l-a-q. (Van Geenhoven, 1998: 31)
A.ABS fish-buy-NEG-IND-[-tr]-3SG
i. ‘lItis not the case that Arnajaraq bought (one or more) fish.’
ii. # ‘There is/are (a) fish that Arnajaraq didn’t buy.’

To explain this fact, Van Geenhoven also adopts the Carlsonian explahatitime verbal
affixes in these incorporating constructions are responfbléhe narrow scope effect.
That is, theaffix -si- ‘get, buy’ is responsible for the existential interpretation of
marlunnikallagar- ‘two letters’ in (28) and ohalisaga ‘fish’ in (29). Given that this
affix is in the scope of negation ioth sentences, the incorporated nominal material is in
the scope of negation as well.

Similarly, the obligatory narrowcope of Spanish bare plurals, observed inter alia
by Laca (1994) and illustrated in (3&as one of the reasons for which McNally (1995)
proposed interpreting them as properties:

(30) A lareunion no asistieron profesores.
at the meeting not attended professors
i. ‘The meeting was not attended by professors.’
ii. #'Some professors did not attend the meeting.’

7 McNally (1995) rejects a kind-based analysis of bare nominals in Spanish (compare Chierchia’s 1998
proposalfor bare nominals in Italian), since bare nominals in Spanish never occur with kind-taking
predicates:
® ?? Mama, ¢quién inventd ordenadores?

Mama who  invented computers
We should also note tham, contrast to what Chierchia (1998) claims for Italian, the second author has
found no evidence for the existence in Spanidhuaf wide scope readings for any kind of bare nominal.
Note in this respect that Spanish bare plurals are quite clearly inherpatjye, as observed e.g. in Laca
(1994).
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Another case is provided by example (12), mentioneskaiion 2 and repeated here as
(31), which illustrateghat certain NPs in extensional contexts can receive obligatory
nonspecific interpretations:

(31) Bill caught rabbits behind the house.

Following Van Geenhoven (1998), we translate the extensionalcaéchin (31) as the
following ‘semantically incorporating’ verb:

(32) catch= AP Aw Ax 3y (catchy(xy) A Pu(y) )
whereP is a variable of type <s,<e,t>w,of type s, and of type e

(32) captures the fact thtte existential force associated with the object argumest
contributed by the verb: The expressioorresponding to the property argumednt
contributes no variable of its own.

On the present proposal, then, an extensional transitive verb will generalliytave
lexical representations. One corresponds to its semantically incorporating interpratation,
in (32); the other, to its standarderpretation as a relation between two individuals, as in
(33):

(33) catch= Aw Ay Ax (catchy(xy))

This double lexical representatiaoes not amount to any deep lexical semantic
ambiguity. For example, one could imagine the lexicon of Englistate a lexical rule
which systematically derives the opaque entry from the transparent osarkecould be
posited for West Greenlandic, with the difference that sudéxigal rule might be
idiosyncratically excluded from applying certain verbs, while other verbs might be
assigned exclusively an opaqeetry® Also note that our proposal should not be
understood as entailirtgat if Bill caught rabbits, for example, he caught a property; that
is, the contribution of our property-type argument to the semaotidthe sentence is
different in nature from the contribution of the property-tgpguments discussed in, e.g.,
Chierchia (1984).Note also that semantic incorporation is not restricted to bare
constituents; it will combine any syntactically wrorphologically appropriate property

8 We present a static version of semantic incorporation in this paper. See Van Geenhoven (2002) for a
dynamic version of semantic incorporation.

9 Another option, proposed in Chung and Ladug2003), is to assign verbs only one lexical entry and
make use a semantic composition rule other than function application which waopidpriately
combinethe property-type complement with the verb. The arguments made here are equally compatible
with this option.
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complement, which may or may not Hmare, with an appropriate verb. Semantic
incorporation opens a way towardgeneralized account of narrow scope, nonspecificity,
and, as we will see below, a generalized account of opécity.

3.2. Opaque complements as properties of modally embedded individuals

Once we treanonspecific (or narrow scope) complements of extensional verbs as
properties, the proposal that a verb combines wiphoperty can no longdny itself be

used to accouror the two distinguishing features of opaque complements: their lack of
existential entailment and thdmilure to permit substitution. We must also consider in
some detail the lexical semantics of traious classes of property-taking verbs. In the
spiritof Quine (1960), we will treat verbs of absence likek foras ‘decomposable’ at
the level of lexical entailment in terms of an attitude towards a proposasoilustrated
under (34):

(34) look for=> AP Aw AX (look fory(x,P))
wherelook fory(x,P) = 1 iff in the world of evalutatiow an individualx is trying
in w to bring it about that there is an individyah a worldw' whichx finds inw'
and which i in w'

(34) makes explicit the hypothesis thatbs likelook forare intensional in two respects:
first, in the sense thahey denote a relation towards an intensional object, that is, a
property; andsecond, in the sense that they express an attitude towards a proposition.
Crucially, unlike the property argument of aextensional verb (see (32)), the individual
that is described by thoperty argument of an opaque verb is modally embedded. This
explains why on its opaque reading the complemelatadf forfails to allowan existential
inference. Unlike (36), (35) may be true even if no unicorn exists:

(35) John is looking for a unicorn.
(36) John caught a unicorn.

In a modally embedded world' — which we will identify as the subject’s belief world
—, it is very well possible that unicorns exist. Therefore, (35) can beetreie if no
unicorns exist in the world of evaluatiéh.

10 see Van Geenhoven (2000) for a more extended discussipoperty vs. kind arguments which also
answers some general objections to semantic incorporation (see Chierchia, 1998).

11 seeFarkas (1997) for a similar account of modal embedding which, however, does not make use of
property arguments.
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The proposal that verbs absence take properties as their arguments might seem
to predict that such verbs should permit adjectival complements,isige@eral adjectives
are property-denoting expressions. Examples like (37), however, are clearly
ungrammatical:

(37) *John is looking for pretty.

One way to explain this would be to say that verbs of abseno@e an NP complement;

the ungrammaticality of37) would then be a case of syntactic illformedness. But one
could also regard it as a case of semantic illformedness ipriipgerty denoted by a
nominal differsin some essential way from that denoted by an adjectival expression. On
this view the descriptive content deliveregd an adjectival property-denoting expression
could never be used to describe an individual oktire required by the verb even though
the material delivered by a nomir@bperty-dentoing expression could. While we cannot
explore this issue in ardetail here, the semantic explanation of (37) is supported by the
fact that incorporatednaterial in West Greenlandic sentences such as (38) does not
translate as an adjectibeit as a nominalization. That is, the prop&ganartu-‘pretty’

must describe an individual or object, and not the property ‘pretty’ itself:

(38) Arne kusanartu-ssar-siur-p-u-q.
A.ABS prettyFUT-look.fordND-[-tr]-3SG
i. ‘Arne is looking for a pretty one/something pretty.’
ii. #'Arne is looking for pretty.’

It would appear, then, that the difference between adjectives in Erahdh West
Greenlandic is that the former cannot be used to refer to objeictdividuals, as the verb
look forappears to require.

Finally, although we ‘decompose’ the lexical semantics of verbs of absence
terms of an attitude verb we do not regard the embedded propositiaeasargument of
these verbs. In (34), the argumentiadk foris clearlya property. Zimmermann points
outthat his property analysis “is perfectly compatible with Quine’s decomposition of
seek (1993: 168) and yet that he “not forced to adopt [a decomposed translativ@,

& McN] but may instead regardeekas an irreducible attitude a person bears to a
property” (1993: 168). However, making the underlying attitude explicit has three
advantages. First, it makes it easier to compare nonspecificity in opaque caouitiexts
nonspecificity in transparent contexts. Second, it helpdatify the distinction between
opaque verbs and verb$ resemblance, as we discuss in section 3.4 below. Finally, it
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allows for integrating a propergnalysis of opacity into an analysis of the de dicto/de re
distinction as proposed in Cresswell and von Stechow (1984).n€ke for this
integration is what we now turn to.

3.3. Inherent opacity of NPs and verbs

In section 2 wepointed out that Zimmermann derives the transparent reading of the
indefinite in (35) from itsopaque reading. Hence, his account predicts that whenever a
complement has an opaqumerpretation it receives a transparent reading as well. This
prediction is falsified by two kinds of data. First, some NPs never retinsparent
readings when they combine with an opaque vevien though transparent readings are
notin principle excluded by those verbs when they combine with other types of NPs. A
case in point is the English bare plural, illustrated in (14), above, and repeated here as (39):

(39) Max is looking for books on Danish cooking. (Carlson, 1977b: 17)
i. ‘Max is trying to find books on Danish cooking.’
ii. # ‘There are books on Danish cooking such that Max is trying to find them.’

Second, some verbs simpigver give rise to a transparent reading, as we illustrated with
the West Greenlandic noun incorporatafix -siur- ‘look for’ in (17), repeated here as
(40):

(40) Vittu marlun-nik  cykili-ssar-siur-p-u-q.
V.ABS tWO4NS.PL bike+uT-look.for4dND-[-tr]-3sG
i.  ‘Vittus is looking for any two bikes.’
ii. # ‘There are two bikes such that Vittus is looking for them.’

We conclude that it is empirically problematic to derive extensional, transparent readings
from intensional, opaque ones via an operation tlgs not take into account the
peculiaritiesof individual verbs and NPs; some means of prohibiting the derivation of
transparent readings is needadthose cases where we do not find them. Thus, we
propose that the transparent versiotook foris not derived from its opaque counterpart

in (34) but rather arises via the following, independently available lexical entry:

(41) look for=> Aw Ay AX (look fory(xy))
wherelook fory(xy) = 1 iff in the world of evalutatiomw there is an individuat
and an individuay such thax is trying inw to bring it about that, in some world
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w', x findsyin w'

Assuminghat bare plurals in existential contexts must denote prop&ftedare plural
can only combine with property-takimgok forin (34). If incorporating siur- ‘look for’
has only a denotation like that represented in (3#)|ldws that (40) has only an opaque
reading. We thus adopt the hypothesis thdiije many languages might systematically
provide two types of lexical entries analogous to (34) and (41) for its verbs of absznce,
every verb which expresses the notion of e.g. looking for will automatically re@iyeas
its translation, nor will it automatically be translated as #41).

One type of NP that would appear to pose a problerodoranalysis are those
indefinites that seem to force a transparent readé@uguse they contain an adjective or
other element indicating some kind of specificity, sucheatain

(42) Jimis looking for a certain man from Alberta.

Given its distribution in existential sentences (€l@egre is a certain mainom Alberta at
the doo}, we follow McNally (1992) andnaintain thata certain man from Albertan
(42) denotes a property. Nonetheless, in (42) theeens to be an existence entailment
which we do not predictVe suggest that indefinites of the foarcertain Nare like the
indefinites of the fornthis N which can occur irxistential sentences but which, in an
opaque environment, also come with an existence entailment as well fadgtshare
illustrated in (43):

(43) a. There is this man from Alberta at the door.
b. Mary wants to marry this man from Alberta.

Prince (1981) argues thdtis Nindefinites carry a speakpresupposition of existence,
which explains why (43b) receives only a transparent readin@lseé-arkas, 1994, on a
very similar notion of speaker specificity); sucprasupposition could also be associated
with a certain N This presupposition will guarantee that the use of (indefitiite)N or a
certain Nwill be felicitous only if the speaker presumes ¢hestence of a referent for the
NP. Thus, if (42) is felicitous and true, then the existence of the referent described by
certain man from Albert& going to be entailed. Note, however, tis is not because

12 pAgain, setting aside the option of a (derived) kind-type denotation, which is irrelevant here.

13 Note that in languages like West Greenlandic we must explicitly block the logical option of
combining (34) with the propertywAz [z =, V] (the property of being identictd the individual denoted

by the variabley), so that (41) could be derived from it.
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certain man from Albert@annot denote a property or becausaust have wide scope
but rather because of the independent fact that this NP carries a speaker presupposition.

3.4. Opaquel/transparent vs. de dicto/de re

In addition to distinguishing opaque representations like (34) from transparentkenes
(41), it is important to tease apart the opaque/transparent from the de dido/de
distinction.The former is strictly defined here as the distinction between a property-type
complement being ascribéd a modally embedded vs. not modally embedded (set of)
individual(s). The latter distinction, in contrast, involves reference to a set of bélefs.
following example illustrates these distinctions. Kratzer (1980) argues that in (48rthe
plural Tollkirschen‘belladonna berriesmust have wide scope with respectwollte
‘wanted’ because (44) implies that Otto did not want to poison the fruit salad:

(44) Otto wollte Tollkirschen in den Obstsalat tun, weil er sie mit richtigen
Kirschen verwechselte.
‘Otto wanted to put belladonna berries in the fruit salad, because he mistook
them for real cherries.’

This would appear to be a counterexample to the ata&mtained, for example, in Van
Geenhoven (1998) that bare plurals in German, like those in Engéisassarily denote
properties. Buthis conclusion is unwarranted. What matters here is that the information
that what Otto wantetb put in the salad wasollkirschenmust be understood as not
belonging to his set of beliefs—that is, the descripliolkirschenmustbe interpreted de

re. However, as Van Geenhoven (1998) argues, this imcompatible withTollkirschen
denoting a property of a modally embedded set of individuals—thabpaquely.
Adopting Cresswell and vaBtechow’s (1984) treatment of de re interpretation, in which
embedded reports arepresented as a structured proposition, that is, as a pair consisting
of a proposition and the exported de re material, we can represent the relevant
interpretation of (44) as follows (wheweis the world of evaluation):

(45) wanty(otto < AP Fy[put-in-fruitsalad(ottoy) » P(y)], belladonna berries>)

The distinction between de re (and de dicto), on the one hand, and between (apakity
transparency) othe other, will become particularly relevant when we discuss intensional
readings of quantificational complements of verbs of absence in seétion 4.

14 see also Kratzer (1998) for discussion of the distinction between de dicto/de re and opaque/transparent.
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3.5. Verbs of resemblance

We mentioned in section 2.1 that Zimmermann considers the similarityerbl of
resemblance and verbs of absencerablematic for a decompositional analysis of the
latter, and as an argument in favor of treating the complements of opaqueaserbs
properties. Although weagree that opaque verbs should not be given decomposed
translations in apparently rejecting thentuition behind decomposition altogether
Zimmermann loses the insight that verbgedemblance are not referentially opaque in
exactly the same sensieat verbs of absence are: A full understanding of failure of
existentialquantification and substitutivity requires a close look at the lexical entailments
of each verbal predicate, and decomposition is one way to do this.

The difference between theferential opacity of verbs of resemblance and that of
verbs of absence cde seen in their diverging behaviour with respect to a different kind
of substitutivity test fromthat discussed in section 2.1. If we replace the descriptive
content of the complements mdsemblen (46) and ofook for(48) with an equivalent
description, for instancaith mythological animal with one horas in (47) and (49), we
get different truth-conditional effects. If (4& true, then (47) must be true as well.
However, this does not hold for (48)d (49), because John may not know that unicorns
are mythological animals which have one horn:

(46) John resemblesumicorn

(47) John resemblesmythological animal with one horn
(48) John is looking for anicorn

(49) John is looking for anythological animal with one horn

This contrast shows that, while Johbiiefs are crucial for understanding the semantics
of look forand other verbs of absence, the beliefs of the subjeesemblen (46)and in
(47) are entirely irrelevant.

If verbs of resemblance and verbs of absence do not behave uniformhesyttt
to thissecond substitutivity test, how do we explain their uniform behaviour with respect
to the failure for substitutivity and existential entailmeligcussed in section 2.1? To
answer this question we propose the following interpretatiorekemble

(50) resemble= AP Aw Ax (resemblg (x, P))
whereresemblg(x, P) = 1 iff in the world of evaluatiow there is an individuat
and there is a proper) such thakis Q in w andQ is among the prototypical
properties of the individuals that aPe
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(50) captures the fact thatsbmex resembles some property-denoting expresBicthis

is always with respect to a particular prope@tythis x has, e.g., his shape, his colbis
behaviour, etc. This relativizing property is among the prototypical propeatighe
individualswhich areP. For example, if John resembles a unicorn, then this could be
because the shapetié carneval mask is the shape that a unicorn’s head usually has. It
follows thatJohn resembles a unicodoes not imply thalohnresembles a gnomeven

if the extension o& unicornanda gnomehappens to be identical (viz. the empty set) in
the relevant world, since the prototypical properties wfigorn are not the same as those
of a gnome. This explains the failure of substitutivity that was pointed out by
Zimmermannand that makes verbs of resemblance superficially resemble verbs of
absence. Moreovethe possible failure of existential entailment for the complement of
resemblelso follows from this semantics, since t&ecal entailments ofesemblemake

clear that at a fundamental level it describes a relation betweendaidual and a
property, and not betweem individual and another individual, like, for instankmmk for

does. In this respect, the complement reEembleis like any other predicative
complement. For example, for (51) or (52) to be tiués not required that any doctor
exist at the time of utterance:

(51) John is becoming/will be a doctor.
(52) John considers himself a doctor.

In sum, the referential opacity that seems to arise with verbs of resemislaarcesffect
triggered by the fadhat these verbs denote relations involving individuals and properties
similar to thosalenoted by the predicative verbecomeor bel> This opacity is distinct
from that associated with verbs of absence, whereofiaeity is due to the modal
embedding of the individual ultimately described by the veasldperty-type complement.
Appealing to the decomposability of the verbs of absence, rather thanpbeltgmatic,

thus helps us to better understand their distinctive characteristics.

15 Note that the complement mfsemblecan also have what appears to be a transparent reading, as in (i):
0] John resembles Bill/his mother.

This reading resembles the so-called ‘identificational readinge. Although it would be natural on our
analysis toaccount for this reading by positing thasemblecan also take an entity-type complement,

we will notpursue this possibility here for two reasons. First, the exact analysis of this reading is not
crucial to our main argument, and second, an adequate account of it would probablyarefoieugh
treatment of the complex issue of the identificatioading of copular sentences, an issue that goes
beyond the scope of this paper.
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3.6. Overt versus covert attitude verbs

As stated above, we appeal to ‘decomposition’ onlthatlevel of lexical entailment.
However, the fact that verbs of absence do not behave unifanmdpmbination with
temporal adverbials has been used by Larson, den Dikken,uatholv (1997) to argue
that, in general, this decomposition should also be syntactitalhjifest. In this section
we argue that these supposed syntactic decomposifiects and certain related effects
involving negation arise only in very specific cases in which verbabeénce can be
independently shown to haae overt infinitival complement; thus, these facts provide no
reason to reject the position that the verbguastion take property-type complements (as
opposed to e.g. clausal complements). This same argumentation willcseebeit at least
one of Moltmann’s (1997) objections to decomposition.

In (53), the adverbidbefore the meetinganspecify either the time of Walter's
desire to have a camera, or the time at which Walter may have a camera:

(53) Walter wanted a camera before the meeting.

Similarly, before the meetinimp (54) can specify the timaf Walter's needs or the time at
which Walter may have a camera:

(54) Walter needed a camera before the meeting.

According to Larson et al., the ambiguity @3) and (54) is evidence for the syntactic
visibility of the meaning components of opaque verbs, thatdaafdecomposes agantto
haveandneedasneedo havewith two adjunction sites for the temporal adverbial in the
syntax, one in the matrix and one in ambedded clause. This view can be roughly
captured for (53) as follows:

(55) [ Walter wanted JoPRO HAVE a camera ] before the meeting ]
(55”) [ Walter wanted JoPRO HAVE a camera before the meeting | ]

However, attributing the original observation to Partee (19%djbes (1998) points out
that temporal adverbials behave differently wabk for Unlike (53) and (54), (56) is not
ambiguous and can only mean th&tfore the meetingpecifiesthe time of Walter's

search, that is, of his attempt to find a camera, and not the tinrecit Walter may find a

camera:
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(56) Walter was looking for a camera before the meeting.

Forbes raises the question of whylausal analysis seems to capture the semantics of
wantneedbut cannot be generalized limok for. Larson et al. clainthat the different
behavior ofwantneedand look for with respect to temporal adverbials lies in the
pragmatics ofook for. If someone is looking for a camera before the meetintgrinot
mean that the attemptfimd a camera takes place before the meeting but that the finding
itself is intended to takplace during or after the meeting. However, additional facts
involving negation suggest an alternative, syntactic/semantic account.

One of Moltmann’s (1997) objections to a decompositional analysierbf of
absence is that such approach cannot deal with the truth-conditional differences
between overt attitude reports, as in (57), and covert attitude reports, as in (58):

(57) John needs to have no assistant.
(58) John needs no assistant.

She observes that (57) tells us that John’s naedsatisfied only if he will not have any
assistant at all. In contrast, John’s needs as expressed in (58) are satiafiechimal
situation in which he has no assistants. This does not force him to be with@ssastgnt
whatsoever. To this observation we add that (58) also has the readidghh& needs

are satisfied only if hwill not have any assistant at all. That is, (58) can also mean what
(57) means. The followingiece of conversation could provide a context in which this
reading arises:

(59) A: How many assistants does John need?
B: He needs two or three.
C: No, John needs no assistant.

The contribution given by C to the conversation betweamd\ B clearly indicates thai
assistantis in the scope ofieedand that, thereforelohn needs are satisfied only if he
ends up assistantless. (58) is tlamsbiguous, an observation that correlates with the
ambiguity of (53) and (54), above. Note that the absence of ambiguity iméé)es that

in (60), which we take to be a covert attitude report:

(60) John was looking for no assistant.
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(60) merely entails that it is not the case that John was looking for an asg@@ant.
cannot mean that John was trying to find ‘no assistant’, or trying not tariijnassistant.
Compare this with the overt attitude report in (61):

(61) John was trying to find no assistant.

(61) is also unambiguous, but with precisely the reading that (60) lacks: it entallshhat
was trying to remain assistantless, i.e., withassistanbaving narrow scope with respect
to try, which isanalogous tamo assistanin (57) having narrow scope with respect to
need

Summarizing, we see thaéedandwantbehavesimilarly with respect to temporal
adverbials and with respect tana Ncomplement: They give rise to an ambiguity in both
casesln contrastlook foris ambiguous neither if it combines with a temporal adverbial
nor if it interacts with amno Ncomplement. How do we account for this double contrast?

Unlike Moltmann, we follow Ladusaw (1992) in positing thad NPs are
semanticallyequivalent to ordinary indefinites, with the exception thatrtbeignals that
the NP mustppear in the scope of an abstract negation opeketorthat has the
predicate to which the NP serves as a complementimmtediate scope. For example, in
(57), this negation operator has scope over the complete suboidiivatizal clauseto
haveno assistantas in (57’):

(57’) John needsyEgpNOT [ypto have no assistant |]

In contrastin (58) the negation operatavOT required byno has scope over the verb
needs to which no assistantserves as a complemeriEven if we semantically
‘decompose’needs as needs-to-haye on our analysis this decompositida not
syntactically visible and, therefore, no negaticen be inserted between the attitude
componenheedand the embedded infinitived have This is illustrated in (58’):

(58’) John KeepNOT [vp needs-to-have no assistant ]]

While in(58) NOT has wide scope with respectrieedsin (57) NOT has narrow scope.
This is a consequence of the fact that the two sentences are syntactically different.
However, we noted above that, in addition to its wide scope reading, (58)psls0
narrow scope reading equivalent to that of (3¥§ suggest that the syntactic structure
that corresponds to this reading results from ellipsis. That is, paritsw reading (58) is
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in fact anovert attitude report structure like (57°) from which the embedded infinitoval
haveis deleted. This is illustrated in (58”):

(58”) John needsyEcpNOT [ypto-haveno assistant ||

Crucially, this option is ostensibly not availalite all of the verbs that we interpret as
covert attitude reports- for exampleJook for. This brings us back to the nonambiguity
of (60):

(60) John was looking for no assistant.

Recall that (60) can only be interpreted with the negation haviithg) scope ovelook for.

If look for does not permiain overt infinitival complement, then even if we lexically
‘decomposelook for astry-to-find there is no way for the operateoT to be inserted
into these underlying lexical components becahsg are not syntactically visible. The
negation can only take scope oviee complete decomposed verb. This is illustrated in
(60"):

(60’) John KegepNOT [yptries-to-find no assistant ]

Note, moreover, that evenldok fordid accept such complement, it would be surprising
if it permitted ellipsis of the embedded verb. Considerstingcture of the overt attitude
corresponding to the missing reading of (60), namely, of (61), given here as (61):
(61") John was tryingygcpNOT [vpto find no assistant |]

Suppose we delete the embedddthitival to find, as illustrated in (62), the remaining
construction corresponds to sentence (63), which is grammatical but lacks a thatling

we could assign to (63

(62) John was tryingygcpNOT [vpte-find no assistant |]
(63) John was trying no assistant.

16 The fact thatwant/needandlook for behave differently with temporahodifiers and withno N
complements is probably related to the fact that only the former can combine with a small clause:
® John wants [Bill alive]

(i) * John is looking for [Bill alive]

Example (i) is paraphraseable as ‘John wants it to be théheadgill be there alive’ but one could also
treat (i) as an elliptical construction in the way we will suggest for (53) and (54), namely as (i’):

(@i John wantstp-haveBill alive]

Note that, in contrast, there is no motivation for an ellipsis analysis of (ii).
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This treatment oho Ncomplements extends straightforwardly to difeerent behavior of
wantneedandlookfor with temporal adverbials. The ambiguity of (53) and (54) follows
immediately if they each receive two syntactic structures, as in (64) and (65), respectively:

(64) Walter [ wanted-to-have [ a camera] before the meeting ]
(65) Walter [ wanted fo-havea camera before the meeting ]]

Since the latter ofhese structures is unavailable ltmk for, (56) lacks the reading on
which before the meetingnodifies a deletetb find.

Thus, the distinct truth-conditional behavidiustrated in (57) and (58) is not
necessarily a reason to reject the view that verbs of absence can be understved as
attitudereports. Rather, it is a consequence of the fact that some sentences which can be
understood as covert attitude reports can also be analyzed as ellptcalattitude
constructions.

3.7. Summary

Summarizing, we have propos#tat verbs of absence are best analyzed as relations
towards a property whichonetheless lexically entail (covert) attitude reports. Taking
these lexical entailmenggeriously allows us both to maintain Zimmermann’s insight that
opaque verbs and verlod resemblance are fundamentally similar and to explain the
differences betweethese two classes of verbs. We have also argued that the differences
in behaviour within the classf verbs of absence are not problematic for a generalized
property analysis of opaque complements.

4. Our replies to criticisms of Zimmermann'’s analysis

In this section we answesome criticisms that have been raised against the property
analysis of verbs of absence. First, we respnd/loltmann’s (1997) claim that the
behavior of verbs of resemblance argues against analyzing veabseasice as relations
between an individual and a property. We then answer her criticensome crucial NPs
yielding opaque readings with verbs a@bsence cannot denote properties. Finally, we
discuss supposedounterexamples to Zimmermann’'s prediction that quantificational
complements oiook forandwantare never opaque.
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4.1. More on verbs of resemblance

Surprisingly, while Zimmermann uses verbs resemblance in support of a property
analysis of verbs of absence, Moltmann (1997) uses verbs of resemtudampect a
property analysis of verbs of absence. Moltmargues that the class of opaque verbs
divides into two subclasses. One class contains trerbs which take a property as their
complement. These verbse analyzed as proposed by Zimmermann. This class includes
only verbsof resemblance. The other class contains verbs sutoksfor, which are
given an intensional quantifier as their complement (type <s, <<s,e>,t> t>>Magtague
(1974)17

(66) resemble=> AP Aw Ax (resemblg(x,P)) 18
(67) look for=>AQ Aw AX (look fory(xQ))

One of theeasons she rejects the property analysidofmk forin favor of Montague’s
analysis is the existence of contrasts such as the following:

(68) Bill and John are looking for two doctors.
(69) ?* Bill and John resemble two doctors.

17 Besides the verbs of absendpltmann discusses four additional subclasses of verbs that take an
intensional quantifier complement. These aepistemic verbs (e.gseg, resultative verbs (e.gelect
appoint hire), verbs of creation (e.gpainf), and verbs of ownership (e.gawn). A full discussion of
these verb classes is beyond the scopthisf paper. Note, however, that resultative verbs, which
Moltmann analyzes as relations towards intensional quantifiers, are alsotaseerlying predicative
constructions. As Moltmann herself points out in a footniibnhired an assistantneansJohn hired x
as an assistanin whichas an assistantlearly has a predicative status.
18 |ncidentally, there is a conflict between Moltmann’s treatment of verbs of resemblance andiyisis
of partitives because she assumes that partitives are always quantifieatfmeakions, commenting that
“there is ongguantificational construction involving a previously established domain that always allows
for an intensional reading, namely partitivés997: 29). But if one assumes this, then it is impossible
to account for the opaque reading of sentences like (i) bettauserb of comparisoto look likeis not
supposed to combine with an intensional quantifier:
® Bill looks like one of those soccer players who only care about money.

a. ‘Given his behavior, Bill looks like any of the soccer players who only care about money.’

b. ‘There is one of those soccer players who only care about money that Bill looks like.’
However, both an opaque and a transparent reading exist and they can be regardedpestive answers
to the questions under (iia) and (iib), respectively:
(i) a. WHAT does Bill look like?

b. WHO does Bill look like?
We see no reason to assutinat an NP denotes a quantifier just because it carries a presupposition that
its descriptive content refers to an existing and/or familiar set (see e.g. Ladusaw'anbdgds of
partitives). Instead, we take the sentence in (i) to showptiréitives are not obligatorily quantificational
but rather can receive a predicative interpretad®nvell (for independent grounds for this conclusion see
McNally, 1998; Van Geenhoven, 1998). On this view, the opaque reading of (i) automatically follows.
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If two doctorsin (68) denotes a property it should in principle be &bleombine with
resembleand yet she claims it cannot, as shawr{69). However, from the seemingly
unacceptable combination m#semblewith the NPtwo doctorsin (69) it does not follow
that the same NP in (68) on its opaque reading cdoienatterpreted as a property.tio
doctors were not property-denoting, we would expect (69)b® a clear case of
ungrammaticality or anomaly #ise result of a type clash. But (69) is not ungrammatical
or anomalous, it is just odd. It is this oddness which we must explain.

Note first thatresemblea doctoris a predicate that can either hold of singular
individuals or of plural ones. On the so-called opagaeling ofa doctor (70) can mean
that John resembles a doctor dhdt Bill resembles a doctor. On this reading, (70) is
synonymous with (71):

(70) John and Bill resemble a doctor.
(71) John and Bill resemble doctors.

(70) can also meathat the group consisting of Bill and John resembles an individual
which is a doctor. Othis reading, Bill could be sitting on John’s shoulders and they
could be dressed up together as a giant doctor.

Let us now assume that an NP litkeo doctorsis interpreted ashe complex
property that holds of all plural objects that consist of tmeividuals which are each a
doctor. If we combineesembleavith a complex property as decribedtiso doctorsas in
(69),the resulting sentence can be interpreted in two ways as well. One way is to give it
the highly implausible interpretation that John and Bill each resemblewp of two
doctors. On the second interpretation, (69) means that a group consisting of Jd@ith and
resembles a group consisting of two doctors. But incée the semantic contribution of
twois totally superfluous because we alreladgw that the cardinality of the groumhn
and Billis two. On this reading, (69) is synonymous with (71). If a plural subjectrabes
express its cardinality, as is the case with the protiweyin (72), adding theumeraltwo
to the complement aksemblémmediately becomes informativé:

(72) They resemble two doctors.

In sum, there is no reason to follow Moltmann’s conclusion that from the odoin¢&®)

it follows thattwo doctorscannot be property-denoting and that, hence, verbs of absence
cannot denote a relation towards a property. Her criticism doédmlibbecause it fails to
take into account the fundamentally different lexical semantics of these two verb classes.

19 Note that Moltmann’s analysis cannot account for the grammaticality of (72).
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Thiscloses our discussion of verbs of resemblance: We have shown that they in
no way pose a problem for a property analysis of verbs of absence.

4.2. (Non)increasing NPs as properties

One of the major objections raised agathst property analysis is the claim that some
nominal expressions cannot be analyzed as properties, namely, the soaaitedeasing
NPs such as the direct objects in the following examples:

(73) John needs no assistant/few assistants.
(74) Bill wants at most/exactly/at least two assistants.
(75) We're looking for between five and ten good examples of that construction.

However, reconsideration of these expressions shows that these objectionst are
convincing. McNally (1998), building on earlier observations by Klgii81), Jacobs
(1982), and Ladusaw (1992), shows thav Nandno N expressions irf74) can be
analyzed as (property-denotinigdefinites which must be licensed by clausal negation
(see also our discussion d in section3.6). Krifka (1999) argues that nonincreasing
NPs of the format most Nexactly n Nandbetween mand n N as well as the increasing

at least n N(see (75)should not be analyzed as quantifiers at all. Rather, he factors out
the at least at most exactlyandbetween ... and .elements in these NPs as focus
particles, similar tanly or even which modify the property-denoting nominal expression
n N.20 These alternatives permit the integration of nonincrealiRg into a property
analysis of opacity. Farasons of space we cannot give the details of this integration
here, but rather refer the reader to the cited references.

4.3.(Putative) quantifiers and their opaque readings

In the present proposal quantificational complements can combine only théth
nonincorporating counterpart of verbs of absence, as for example with the
nonincorporating version ddok forin (41), repeated here as (76):

(76) look for=> Aw Ay AX (Iook fory(xy))
wherelook fory(xy) = 1 iff in the world of evalutatiomw there is an individuat
and an individuay such thax is trying inw to bring it about that, in some world

20 gpecifically, Krifka treatbetween ... and .as a two-placparticle equivalent to a combination aff
leastandat most
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w', x findsyin w'.

Hence, like Zimmermann’s, our account correctly predicts(fl@t repeated here as (77),
has only a transparent reading:

(77) Alain is seeking each comic book.

However, Dowty (p.c. cited in Zimmermann, 1993) and Moltmann (1997) painthat
casesxist in which an apparently quantificational complementook for receives an
opaque interpretation. (78) is one of the examples discussed:

(78) I am looking for every typo in the manuscript.

(78) carbe true if the speaker is not after any specific typos — the manuscript may not
contain any typos —, namely,tlie speaker tries to bring it about that the typos he finds
are all the typos there are. This suggests that we are dealing witaaqme reading. What
is it that giveq78) this intensional flavor? And is it compatible with our analysikok
for?

To answerthese questions we begin by observing, as do Moltmann and
Zimmermann, thagveryis the only necessarily quantificational determiner that gives rise
to an opaque reading withok for21 For examplegachand (ostensiblynostdo not2?2

(79) Ilooked for each typo in the manuscript.
(80) Marta wants most books written by Dr. Seuss.

The fact that only one determinleehaves problematically indicates that the explanation
for the opaque interpretation of (78)due to some special semantic characteristic of this
determiner.For instance, Moltmann herself suggests tagry might (exceptionally)
quantify overpossibleobjects in addition t@xistingonesand that (78) is synonymous
with (81):

21 We do not consideall in all N a necessarily quantificational determiner; it thus falls outsidteof
scope of consideration here. See Brisson (1997)Lasérsohn (1999) for recent nonquantificational
treatments oéll which are compatible with our assumptions.

221t is crucial to distinguistmost Nsfrom most of the NsOnly the former is ostensibly necessarily
guantificational; only the latter can systematiclyused in episodic contexts. For example, the second
author considers sentences such as (i) anomalous:

(0 ?? 1 am looking for most typos in the manuscript.

The overwhelmingly strong preference farost Nto appear in generic contexts makesxtremely
difficult to evaluate whethemost NNPs genuinely give rise to opaqreadings (contrary to what we
would predict) or not.
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(81) I am looking for every typo in the manuscripat | can find

However, Moltmanndoes not provide any kind of formalization for the notion of a
possible object3 Moreover, this kind of explanation is only applicable if the
complement’s descriptive content is understood as the descriptioa pbssibly
nonexisting object. In other cases Moltmann discusses, e.g., (8233ndhis solution
does not seem applicable:

(82) John needs every book about Picasso.
(83) John wants every painting by Matisse.

(82) and (83) each have a reading which she describes as follows:

“[(82)] allows for a reading in which John’s needs pertain to the totality of
(actual) books about Picasso and [(83)] has a reading in \ibiutis desire aims
at exhausting the paintings of Matisse” (1997: 28).

In addition to this, she observes that to arrive at these realtihgsmay not know of any
particular book about Picasso or any painting by Matisse.

How can we analyze these readings of @) (83) without appeal to possible
objects and in a way that is compatible with our analysis of wérabsence? We suggest
that, alongside an extensional generalized quantifier denotatreny NNPs also hava
property type denotation. Moreover, we will shthat this opaque denotation fevery N
can be either de dicto or de re, thus underscoring thefoegdasing apart the notions
opaque/transparent and de dicto/de re, commented on in section 3.4.

Specifically, we follow Zimmermann's suggestion (1993: 177) that in the
opaquely interpreted sentendesg., (78))everydenotes not a quantificational operator
but rather a maximality operator (he uties wordsummatiol. Moltmann’s paraphrases
of the readings 0{82) and (83) in the above citation echo this suggestion, and the
interpretation of (78) is compatible with it agll. She describes what she considers
intensional aboueveryin (82) and (83) in terms of totality and exhaustivenegker than
distributivity, as would be appropriater a true universal quantifier. That such an
interpretation mustbe available foreveryis not a new observation, and can be
independently motivated gverys special ability (which is shared layl (the but not by

23 The closest Moltmann gets is to propose thatmgkabout Picasso that he can gsttranslated as
“Ix | © (book about Picasso(x) & gétohn,x))}’ (1997: 36). However, this translation is not correct. It
is equivalent to ‘the set (of presumably existing objects)ch thak is possibly a book by Picasso and
it is possible for John to get x'.
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each to yield an amount reading of relative clauses such as that in (84) (s@eoomt
relatives e.g. Carlson, 1977a; Heim, 1987; &mdother applications of a maximality
operator e.g. Sharvy, 1980; Zamparelli, 1998; Heycock and Zamparelli, 1999):

(84) Max put every piece of candy he could in his pocket.
i. ‘For allxwhich is a piece of candy that Max could put in his pocket, Max put
xin his pocket.’ (distributive quantificational reading)
ii. ‘Max filled his pocket with the maximum number of pieces of candy that he
could putin it (amount reading)

Building on Zimmermann’s and Moltmann’s suggesti@aproperty-type denotation can
be given to e.gevery painting by Matissi (83) if we assuméhat everycontributes a
maximality operatoif OT of type<<<s,e>,t>,<<s,e>,t>>, which combines with the property
denoted bypainting by Matisseto yield the complex property TOT(painting by
Matisse. The effect ofTOT is to drastically restrict the set of objects to which the
propertypainting by Matissapplies. We assume that thet of entities in the domain of
our model is stuctured inta complete atomic join semi-lattic®ainting by Matisse
applies to all the members of a specific sublattice ofl#tiEe, namely, that formed by
closing the set of atomic paintings by Matisse under the join operatiorffEbe of TOT

is to convert this property intone which holds only of the greatest element in this
sublattice:

(85) TOT(Pw)(X) =1 iff
for ally such thaP,(y) = 1,y = x

Thus, TOT(painting byMatissg denotes a property which applies to a unique, maximal,
nonatomic individuaf4

The opaque reading for this NP can now be straightforwardly characteszed
follows. Imagine a situation in which John thinks that someysist the set of all the
paintings Matisse did durings life. He may not be sure of its cardinality. We can then
utter(83) to express John’s desire to own these paintings, where (83) is translated as in
(86). Note thatvantis lexically entailed to be equivalentwant to have

(86) want(john, Aw Ay TOT(painting by Matissg)(y))

24 One fact this proposal leaves unexplained, as pointed out by Ratsertparelli (p.c.), is that the
nominal complement teveryis singular and not, as one might expé&ceverydenotes a maximality
operator, plural. We can only speculate #naryis morphologically specified as singular, and that this
might be a case of a morphology/semantics mismatch, similar to what is found with nosos$kes
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wherewant(john, Aw Ay TOT(painting by Matissg)(y))) = 1 iff

in the world of evaluation worlg John wants to bring it about that he has a
(possibly nonatomic) individuglin a worldw that has the property of being the
totality of paintings by Matisse wv

(86) neither excludes nor entails that grgintings by Matisse exist in the world of
evaluation. This means that the complex property descrifpethe NPevery painting by
Matisseis interpreted opaquelilote also that in accordance with the situation described
above, this complex property belongs to Johpédiefs. This means that it is also
understood de dicto.

As noted in section 3.4 above, the de dicto/ddisénction is a matter of belief
assignation while thepacity/transparency distinction is related to whether an existence
entailment is modally embedded or not. Hemee predict that (83) will have a reading in
which every painting by Matissevhile opaque, inonetheless interpreted de re. This
reading in fact exists. Imagine a situation in which John wants a set of objectsvhlobut
he knows nothing, but which the speaker knows to be the totality of the paihtings
Matisse. We can describe this situation by exporting the descriptive matartebuted
by everypainting by Matiss@ut of John’s beliefs, with the followingsulting translation
of (83):

(87) want(john, <AP Aw Ay Ry(y), TOT(painting by Matissg>)

Assuming that the speaker is using the daeseription truthfully and relevantly, it can at
least indirectly be inferred that a set of paintibgsMatisse will exist, and yet there is no
implication that John has any knowledge regarding these paintings — notesessarily
the knowledge that they ex#t.

Summarizing, we have shown that amerycomplement can be analyzed a@s
opaquely interpreted propenhich can be interpreted either de dicto or de re, as shown
in (86) and (87), respectively. Thus, data such as that ing8@&)(83) are not problematic
for our property analysis of the complements of verbs of absence.

5. Conclusion

Proposing that verbs systematically combine with nonspgmiGiperty-type expressions
as well as with entity- and quantifier-type expressions completes a combipat@digm:

25 perhaps a more plausible example illustrating this reading is a situatibicinthe participants in a
treasure hunt are given the task of looking for a list of unidentified, or incompletely ideolijesds, the
exact number and description of which are known only to the organizers of the hunt.
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Verbscan in principle combine with nominal expressions in any of their potential types.
Within this perspective, we presented opacity afully expected special case of
nonspecificity. Opacity arises when a verb takes a property-denoting arguméantkisut
existential entailments for that argument. We capturedplaeity triggered by verbs of
absence by analyzing the lexical semartgicthese verbs in terms of covert propositional
attitudes into which their property argument is modally embedded.

This proposal has at least four advantages. Fiestcan distinguish nonspecificity
in extensional contexts from nonspecificity in opagtentexts. Second, we can
differentiate property-taking verbs of absefrcen property-taking verbs of resemblance.
Third, our lexicaldecomposition of verbs of absence avoids certain problems faced by
analyses in which thesemantic decomposition is made syntactically overt. Finally, we
can integrate opacity within an analysis of the de dicto/de re dictin@iisy. among other
things, improves our understanding not oofyinherent opacity but also of intensional
readings of putatively quantificational complements.
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