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                    Abstract
A vagueness-based approach to the mass/count distinction was developed in Chierchia (2010). Liebesman (2015) argues against Chierchia’s proposal developing four arguments against it. He furthermore tries to make a case that regardless of the details of C’s proposal no vagueness-based account of the distinction is viable. In this paper I show that Liebesman’s arguments against C don’t go through and that a line of investigation on the mass count contrast in terms of vagueness is not only viable but also perhaps a source of insight on the nature of this much debated distinction and on the relations between grammar and metaphysics in general. The outcome of the present discussion is of interest beyond the question of who is right in this debate, as it puts into sharper focus several issues pertaining to mass vs. count, plural vs. singular, and the role of vagueness in natural language semantics.
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                    Notes
	Strictly speaking, C adheres to the classical bidimensional Kaplanian view according to which worlds play distinct roles when they fix the value of indexicals vs. when they are used to model propositional content. So, the arguments that follow should be couched in terms of ‘natural characters’ rather than ‘natural properties/contents’. However, the Kaplanian distinction between character and content is particularly relevant to issues, such as the interpretation of demonstratives within attitude reports or conditionals, which are largely orthogonal to the present concerns. It is therefore appropriate (and arguably safe) to follow the ways of classical Montague semantics (e.g. Montague 1970) and bypass such distinction within the present discussion, as it will greatly simplify our exposition. Cf. fn. 2 for a way of translating the present proposal into a Kaplanian bi-dimensional framework.


	Here is a more explicit way of restating the semantics of the English word ‘cat’, in a more or less standard Kaplanian mold. For any context c, world w and individual u, the English word /kæt/ denotes a function cat, such that \(\mathbf{cat}(\hbox {c})(\hbox {w})(\hbox {u}) = 1\) if u is a cat in w according to the conventions prevailing among the English speaking community in c; \(\mathbf{cat}(\hbox {c})(\hbox {w})(\hbox {u})=0\) if u is not a cat according to the conventions prevailing among the English speaking community in c; and cat(c)(w)(u) is undefined otherwise. The English sentence that is a cat is true relative to a context c iff whatever that refers to in c (say u) is a cat relatively to the world of the context \(\hbox {w}_{\mathrm{c}}\) (i.e. iff \(\mathbf{cat}(\hbox {c})(\hbox {w}_{\mathrm{c}})(\hbox {u})=1\)). The formula \(cat_{w}(x)\) in the text can be taken as an abbreviation for \(\mathbf{cat}(\hbox {c})(\hbox {w}_{\mathrm{c}})(\hbox {x})\), and all of the examples in this paper can straightforwardly be restated along similar lines.
For the notions of ‘world of the context’ and ‘conventions prevailing in a community of speakers’ cf., e.g., Chierchia and McConnell-Ginet (2000, Chaps. 4, 6.2) and references therein.


	
                                 \(\hbox {a}\le _{\mathrm{w}}\hbox {b}=_{\mathrm{df}}\hbox {a}\cup _{\mathrm{w}}\hbox {b}=\hbox {b}\). See Link (1983) for a classic formulation. The present discussion could be readily re-couched, with no modifications of substance, within set-theoretic approaches to plurality, such as, e.g., Schwarzschild (1996). For general introductions to the issues discussed here, cf., e.g., Pelletier and Schubert (1989) or Krifka (1994).


	The plural property \(\uplambda \hbox {w}.\hbox {CAT}_{\mathrm{w}}\) includes singularities in its positive extension to ensure that that sentences like there are no cats on the mat comes out false if there is even a single cat on the mat. The intuition that there are cats on the mat is either false or infelicitous if there is just one cat on the mat is generally attributed to a scalar implicature triggered by the existence of an alternative (there is a cat on the mat) better suited to the context at hand. Cf. e.g. Sauerland (2003), Spector (2007), Mayr (2015) for discussion and implementations.


	w is \(\propto \hbox {-minimal}=_{\mathrm{df}}\forall \hbox {w}'[\,\hbox {w}'\propto \hbox {w}\rightarrow \hbox {w}' =\hbox {w}]\).


	Here are the relevant definitions. For any natural property P, 
[image: figure b]




 For any natural property P, we only count stable P-atoms (i.e. objects in P whose atomicity (‘one-ness’) we are reasonably sure of on the basis of the prevailing conventions.


	An interpretation of D more in line with an epistemicist stance should also be possible if ‘\(\propto \)’ is reinterpreted as ordering epistemic states.


	Definition (7b) has as a consequence that ‘that \(\hbox {H}_{2}\hbox {O}\) molecule is water’ must be false or undefined for any ground context. I think this is plausible: the term ‘that \(\hbox {H}_{2}\hbox {O}\) molecule’ is hardly part of English, and its intended referent (a particular molecule) would have none of the properties native speakers impute to water samples in a naturalistic setting.


	One might wonder: So what if C’s proposal is incompatible with a particular version of supervaluationism? The real question is whether C’s proposal is right! However, C clearly engages supervaluationism and views his proposal as a development of that line of thinking, and so discussing how C’s proposal might fit with a supervaluationist take on the problem of the many can be enlightening. L also claims that C’s approach is incompatible with a second popular approach to the problem of the many, namely Lewis’s (1993) ‘counting solution’. However, figuring out whether C’s take is also compatible with Lewis’s, while interesting in its own right, appears to be totally orthogonal to C’s stated goals.


	The actual rendering of ‘there is exactly one cloud’ would be
	
                          (i)
                          
                            
                              \(\exists \hbox {x}[\mathbf{AT}(\hbox {P}_{\mathrm{w}})(\hbox {x}) \wedge \forall \hbox {y}[\mathbf{AT}(\hbox {P}_{\mathrm{w}})(\hbox {y})\rightarrow \hbox {y}=\hbox {x}]\)
                            

                          
                        

Formula (i) entails (9i) in the text in virtue of the definition of AT (cf. fn. 6).


	The ‘not strict enough’ part of the allegation refers to the fact that C does not discuss sentences like “I own one and a half cars”. But it is completely orthogonal to the mass count issue how to add fractions to a system of integers. If one relies on a notion of atom or singularity, one can clearly avail oneself of the notion of one half, one third, etc. of an atom/singularity.


	The example in the text is very close to one discussed in C (cf. p. 122) and in what follows I paraphrase and try to elucidate C’s proposal, with the crucial help of one of the anonymous referees (who is of course not responsible for my way of interpreting his/her suggestions).


	I.e. the truth of the following formula is not warranted in the context under discussion:
	
                          (a)
                          
                            
                              \(!\hbox {D}_{\mathrm{w}1}\uplambda \hbox {w}.\exists \hbox {x}[3(\mathbf{AT}(\hbox {mountains}_{\mathrm{w}}))(\hbox {x})\wedge \hbox {snow-covered}_{\mathrm{w}}(\hbox {x})]\)
                            

                            where \(\hbox {w}_{1}\) is the actual context.

                          
                        


                              

	As one anonymous referee points out, if one has no clue as to what beeches are, one cannot know what it is to be one beech (or two, or n beeches); if I know that beeches are trees I can at best analogize with what it is to be one tree.


	I use the term “substance” here in the sense familiar from much work in cognitive psychology. See, e.g., Carey (1985), Carey and Spelke (1996).


	Following much work in syntax, I say that the constituent pieces of chocolate (which is part of the larger constituent those pieces of chocolate) is a Noun Phrase (NP), while those pieces of chocolate or every piece of chocolate is a Determiner Phrase (as it includes the determiners that and every).


	See, e.g., C Sect. 5.2 for one way of analyzing these structures.


	For one way of spelling out the notion of ‘natural logic’, cf., e.g., Chierchia (2013, Chap. 1) and references therein.


	Of course, as is well known, mass-nouns generally admit count uses on the ‘type’ reading:
	
                          (a)
                          
                            I like only two wines: Chianti and Prosecco.

                          
                        

Also count nouns have ‘type’ readings:
	
                          (b)
                          
                            Two whales are seriously endangered: sperm whales and humpback whales.

                          
                        


                              

	Cf., e.g., Barner and Snedeker (2005) for some differences between mass nouns like furniture and canonical ones like water in English. See C, Sect. 6.1, for an account of nouns like furniture.


	See on this topic, Darlymple and Morfu (2012), Lima (2014), Chierchia (2015), among others.
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