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Anaphora and Genericity
in Brazilian Portuguese-

Ana Miiller*
&

1 Introduction

This paper examines the semantic behavior of sentential
‘anaphora with generic antecedents in Brazilian Portuguese (BP). It
does so in the light of the analysis of generic nominals as proper
1ames of kinds — kind referring expressions (see Carlson, 1977, 1982),
‘and of characterizing sentences as sentences under the scope of a
adic generic operator — generically quantified sentences (see Carl-
son, 1989 and Krifka et al., 1995).
BP has developed a specialization of its subject and possessive
ominal forms as to the expression of a bound variable versus a
ential interpretation of pronouns. In subject position of subor-
clauses, the null form is interpreted as a bound variable and
Pronoun ele (he) is interpreted referentially. As far as possessive
are concerned, seu (his/their) behaves as a bound variable
dele (of-he) is the referential form. As a consequence of this fact,
& would expect definite generic DP antecedents, which are kind-
THng expressions (i.e., proper names of kinds), to choose the
Hal form and generic indefinite antecedents (variables under
“0pe of a generic operator) to choose the bound variable form.
of this w d m t asa at th i
e o B oy . et o
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This prediction works well as far as indefinite generics are
concerned. A pronominal form with an indefinite generic antece-
dent picks out the bound variable form, unless it is stressed. This
behavior gives support to an analysis of generic indefinites as

redicates with a free variable under the scope of some kind of
adverbial or modal operator as proposed in Heim (1982, inspired
on the work of Lewis 1975). Nevertheless, the fact that stressed
anaphoric pronouns with generic indefinite antecedents are ac-
ceptable poses a problem to this analysis. Definite generics, on
the other hand, present us with yet another puzzle. They do not
behave as expected of proper names, but they strongly favor the
choice of the bound variable forms instead of the referential ones.
The main issue discussed in this paper then is whether the
anaphoric behavior of generic nominals in BP supports the exis-
tence of the two ways of expressing genericity in natural lan-
ages. One can state this issue the other way around, that is,
whether the analysis of genericity as encompassing two different
phenomena lends support to the thesis of specialization of pro-

nominal forms in BP.

Other related questions are: (i) Why does focalization of a
pronominal constituent change its behavior in respect to the se-
lection of the kind of antecedent? (ii) Since definite generics do
not behave as referential expressions with respect to the pro-
nominal forms they select, what would the difference between

these expressions and proper names be?

The paper is organized as follows. First, 1 present the facts.
about the specialization of pronominal forms in BP. Then, 1
sketch Heim' s (1982) analysis of indefinites. Next, I show that the
data on BP support a GEN(eric) operator account of characteriz-
ing sentences and the analysis of indefinites as predicates witha

free variable as in Heim (1982). 1 then claim that the p
caused by the grammaticality of generically quantified sentence

with an anaphoric use of stressed ELE/DELE may be solved‘?

focus is analyzed as an operation that introduces a presup

tion. Focus introduces a presupposition of existence of a contex

tually defined set, and the stressed pronoun refers to one of it
members. Finally, I claim that definite generics in BP do not b€

have as denoting first order atomic entities, but are probably bé=

described as denoting second order entities that are no
tions of properties.
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2  The specialization of pro
in Brazilian ngm:‘ ' nominal forms

Negrao & Miiller (1996) highlight

: _ a phen iali

;c;x:‘ tc:: ?nr:)erpnommamﬁinf‘onfn?h in Brazilian Pogtug:e?emrglggismehg

. of their antecedents. The authors focus

ecl)t:ll"neet/anf?:hzgssesswe forms seu/sua versus dele/dela (his/ l?et:- t‘}'\e

e i 7she i )and.between an empty category and the prono .
al e ¢ ) in gubjed position of rdinate clauses. E\ subEms

g:;go n ‘i)s :Il::o;dl{tate clauses the specialization is that the em,ect

gy opho b i o ) o g o B

: tt i
As far as possessive forms are c:oncnernedn ; ;)a:erefe:sfmml;alcinm:t;

fied (see (4)) or generi
g g en;c( é;iee (5)) antecedents, and dele refers back to

(1) Ninguém afirmou
que @/"ele preferia ir sozinho
}:;:)body asserted that @/he would-prefer go alone .
body said he would rather go by himself'

(2) Executivo (sempre)acha que @/*ele trabalha demais,

Executive (always) thinks that @
] . / he works
Executives (always) think they work too ll'nuchtoo.mudI

(3) odg afirmou que 7@ /ele preferia ir sozinho.

Jodo asserted that @/he woud
' R -pref ne
Jodo said he woud rather go by Ein:erl%o -

Cadaum temo sey "

gosto/*o gosto dele.
‘ ?achonehasthehis taste/ the taste of-he
~ 'Each one has his own taste’

encontrou 0 seu caminho/?0  caminho dela.

the television Brazilian found
. the her path the
The Brazilian television found its owpx.\a way' /thepath  of-she

°) lﬁi“n tem *o seu gosto/o gosto dele.
e bu;ll:lélzz?iable and&(l:.:so)s-ref;re'ntiglo:}e:?ﬁ: f : tiomman o~
FmS: in e:“ub;ect position of subordinate clauses thgs sgecli’arloi::tion 'l
= ;;t{ccategory behaves as a bound variable and the rc;-s
boung):rmariab:eh?(ly pronoc;u:i.dAs for the possessive forF:ns
T ! rm an e is the i .
Bt erenti
35 Interpretative processes are illustrated in (7b) an;:il ((8,:;;. fhe

The reader is referred to N
t c egrio & Miiller (1996) and i
Specialization of pronominal forms in BP, lzlere I%:l‘;em;eo:n‘::]wﬁg &
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(13) Qualquer rapaz reco i
nheceria a namorada*
An ould a *dele /DELE numa foto,?
'An);s\l fu 1).'1 wmg -recognize the girlfriend of-he/of-HE in-a pictu
y v d imhi’grlfﬁeﬂdinapm' PIC re

Wi i i
- 2 :hxs mulch estabh'shed. we can use the sew versus del
s whethersuser ele alternations (except for the stressed cases) as :
ot B i :’ve }w?’ve bound anaphora or coreference. We ex-
e all;la le form (@) not to be allowed in contexts
e anaphora is not allowed. Also we would
¢ to allow bound anaphora readings e

(7) a. Ninguém afirmou que @ preferia ir sozinho.
Nobody asserted that @ would-rather go alone

‘Nobody said he would rather go by himself’
b. Nobody: x (x asserted that x would rather go alone)

(8) a. lodo afirmou que ?@/¢le preferia ir sozinho.
Jodo asserted that @/he woud-prefer go alone
‘Jodo said he woud rather go by himself'
b. Jodo, asserted that Jodo, would rather go alone
Sloppy identity contexts confirm this specialization. In a sce-
nario where there are 3 representatives that belong to three differ-
ent parties (Genoino-PT, Cunha Bueno-PDS and Aécio Neves-
PSDB) and in which Genoino voted PT, Aécio Neves voted PT and
whereas (10) is false. Sen-

Cunha Bueno also voted PT, (9) is true,
tences (9) and (10) show that the sloppy identity reading is only

possible when the pronominal form is seu: the use of dele allows
only for a coreferential reading,
(9) S6 Genofng votouno sey partido, ninguém mais fezo  mesmo.
Only Genoino voted in-the his party, nobody else did the same
‘Only Genoino voted for his own party, nobody else did the same’
(10) S6 Genoingvotouno  partido dele, ninguém mais fez mesmo.

Only Genofno voted in-the party of-he, nobody else did the same

'Only Genoino voted for his party, nobody else did the same’

Since semantic binding requires c-command, variable binding
is not possible when there is no c-command between the antece-
dent and the pronominal form (see Heim & Kratzer 1998 ch. 10).
Consequently, bound variable forms are predicted not to be able to

oceur in contexts where the antecedent does not c-command the

ronominal form — these are syntactic contexts that do not allow:
as a bound variable even if its an

p

for a pronoun to be interpreted -
tecedent is a quantifier. This prediction is born out (see (11)). A
referential pronoun with a quantified antecedent, in this kind of
context, on the other hand, can only be used if stressed (see (12)
and (13)).

(11) *Toda garota que namorou algum professoracha que @€ o  méaximo.
every girl thatdated some teacher thinks that @ is the greatest

‘Every girl who dated some teacher thinks that he is great’

(12) Toda garota que namorou algum professor acha que *glg/ELE é.0 mixim&
everygirl thatdated some teacher thinks that he/HE is the great&=s
‘Every girl who dated some teacher thinks that he is great’

3  Generic Indefinites and Anaphora in Brazilian Portuguese

r':ieg.clzuantiﬁtelx:{ t}.\at. may binq the variable provided by the indefi-

o genenmcall eim’s (1982) view on indefinites and how it a lei

P nenia ()l'g%gz;n:‘f;?;v sfe‘;\rtf}r:ce: with indefinites. In 3.2 lggo;i

:.!4 rif} ). o ipk s .

ﬁed sentenrc:s with indefinites in BP. Inps;rt\ig’f‘gse;e?:au %;?r?anl? ’
pronouns accept generic indefinites as their an’t?ceder::s 3

8.1 Generic Indefinites as Hemian Indefinites

Recent literature on i i
ol generics (see Krifka et al. 1 igh-
io:s e:a:;e;:s?; two dxst{nct phenomena: (i) kx‘n?ig-fé’el:lng't}xjg
B i & (Mns that fi.uecﬂy denote kinds, such as the
B, e tn ), and (ii) generically quantified sentences —
i Kind? Zcfopg of a covert generic quantifier, such as
A kums : Onlr erring expressions are taken to be proper
Ermqalis 3' _certam types of noun phrases are able to
i most typically, the singular definite DP
e e sentences, on the other hand, are generali-
ties or events and are not related to agy parti:

‘ type of DP.
Gl'll'tam : Bell invented ;
Sraham Bell invented the kind telephone'

i Bell sleeps after lunch.
Y. if s is an after lunch situation, Graham Bell sleeps in s’

mple g
ue to S. Menuzzi and R, llari (personal comunication).
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i i i i that seem to refer to
ic indefinites are indefinite n_o:mnals
the dacemnssd il:: entities denoted by their head %?‘:md ;u:gtars; f‘:zr d::g
o encyac;{spsd o i!:t(\la?eaarr‘\d e%t)énﬁalyinterpretation as
i i 0 no r
:nligawmanmmlm?;s?s of the indefinite article would predict.

16) A dog has four legs. (Heim 1982)
i17: MMM is expensive. (Heim 1982)

Krifka et al. (1995) do not consider gemtaric ind;ﬁ;:til:e;l,
kind-referring expressions because they do :;;dseil;‘l e (s
denote kinds. First, they do not occur in episodic ecticates it
pare (18) to (19)). Second, they ot et i et S

» to kinds (compare . By
myvg?}l\ynt:n-stativfz pregicates (compare (22) to (23)).

(18) The potato was first cultivated in South America’.‘
(19) *A potato was first cultivated in South America.
(20) Graham Bell invented the telephone.

(21) *Graham Bell invented a telephone.

(22) Theratwas reaching Australia in 1970.

(23) *A rat was reaching Australia in 1970.

As first proposed in Heim (1982), indefinite nominals may

yzed ini iable which will
redicates containing a free varia
:x;albounda:itrl’\er by a covert or by an overt operator. Heim

inspired in Lewis (1975), also suggested that sentences with ge-

neric indefinites might be analyzed as parallel to condih:en:} ser
tences, so that sentence (24b) would be a clPse Par;aphmindeﬁnite
tence (24a). Indefinite generics then are just ‘normal' indefinit
used in generic sentences. Consec_;uent}y. their s?mathe sk,
to be whatever the semantics of indefinites is pius
for generic quantification.

. A millionaire is very powerful. g n
G :. ?Alwa;s/necessadly) if someone is a millionaire, he is

powerful.

] .
: Mﬂlkr(hdhaxmng)focadc«ailedaplamﬁmmdupploumofhsmmh
3 ;euuenms (18)~(23) are from Krifka ef al. (1995).
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Phoric relation between an indefinite and a

Heim's (1982) analysis of indefinites as predicates with a free
variable attributes the syntactic logical form in (26) to a sentence
like (25)." This logical form is derived from the syntactic surface
structure of the sentence via a series of construal rules. In (26), Tis
a text node and 3 is an existential operator added to the text by a
rule of existential closure. Sentence (25) is to be interpreted as
“there is a dog x and x is running on my lawn”, so that the existen-
tial quantifier binds together the free variable in the indefinite
noun phrase (the index ,) and the free variable in the nuclear sen-
tence (e,)." As one may notice, (26) is equivalent to a Russellian
analysis of the indefinite article. It is only on the analysis of more
complex sentences that the two theories will yield different results.
{25) A dog is running on my lawn.

(26) Text

xt

a dog, €, is running on my lawn
For conditional sentences like (27) which contain an ana-

pronoun, Heim's the-
yields the logical form in (28), which is to be interpreted as

JNecessarily, if x is a millionaire and x is intelligent, x is happy"".

idea is that if-sentences are sentences under the scope of a
den necessity operator and if is semantically vacuous. As for
anaphoric relation, note that the pronoun he only gets bound
idirectly by virtue of its being anaphoric with the DP a millionaire
Ad with its trace. Actually, it is the operator ‘necessarily’ that

ids both the free variable in DP, (represented by the index,), its

(e,) and the pronoun he,. We may say that a millionaire binds
1 Only in a derivative sense.’

using the term ‘logical form' loosely in that it may refer to both the tactic
form (the LF Principles and Paran{etets level) am{ to the semantic e:yp;;sion

truth-conditions of the sentence.

Heim (1982) for detailed account as to how to get from the syntactic logical form
" Semantic interpretation of a sentence.

the operator 3 is vacuous in this structure

R.ch. 35, Heim’s definitions of binding and anaphoric relations (see Heim

Anaphomandgemﬂckyhﬁmzlﬁm?omgum 115



restrictor and a nuclear scope as its arguments. This operator is
presented in (32), where the variables before the semi-colon are the
ones that get bound by GEN and the variables after the semi-colon
are the ones that get existentially bound within the nuclear scope,
Variables within {} may or may not appear in the nuclear scope.

(32) GEN [x,..., X; ¥,,.... y] (Restrictor [x,...., x]; Matrix Q9 B Y
Vi ¥

An example of a characterizing sentence with a ‘generic’ in-
definite as translated into its semantic logical form with use of a
generic dyadic operator is shown in (33a-b). It may be paraphrased
as "usually if x is a millionaire, x is very powerful”.
(33) a. A millionaire is very powerful.

b. GEN [x; ] (x is a millionaire; x is very powerful)

As for a sentence with an anaphoric pronoun like sentence (34),
one would expect its interpretation to be like (35a) that could be
paraphrased as (35b-c). The pronoun ends up bound by the GEN
operator by virtue of its being coindexed with the indefinite antece-
dent and with its trace as is clear from the Heimian tree in (36).

:"”(34) A millionaire (usually) thinks he is very powerful,

'(35) a. GEN [x; ] (x is a millionaire; x thinks x is very powerful)
' b. ‘Usually if x is a millionaire then x thinks x is very powerful’
c. ‘lfapersonisanﬁllionairethenhethinksheisverypmverful'

(27) 1fa millionaire, is intelligent he, is happy.
5

: S
Necessarily S
. T i
NP,/\ S he, is happy
A /\
a millionaire, e, is intelligent

like (29) below
i 2) further suggests that a sentence
couldHt;e;maxg?yzeds ) in the same way :\d sentenced (27) as(:amvingmxa)
ictor — a millionaire, is intelligent - a muclear scope '

ﬁtril:%p; T.' b:ath under the scope of a mo«}al guannt:ﬂfileig In th§
sex;se. (29) would be equivalent to “necessarily, if a naire
intelligent, he is happy".
(29) A millionaire that is intelligent is happy. '

She then proceeds to suggest that “gkxe. so-callegﬁgegerr:muz :
of the indefinite is a special case of this: xtxsﬁa‘ninda e
ing an invisible operator” (p.191%.h5e0 hi:c‘i ::rn o;:rraytor B
(30) has (31) as its logical form. - s o et

with generic h\deﬁr_\ite?.. which [ am callin, -
to be human necessity. /’7\
(30) A millionaire is very powerful. R )

S Q /\
(31) a mnmn. 3 S

/\s
GEN 1 N'PI
A /\
BESNE ’ /5\

T . As we have seen, generic indefinites may be considered
e is very erful

\eir ian indefinites under the scope of a generic quantifier,
an indefinites are predicates with a free variable. Pronouns
i s astiencnasseis il be analyzed as variables. Generic sentences with anaph-

al. (1995) adopt an analysis of ct § rator that takes are sentences in which the variable introduced by the
lational generic ope te and a pronominal variable may be both under the scope

=t an unrealized re : p
containing . AGEN(eric) quantifier.

Inspired on Heim's suggestion, Carlson (1989) and Kriﬁ(l:.

" Gee Heim (1982, p. 190-195) for a discussion on the interpretation of this operator.
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3.2 Generic Indefinites in Brazilian Portuguese

As we have seen in section 1, anaphora with either quantified
or generic indefinite antecedents in BP usually require a non-
referential /bound-variable pronominal form. BP has both definite
and indefinite generics as in (37)-(38). As we have seen, indefinite
generics are analyzed as heimian indefinites whose variable gets

bound by a covert generic operator. Consequently, one expects
that generic indefinites, when antecedents of some pronominal
form, should demand that this form be @ or seu — the non-

referential forms in BP,

(37) Qbrasileiro é trabalhador.

(38) Brasileiro é trabalhador.

BP has three types of indefinite generics: the generic indefi-
nite (39), the bare numberless (40) and the bare plural (41)."

(39) Um nimero par ¢ divisivel por dois.
(40) Brasileiro é trabalhador.
(41) Brasileiros sdo trabalhadores.

The three forms are not kind-referring expressions. They can-
not occur — with a generic interpretation - in episodic sentences
(42) or with kind-verbs (43). Neither can they occur with non-

stative interpretations (44).
(42) a. A batata foi cultivada pela primeira vez na América do Sul.

Uma batata/*Batata/*Batatas foi/foram cultivada(s) pela pri

meira vez na América do Sul.

(43) a. Graham Bell inventou o telefone.
b. *Graham Bell inventou um telefone/telefone/telefones.

(44) a. O rato estava alcangando a Austrdlia por volta de 1970.

b. *Um rato/*Rato/*Ratos estava alcangando a Austrélia por v@

de 1970.

Following Krifka et al.(1995), indefinite generics will be an&

lyzed as predicates containing a free variable (brasileiro = brasileif
(x)) that winds up bound by a GEN(eric) operator. S0 a genes
sentence like (45a) is equivalent to conditional sentence like (450
Its semantic interpretation is presented in (46).

" For a study of generic indefinites in BP see Muller (forthcomming).
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(45) a. Brasileiro é trabalhador.
b. Se @ é brasileiro, entio @ é trabalhadlor.

(46) GEN [x;] (brasileiro (x); trabalhador (x))

The choice of pronominal forms as a i
. 3 : naphoric to generic i -
zftf n-iur:gB: x;urgg::::s t}lt)e thesnst - that ii:éiefinitg genericsgare ngt"l‘g::g-
t , but heimian indefinites under the
thgenee nr;’c(tqst:gg:i‘e:.gecau_scek - with an exception to be mexs;cu%l::neeg fi:
ey ey pick out the bound variable form, as shown
(47) Um executivo (sempre) acha que @/"ele muito esperto.
(48) Executivo (sempre) acha que @/*ele é muito esperto.
(49) Executivos (sempre) acham que &/"eles sdo muito espertos.
indefh[?itzsm:rim Portuguese, as in many other languages, generic
g not proper names of kinds, but just ‘normal’ indefi-
participating in generically quantified sentences.
8.3 Focus and Indefinite Generics in Brazilian Portuguese
Nonetheless, focussed pronouns pose a problem to the analysis

of generic indefinites as heimian indefini

.‘ ! i indefinites under the

GEN(er;c_})‘:uanztzllﬁer and to the analysis of ele/dele as refericn(i?:l ;:oa-

,dmmts i puzzle {slt!;a“t) ana}_)hor?o with indefinite generic antece-
: referential pronominal form becomes i

3 mnounsi ele or dele are stressed, as illustrated in (Sg;‘-a(tsnzz)na o

Unm executivo (sempre) acha que ELE é muito esperto.

(52) Executivos (sempre) acham que ELES sio muito espertos.

I now face a choice point. The first option is to maintain the

—aim that ele is always referential. One would then be forced to state

gfle m&mﬁ the generic indefinite and ELE or DELE is
relations of cotr);fer;mkt; uxemn:gd - relalg’rc\;ans o
entiality, an explanation of what
. :‘:\hotti?ef?m in tlus.case {or um execulr'vo/execulivo‘;’rx‘:-
i<y r to any particular individuals. In order to state
: Pmblin 53 mzjl";f).cphotl » formally what we have to do is explain
) w is the logical form of (51), the free variable z i
relate to the bound variable x. s

.GEN [x;:] (x é executivo; x acha que z trabalha demais)
ralmente se x é executivo, x acha que z trabalha demais’
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The second option is to accept that ELE or DELE may, under
certain circumstances, be interpreted as bound variables. One
could say, based on work such as Lujén (1986) for Spanish, that
strong pronouns, when contrastive, do not alternate with weak

pronouns.
But there are some reasons for not doing that. If Lujn’s ex-

planation is adopted, we renounce to find a unique explanation for
the behavior of ele/dele which, in most contexts, do not seem to
‘like' having non-referential antecedents, as illustrated by (54)-(55).

(54) A televisdo brasileira terd de encontrar o seu caminho/*o caminho
dela mesma.

(55) A sociedade acha que @/?¢la deve se proteger contra a violéncia.

Unexpectedly, ele/dele also behave as reflexive anaphors in
other contexts. In BP, ele may be used as a resumptive pronoun in
relative clauses (56) and it may violate Principle B in certain con-
texts like (57) and (58), where the pronoun is bound in its govern-

ing category.

(56) Esserapaz, que eu conheci gle,, ele, estavald  na  festa.
This guy thatl met he, he was therein-the party

(57) Maria fez alista dos convidados mas pro, esqueceu de PRQ, incluir  gla,
Maria made the listof-the guests  but forgot of includingshe

(58) Maria, confia ngla,.
Maria trusts in-she

The idea I will pursue in this paper is that there is something
‘referential' about the behavior of ele and that there is also some-
thing ‘referential’ about being the focus of a sentence. My hypothe-
sis is that stressed ele/dele may be used with non-referential antece-
dents because they are focussed, and focus makes them ‘referen-
tial' by creating the pressuposition that members of a prominent.

contextual set - to whose members they refer - exist.

It has been canonically pointed out in the literature that sen="
tence stress usually marks that a constituent is in focus. We may

then assume that our stressed pronoun is a focused consti
Casielles-Suarez (1997) claims that focus is always related to
information, be it information already salient in the context (w

is the case for deictic pronouns) or not. It is therefore intriguing

have a focused pronoun that is bound to old information.

® Sentences (56) and (57) are from Galves (1986).

120 Letras de Hoje € Ana Miiler

. St is
OrCe

Focus may be defined as an o i
: e de ratio i
cattes..'l'}us operation is such that itpczntra:tso?h:e?otceunsce?i 2; P"gﬁ:‘
;n with all other possible denotations of the same type. The 25 A
og\t; :;s:s;tisblthe;t some denotation has occurred as Opéosed tge tll":
e (contextually determined) ones. It poses
I?et?l:ers of a contextually salient set of possible gmﬁons exui'l:tt
case of pronouns, the truth value of the sentence is sug:

ﬁnedhgt ;:f)int is that the effect of focus is that a contextually de-
e 2a Inem:ues 1S presupposed to exist, at least as discourse
% a sense, that is what focus theories such as Rooth

f:hnetefnoccis sel:lng:r tt}i\e scope of some adverbial or modal operator

g thatns tuents appear to be part of the matrix”. It is in

p _an existential quantifier is said to always occur i
ims formalism. In Rooth's Association with Focus 'I'heo;

stituent) — this is the one that actually oc

In a theory like Rooth (1985,1995) or Ksi tressed
. I ! ; or Krifka (1995
un ends up being existentially bound and(thergf:)hrg tvith an

existe tial interpretation. My hypothesis is that the stressed pro-

ELE in sentences like (59) is not bound by a GEN(eric) opera-

bound by an existential quantifier. Focus, in this kind of

97) g. gmnm (sem;’are) acha que ELE trabalha demais,
c- ceEN[x,;]Bz[x,eexecutivoz\x,ad\aquezh'abaﬂmdemais;z-xl
. oy ralmente, se um executivo acha que existe alguém que tr;b'
demais, esse alguém é ele mesmo’ : it

."Con(exts, t_hey presuppose th 5 ;
~-dents have brought ullptlf) salienec;?lswnce of some entity theiz
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Definite Generics and Anaphora in Brazilian Portuguese
Definite generics present us with yet another puz(zé(e))_l{z;x»-
tedly, they favor the bound anaphora forms (seeof oy (62}
pe‘ﬂ\cese );;rasa are classically analyzed as proper %me:nd kinds e
should, therefore, favor ele/dele (see Carlson Krifka

al 1995). -
(60) Q brasileiro tem causado preocupagio aos seus vizinhos
nhos dele.

4

[*aos vizi-

(61) Q_ngisnsempmad\aqmosgnplam/?oplamdg}gvaifunmmr.

O politico acha que 2/*ele estd com a razio.
i the poliﬁcias;:‘l‘:vr:ys d\nc\‘ks that @/ ’ele‘ls V\rith the reason
‘Politicians always think that they are right =
And here is another piece of the puzzle: proper names of pet-

i tial form (ele or dele), but
sons (see (63)-(64)) occur with the referzx; e ol
the bound-variable form (&

names of institutions (see (65)), nam
stract DPs (see (68)) tend to occur with
or seut).
rome! » i tado.
Ben, quegle,/*@ seria  contra
= ig:gi zromx.::: ta:-the Ben that he|/ 2 1.~ou'ld-be hired
‘Jorge promised Ben that he would be hired

(64) lodo tem *o seu gosto/o gosto dele.

(65) A Universidade de Sio Paulo considera que @/*¢la deve apoiar as

tras universidades E
Zl:el‘}sniversity of Sao Paulo  considers that &/she must sup

the other universities el

“The University of Sio Paulo holds that it should supp
universities’

66) Curitiba ndo quer que sua
@ Curitiba not wants that its nature/ the i
‘Curitiba does not want its nature to be destroy

(67) A Microsoft foi obrigada a vender suas agdes/*as agoes dela.
(68) A riqueza traz seus problemas/*os problemas dela

e, A g iNP's and generics indefinites |

Moz, i ified 6.
institutions pair with quantifi = ics are ustial
stead of with proper neimes ot PEnCES, - Carlson, 1977, 1982 ke

to be proper names O : )
;gx‘-(xg(‘a et al.,P199P5e). They are expected to behave just like

names.
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tureza/ a natureza *dela seja destruida.
e /anamreof-shewill-bedes, !

NP’s, names of places a&

On the other hand, proper names of places and institutions
are very seldom mentioned in the literature. The paradigmatic
cases are always John, Bill, Sue... and all kinds of proper names
are implicitly assumed to behave in the same way as the paradig-
matic proper names of persons, The hypothesis here is that kinds -
and proper names of institutions and places as well - are second
order entities — abstractions over first order entities or over ‘stuff’
(cf. Link, 1983). They do not denote entities whose existence is pre-
supposed like a referential definite descriptions or proper names.
Therefore, they may not serve as antecedents to the ‘referential’ or
‘existential' pronouns ele and dele. If that proves right, one must
decide whether @ and seu can still be claimed to be bound variable
forms. We may need to draw back on that claim and say that they
are ‘non-referential’ forms.

5 Summing up
In spite of the fact that many open questions remain, we have

advanced at some points in the understanding of genericity and
anaphora in Brazilian Portuguese. The main points of the paper

~were the following;

() The anaphoric behavior of generic indefinites in Brazilian
Portuguese supports the analysis of these NPs as ‘normal’ in-
definite NPs in the restrictor position of a GEN(eric) operator.

Focus seems to presuppose existence, and for that reason
quantified or generic indefinite NP antecedents may be re-
covered by a stressed ‘referential’ pronominal form in BP.

Definite generics and proper names of places and institutions
denote second order entities and therefore cannot be re-
covered by ‘referential’ ele or dele.

(V) Ele is used when its existence is presupposed and @ is used when
no presupposition of existence is present.
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