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ABS’[RACT

Itis anide addresses Iba quaslion of Iba ambiguities wbicb arise in Iha interpnetation
of modals, dua te scepe diffarences involving quanIifiers witbin Ibasa verbs. Two main
vlaws haya been prepesed: (1) [be lexical ambiguity view (Lakoll, 1972), acconding te
wbich modal verfis haya diffaraní sanses wbicb are distinguishad by iba choicas of
quantifierovar Iba subject and oven timas, and (2) Iba scalar quantity implicaluna analysis
(Horn, 1972), whicb aveids ambiguity by claiming, broadly, [bat it is iba sense of an
iíam wbicb is assentad, and any olbar addilional maaning is impliad. Botb solu[ions are
shown tobe unsaíisfactery. In Iba ¡así sectiens of Ibis study, a pragmalie approacb, along
Iba linesof Sperber and Wilson’s Relevance Tbeory (1986), is usad te previdea unilary
explanation.

You canfool alt the people sorne of the time,
and sorne oftIte people ah tIte time, buí you can
notfoo/ atí tIte people alt of tIte time

(Abraham Lincoln)

1. IN’[RODUC’[ION

Wben [be class of modals is described as anomaleus, unpredictabla and
complax, it is usually, ameng otiter reasons, becausa ob lite scope-ambiguilies
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ascribed te soma ebíhase venbs. As Lakoff(1972:230) poinís eu[, «Ibera is also

avidence te Ihe alfact thai Iba sírudture of medals is mora complex iban bad

baenhopad; parbaps we must provide ben quantificalion within medals, and musí
allew bor ambiguities ob inlerpnaiaíion ob modals dua te scepe dilbenences

invelving quantibiers witbin modals». In Ibis raspad, Palman (1979:152-3) Ialks
abeul ‘exisienijal rnodaliiy’ and considars «thai ibis is yei anoiher kind of
modaliíy, dislincí lrom dynamic modaliiy, buí daaling witb quantificatien, ralbar

iban wiíb modaliíy in any ob Iba sanses we haya baen discussing.» ‘[bis papar

seIs ouí le sbow thaI Ibis preblam is pragmatid in erigin and thai a pragmatid
approach can be usad lo provide a unilary explanation.

2. ‘[PIE LEXICAL AMBIGUI’[Y VIEW

We can begin witb examples brem Lakolb (1972:230), wbo analysas

(1) Feelbalí playens may be sex maniacs
(2) FeelbaIl playens can be sex maniacs
(3) Foelbalí players can be talí

She netas thaI (1) is paraphrased by «It is pessihle ber beolbalí players te be

sex maniacs» buí thaI (2) is lriply ambiguous and may haya al leasí any of iba
fellewing readings: any given beolbalí playar somalimes is, and somatimes isn’t,
a sex maniac; soma feelbalí playens are always sax maniacs, and soma beolbalí

playars aren’t; amI soma beelbail playars are sematimas sex manlaes (somatimes
nel) and soma foelbalí playens are nol. Buí (3) has enly ene neading: soma boelbalí

players are always talí, and ethens aran’t.
Lakoff cencludas Ihal difbarenl kinds of quanlification are Iba cause el Ibase

ambiguilies: firsí, quanlibication ovar dibbarentelemenís in Iba saníanca (only
soma suparficially presaní) dislinguishes MAY lnom CAN. ‘[be birsí diblerance

is whethar en nel ibera is quantibicalion ovar possible worlds, as Ibera is witb

MAY: iba possibiliíy ob Iba ínuíh eb(l) in otbarpessible worlds is ¡ah epan. Buí
iba use ob CAN implies trutb in Iba speaker’s own world. So [be sacond dibfaranca

is representad by «Iba dilberant senses ob CAN» (Lakobb, 1972:232), whicb are

dislinguishad by iba cheicas ob quantifian ovan tbe subjec[ and ovar times. Lakebf
suggas[s, Iban, a polysamantic appreach te ibis preblem. In Ibis raspad, Palman

(1979:153) ragards sorne and sornetirnes as mcanings ob CAN. So (4):

(4) Liens can be dangereus

can be panaphrased by «Soma lions are dangeneus» buí, accending lo Palmar,
«obten CAN deas aol haya iba meaning ob ‘sorne’, buí ob ‘sometimas’, and



Scope-ambiguity modal vembs and quantification 55

eur (...) exampla migbt well mean ‘Lions are sematimas dangereus’ or evan
‘Soma liens are semelimes dangareus’» (ibid.).

Leí us firsí nemeve Iba lexical ambiguity view frem oun discussien by quickly
running íhnough soma evidenca againsí it. On iba ene band, in uitering (5):

(5) ‘[bis lien can be dangereus

wa are saying [bat a givan lien has [he proparty of being dangareus and thaI Ibis

pnoperty can be insíantiatad al a particular time (probably baving in mmd soma
sal of cincumsíances wbich includes a previous occasien en whicb Iba lien

damonstrated iis property ob being dangareus). In iba sama way, whan iba subject
is plural («Lions can be dangareus»), we mighi wall mean thaI (1) «soma lions

haya Iba properly of [being dangeneus]», Ibal (2) «¡jons haya Iba propenty of
[baing dangeneus sometimas]», en even thaI (3) «soma lions haya iba property

el [baing dangeneus sometimas]». It seems, iban, thaI tite contribulien of CAN
te Iba maaning of Iba sentance is te expness thai iba pradicata «be dangereus»
is a properíy of Iba subject («liens»), thaI ib iba subjact is plural it can be

ambiguous beíween «lions in general» and «soma lions», and thai ibis preperty
can baus insíantialed somelimes. It is significaní, bowevan, thaI ib we add

SOME’[IMES le «Lions can be dangareus»:

(6) Liens can be dangereus somelimas

Iba use of CAN would appearlo baradundant, and Iba ‘sometimes in[anpnatatien’

would be dna, ibnol te iba expnessien SOMETIMES itsalf, titen al mosí le tite
co-eccurrence of CAN and SOME’[IMES. Anelber question for Iba polysamy
viaw is wby ‘sometimas’ may haya íbe ‘soma’ intarprelalien buí nol viceversa.

On Iba olben band, when we uller (7):

(7) Lions cant be dangereus

we inlerprel (7) as «No lions are dangereus» or «Lions are nevar dangereus».
Sbould wa say, iban, thai CAN, wban usad in Iba negativa, also maans ‘no’ and

nevar’? It saams Ibat, according te iba polysamy view, toe much of Iba maaning
ob Ibase senlencas is expnessad by CAN. Buí Ibose wbo suppori Iba polysamy

view seam lo be giving acceuní ob soma of Iba possible envirenmanís ob CAN,
ralbar iban of CAN iiselb, and Ibis bypasses iba quastien ob whal CAN iiselb

actually contribuías te lite meaning ob iba sentance.

Besides, Iba quastion remains ebhow CAN is disambiguatad inseníencas like:

(8) Roses can be mauve

wbicb, accerding te Palmar (1979:153), can be interpretad as «Soma rosas are

mauve» en as «Rosas are mauve sometimes»’. Ib we believe thai CAN is
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ambiguous batwean dibfarent meanings («soma» and «somatimas» in Ihese cases)

we would expecí ibal it can be disambiguatad in ah cases, yal Ibera are many
cases iii whicb a straigbtforward disambiguation is nol pessible. ‘[bis naises iba

queslien ob what Iba juslification is bor Iba dlaim Ihat CAN is ambiguous3.

3. GRICEAN PRAGMA’[ICS

Gricean pragmatics provides a pragmaiic axplanatien as a ceunter te Iba

generalizad iandency te postulate a langa numbar ob distincí buí relatad sanses
for medals. One solution le Iba unpalatable multiplicalion ob senses suggested

by Lakefb is preposad by fiern (1972), using Iba notion of conversational

implicature in general, amI tbat of sealar Quantity implicatures in particular4.
On Iba basis ob Grica’s birsí maxim ob Quaniiíy («Make your contribution as

informativa as is requirad») a síatamaní witb a waakar expressien a
2 may be

taken as implicaíing thaI iba ralavaní statemaní wiib a sírongar expression e1
cannol be made. ‘[bus a set of linguislic axpressions <a1, a2, e3, ...a~> is a scale
ib Iba bollowing condilions are mal:

(a) Ib e1 is substituled for a2 in sentential brame S( ) wa ebíain a well-
formad santance.

(b) 5(e1) entails S(a2), 5(e2) aníails 5(a3), etc., buí nel vica versa.

Given sucb a scale, a santantial brame amI aparticular contexí, Iba assention
ob ene value in Ibis brame implicates thai a spaaker cannel assari, en deas noÉ
balieva, iba conraspending sentance with a sínonger value.

Iii ordene giva aprecisa defmiiion ob such scalar implicatunes, fiorn (1972)
and Gazdar (1979) define a linguislic scala as a set of cenirastive expressions
of tite sama grammatical caíegery (sucb as Iba modais MUST, SHOULD and
MAY/CAN, or iba quantjbiers ALL and SOME) wbicb can be arrangad in erdar
by dagree of infermaliveness er samantic strang[b. ‘[base forman implicational
scala (.cALL, SOME>; <MUS’[, SI-IOULD, MAY/CAN>) bnom which ibera js
a predictiverule bor deriving aset ob Quaníiíy implicatures: ib a speakar assenls
thaI a weakar peiní en iba scala obtains, he implicalas thaI a sírengar poiní en
iba scala does nol obíain. Se assariing «II is pessible thaI p» implicales «It is
nol necessany thaI p», whila Iba use ob SOME conversationally implicates iba
negation of ALL.

Honn (1972:196) observas thaI «SOME, Ibe waakast positiva quantifier
wbesa use implicatas Iba negatien of avery sírenger quantibier, stands in lite
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sama relationsbip [o iís quantificatienal scale as thaI in wbicb CAN stands lo
Iba sínonger elemanis ob tite logical, apistemic, and deontic scales». Appliad lo
Lakoff’s axamples, ib ene asserts thai (2) «Feelbalí playens can be sax maniacs»
ene conversationally implicates thai «Net alí foelbalí playans are sax maniacs»
er, usingan adverbial pbrase of time corresponding te SOME, «Foelbalí players
are nol always sax maniacs». It would appear thaI, givan Iba ullerance el (2)
in coniaxí, alí thai is Iban neaded is soma ibeory ob utíarance inlarpratation
whicb would anabla tite bearar lo cheese ene implicature or iba elban. ‘[be
acceptability ob

(9) Welsbmen can be [alí

wbicb parallels (3) aboye, Horn (1972:195) ascribes te Iba plurality ob iba neun
pbnasa and banca Iba availabiliiy ob iba parapbnasa «Soma Welsbmen are talí».

It is impertaní te nota thaI in Ihese examples implicatures are derivad by
reberance te whal has nel been said: Iba absence ob a streng síatemení, in [he
presance ob a weaker ene, legilimates iba infarenca thaI iba sínonger síatemení
dees nol apply. Ita becus in inianpretatien is en wbal is implicated ralbar Iban
en wbat is directly convayad. Criticism has baen made alsawbare ob Iba practica
ob tnaaling alí meaning wbich cannel be dealí with in trutb-[haeneiic tarms as
implicatura, and of iba consequení breakdown el Iba samantics-pragmaíics
distinclien (cf. Wilson & Sperber (1981), Cansien (1988)). Carsion (1988) has

sbown bow avariety ob Gricean ‘implicaturas’ can be neanalysed as pnagmatically
determinad aspecís ob wbat is said. In bar analysis, pragmatic principIas make
a mucb grealer centribulion te trutb-cenditional contaní [han has ganenally baen
assumad, and consaquenlly fer pragmatics it sbould nol aulematically be assumed
thaI avary pnagmatically determinad aspad ob utierance meaning (apari frem
refenanca assignmeni and disambiguatien) is an implicalure. Carsion sbows thai
many pnagmaiically determinad aspedís of utiaranca maaning thaI haya baen
classibied as conversational implicaturas in tite Gricean inadition are baIlar viewad
as pragmatid aspacis ob Iba preposition exprassad.

Carslon (1988) proposes a criterion of funetional independence according
lo wbicb cenvarsational implicaturas are bunctionally indepandení of what is

said, i.e. ibey do noi anlail, and are nel antailad by, wbal is said. Wban an allegad
implicature does nol meel ibis critarion, it musí be considerad as pan el wbat
¡5 said.

Leí us firsí compare Iba calagonical assenion in (10) witb Iba medalized
version in (2) (rapeatad bara):

(10) Foelbalí players are sex maniacs
(2) Foelbalí players can be sex maniacs
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Wc could well say thai wban Iba spaaken utlens (2) «Foelbalí players can be
sex maniacs>s, Iba use ola modal verb axpressing possibilizy indicates thai Iha
speaker is nel preparad te maka a catagerical asseriien, ibat is le say, he has no
naasens te assert (10) «Feolbalí playens are sex maniacs», whare «beetball

playars» would be interpretad as «alí beolbalí players», and Iba temporal raference
would be «always». Ib we (cerractly) assume thaI iba firsí (sírengesí) mamben
ob Iba episiamic scale is bactual assarlien, Iba ulterance el (2) «Feolbalí playens
can be sex maniacs» indicales thaI tbe speaker is implicaling thaI Iba catagerical
assartion ir (10) carnet be mada, i.e. ha is implicaiing:

(11) NOT [alí feotball players are always sex maniacs]

Buí (11) aniajís wbat is said, wbicb, depanding en bew nelarenca assignmaní
and disambiguatien are cariad oui, can be any ob iba pnopositiens ir (12):

(12) IT LS POSSIBLE THAT [sorne feelbail players are sex manlacs
somatimesí
IT 15 POSSIBLE ‘[RAT [alí feolbalí players are sex maniacs sometimes]
IT IS POSSIBLE THA’[ soma feetball players are always sax maniacs]

Rara Iba speaker can assart Iba pessibilily thaI Iba siale of abfairs describad
in (10> is Ime ib, in Iba precass ob nafarance assignmanl and disambiguatien,

wa cheose len Iba variables ALL and/er ALWAYS an iíam lowar in iba scale
(SOME/SOMETIMES; ALL/SOME’[IMES; SOMF/ALWAYS). It is impenianí
te neta, Iban, thai nailber of Iba scepa ambiguilies is ascribable lo CAN (wbich
keeps iba sama ceníribulion te what is said ouísida [he brackets) buí le Iba
quantifsars ALL, SOME and te Iba temporal partidas ALWAYS, SOMETIMES,
givan thai iba higber mambars of each scala (i.e., ALL and ALWAYS) de nol
co-occur. Buí iba essantial poiní le neta bara is [bat alí [be axplicilly
communicaied propositiens in (12) ana enlailad by Iba allegad implicatuna
(11). ‘[bis implicature, Iban, does nol meal iba criterien ob bunclional
independanca, bacause it evarlaps in contaní withlduplicates whal is said. And,
as Carsíen says, botb explicatunes and implicatures are assumpiiens wbich
eccupy indepandení rolas in Iba mental lila of Iba heanar: tbey bunclien as
aulonomeus premisas in infaranlial iníaraciions wilh olbar assumptions and
musí be síened in memory as separata assumptions. As Carslen (1988:174)
netas:

Again ibis appten~htf b~si&d en tite as~úmptión tbaí anytLiing pragmatically
derivad (apaní from referance assignmenr and disambiguatien) is an
implicature, an assumpíien [batsimply cannot be maintained (...) We bave
bara anetber case wbera an allegad implicature entajís the explicature of
íhe utíerance (...), wbich sheuld immediataly alení us te Iba pessibility Ihat
Iba suppesedly implicated material is actually panl of tbe explicature.
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An alternativa acceuní is Iban needad ob what eur axamplas communicata
axplicitly, and Ibis will he davaloped belew.

4. RELEVANCE ‘[HEORY

Generally, scalar implicatures are an imponlant tepic undarsiudied in Iba
Ralevance ‘[beory literatura. fiowevar, ibera are naasons te halieva thaI Iba
problams in a polysemy appneacb lo medals en in Horn’s prepesals may be
resolved by using this ibeery (Spenbar and Wilson, 1986).

Sperber and Wilson lake Iba notion of relevance as Iba central concapí of
pragmaiics andprovida an acceuní of ullarance interprelation basad en ageneral
cognitive Ébeery of inbermaÉion procassing. Undarlying Ralevance ‘[beory is
Iba idea Ihat in processing inlenmalion people generally aim al [he greatesí
imprevamení in Ibeir ovaralí napreseníation ob iba world wilb Iba leasí cosí in
pnecassing. fieanars searcb len Iba nalavanceoían ultanance by procassing it in
a cenlexí wbich yields Iba maximum ebbect alminimum precassing cosí. Clearly,
Iban, it is in iba intenesís of a bearen seanchingle astablisb Iba relevance ob wbaí
ha heans thaI [ha speaker sbeuld supply an utíaranca wbose interprataiien calís
ben less pnocessingebbent [han any olban ulierance he ceuld haya produced. And,
equally, given thai Iba spaaker wishes te communicale wiíb [be hearar, it is in
bis intaresis temake bis ullerance as aasily undanstoed as possible. So Iba heaner
can inlarpnat any utíerance en Iba assumplien thaI Iba spaakar has triad le supply
bim with whai Iba spaaker believes te be maximally nelavaní informatien ben
iba minimum necassary pnocessing.

Mere specifically, it is tbis principia whicb controis [ha precess of
proposition selection aud context construction by iba bearen. ‘[he bearer’s
task is te gain mora, and batían, infonmalion abeul Iba world, and bis aim is
iberabora lo inlagnala new informalion wiih oíd, orle recoven infonmation thai
is relevaní te bim. Ris searcit for relevance leads blm tepnecess new informalion
in a contexí ob exisling assumptions, and an utíarance is relavaní te bim ib, and
only if, it combines witb soma coníexí lo yield new infermation nol denivabla
fnem Iba ultanance er cenlaxí alone. Relevanca is maximisad wben Ibis
infenmatien is oblained al minimum processing cosi. Central lo Relavance
Itaony is Iba claim thaI Iba human cegniliva mechanism is gearad lo maximising
nelavanca, extracling tba largesí ameuní of infenmatien wilh Iba leasí cognitive
affert, and it is Ibis assumplion whicb underlias whal Sparban and Wilson calí
Iba principle of ralevance: the spaakar balieves thaI whal bebas said is, in Iba
circumstances, optinially relevant te ÉSa hearar, immadiataly previding [ha
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bearar wiíb a set ob premisas (proposilien axpressad plus coníaxí) al minimum
processing cosi.

An utiaranca iriggers in Iba heaner a pnocass of decoding. ‘[he linguistic
borm of Iba ulíenance is determinad by iba grammar and in Ibis raspad is
rn¡varying, buí ibis linguistic form yields a range of samantie reprasantaileus,
ene foraach sanse ob Iba seniance utierad. Tha bearar musí selcct and complete
ene obihesa samanlie represeníaíiens in deciding wbich proposition iba ullarance
can be lakente axpness, and Iba aim of atbeeny ob pragmalies musí be te describe
bow Iba hearen does Ibis.

Fer Sparbar and Wilsen, interpraiing an utierance is an inferential process
wbicb involves esíablishing betb wbai is said, or axplicil contaní, as well as
wbaí is implicated in iba Gricean sense. ‘[we pnocesses are involved bara: birsí,
Iba beaner musí eslablisb wbai preposilion Iba ullanance has expressad; and
secend, ib nacessary, Iba bearer musí accass an extra propesilion or sal el
prepositions, Iba contexí, wbicb combinas wiíh tba prepositienexprassad iii the
utíeranca lo yield indirecí infonmation. In Sperben and Wilson’s view Iba linguistic
centaní of natural languaga utíerancas undendetanninas iba propesition axpressad.
‘[ha gnammar is only a parlial basis bor determining Iba propositien le be
asseciaied witb a sanianca. assigning wbai ibese aulbers Ierm Iba legical borm
ob Iba santenca. ‘[bis logical form musí be daveloped in a pnocess ob enrichmeni
whicb usas information brem conten in orden te produce a proposilional bonn
brem wbich pnopositions can be censtrucled:

(...) Tbe sanse of a senlenca is obten an incompleta logical form. (...) wheu
a natural language santence is utícred, tbe linguistic inpui sysíem
auiematically decodes it míe its legical form (or in iba case of an ambiguous
santence a set of logical temis), wbich Iba hearer is normally expacted te
complete into [he fully propesilional form tbat [haspeakar iniended te
cenvey

Seleclion of Iba proposition axpressed is also governad by Iba principia ob
relevanca and is iba key lo raselving scopa-ambiguiiies, including [bese ascribed
lo medais. Wa can remember thaI dilferaní sensas ob CAN were preposad by
Lakobf(1972:232) te acceuní for Iba pessible iniarpretaiions involving dibferent
subjecis and times of (2) «Foetball playars can be sex maniacse. In centrasí,
Rerri’s solutien for similar examples avoids ambiguiiy by claiming, hreadly,
thaI it is iba sansa of an item whicb is asserted, and any o[ber addiiienal maaning
is implied. Neither of thasa solutions is salisfactery, in pan bor reasons alneady
siatad and furíhar bacause lbey bail lo separata scepa-ambiguilias from Iba
underdatermining by Iba linguislic centant of modal varbs ob iba way a santence
is te be undarsteod. Tite semrmtics ob a sentenca maynot determina iba demain
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of eitben individuals er times le be saladad, betb of wbicb are parí ob Iba
preposition axpressad; buí Iba principle of ralevance pradicís thaI Ibese domains
will be narrowed until optimal relavance is neached, thaI is, until Iba broadesí
demains remain which are compatible wiIb Iba nequinamení ob eplimal relevanca.

Censider (13):

(13)1 haya fiad braakfast

According te Spanbar and Wilsen, once iba identity of iba spaaker aud tite
lime ob ullanance haya been bixed, (13) expnassas a proposilion, viz. iba
preposition ibal Iba speakar has bad breakbast al leasí once babera tite lime ob
utíenanca. Itis preposition, wbicb weuld be [me ib Iba speaker bad bad breakbast
a faw decadas babera Iba time ob ulíerance, dees nel corraspond te wbat Iba
speakar means te say when ha uttars «1 haya itad braakbast». Wbat iba speaken
says geas beyond iba minimal proposilion exprassible. Wa need te ge bayond
Iba tallar and anrich it by pragmatically spacifying tba relevant lapsa of time as
ralben short (a faw minutes, perbaps). This conlextual specifscalion is consiituliva
ob wbat is said. ‘[be sama procassas ge en wben cases ob Iba so-callad scalar
implicaluras are invelvad:

‘[be claim by Sperbar and Wilsen is [batsalaclien of intarprelation of iba
scalar implicalure pbenomena is like Ibal of selection of domain of
individuals, and [batof selaction of intarval of lime fer tense interpreatien.
In alí cases tba principIa is as fellews. Given thai Iba samantics of Iba
senlanca itself does net determina Iba domain lo be selected, iba domain
is narrowed until it reaches an eptimal laval of relevanca6.

‘[bis phenomenon, hewaver, musí be saparatad from Iba nead for pragmaíic
ennicbmanl ob Iba samantic conianí ob medals in erder te rasolve ambiguitias
deriving bnom ihair semantic indetanminacy.

In Barbeira Gardón (1 993a) an acceuní has bean given el Iba modais wbicb
is basad en tite intanaction el linguisíic semantics and pragmaíics as advocaled
by ralavance tbaery. According le Ibis approacb, modal varbs haya a basic
maaning. Ita eulpul eblinguistic decoding isa logical bonn containing Iba basic
maaning ob tite modal, wbicb iban can be enriched accerding te Iba principIa ob

relevance lo yiald a fulí inlenpretalion. ‘[be basic meaning propesad br CAN,
wbicb isa rabormulation obGroebsema’s proposal, can be lormulated as follows:

CAN:p is compatible wilb tite set ob alí proposilions wbicb haya a baaning
en p, and Iba world lype is peieníial7.

In informal temis, whai iba basic meaning ob CAN does is te bocus iba
hearar’s alíeníjen en alí iba avidence ben Iba propositien expnassad and expresses
lital alí Iba avidance supporis Iba proposition axprassed. In iba interpratatien
precess, Ibis absírací basic maaning can Iban be contaxtually enrichad and be
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interpretad at Iba Laval ob bigitar-leval explicaturas, as ‘abulity’, ‘pessibilily’,

permission’, alcatara.

5. A RELEVANCE-TI-IEORETIC SOLUTION

Once selaclion of iníerpnaíalien ob individuals en limes and Iba centnibulien

of CAN te sanienca meaning haya been separated as Iwo difbanent pnecesses,
we may recensider our initial examples somawbai mene bully.

In iba case ob ganeric descriptions, sucb as (2) aboye, (rapealad bara):

(2) Feotball playars can be sax manjaes

somathing characíanisíic ob a group/kind is described. ‘[be nolion whicb undanlias

a cbaracteristic is thai of a general truth atiributable lo ah marnbars of iba group
alí ob Iba lime, le alí mambans soma ob Iba time, te soma membars ah ob Iba

lime, orto soma mambers soma of iba lime. In thia firsí case, hewevan, wben iba
general Iruíh is atínibutable te alí mambers ob iba group ah of iba time, we haya

a factual assartien, wbich cannel be expressad by an utiarance conlaining a

modal:

(14) AII feetball playans are always sex manlacs.
ALLÁ 5< are ALWAYS Y

AII iba olbar cases can be expressed by an utíenanca ceníaining CAN:

(2) Feolbalí players can be sex maniacs
(2a) Soma foelbal! playars are always sex manlacs
SOME X are ALWAYS Y
(2b) Soma feelbalí playars are semetimes sax maniacs
SOME X are SOMETIMES Y
(2c) AII feolbalí players are sometimas sax maniacs
ALL X are SOMETIMES Y

‘[be funclion ob CAN, iban, is te consínain iba breadesí possible intarpnetation

of iba proposition axpressed (thaI is, tba non-modal) and lo point te nanrewer
intarpnaIaiions ob whaí is potantially Irne ob ah members ob Iba group soma ob
iba time, en el soma membars ob iba gneup ahí er soma el Iba lime. AII ibesa

inlanpneIations weuld share Iba sama legical borm:

(2) [p Feelbail playars be sax maniacs] is compatible wilb tbe sal of ah
propositions which haya a baaring en p, ami Iba world type is
polantial,

and Iba principie of nalevance weuld guida Iba hearer in iba salaction of [he
domains of individuals and times in ordar te raacb a samantically cemplele
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prepositienal bonm («soma foelbalí players»/»always»; «soma boelbalí
playars»/»somatimas»; «alí feetball players»/»someíimas»), i.e.:

(2a’) [p Somafeelbalí playars be always sex maniacs] is compatible wiib
tba set of alí prepesitiens wbich haya a beaning en p, and tbe world
iype is petential.

(2b’) [p Sorne feelbalí players be sematimes sex maniacs] is compatible
witb Iba set of alí proposiliens wbicb haya a baaring en p, and Iba
world typa is petantial.

(2c’) [p AII foelbalí players be semetimes sax maniacs] is compatible
wilh [be set of ah prepositions whicb have a baaning en p, and Iba
world lype is potantial.

A sligbtly dilberení problem occurs witb (9) aboye (repealed bara):

(9) Welsbman can be talí

Bacause ob Iba natura ob Iba predicata «be talí», iba propositien exprassed

by Ibis santenca has Iba broadesí pessibla temporal scopa. In fact, it is nel
interpretable as olben iban íimelass. Supposa (9) is utíaned en seaing iba Walsb

basketball taam sunreunded by a cnowd el ihair considerably sbortar bellow-
ceuntrymen. From Iba linguistic conlant of iba utierance (9’),

(9’) [p Welsbmen be mIl] is compatible with iba sal of alí propositions
wbich haya a bearing en it, andIba world typa is potential,

assumpíions can be constructed dineclly by drawing en immediaiely available
centextual information ja iba davelepmení of Ibis lingaistia contera. ‘[ha

assumpíion «soma Walsbmen are [alt» can be idenlibiad as explicitly
communicated. fiowevar, «any given Welsbman is semalimes talí and somelimas

nol taU» is nol a candidata ber an assumption of tba santance utrerad, sinca no
ene can ha latí ene minute and short iba nexí. ‘[be propesitienal borm weuld

iban be:

(9”) [p Soma Walsbmen be talí] is compatible wiib tba set of alí
propositiens wbich bave a bearing en p, and Iba world typa is
potential.

In contrasí ie(9), considan tha ultenanca el (15):

(15) 1-Iooliganism can cause serieus incidents in British stadiums

expressing Iba linguislic content:

(15> fp Hooliganisni cause serious incidenís in Bnitisb stadiunis] is
compatible wiíb [be set of alí propesitiens wbicb haya a baaning en
it, and [be world lypa is pelential.

Given dial iba temporal demain le be saladad is nol determinad by Iba

utíananca, it weuld haya lo be nanrewad dewn via Ibaprincipla of relavanca unlil
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an appnopiaia lime intarval is found. fiera Iba relevaní explicatune communicated

by Iba utiarance ob ibis saníance would mosí likely be «Heoliganism sometimes

causas sarjeus incidenis in Britisb stadiums». Tbe undetarminad mass neun

«fioeliganism» is lass likaly te guide iba bearer in Ibis case te censtruction ob

Iba assumption «a certain arneuní of heeliganism.. .» and is nel iníarpreíabla as

«carlain kinds ob beoliganism ...». Ami ibis fellows bnem Iba lací thaI Iba

proposilion axpressad in (15) is less «ganeric» in natura, being usad lo nabar only

le a characiaristia ob certain areas ob a spacilic localion, Iban iba prepesiíions

iii (2) and (9) wbicb extend te tba cbaractarislics ob Iba entine set ob playas of

a cartain sport en evan te a wbole nation.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Te summarize Ibis síudy, wa migbt nola iba following poinis wbich haya

emerged brom our discussien. mere is a general preblam wiIh iba medals: Iba

range ob legical expnassiens wiibin Iba scopa ob [bese eperalors is nol bixed by

Iba linguisíic axpnession with whicb a prepesitienal borm is asseciatad.

Ambiguitias connacted wiíb medals are nol Iherebere reducible te olber

indalerminacias in Iba linguisíic cenlení ob an utíerance. Thara are indaterminacies

cenneclad with indebinite plurals (cf.9) and wilb indabinile mass neuns (cb.15)

among elber featunas ob ulíerances. ‘[ha lype ob pradicate axpressed can alse

give risa te indeterminacias so thai, fon axample, in (9) («Walsbmen can be taU»)
Iba temporal domain is a universal genaralisatien oven lime, wbereas in (15)

(«Hooliganism can cause serious incidanís in Bnitisb síadiums») iba temporal

domain te be saladad is restnicled lo «semetimes».

Demain selectien in raspad ob individuals and time are discreta aspecis of

Iba anricbmenl process el Iba linguistic conlaní ob ulíarancas, govemed as usual

by [be principIa of relavanca. Alse govarned by ibis principIe is iba sapanala

pnocass ob lixing Iba scopa ob propesitienal openaíors such as modals. Buí Iba

scope-ambiguities ob (2), (9), and (15) are nol ascribabla te CAN, or te varieus

sanses of ibis modal as suggasíad by Lakelf. Non is an acceuní iii terms ob

implicatunes, as preposed by Bonn, appropiaía or ravealing. ‘[ha assumpíiens

relavaní te iba intarpratation ob Iba examplas discussad aboye haya been shown

te be, in eacb case, explicitly cemm~unicatad devalopments of a prepesitional

borm.
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NOTES

Taken frem D. C. Dennet (1981), Consciousness Explained, Harmondsworth: Panguin
Beoks.

2 It is net clear ¡e ma that these two different ‘intarpratations’ describe twe different states

of affairs al alí.
3 For fur¡her and mere general cniticisms against Iha polysemy view, sea J. L. Berbeira

Cardán (1993a).
Cf. the summary given in 5. C. Levinsen (1983:133 ff.). ‘[ha scalar implicature analysis

is explicitly defended by Iba majerity of Griccan pragmatisís: «The racognitien of such scalar
implicaturas nol only aids the understanding of Iba general vocabulary in a language, buí it also
plays a crucial role in understanding iba ‘logical’ exprassions in natural languaga, espacifically
¡he connectives, the quantifiers aud Iba medals.» (5. C. Levinsen (1983:101). Certainly, scalar
implicatures are a central focus ter neo-Oncean pragmatists lika Bern and Levinson, whe play
abeul witb vanleus reformulatiens of Iba twe quantity maxims, considering them and ¡ha tansien
ané interactien batwaan ¡bern as probably Iba central driving principias in pragmatics.

5 D. Sparbar and D. Wilson (1986:73).
6 R. Kampson (1988: 96).

‘Potantial werlds are defined in D. Wilson andD. Sperber (1988:85) as «werlds compatible
witb ¡he individuals assumptions about ¡he actual world which can be, or beceme, actual
themselves». Sea BerbeiraCardán (l993a, chapíer 3) feracharacterizatien el modal santencas
as these semantically specializad fer tha rapresentatien of petential werlds. A semewhat similar
approach has racently been íaken by A. Klinge (1993), wbe adopts Iba terms ‘polential’ and
‘potentiality’ te stand for the semantic ficid shared by Iba medals CAN, MAY, MUST, WILL,
and SHALL. Tha twe acceunis differ in thai Klinga propeses ¡bat Iba modaL centnibute te Iba
intarpretatien of an utteranca by previding a relatien between Ihe prepesition exprassad and an
actual síate of affairs. The acceuní in Berbeira Cardán (1 993a), like Greafsema(1992,1995),
suggests thaI the ¡nodals contribute a ralation between Iba propesitien expressed and a set of
assumpíions. Greefsema’s acceunt, bowever, dees nel maka any raference te Ihe notien of
‘petenitiality.
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