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OASIS 0: Planning meeting and workshop  
REVISED SCHEDULE 

 
November 9-10, 2017 

Structures Formelles de Langage 
UPS Pouchet, 59-61 rue Pouchet 75017, room 159 

 
Thursday, November 9, 2017 - Planning meeting 

9:30 - 9:45  Coffee and tea 
 
9:45 - 11:15  Introduction to the OASIS international research network 
   Bridget Copley and Isabelle Roy, SFL (CNRS/Paris 8) 
 
11:15 - 11:45  Coffee and tea 
 
11:45 - 12:45  Workshops: Recap, advertisements, and ideas 
 
12:45 - 14:15  Lunch: location TBA 
 
14:15 - 15:45  Discussion: The generative linguistics/rest of the world interface 
 
15:45 - 16:15  Coffee and tea 
 
16:15 - 17:45  Planning meeting for OASIS 1 
 
18:00 - 19:15  Apéro: location TBA 
 
19:30 -   Dinner: location TBA 
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Friday, November 10, 2017 - Workshop 

9:30 - 9:45  Coffee and tea 
 
9:45 - 11:15  Session 1    

   Roots and functional structure through the prism of distributed 
   approaches to meaning   
   Louise McNally, UPF Barcelona 

   Wh-words and semantic reanalysis 
   Rob Truswell, University of Edinburgh  
 
11:15 - 11:45  Coffee and tea 

11:45 - 13:15  Session 2  

   Genericity through formal and experimental perspectives 
   Dimitra Lazaridou-Chatzigoga, Humboldt / Cambridge  

   Ontological and Non-Ontological Plurality 
   Sergey Minor, UiTromsø      

13:15 - 14:45  Lunch: location TBA 

14:45 - 16:15  Session 3 

   Semantic grounding of syntactic features 
   Peter Svenonius, UiTromsø 

   What our brains’ responses to *relaugh vs. *unlaugh might tell us 
   about linguistic representation 
   Linnaea Stockall, Queen Mary Univ. of London/NYU Abu Dhabi 

16:15 - 16:45  Wrap-up 

16:45 -  Apéro  
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Abstracts 

Roots and functional structure through the prism of distributed approaches to 
meaning   
Louise McNally, UPF Barcelona 

In recent work (e.g. McNally 2017, McNally & Boleda 2017) I have been exploring a 
specific approach to combining formal and so-called distributional semantic modeling 
(see e.g. Baroni, Bernardi & Zamparelli 2014, Boleda & Herbelot 2016 for 
discussions of the latter in relation to formal approaches to menaing). One of the 
interesting aspects of this mixed approach is that it leads naturally to positing a 
distinction between "root" and "functional" morphology in the spirit of that proposed 
by Borer in various works and also found in the Distributed Morphology literature. In 
this (very programmatic) talk, I offer what I hope will be a fresh and useful semantic 
modeling perspective on some of the debates and general issues that I have 
encountered in exploring this literature. 

 

Wh-words and semantic reanalysis 
Rob Truswell, University of Edinburgh  

Joint work with Nikolas Gisborne, University of Edinburgh 

The logic of reanalysis is simple and general: when very different structures look 
superficially very similar, there is significant potential for confusion, or "latent 
structural ambiguity".  And where there is significant latent structural ambiguity, there 
is significant potential for grammar change.  This logic has been applied extensively 
to phonology (e.g. Andersen 1973) and to syntax (e.g. Lightfoot 1979), in each case 
exploiting a latent ambiguity in the underlying representation of a given surface string. 

The notion of reanalysis has also been usefully applied to logical analyses of 
semantic change.  As demonstrated by Eckardt (2006) and others following her lead 
(Condoravdi & Deo, Yanovich), many grammaticalization phenomena can usefully be 
modelled in terms of reanalysis.  The latent ambiguity here is in the compositional 
contribution of individual lexical items to the proposition expressed, and the division 
of labour between compositional and contextual elements of meaning.  Case studies 
have shown that grammaticalization of markers of tense, aspect, modality, negation, 
and several other functional categories can be analysed in this way, from a 
perspective that is congenial to both formal and cognitive semantics. 

Semantic reanalysis becomes more directly relevant to the objectives of OASIS 
where the competing analyses of a given surface phenomenon are ontologically quite 
distinct.  We illustrate this with a tour of major developments in the diachrony of 
English wh-words used as relativizers.  In early Old English correlatives like (1), we 
argue that the wh-word is an indefinite; in later Old English free relatives like (2) and 
Middle English nonrestrictive relatives like (3); the wh-word is definite (following Sells 
1985 on nonrestrictive relatives and Jacobson 1995 on free relatives); later, in 
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restrictive relatives, it is neither (following standard treatments of restrictive relatives 
such as Heim & Kratzer 1998).  The clause containing the wh-word is interpreted as 
the antecedent of a conditional (so a quantifier over situations) in (1), as a definite 
description of an individual in (2), and as a proposition in (3). 

These shifts (indefinite > definite, quantifier over situations > individual > proposition) 
are wild from a logical perspective, and yet similar pathways recur across roughly 
50% of Indo-European languages, so they must not be cognitively wild.  Equally, the 
syntactic correlates of the wild model-theoretic shifts are often quite subtle.  This 
suggests two programmatic questions for diachronic research on the relationships 
between syntactic theory, cognitively-oriented semantic theory, and language use: 

- Why are the wild changes possible (what does it mean that a quantifier over 
situations and an individual description, or an individual description and a proposition, 
can be superficially similar enough to allow reanalysis)? 

- Where are the wild changes possible (what can we learn about the structure of a 
natural language ontology from the apparent fact that such wild changes appear to 
constitute an exception to the orderly, gradual grammatical change which makes up 
the bulk of diachronic syntactic and semantic descriptions)? 

EXAMPLES 

1) [Swa hwylc eower swa næfð nane synne on him], 
     So which you.GEN.PL so NEG.have no sin in him, 
     awyrpe se ærest ænne stan on hy 
     cast.out.SBJ he first one stone on her 
    `{Whichever of you is without sin / If any of you is without sin}, let him first cast a           
    stone at her.' 

2) Gemyne, [hwæt Sanctus Paulus cwæð] 
    Remember what Saint Paul said 
   `Remember what Saint Paul said.' 

3) the bifore knowing of God, [which bifore knowing of God bihooldith so without 
fayling thingis to comynge] 
`the foresight of God, which foresight of God beholds so infallibly things to come' 

 

Genericity through formal and experimental perspectives 
Dimitra Lazaridou-Chatzigoga, Humboldt-Univ. zu Berlin & Univ. of Cambridge 

While different quantificational meanings are expressed with dedicated quantifiers 
(e.g. ‘most’, ‘all’), no language has been found to have a dedicated generic quantifier 
or article. Is generic meaning expressed through some kind of covert, unpronounced 
quantifier, or does it have a categorically different status? Linguistic approaches to 
this question view genericity as a type of quantification (Krifka et al. 1995). On this 
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modal approach, generic meaning is expressed by a covert quantifier dubbed ‘GEN’, 
which is not pronounced but which is active in the composition of the sentence 
meaning and is similar to adverbs of quantification such as ‘normally’ or ‘generally’ 
(Lewis 1975). In contrast to the quantificational analysis of generics, a growing body 
of experimental and developmental psychological work on the topic proposes that 
genericity is categorically different from (and significantly simpler than) quantification 
(Leslie, 2008; Gelman, 2010). The generics-as-default view postulates that generics 
are an innate and default mode of thinking. This idea is linked to a view of cognition 
(Kahneman and Frederick 2002) that assumes a distinction between System 1, a 
fast, automatic, effortless lower-level system and System 2, a slower, more effortful 
higher-level rule-governed system. On this view, generics belong to System 1 and 
quantifiers to System 2, given that only effortful, non-default quantificational 
generalisations require overt linguistic exponence. However, while assigning generics 
to a more basic, unmarked System 1, mode of thinking may sound intuitive at some 
level, it rests on a vague and undefined notion of markedness. Leslie refers to 
Chomsky (2000), but she gives no definition of markedness. Intuitively, it seems that 
what is at stake is surface level overt realisation (third notion of markedness of 
Haspelmath 2006). Addressing these bigger questions about the status of genericity 
in cognition requires the combination of theoretical and experimental research 
methods and considerations in the same studies.  

 

Ontological and Non-Ontological Plurality 
Sergey Minor, UiTromsø 

Traditionally, semantic frameworks have distinguished between two modes of 
representing the concept of multiplicity as expressed in natural language: ontological 
plurality (cf. e.g. Link 1983) and distributive quantification. Thus, sentences in (1a) 
and (1b) can both be used to describe a situation involving three girls each of whom 
watched one movie (I will refer to this kind of reading involving one-to-one 
correspondence as a co-distributive interpretation): 

(1a) Three girls watched three movies. 

(1b) Each girl watched a movie. 

In (1a) the indefinite three movies is taken to introduce a variable ranging over sums 
of three movies, i.e. the numeral is analyzed as imposing a cardinality condition in a 
lattice-structured ontological domain. The sentence can receive a cumulative 
interpretation, where each individual in the sum of girls is related to at least one 
individual in the sum of movies, and vice versa. In (1b) the indefinite a movie 
introduces a variable that ranges over atomic movie-individuals. In this case the 
implication that more than one movie may have been involved arises due to the 
distributive semantics of the quantificational subject every girl, i.e. a movie specifies 
the cardinality of the sum of movies watched by each of the girls. 
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In this talk I focus on sentences like (1c), which can also be used in the above 
context, and contrast them with those in (1a) and (1b): 

(1c) All the girls watched movies. 

Plural noun phrases like movies in (1c) have been referred to as dependent plurals 
(de Mey 1981, Zweig 2009). Descriptively, such constructions involve a DP with a 
plural quantifier (e.g. all, most) and another plural DP in its scope. Constructions like 
this have a number of peculiar properties. Sentence (1c) is similar to (1a) in that the 
plural feature on movies restricts the number of movies involved in the event overall 
(i.e. more than one movie must have been watched), rather than the number of 
movies watched by each girl as in (1b) (i.e. in (1c) each girl may have watched a 
single movie). However, the co-distributive reading in (1c) disappears if the bare 
plural is replaced by an indefinite containing an overt numeral or cardinality modifier: 

(2a) All the girls watched three/several movies. 

In this respect plural quantifiers like all and most pattern with singular quantifiers like 
each and every, cf. (2b) which also lacks a co-distributive interpretation: 

(2b) Each girl watched three/several movies.  

However, replacing the plural quantifier in (1c) with a singular quantifier as in (2c) 
again results in the loss of a co-distributive interpretation: 

(2c) Each girl watched movies. 

Sentence (2c) will only be judged true is each girl watched more than one movie. 

Given the fact that dependent plurals are in some respects similar to cumulative 
constructions while in others pattern with constructions interpreted distributively, it is 
perhaps not surprising that researchers have had conflicting intuitions regarding the 
correct analysis of this phenomenon. Some (e.g. Beck 2000, de Swart 2006, Zweig 
2009, Champollion 2010) analyze dependent plural readings as a sub-type of 
cumulative ones, assimilating DPs with plural quantifiers to non-quantificational DPs. 
Others (e.g. Kamp and Reyle 1993, Spector 2003), conversely, treat dependent 
plural constructions as underlyingly distributive, postulating that the plural feature in 
this context is semantically vacuous.  However, given the mixed properties of 
dependent plurals, it is again not unexpected that bpth these approaches face 
difficulties in accounting for the full range of data. 

I will argue that dependent plural readings should not be equated with either 
cumulative or distributive ones, but rather involve a distinct semantic mechanism. 
I present an approach that captures the three-way distinction between cumulative, 
dependent plural and distributive interpretations based on the idea of a plural 
information state, first proposed in a series of works by Martin van den Berg (van den 
Berg 1990, 1994, 1996a,b). Van den Berg develops a Dynamic Predicate Logic for 
Plurals (DPLP), which is inspired by Groenendijk and Stokhof’s (1991) Dynamic 
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Predicate Logic (DPL) but includes a crucial innovation – whereas formulas in DPL 
are interpreted as relations between assignments, formulas in van den Berg’s DPLP 
are interpreted as relations between sets of assignments, or plural information states. 
This extension is crucial in light of the facts discussed above in that it adds a new 
level for representing the semantics of plurals. Overall, I will argue that the plural 
feature on DPs does indeed encode plurality, but not (necessarily) ontological 
plurality. Conversely, plural quantifiers like all and most do indeed encode 
distributivity, but a weaker form of distributivity as compared to singular quantifiers 
like each and every. 

 

Semantic grounding of syntactic features 
Peter Svenonius, UiTromsø 

I take syntactic features to be properties of heads which differentiate them from each 
other with respect to syntactic operations or constraints of selection, movement, 
agreement and licensing. The properties of a feature which determine to which class 
of operations or constraints it is relevant are its 'second order' properties (in the terms 
of Adger & Svenonius 2011), for example determining whether merge is external or 
internal, whether checking is local or long-distance, whether movement is overt or 
covert, and whether failure to check is fatal or not. 

The semantic grounding of features is partly independent of their second-order 
properties. The formal structural semantics associated with features is usually 
statable in terms drawn from a relatively restricted formal vocabulary (e.g., 
cumulativity can be stated in set-theoretic terms, precedence is a basic relation in a 
sequence). Features may also be associated with conceptual content (e.g. animacy, 
diurnality), but the range of conceptual content associated with formal features is not 
as great as with lexical roots. 

Some questions to be addressed include the following: (1) Is there a sharp dividing 
line between structural semantics and conceptual content? (2) Is there a universally 
fixed vocabulary for structural semantics? (3) Is there a sharp dividing line between 
the content associated with lexical and functional items? (4) What is the connection 
between second order properties of features and their ("first order") semantic 
content? 

I outline a theory (in progress) in which a fixed vocabulary is used for constructing the 
structural content of formal features (1: yes, 2: yes), and the constraints on 
associated conceptual content with them are not systemic (3: no). The syntactic 
locality of patterns of cooccurrence determines what class of second order properties 
are associated with a feature (this provides a partial answer to 4). 

 



	   8	  

What our brains’ responses to *relaugh vs. *unlaugh might tell us about 
linguistic representation 
Linnaea Stockall, QMUL & NYUAD 

I’ll discuss the goals and preliminary achievements of an ongoing collaboration with 
Alec Marantz (NYU/NYUAD) and Christina Manouilidou (U Ljubljana) in which we are 
trying to use MEG recordings of brains processing morphologically complex words to 
address long-standing questions about the linguistic properties and status of verbal 
elements. Some of these questions include: what role does grammatical/lexical 
category play in licensing multi-morphemic structure building? What, if anything, is 
‘selection’? Can we dissociate restrictions on linguistic structure building from 
restrictions/constraints on interpreting linguistic structures? What is ‘argument 
structure’ and what is its relationship to ‘event semantics’?  

I’ll present data from recent experiments involving violations of derivational affixation 
restrictions in Greek and English, and discuss the ways in which these data sets 
might give us a road map for addressing these questions. 

 


