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In what follows I will be concerned with only one of the famous quantitfication problems.
namely the ambiguity of sentences like (1h) as opposed to (1a).
(1) a. .\ woman loves John

bh. A woman loves every man

The discussion will concentrate on the question of how many syntactic deseriptions should be
assigned to these sentences. I will take the syntax of Montague 1974b (PTQ) as a point of
reference, since (1) it takes for reasons which will be eriticised a view quite different from
the one outlined here and (2)1t1s a surface syntax and is therefore related much more closely to
our syntax than for instance transformational grammars.

In our syntax (1a) and (1h) could be described by the (only partially specified) syntactic
structures (2a) and (2bh) respectively.
(2) a. b.
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A syntactic structure in our sense is an ordered triple consisting of a constituent structure
(upper part of diagrams), a syntactic marking structure (lower part of diagrams), and an
intonation structure (not represented here). cf. Lieb 1976, 15ff. In the marking structure
constituents are marked by two types of categories. Unit categories classify syntactic units with
respect to their form within a paradigm, e. g. singular and plural for nominals and present, past.
ete. for verbs, These categories are omitted in (2). Paradigms themselves are classified by
paradigm categories such as COM (common) and PRP (proper) for substantivie paradigms and
DER (definite) and TDE for determiners. Verbal paradigms are classified with respect to place
and the kind of subject and object they take. For reasons of space the categories of the verb are
not given in (2) but simply indicated by VO Similarly, the paradigm categories for every are
indicated by Q' because for the moment it is only important that every can indeed be
distinguished syntactically from a and the.

In contrast to most transformational and practically all logical grammars. including the
grammar of PTQ, it is proposed. then, to assign one single syntactic structure to (I'h). This
proposal follows from some basic assumptions concerning what is understood here as the aim of
syntax and the relation between syntax and semantics. I the aim of syntax is nothing but the
characterization of “the various syntactical categories. especially the set of declarative
sentences’” then it follows “that the aim of syntax could be realized in many different ways, only
some of which would provide a suitable basis for semantics”™ (Montague 1974a, 223.) IFor
Montague this means that semantics must be taken as the basis for syntax at least in so far ax
semantic arguments decide between possible alternatives in syntax. Thisis exactly what surface
syntax in our sense will avoid as far as possible. Instead. a central working premise says that
syntactic descriptions should be given in their own right as well as semantic ones. Both are
considered to be formally completely independent of each other. Among other things, this has
the consequence that the syntactic description of a language can fit equally well different
semantic descriptions of that language. Thus an appropriate specification of the aim of syntaxin
our sense would have to exclude the common practice to infer from semantic structures what
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svntactic structures should look like. However this does not mean that we are loosing a eriterion
for building syntactic arguments without gaining one. Taking up Montague’s formulation we
would specify the aim of syntax as “to characterize the various syntactical categories by
specifying their form™.

Though it has often been stated in linguisties that the syntax of a language (together with its
phonology and morphology) is to specify its form_in my opinion this has rarely ever been taken
literally since the time of structuralists. There has not even been much of a discussion on how the
notion of form should be defined with respect to syntax. But though nobody has a satisfactory
notion of form. enough can be said about it to defend the analysis proposed for (1).

In general the form of an entity has to be described in terms of perceptual properties of that
entity. That is to say that two entities are equal with respect to their form if their perceptual
properties are identical. The form of a syntactic unit is determined ., as far as the level of syntax is
concerned, by what we call the syntactic means. The syntactic means can be taken as the source
of structuredness of natural language expressions. They maximally comprise word order.
intonation, and morphological marking. Now . if the syntactic structures of a syntactic unit have
to reflect what use has been made of the syntactic means to form that unit. then one has to
accept the consequence that syntactic units differ in form iff it can be shown that they are
different with respect to word order. morphological marking. orintonation. On the other hand. a
syntactic unit has several forms iff there are several different assignments of intonation and or
morphological marking to that unit (word order heing aninherent property of a unit). It follows
that exactly one syntactic structure has to be assigned to (1'h) as long as one does not argue that
there may be several intonation patterns.

Now. it is important to point out that these restrictions on syntax in no way diminish the
possibilities of relating syntax and semantics in an explicit and systematic way. I therefore will
now indicate. even though it is almost a trivial task. how translation rules could be formulated
for converting surface forms to logical forms.

(3) a. Ifn=1f,(v, 3, %) and 5¢8

and v =subj(r) where v =1, (o, 2) and « ¢ IDF, 5 ¢ COM and ¢ translates to e,

and &= pred(r) where 5 ¢ VO and § translates to e,

and Z=dirobj(r) where Z ¢ PRP and 7 translates to e,

then 7 translates to "Vule (u)ae,(u, e,)]"

b. If. ..

and Z=dirobj(r) where Z=1f,(9,2) and 9 ¢ Q' « « COM and » translates to e,

{ "Vule,(u)aAvey(v)De,(u,v)]]?

then 7 translates t d
' : ’ L"Av[e,(v)D Vufe (u)ae,(u,v)]]?

Let me reiterate what seems to me the most important point when the present approach is
compared to Montague’s. The fact that several logical forms can be assigned to one syntactic
structure does not affect the rigour or strictness of the relation between syntax and semantics. \
rale like (3b) is neither vague nor indefinite or the like. Tt rather tells us that every syntactic unit
which meets the specified syntactic conditions will he ambiguous in the way (I'h) is. (A morce
detailed discussion of the consequences for the notion of syntactic ambiguity can be found in
Eisenberg 1977.)

Up to now I have argued against conceptions which would assign two syntactic structures to
(1D). Yet it must at least be mentioned that the syntax of PTQ does not yield just two syntactic
analyses for sentences of this type but seven (as Barbara Partee has worked out [ 1975, 2821]). One
of the reasons for this is that in the syntax of PTQ term phrases may be inserted into formulas
either directly or indirectly, i.e. by replacing a free variable. This device has been invented in
order to give a term phrase different scope in different syntactic deseriptions of a syntactic unit
and thereby resolve ambiguities like the one in (1h). In Montague grammar syntactic operations
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