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Abstract

Topics are what the sentence is about: hence, they must be specific, and every predicative sentence must have a topic. This view explains the differences in the interpretation of bare plurals in English and Italian. 

In both languages, bare plurals may denote properties, resulting in existential readings. But properties cannot be topics: hence, when no other topic is available, existential readings are excluded.

In English, bare plurals may denote kinds (which are specific and are therefore licensed as topics) and thus receive generic readings.

In Italian, in contrast, bare plurals may not denote kinds, and hence cannot be topics. What appear to be generic readings of bare plurals turn out, on close inspection, to be predication of a specific rule. It is this rule, rather than the bare plural, which is the topic of the sentence.

1. Topics

In this paper I will consider the information structure of bare plurals (henceforth BPs) in two languages: English and Italian. More specifically, I will consider to what extent they can be topics. 

Before discussing this issue, it is necessary to define our terms, since different people mean different things by topicality. I take topics to be what the sentence is about (Reinhart 1981; Erteschik-Shir 1997; Portner and Yabushita 1998). There are two predictions that follow from this definition: 

1. Obligatoriness: Every predicative sentence must have a topic, since every predicative sentence is about something.

2. Specificity: Topics must be specific: they must denote an entity, such as an individual, a group of individuals, or an event—something that a sentence can be about.

As we will see, Italian BPs pose a challenge to this view. But before we turn to them, let us first discuss English BPs, which have been extensively studied.

2. English Bare Plurals

It is well known that English BPs are ambiguous between existential and generic readings. While the BP in ‎(1a) is interpreted existentially, and the sentence says that some dogs are barking outside, the BP in ‎(1b) is interpreted generically, and the sentence says that dogs, in general, are intelligent.

(1)  LISTNUM   
Dogs are barking outside right now.

a. Dogs are intelligent.

What determines whether the BP is interpreted existentially or generically is a matter of fierce debate; I am going to follow Cohen and Erteschik-Shir (2002), according to whom the reading is determined by information structure. Let me present a brief exposition of this theory.

2.1 Existential Readings

Existential BPs exhibit narrow scope only (Carlson 1977). For example, ‎(2) can only mean that it is false that there exist beautiful girls whom I met. It cannot be interpreted to mean that there exist beautiful girls whom I didn't meet.

(2)  I didn't meet beautiful girls.

The explanation for this fact is that the BP denotes a property, which is incorporated into the predicate, so that every operator that has scope over the predicate also has scope over the BP (Van Geenhoven 1996; McNally 1998; see also Krifka 2004, who derives this effect from the general characteristics of type-shifting).

Properties are not specific, hence not licensed as topics. Yet, we assumed above that a predicative sentence must have a topic. Hence, the topic of an existential BP sentence must be another NP, if there is one; alternatively, if the main predicate is stage-level, which has a spatiotemporal argument (Kratzer 1995), this argument can be the topic.

Note that if the BP is forced to be a topic, the existential reading is impossible:

(3)  LISTNUM 
Let me tell you something about beautiful girls:

a. *I didn't meet them.

b. I didn't meet any.

c. I adore them.

Sentence ‎(3a) sets up beautiful girls as the topic. Hence, in the context of this sentence, the existential ‎(3b) is impossible. In order to get an existential reading, one needs an overt quantifier, as in ‎(3c). In contrast, the generic reading is unproblematically available, as exemplified by ‎(3d).

2.2 Generic Readings

It is common to draw a distinction between two types of generic reading: direct kind predication and characterizing generics (Krifka et al 1995). An example of direct kind predication is the following sentence:

(4) White-colored elephants have become extinct.

This sentence predicates the property of being extinct directly of the kind white elephant. In this sentence, since the predicate is not stage-level, the only possible topic is the BP. Hence, the BP must denote an entity, which means that it must denote the kind. We can represent the logical form of ‎(4) as follows (where, following Chierchia 1998, (p is the kind denoted by the common noun whose meaning is p):

(5) extinct((white-elephant)

Characterizing generics are exemplified by the following sentence:

(6) Big watchdogs are efficient.

An obvious fact is that ‎(6) contains no overt quantification. What is not always appreciated is an immediate corollary: the sentence is, at least initially, a predicative sentence. It therefore must have a topic. Since the predicate is individual-level, and doesn't have a spatiotemporal argument (Kratzer 1995), the only option is, again, the BP, which must therefore denote a kind. We therefore have the following logical form for ‎(6):

(7) efficient((big-watchdog)

However, the predication in ‎(7) doesn't make sense: it is not the kind (big-watchdog that is efficient, but individual big watchdogs. Even worse, taking characterizing generics to be simple predications may miss a reading, as pointed out by Carlson (1977). He considers the following sentence:

(8) Cats like themselves.

If we take the sentence to express simple predication, this would mean that the predicate (x.like(x,x) is predicated of the kind (cat. This reduces to:

(9) like((cat, (cat)    

But this means that cats like cats, and we would miss the more plausible reading where, in general, a cat likes itself. Consequently, in cases where direct kind predication will not do, Carlson proposes that a phonologically null generic operator is necessary. I accept this view, though for me, unlike Carlson, the generic operator is a quantifier (see Cohen, 1996 for arguments for this move). 

Specifically, in cases such as ‎(7), the generic quantifier, gen, is introduced, and the argument of predication becomes its restrictor. The final logical form of ‎(6) is, therefore ‎(10) (where C(x,k) indicates that x is a representative of the kind k)

(10) genx[C(x, (big-watchdog)][efficient(x)]

Crucially, the predication stage is necessary for this derivation. Hence, both types of generic reading require the BP to denote a kind. This fact can be demonstrated by coordination, anaphora, and relativization:

(11)  LISTNUM  
Dodos lived in Mauritius and (they) became extinct in the 18th century (after Heyer 1990)

 LISTNUM 
Elephants are killed for their tusks and are therefore an endangered species.

 LISTNUM 
Giant pandas, which are endangered, feed on bamboo shoots.

3. Italian Bare Plurals

3.1 Existential Readings

Like the case of English, Italian BPs can be interpreted existentially, and, when they are, they exhibit narrow scope only (Chierchia 1998). For example, ‎(12) can only mean that it is false that there exist beautiful girls whom I met; it cannot mean that there exist beautiful girls whom I didn't meet.

(12) Non ho conosciuto belle ragazze

    
`(I) didn't meet beautiful girls’

3.2 Generic Readings

Chierchia (1998) claims that, just like in English, Italian BPs may refer to kinds. He bases his argument the following sentences:

(13)  LISTNUM 
Qui, ragazze in minigonna sono rare.

    

`Here, girls in miniskirt are rare’

 LISTNUM 
Dopo il disastro nucleare, purtroppo, cani con difetti congeniti sono molto comuni.
    

`After the nuclear disaster, unfortunately, dogs with birth defects are very common’

These examples do not unequivocally support the argument, however, because they use the predicates rare `rare' and comuni `common'. As Krifka et al (1995) demonstrate, these predicates are to be analyzed as quantificational predicates rather than kind predicates. For example, Krifka et al suggest that ‎(14) means that the chance of encountering a blue-eyed rhino is high.
 

(14) A rhino with blue eyes is common.

With predicates that are unequivocally kind predicates, BPs are, in fact, impossible (Longobardi 2001): 

(15)  LISTNUM 
*Elefanti di colore bianco sono estinti.

    

`White-colored elephants have become extinct.’

 LISTNUM 
*Elefanti di colore bianco diventano sempre più grandi man mano che si va a nord.

`White-colored elephants grow larger as one drives north.’

 LISTNUM 
*Elefanti di colore bianco sono così chiamati per la pigmentazione della loro pelle.

    

`White-colored elephants are so-called because of the pigmentation of their skin.’

There is, however, one caveat: when BPs are coordinated, kind reference appears to be possible:

(16)  LISTNUM 

Cani *(e gatti) diventano più comuni come si passa dal Sud al Nord Italia.



`Dogs (and cats) become more common as one moves from southern to northern Italy.’

a.  

Tigri *(e pantere) sono in pericolo di estinzione.



`Tigers (and panthers) are endangered.

b.  

Elefanti e tigri di colore bianco sono estinti.


` White-colored elephants and tigers have become extinct.’

Does this fact contradict the claim made here, namely that Italian BPs cannot refer to kinds? The answer is no. There is some evidence that coordinated bare plurals are not really “bare”. Consider the case of French: this language does not allow any BPs, either existential or generic, in argument positions. However, when BPs are coordinated, they are permitted under either reading. The following examples, from Heycock and Zamparelli (2003), demonstrate this fact:

(17)  LISTNUM  
Chiens *(et chats) avaient tous l’air très sale.



`Dogs (and cats) all looked very dirty.’

a.  

Le chien, le chat, et le lapin sont parmi les animaux domestiques les plus répandus; en particulier, chiens *(et chats) sont unde/des espèce(s) qui s’adapte(nt) facilement à la compagnie des êtres humains.



`The dog, the cat, and the rabbit are among the most widespread domestic animals; in particular, dogs (and cats) are a/some species which adapt(s) easily to the company of human beings.’

The exact nature of the effect of coordination on BPs, which allows them to refer to kinds, is controversial. Heycock and Zamparelli (2003) propose that coordination makes BPs definite, whereas Roodenburg (2004) believes that kind-referring coordinated BPs are strong indefinites. Whatever coordinated BPs turn out to be, it is fairly clear that, unlike their uncoordinated counterparts, they are not simply bare nouns. Coordinated BPs, then, constitute a distinct phenomenon, and their properties, in particular the fact that they allow kind reference, cannot be taken to project on BPs in general.

Since Italian BPs cannot refer to kinds, we expect characterizing generics to be ruled out with individual-level predicates: in such cases, there is no topic, since the BP does not denote a kind, and the individual-level predicate cannot introduce a spatiotemporal argument. Indeed, Chierchia (1998) confirms that there are no such readings. Sentence ‎(18), whose English counterpart is perfectly acceptable, is ruled out in Italian.

(18)  
*Linguisti sono bravi.

`Linguists are clever.’

If this were the whole story, we could have stopped here, and claimed that the behavior of Italian BPs is perfectly accounted for by our notion of topicality. However, we are in for a surprise. Longobardi (2001) claims that characterizing generics are, in fact, possible:

(19)  
Cani da guardia di grosse dimensioni sono più efficienti/aggressivi.

    
`Watchdogs of large size are more efficient/aggressive.’

What is the topic of ‎(19)? If we say that it has no topic, this would violate the obligatoriness of topics. If, instead, we say that it is the BP, this would violate the specificity of topics, since Italian BPs cannot refer to kinds, hence do not denote an entity. It appears that we face a dilemma, and have to abandon one of our assumptions about the nature of topics. There is, however, a third possibility. To see what it is, we need to make a short detour, and investigate the properties of indefinite singulars (henceforth ISs) in English.

4. English Indefinite Singulars

4.1 The Data

The claim that the behavior of English ISs is relevant to the understanding of Italian BPs is not new. Longobardi (2001) argues that Italian BPs, on both their generic and existential readings, are free variables, just like English ISs.

There are two aspects in which English ISs are similar to Italian BPs. One is the well-known fact that English ISs cannot denote kinds:

(20)  LISTNUM 
*A white-colored elephant has become extinct.

a. *A white-colored elephant grows larger as one drives north

b. *A white-colored elephant is so-called because of the pigmentation of its skin

Another similarity that Longobardi uses in his argument is the apparent fact that English ISs can have characterizing generic readings; thus, we can translate ‎(19) using an IS, without an appreciable difference in meaning:

(21) A big watchdog is efficient/aggressive.

There is, however, an important difference between the two constructions, which argues against Longobardi’s claim: English ISs, unlike Italian BPs, are scopally ambiguous—‎(22a) is ambiguous between ‎(22b) and ‎(22c). 

(22)  LISTNUM 
I didn't meet a beautiful girl.

a. It is false that there exists a beautiful girl whom I met.

b. There exists a beautiful girl whom I didn't meet.

Sentence ‎(22a) contrasts with ‎(12), the corresponding Italian BP sentence. As we have seen above, ‎(12) allows only the narrow scope reading of the BP.  I therefore conclude that existential BPs in Italian, just like their English counterparts, are not free variables, but instead denote properties, which are incorporated by the predicate.

What about the generic reading? Here, a comparison with English ISs is actually instructive. In English, the distribution of generic readings of ISs is more restricted than that of BPs. Thus, while ‎(23a) is fine, ‎(23b) is bad under the generic reading; and while ‎(24a) is good, ‎(24b) is ruled out (unless it is read existentially).

(23)  LISTNUM 
Big watchdogs are hairy/black.

a. *A big watchdog is hairy/black.

(24)  LISTNUM 
Leo hates cats.

a. *Leo hates a cat. (existential reading OK)

This fact about English ISs is well known. Lawler (1973) observes the contrast between ‎(25a) and ‎(25b). He notes that if the predicate is changed, e.g. from popular to polyphonic, the IS may be acceptable, as in ‎(25c).

(25)  LISTNUM 
Madrigals are popular.

a. *A madrigal is popular.

b. A madrigal is polyphonic.

Similar contrasts are observed by Burton-Roberts (1977):

(26)  LISTNUM 
Kings are generous.

a. *A king is generous.

(27)  LISTNUM 
Rooms are square.

a. *A room is square.

Note that an overt modal or quantificational adverb makes a bad IS generic acceptable:

(28)  LISTNUM 
A big watchdog 
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b. A madrigal 
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c. A king 
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d. A room 
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4.2 Explanation

My proposed explanation of the facts concerning English IS will follow Cohen (2001). Indefinite singulars do not denote entities (unless they are specific indefinites), hence they may not be topics. Therefore, sentences like ‎(29) do not have a topic, and cannot be predicative.

(29) A big watchdog is efficient/aggressive.

We have seen above that the predication stage is necessary for the derivation of the generic quantifier; we therefore must conclude that ‎(29) does not involve quantification. 

One way to see this is the fact that it does not exhibit scope ambiguities. Note the difference between the BP generic ‎(30a) and the IS generic ‎(30b). 

(30)  LISTNUM 
Big watchdogs have a special trainer.

a. A big watchdog has a special trainer.

The BP generic is ambiguous: under one reading, the BP has wide scope, and the sentence allows different trainers for different watchdogs. Under the second reading, the BP has narrow scope, and the sentence means that there is one special trainer common to all. In contrast, ‎(30b) allows only the reading where the IS has wide scope, namely where different watchdogs have possibly different trainers.

If an IS generic is not quantificational, and cannot predicate a property of the IS, what is it? The answer is that such a sentence is, in fact, predicational, but it predicates a property of a rule or regulation, not of the IS. More specifically, it predicates of the rule that it is in effect. Being in effect means that the rule is accepted by the language community, though not necessarily adhered to.

The topic of such a sentence, then, is not the IS, but the rule. Thus, the topic of ‎(29) is a rule associating the size of watchdogs with their efficiency/aggressiveness, and the sentence predicates of this rule that it is in effect.

A rule is a type of entity (Carlson 1995). Some rules are conceivable, while others are not. Conceivable rules are in the common ground and can be referred to by IS sentences, hence serve as their topics. IS sentences that describe inconceivable rules fail to refer, and are therefore bad.

There are several types of conceivable rule expressed by IS generics. One common type is a linguistic rule—a definition. For example, being polyphonic is part of the definition of a madrigal, but being popular is not. This is why ‎(25c) is good but ‎(25b) is bad.

Note that an IS generic whose form is that of a definition, even though its meaning isn't, may be acceptable. For example:

(31)  LISTNUM 
A madrigal is a popular song.

a. A king is a generous ruler.

b. A room is a square enclosure.

Sentence ‎(31a) means the same as ‎(25b), and yet it is good, because it has the traditional form of a definition. Sentences ‎(31b) and ‎(31c) are similarly good, despite the oddness of their respective counterparts, ‎(26b) and ‎(27b).

Another common type of rule that is particularly relevant here is a trigger for action. Consider, for example, the following minimal pair, from Burton-Roberts (1977):

(32)  LISTNUM 
A gentleman opens doors for ladies.

a. Gentlemen open doors for ladies. 

Burton-Roberts notes that ‎(32a) expresses what he calls “moral necessity”, and could be used to get the hearer to open doors for ladies. In contrast, under its dominant reading, ‎(32b) merely makes a generalization about gentlemen. Of course, ‎(32b) might achieve the same goals, but by different means: informing the hearer about the properties of gentlemen, assuming that he is a gentleman too. Sentence ‎(32a), unlike ‎(32b), does not have a reading where it makes a generalization about gentlemen; it is, rather, a statement about some social norm. It is true just in case this norm is in effect, i.e. it is a member of a set of socially accepted rules and regulations.

In a context in which they can be seen to trigger action, bad IS generics become good. Compare the following examples with ‎(26b) and ‎(27b), respectively.

(33)  LISTNUM 
Sire, please don't send her to the axe. Remember, a king is generous!

a. How dare you build me such a room? Don't you know a room is square?

Sentence ‎(33a) calls for action on part of the hearer, namely pardoning the accused, and is therefore fine; out of context, as in ‎(26b), the sentence is bad. Similarly, ‎(33b) is acceptable when it is used to trigger an action (presumably, rebuilding the room), but is bad out of context, as in ‎(27b).

We have seen in section 2.2 above that the generic quantifier, because it is phonologically null, needs to be inferred; this inference takes place after the sentence is interpreted as a predication. In contrast, an overt modal or quantifier is phonologically present in the sentence, hence does not need to be inferred. Consequently, a predicative stage is unnecessary, hence there is no need for a topic. This is why the sentences in ‎(28) are fine. 

4.3 Normative English BPs

We have seen that, in English, BPs can express descriptive generalizations. In fact, they can, just like ISs, express normative generalizations too—English BPs are ambiguous between these two readings. For example:

(34) Police officers do not behave like that in an emergency situation.

Under one reading, ‎(34) could be a generalization made by a reporter writing a piece about the police force: it describes the way police officers do, in fact, behave. Under another reading, ‎(34) could be said by the Chief of Police, addressing his underlings, scolding them for some inappropriate behavior. In this case, the Chief states that some rule or regulation is in effect (though it apparently was not observed).

What is the source of this ambiguity of BPs? It is appealing to relate it to the well-established generic/existential ambiguity. Indeed, there is some evidence that the descriptive generalization is the generic reading, whereas the normative reading is a consequence of the existential interpretation. This piece of evidence comes from French.

In French, as we have already seen, BPs in argument positions are almost never allowed. When a plural DP is used generically, it contains the definite determiner les; the existential reading uses the indefinite determiner des. Interestingly, normative readings are indicated by the indefinite (existential) determiner, rather than the definite (generic) determiner (Carlier 1989, as reported by de Swart 1996). Thus:

(35)  LISTNUM 
Les agents de police ne se comportent pas ainsi dans une situation d'alarme.

`DEF-PL police officers do not behave like that in an emergency situation.’

a. Des agents de police ne se comportent pas ainsi dans une situation d'alarme.

`INDEF-PL police officers do not behave like that in an emergency situation.’

5. Back to Italian BPs

As we have seen above, Longobardi (2001) proposes a similar semantics for Italian BPs and English ISs. We have also seen that this proposal is problematic as an account of Italian existential BPs, since it fails to explain their scopal properties. In contrast, Italian generic BPs are actually very similar to English ISs, in at least two respects. 

First, just like the generics readings of English ISs, the generic readings of Italian BPs are severely restricted:  

(36)  LISTNUM 
??Cani da guardia di grosse dimensioni sono più pelosi/neri  (Longobardi 2001).

`Watchdogs of large size are hairier/blacker’

a. *Leo odia gatti (Chierchia 1998)

`Leo hates cats’

Compare these sentences with their respective English IS counterparts, ‎(23b) and ‎(24b), which are also bad.


The second similarity to English ISs is that an overt modal or quantificational adverb makes a bad Italian BP generic acceptable. The following examples are due to Longobardi (2001):

(37)  LISTNUM 
*Elefanti di colore bianco hanno creato in passato grande curiosità (existential OK)

`White-colored elephants raised a lot of curiosity in the past’

a. Elefanti di colore bianco possono creare grande curiosità

`White-colored elephants may raise a lot of curiosity’

b. Elefanti di colore bianco hanno creato sempre/spesso in passato grande curiosità

`White-colored elephants always/often raised a lot of curiosity in the past’

Chierchia (1998) presents the following pair:

(38)  LISTNUM 
*Leo questa estate ha corteggiato belle ragazze (existential OK)

`Leo last summer courted nice girls’

a. Leo corteggia sempre belle ragazze 

`Leo always courts nice girls’

Compare these examples with the English IS sentences in ‎(28), where, similarly, an overt modal or quantificational adverb turns an unacceptable sentence into a perfectly good one.

I therefore propose that the meaning of Italian generic BPs is the same as English generic ISs: acceptable BP generics in Italian predicate of some rule that it is in effect.

What sort of rule? The rule is unlikely to be a definition, since, as Chierchia (1998) notes, Italian BPs in subject position need to be “heavy”,
 and definitions do not typically involve heavy nouns. Hence, the type of rule invoked by Italian generic BPs is usually an action trigger.

The following are some minimal pairs (from Longobardi 2001) illustrating the difference between acceptable and unacceptable Italian BP generics:

(39)  LISTNUM 
Cani da guardia di grosse dimensioni sono più efficienti/aggressivi.
`Watchdogs of large size are more efficient/aggressive.’
a. ??Cani da guardia di grosse dimensioni sono più pelosi/neri

`Watchdogs of large size are hairier/blacker’

(40)  LISTNUM 
Stati di grandi dimensioni sono pericolosi.

`States of large size are dangerous’

a. ??Stati di grandi dimensioni sono prosperi.

`States of large size are prosperous’

(41)  LISTNUM 
Uccelli di zone paludose sono ghiotti di insetti.
`Birds from marshy areas are greedy for insects’
a. ??Uccelli di zone paludose sono scuri/intelligenti
`Birds from marshy areas are dark/intelligent’

As an explanation of these contrasts, Longobardi conjectures that the predicates of good BP generics are ``somewhat more eventive” than those of bad BP generics. This intuition, I believe, is correct. Put in the terms of the theory of Italian BPs proposed here, good BP generics are rules, which are interpreted as action triggers; this is what gives them their more eventive flavor. Bad Italian BP generics cannot be interpreted as triggering any action.

Thus, ‎(39a) can be seen as a trigger for some action, say avoiding Fido, the big watchdog. But it is not easy to find an action triggered by the statement that big watchdogs are hairier or blacker; one has to come up with rather elaborate contexts. 

Similarly, ‎(40a) can be readily seen as a trigger for action. It could, for example, be uttered by a military leader calling on his people to attack some large country. But what sort of action is triggered by knowing that large countries are prosperous? And if we know that birds from marshy areas eat insects, this may immediately guide our actions concerning the food we will get for Tweety; but knowing that such birds are dark or intelligent does not naturally trigger any action.

The consequence of this discussion is that the topic of Italian BP generics is not the BP, but a rule or regulation. Thus, there is no need for the BP to be a topic, hence it need not denote an entity, and we are not required to postulate, against available evidence, that Italian BPs denoted kinds. Like in English and French, the normative interpretation is invoked by the existential, rather than generic, reading of the BP. Hence, even in the generic (or, rather, quasi-generic) readings, the BP in Italian still denotes a property, just like it does under the existential reading.

6. Conclusion

We can conclude that, indeed, in both English and Italian, every predicative sentence must have a topic, and topics must be specific. This requirement can be met by a BP in one of two ways: either it denotes a kind, or it forms part of a rule or regulation.

In English, BPs are ambiguous between kinds and properties; hence, both options are possible. In Italian, BPs only denote properties, hence only the second option is available. But in both languages, and possibly universally, the nature of topics is the same.

Notes
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* I would like to thank Pino Longobardi for thorough discussion, and Mara Frascarelli for illuminating comments.


� Chierchia has additional examples, but he admits that not all Italian speakers share his judgments of them.


� The notion of chance in this context has received a probabilistic formalization in Cohen  (1999).


� Examples � REF _Ref105837106 \w \h ��‎(16a)� and � REF _Ref105837121 \w \h ��‎(16b)� are from Heycock and Zamparelli (2003); example � REF _Ref105837164 \w \h ��‎(16c)� is due to Mara Frascarelli (pc).


� It should be pointed out that Longobardi’s judgments are not universally accepted by Italian informants. It would be good for the approach proposed here if, in all varieties of Italian, sentences like � REF _Ref87033904 \r \h ��‎(19)� were ungrammatical. But the fact is that some Italian speakers agree with Longobardi that � REF _Ref87033904 \r \h ��‎(19)� and similar sentences are fine; we need to account for their judgments as well.


� I am marking the sentence with a question mark, since it is not perfect, though it is unquestionably better than � REF _Ref87252512 \w \h ��‎(24b)�. See Diesing (1992) for a discussion of sentences like � REF _Ref87253421 \w \h ��‎(28b)�.


� Longobardi marks the sentence with a double question mark; other informants even go so far as to reject the sentence completely.


� I am aware of no satisfactory explanation of this fact.
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