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Bare plurals like books trigger plurality inferences in U(pward)E(ntailing) contexts,
(1a), but not in D(ownward)E(ntailing) contexts, (1b). Furthermore in non-monotonic
contexts, they are observed in UE part of the meaning, but not in the DE part of the
meaning, (1c) (Spector 2007).
(1) a. John read books.
b. John didn’t read books.
c. Only John read books.
Sauerland (2003), Spector (2007), Zweig (2009) and Ivlieva (2014) develop
‘alternative-based theories’ of the phantasmagoric behaviour of plurality inferences.
Putting the details aside, all of them crucially exploit singular counterparts of plural
bare nouns, e.g. a book.
Magri (2011) identifies an interesting problem for these theories posed by socalled ‘count mass nouns’ (aka ‘collective mass nouns’, ‘fake mass nouns’, etc.). His
observation is that these mass terms trigger plurality inferences in the same way that
bare plurals do. For example, in UE contexts, (3a), change implies that there is more
than one coin, which disappears in DE context, (3b). And in non-monotonic contexts,
(3c), the plurality inference is only observed in the UE part of the meaning.
(3) a. John has change.
b. John does not have change.
c. Only John has change.
Magri argues that this observation is problematic for the alternative-based accounts,
because there is no grammatical singular counterpart (*a change). Although he
suggests that one way to save the theories might be to have a piece of change as an
alternative to change, he also points out that such a move is theoretically costly, as
what counts as an alternative should be structurally constrained (Fox & Katzir 2011,
Katzir 2007).
Against this backdrop, we raise another problem for the alternative-based accounts
that comes from pluralia tantum of the kind known as ‘mass plurals’, e.g. clothes,
belongings, possessions, goods, movables, valuables, eatables (McCawley 1975, Ojeda
2005). We observe that these nouns also give rise to plurality inferences. Concretely,
(4a) has a plurality inference that more than one article of clothing is involved, while
(4b) does not. Moreover, (4c) has a plurality inference only in the UE part of the
meaning.
(4) a. This bag has clothes in it.
b. This bag does not have clothes in it.
c. Only this bag has clothes in it.
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The problem is analogous to Magri’s, and potentially graver: it is not obvious what
counts as a singular alternative. For nouns like belongings and clothes, the singular
counterpart is simply ungrammatical (belonging and clothe do not function as singular
nouns in the relevant way). As Magri suggests, one way to save the alternative-based
accounts might be to postulate ad hoc singular alternatives. However, for mass plurals,
the noun part needs to be different as well. For instance, for clothes, a suitable singular
alternative might be an article of clothing or a garment. One might think that a
garment should indeed be a legitimate alternative to clothes, as it seems to be
structurally as complex as clothes. Yet, it is not always easy to find such suitable,
structurally simple singular nouns for other mass plurals, e.g. belongings, valuables,
eatables, etc.
References
Fox, D. and R. Katzir. (2011) “On the characterization of alternatives.” Natural Language
Semantics 19, 87–107.
Ivlieva, N. (2014) “Multiplicity and non-monotonic environments,” in The Art and Craft of
Semantics: A Festschrift for Irene Heim, Volume 1, ed. L. Crnič and U. Sauerland.
Cambridge, MA: MITWPL, 245–251.
Katzir, R. (2007) “Structurally-defined alternatives.” Linguistics and Philosophy 30, 669– 690.
Magri, G. (2011) “The plurality inference of object mass nouns.” Snippets 24, 9–10.
McCawley, J.D. (1975) “Lexicography and the count-mass distinction.” Proceedings of BLS 1,
314–321.
Ojeda, A.E. (2005) “The paradox of mass plurals,” in Polymorphous Linguistics, ed. S.
Mufwene, E.J. Francis and R.S. Wheeler. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 389–410.
Sauerland, U. (2003) “A new semantics for number,” in Proceedings of SALT 13, ed. R.B.
Young and Y. Zhou. Ithaca, NY: Cornell Linguistics Club, 258–275.
Spector, B. (2007) “Aspects of the pragmatics of plural morphology: on higher-order
implicatures,” in Presuppositions and Implicatures in Compositional Semantics, ed. U.
Sauerland and P. Stateva. New York: Palgrave-Macmillan, 243–281.
Zweig, E. (2009) “Number-neutral bare plurals and the multiplicity implicature.” Linguistics and
Philosophy 32, 353–407.

Snippets - Issue 29 – June 2015
http://www.ledonline.it/snippets/

-8-

