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ABSTRACT
Capturing the Adjective
(April, 1976)
Muffy E. A. Siegel, B.A., Swarthmore College,

Ph.D., University of Massachusetts

Directed by: Professor Barbara H. Partee

Capturing the Adjective treats a well-known, intuitive-

ly accessible distinction between adjective types. Ad-
jectives may be relative to common nouns they modify, or
they may be free, absolute modifiers of individuals. The

English sentence Marya is a beautiful dancer provides a

good example of the phenomenon, since it can mean either
that Marya is beautiful as a dancer (relative) or’that
Marya herself is generally beautiful (absolute). In Chap-
ter I. the distinction is documented in English and Russian.
Chapter II. is a treatment of adjectives in Russian,
where the relative/absolute distinction is morphologically
marked as a distinction between long and short forms of
each adjective. In section II.3. the categorially based
Montague grammar is introduced. It is shown that, in
terms of Montague grammar, the two kinds of adjective
correspond to two different syntactic-semantic types.
The relative adjectives are ad~-common nouns, called CN/CN's.

They combine with common nouns to form new common nouns.
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Semantically, this means that they combine with character-
istic functions of sets to form new characteristic func-
tions. The absolute adjectives, on the other hand, are
simple one-place predicates, called t///e's. The corres-
ponding semantic type is simply a characteristic function.

A more detailed Montague analysis of Russian adjec-
tives is presented. It is shown that assigning the long
form of each adjective to the category CN/CN and the short
form to t///e explains huch of the puzzling syntactic and
semantic behavior of Russian adjectives. The analysis is
also converted into a more standard transformational ver-
sion, and alternatives are considered.

Chapters III. and IV. deal with English, where, once
again, adjectives do not form a unified syntactic-semantic
category. Only if each English adjective is taken to be
either a CN/CN, a t///e, or both, depending upon its be-
havior in certain diagnostic tests, does adjective behav-
ior become largely predictable. Chapter IV. is a discussion

of measure adjectives like tall and fast. They are shown

to be special cases of the simple predicate t///e adjec~
tives, not to be distinguished from them in grammatical
structure. Different proposals for dealing with their
interpretation are discussed.

Chapter V., the conclusion, concerns the relationship
between the two syntactic-semantic categories that prove

so useful in analysing adjectives and the traditional
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part of speech called "adjective". It includes a section
on adjectives in Ngamambo, a Cameroonian language of a
type usually considered to have very few adjectives. It
is shown that Ngamambo does have only a few CN/CN adjec-
tives, but that it has many t///e adjectives, which are
not related at all to the CN/CN ones.

Clearly, the relationship of the two syntactic-sem-
antic categories to the part of speech "adjective" varies
across languages. In Russian, the memberships of the pair
of categories and the part of speech nearly coincide.

Most adjectives can be of both categories. In English

the categories structure a range of different kinds of
words that could be called adjectives. Many are exclusi-
vely of one category or the other. Even more are of both
categories. In Wgamambo, one set of words is exclusively
of one adjective cateéory, while another, non-intersecting
set is exclusively of the other. Here there seems to be
no basis for grouping the two sets of words together as
adjectives.

The number of syntactic-semantic categories that com-
prise the part of speech, "adjective", then, varies across
languages. However, the cparacteristics of the two cate-
gories whose members may be adjectives are fairly constant.
Verblike syntax is paired with absolute semantics, and ad-

common noun syntax is paired with relative semantics. The
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kind of categorial-based syntax and compositional éeman—
tics found in Montague Grammar provide a framework in
which these semantic characteristics of each category
follow automatically from their syntactic roles. The
question of how to provide a separate characterization
of part of speech in grammar with a categorial base and
of the ralationship in general of parts of speech to
syntactic-semantic categories is left for further re-

search.
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CHAPTER I.
INTRODUCTION: THE TWO-FACED ADJECTIVE

I.0 Introduction.

How the traditional part of speech, the adjective,
should be defined is not very clear. It is usually said
that an adjective is a word that can modify a noun and
appear either next to the noun as part of the noun phrase
or in the predicate. However, the words that satisfy this
condition do not constitute a single, unified linguistic
category. Whatever an adjective is, its semantic role,
at least, is dual.

Many linguists have pointed out an intuitively access-
ible semantic duality in adjectives. Writers who have not-
ed this duality include some who work on Russian and Italian,
as well as many who wo?k on English. They include writers
who make no reference to formal semantics (Babby, Berman,
Bolinger, Conte, Danilenko, Fornaciari, Katz, Lunt, and
Stilman and Harkins) as well as those who do (Bartsch and
Vennemann, Kamp, Parsons, and Wheeler). It is the purpose
of this thesis to show that the dual semantic roles of
members of the adjective category are actually predictable
from the dual syntactic roles that define the part of speech
"adjective”. In a categorically based grammar with comp-
ositional semantics like that presented in Montague (1974)
and extended in Partee (1975b,1976), semantic type is a func-

tion of syntactic combinatory properties. Consequently,
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the fact that adjectives are words that caﬁ serve either
attributively as ad-common nouns or as predicates will pre-
dict that adjectives will play two different semantic roles
as well. It happens that the two semantic roles predicted
for adjectives in this way seem to formalize accurately
the semantic distinction noticeable in so many languages.
In Chapter I. +this semantic distinction is pointed out

in English and in Russian.

I.1 The two faces in English.

The semantic duality for adjectives can be stated
this way: The property that an adjective represents may
be bound to the meaning of a common noun it modifies in
some way, or it may be free, a simple predicate. A fairly

clear example of this distinction in English appears in (1).
(1) Marya is a beautiful dancer.

The reading of (1) where the meaning of beautiful is bound
to that of dancer means that Marya is beautiful as a dancer.
She dances beautifully, although she may not be beautiful
to look at. The other feading of (1) means that Marya

is beautiful and a dancer. She is a member of the inter-
section of the sets of beautiful things and dancers, and
consequently must be beautiful in general. From now on

I will call meanings of adjectives that are bound to the

meanings of their common nouns in this way non-intersective

and those that are not so bound intersective.

The intersective reading must not be confused with a
non-restrictive reading. Both readings of beautiful in (1)
are restrictive. A non-restrictive reading can ordinarily
be obtained only with a noun phrase with a specific referent.
If (1) had read as in (1)a) below, then it could have yield-
ed the non-restrictive interpretation in b), as well as the
intersective restrictive interpretation in c¢) and the non-

intersective restrictive interpretation in d).

(1)a) Marya is the beautiful dancer; XKaren is the
strange comedian.
b) Marya is the dancer, who, by the way, is
beautiful.
¢) Marya is the one who is beautiful and a
dancer.

d) Marya is thé one who dances beautifully.

(1)b), the non-restrictive reading, is very different from
both ¢) and d), in that the adjective in b) plays no part
in picking out the referent, as it does in c¢) and d).

A test for non-intersectiveness in adjectives is made
available by the fact that the meaning of a non-intersec~
tive adjective is always relative to that of the common
noun it modifies. This means that if something is in the
class represented by CNq and it is also in the class rep-

resented by CNp, then, for the same non-intersective ad-
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Jjective, that thing may be in the class represented by ADJ
CN1 but not in the class represented by ADJ CN2. This is
true only for non-intersective adjectives, since for inter-
Sective ones sentences of the form "X is an ADJ CNq" entail

"X is ADJ", absolutely. The test goes as follows:

(2) 1If, for some CNq and CN2, and for some noun
phrase X and a determiner deti, the sentences

i. X is deti CN1

ii. X is deti CN2
iii. X is det. ADJ. CN

i J 1
ive X 1s not deti ADJJ CN2
are consistent, that is, they could all be true
at once, then ADJJ has a non-intersective reading

of the kind we are looking for.1

Using (1) as an example, we can say that, given that "Marya
is a woman" and "Marya is a dancer" are true, "Marya is a
beautiful woman, but Marya is not a beautiful dancer" could
still be true, Hence, the adjective beautiful has a non-
intersective reading.

The test in (2) does not always proceed so smoothly,
however. If one tries %o apply it to intelligent, for in-
stance, one might pick a perfectly good example like (3),

which is analogous to the example based on (1).

(3) i. Sharon is an accountant.

ii., Sharon is a mother.
iii. Sharon is an intelligent accountant.

iv. BSharon is not an intelligent mother.

In (3), Sharon might well be intelligent as an accountant
but not intelligent as a mother. Intelligent must have a
non-intersective reading. However, one might have picked

an example like the following:

(4) i. Mollie is a chimpanzee.
ii. Mollie is a philosopher.
iii. Mollie is an intelligent chimpanzee.

ive Mollie is not an‘intelligent philosopher.

In (4) Mollie is said to be an intelligent chimpanzee, but
not an intelligent philosopher. What this would most likely
mean 1s that she's intelligent for a chimpanzee, but not
intelligent for a philgsopher. This difference in para-
phrase is crucial. If one says that Sharon is intelligent
as an accountant, then the meaning of the adjective is
relative only to the meaning of the common noun accountant.
If, on the other hand, one says that Mollie is intelligent
for a chimpanzee, then the meaning of the adjective is
relative, not so much to the meaning of chimpanzee, but
more to how intelligent the speaker happens to think chimp-
anzees normally are. Chapter IV. is devoted to an analysis

of such ADJ+CN Sequences that can be paraphrased as 'ADJ
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for a CN'. There I show why these for a adjectives should,
for the purposes of the grammar proper, be considered as
closely allied to the intersective adjectives, not to the
non-intersective ones that the test given in (2) is supos-
ed to identify. In order to qualify as a positive result
in the non-intersectiveness test, then, the four consistent
sentences required for the test must behave in one of the

following three ways:

1. They can be understandable (although not necessar-
ily grammatical ) as 'X is ADJ as a, or in the

role of, CN':

crack
good plumber.
crack

2. They can be paraphrasable only by an adverb:

Marya is a {%ood 3 painter, but not a

Sherwin is a present employee, but not a
present resident.
'Sherwin is presently an employee, but he

isn't presently a resident.'

% They may not be paraphrasable at all:
Music is his prime activity, but it's not
his prime interest.
This is sheer genius, but it's not sheer

inspiration.

7

Specifically, sentences that are paraphrasable as'X is ADJ
for a CN, or as CN's go' do not satisfy the conditions for
the test:
She's a tall woman, but she's not a tall vasketball
player.
She's an aged mother, but she's not an aged grand-

mother.

Unfortunately, there is no positive test like (2) that
will identify intersective readings. The closest thing to
such a test would be to ask whether, for instance, "Marya
is a beautiful dancer" could entail that Marya is beautiful
in some absolute sense. If so, then beautiful would surely
have an intersective reading, but such judgements are hard
to make. Even a negative result on the test for non-inter-
sectiveness does not ensure that the adjective has an inter-
sective reading. The failure to find appropriate consistent
sentences could be due to factors other than the semantics
of the adjective. One problem might be in finding plausible
common nouns CN, and CN, for sentences i. and ii. in (2).
Appropriate common nouns may not even exist in the language.

Nevertheless, we can usually identify non-intersective
adjective meanings fairly readily; a positive result on
test (2) always indicates a non-intersective reading. How-
ever, we are left to rely on our intuitions as to what prop-

erties can be non-relative in order to identify intersective
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readings of adjectives. Examples (5) - (8) show the pairs

of consistent conjunctions that prove veteran, utter, former,

and rightful to have non-intersective readings.

(5)a) Helga Riddle is a salesperson and a manager.
b) Helga Riddle is a veteran salesperson, butb

she's not a veteran manager.

(6)a) Vivian is a scoundrel and a fool.
b) Vivian is an utter scoundrel, but she's

not an utter fool.

(7)a) Ms. Goshly was a star, and Ms. Goshly was
a songstress.
b) Ms. Goshly is a former star, but she's not

a former songstress.

(8)a) You are treated as the head of the household,
and you are treated as the mother.
b) You are the rightful head of the household,

but you are not the rightful mother.

Since these adjectives seem to have no uses different from
the ones here, it seems safe to suppose that they are ex -
clusively non—intersective.2 Some common adjectives that
seem to be exclusively intersective on the basis of informal

examination are fresh, nearby, asleep, and rancid. Appendix

1 sets out classes of adjectives according to this inter-

9

sective/non-intersective distinction. The divisions have
been made by means of test (2) and other tests to be devel-
oped in section III.31. Lists A and B in Appendix L contain
additional exclusively intersective adjectives; 1lists C, D,
and E, more exclusively non-intersective ones. Lists F, G,
H, and T contain adjectives that can have both kinds of
readings. Appendix I. also gives, for each adjective listed,
possible paraphrases of ADJ+CN sequences containing it, and
its behavior in relation to the rules and meaning postulates
to be presented.

This variety among adjective interpretations that res-

ults in the ambiguity of beautiful dancer and that of so

many other ADJ+CN expressions in English (old friend, true

lover, bad violinist...) is the sort of thing that a grammar

of a natural language should capture. My claim is that this
semantic ambiguity directly reflects the double syntactic

role of adjectives, that the semantic information is gleaned
from syntactic structure. However, although I show in section
IIT,31 that the adjective duality figures in syntactic rules
as well as in semantic interpretation, a grammar would not
necessarily have to treat the semantic ambiguity as being

tied to underlying syntactic structure at all. Interpretive
rules operating on surface structures as in Jackendoff (1972)

could probably supply the correct interpretations. However,

I believe that the fit between the syntactic and semantic

facts is so close for adjectives that such interpretive
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rules would have to have the effect of reconstructing
underlying syntactic structure.

Moreover, it is my claim that there exist these dual
syntactic-semantic adjective roles in the grammars of many,
if not all, languages. The syntactic importance of the two
adjective categories is quite clear in Russian, where they
correspond to the same absolute and relative readings as
in English. In Russian, though, ‘the distinction is part
of an oft-treated problem, since the two types of adjective

differ systematically in both syntax and morphology.

3

I.2 The two faces in Russian.
In Russian there are two forms of qualitative adjec-
tive ~ the long form and the short form. The short form
is used in predicate position only, while the long form
may be used in predicate position or prenominally as an
attributive adjective. The morphological process which
relates the two forms is so transparently productive that
nearly every qualitative adjective may be said to have both
forms, although one or the other may rarely or never be
used, due to semantic considerations.4 To form a short
adjective from a long one, one drops the regular long ad-
jectival endings - yj (masculine) , aja (feminine, oe (neuter),
and ye (plural) - and adds instead no ending for the mas~
culine (but sometimes an epenthetic vowel) a for the fem-

inine, o for the neuter, and y for the plural.

11
(9
Long Form (LF) Short Form (SF)
masce. masc. fem. gloss
novyJ nov nova ' new ‘!
unny J umen umna 'intelligent'

trudoljubivyj trudoljubiv trudoljubiva 'industrious'

Semantically, the long and short forms seem to have the
non-intersective and intersective meanings, respectively.
The Russian sentences in (10) and (11) are identical, except
that (10) contains a long form of the adjective, while (11)
contains the corresponding short form.

(10) Studentka umnaja (LF).
Y(The) student (is) intelligent.'

(11) Studentka umna (SF).
'(The) student (is) intelligent.'
(11) means that the student is intelligent in general, absol~
ute terms. (10) is mest likely to mean that she is intelli-
gent in her role as a student, that is, 'The student is in-
telligent as a student.'

One might wonder how a Russian sentence with the long
form adjective will be understood if the subject is not
something like 'student,' of whom it makes sense to say
that someone is an intelligent one. I asked an informant
about sentences (12) and (13).

(12) Oleg umnyj (LF).
'Oleg (isg intelligent.'

(13) Oleg umen (SF).
'Oleg (is) intelligent.t
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(13), he said, is much like (11). Oleg is Jjust plain generally
intelligent ("You can tell by looking at him"). But in (12),
Oleg must have somehow actively shown himself to be an in-
telligent something. ("Maybe he is painting pictures while
reciting the pledge of allegiance backwards in Coptic.")
This something that the adjective is relative to is unspec-
ified in the syntax, but understood uniquely in any given
utterance.

The idea of the semantic distinction between long and
short form adjectives in Russian being a matter of relative
versus absolute modification helps to explain the fact that
predicate adjectives in scientific laws and in sentences
with certain kinds of abstract subjects must be in short
form. Sentences (14) - (16) wculd all be anomalous if
their short form adjectives were replaced with the corres-
ponding long forms.

(14) Prostrantsvo beskonechno (SF).
'Space is infinite.'

(15) Vse jasno (BF).
'Everything (is) clear.'

(16) Prixodit' domoj ochen' prijatno (SF).
'To come home 815) very pleasant.'
In (14) we can see that the relative reading, 'Space is
infinite, as space', is impossible; in such scientific

laws, the subject exhausts the class to which it belongs.

13

'Everything' in (15) and 'To come home' in (16) similarly
fail to admit of a superset to which they belong.

This absolute/relative distinction in Russian seems
to be the same one that we encounter in English. A closer
look at the behavior of the long and short form adjectives
in Russian will help to identify the nature of this distinc-
tion that, I believe, figures less obviously in many other

languages.
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FOOTNOTES

CHAPTER I.

1. I am not sure of the restrictions on deti. For most
adjectives, one gets the most grammatical sentences and
the clearest readings with a. So I use a wherever possible.
However, there are some adjectives with which it is im=-
possible to use a. (See example (8)).
The is that appears in the clauses of (2) is also

problematic. What it seems that we want it to mean in
i. and ii. is "belonging to the field of sorting" in the
sense given in Provence (1973) for the particular adjective
applied to the common noun. If this is correct, then in
testing most adjectives (Provence's standard predicate
modifiers) the is can be read simply as "belonging to the
extension of" the common noun, as in (5)a) and (6)a). But
there are non-standard modifiers like former and fake.
(Those listed in Appendix I are marked with a *.) Accord-
ing to Provence, "The field of sorting for P (non-standard
predicate modifier) applied to X (primary sorting expression

[pommon noué]) is the set of all objects for which a good
reason can be given for calling one of them X." Consequen=-
tly, I have replaced the is of (2)i.and ii. with was and
are treated as in (7)a) and (8)a), respectively.

2. The fact that these adjectives are ungrammatical alone
in the predicate affords more conclusive evidence that they
are exclusively non-intersective. (See Section III.3%2 for
a discussion of why this fact constitutes evidence.)
i. *Helga is veteran.

ii. *Vivian is utter.

iii. *Ms. Goshly is former.

iv. *You are rightful.

3. The material in section I.2 and that in Chapter II.

15

appears in a different version as "Capturing the Russian
Adjective” in Partee (1976). Much of the Russian data
was gathered in Leningrad in 1969. According to Robert
Rothstein, the language is now changing, and short forms
are used less, except in complement constructions.

4, There is a class of adjectives in Russian, sometimes
called relational adjectives, which have no short forms.

I will not discuss them in the chapter on Russian, Chapter
IT., although the analysis presented there accounts for

some of them, such as byvshyj 'former,' in that it pre-~
dicts that they will have no short forms, since theyﬁhave

no absolute meanings. See Chapter ITI., on English, for

a full discussion of similar adjectives. Other words
classed with the relational adjectives, such as kirpichnyj
‘brick' are based on nouns and may require a separate analysis.
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CHAPTER II.
ADJECTIVES IN RUSSIAN

II.0 Introduction

In this chapter, I explore the conditions under which
short and long form adjectives are appropriate (section II.1
and II.2) and present an analysis which treats adjectives
as members of two distinct underlying syntactic-semantic
categories. First, (in section II.3) I outline my solution
within a framework based on the fragment of English in Mon-
tague (1972) as extended in Partee (1975b). Then (in section
II.4) I sketch an equivalent solution within aan analogous
transformational framework like that in Chomsky (196%).
In section II.5, I discuss briefly some problems encountered
in systems in which adjectives in Russian form a single
underlying category and the long and short forms are trans-
formationally related, either to each other, or to the under-

lying category. Section II.6 is a summary.

IT.1 Syntactic facts.

In this section, I present facts that I have found
about the long-short distinction in predicate adjectives.
Syntactically, it seems that the long forms act like con-
stituents of noun phrases, while the short forms pattern
with intransitive verbs. First,the long forms, like nouns,
inflect fully for case and can appear after many different

verbs.
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(M)a) Ulitey kazalis' ej ochen' shirokimi (LF).

b) *Ulitcy kazalis' ej ochen' shiroki (SF).

'The streets seemed to her very wide.'

(2)a) Almazov vernulsja domoj veselyj (LF).
b) Almazov vernulsja domoj vesel (8F).

"Almazov returned home happy."'

The short forms,however, are like verbs in that they do
not inflect for case at all and may occur only in the
predicates of superficially verbless sentences such as
(3) or after the verb byt' 'to be' in the past, future,
or imperative forms, as in (4)'(21_' has no overt present
tense forms, and short forms do not generally appear after
infinitive byt'.).
(3)a) Nasha molodezh' talantlivaja (LF) i
trudol jubivaja (LF).
b) Nasha molodezh' talantliva (SF) i trudoljubiva SF)

'Our youth (is) talented and industrious.'

(#)a) Zimnie nochi budut dolgimi (LF).
b) Zimnie nochi budut dolgi (SF).

'The winter nights will be long.'

Besides failing to inflect for case, short form
adjectives exhibit one more morphological peculiarity in
standard Russian. Russian uses the second person plural

pronoun vy for second person singular in non-intimate
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speech. Long form adjectives and predicate nouns agree in
number with the referent of this pronoun. If the referent
is singular, the adjective will be singular, despite the

plural form of the pronoun.

(5)a) Ivan, vy molodoj (LF). SINGULAR
b) *Ivan, vy molodye (LF). PLURAL

*Ivan, you are young.'

(6)a) Ivan, vy artist (noun). SINGULAR
b) *Ivan, vy artisty (noun). PLURAL

'ITvan, you (are an) artist.’

In contrast, short form adjectives, like verbs, agree with

the grammatical number of vy and, so, are always plural.

(7)a) *Ivan, vy molod (SF). SINGULAR
b) Ivan, vy molody (SF). PLURAL

‘Ivan, you are young.'

(8)a) *Ivan, vy govoril (verb). SINGULAR
b) Ivan, vy govorili (verb). PLURAL

'Ivan, you were speaking.'

While it is important to remember that the long and
short versions in (3), (4), and (5) and (7) are not quite
synonymous, one can say that in general, wherever a short
form adjective is possible, that is, after byt'or a zero

copula, there is also a grammatical counterpart with a
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long form. Elsewhere only the long form can be used. There
are two kinds of exception to this generalization. The fifst
kind is rare; it has to do with short forms that can appear
after verbs other than byt'. This can happen only with
adjectives whose short forms have taken on an unpredictably
different meaning, separate from that of the long forms.

Some such words are listed in (9).

(9) zanjatoj (LF) 'generally busy'
zanjat (SF) 'occupied at the moment'
bol'noj (LF) 'sickly; having ¢ !
: g poor heualth
bolen €SF) 'il11 at’the moment "’ ?
pravyj (LF) 'right; not left' or ‘upstanding’
prav QSF) 'right; not wrong' P ©

Some of these meanings are special enough to force the use

of the short form in otherwise prohibited environments.

(10) Ded okazalsja prav (SF).

'Grandpa turned out to be right.'

The other kind of exception has to do with two con-
structions that permit no long forms at all. First, short
forms can occur with infinitive complements, as in (11).

rada (SF)

(11) Ja dolzhna (SF)

gotova (SF)
soglasna (SF)

pomogat' vam.

'I (am) (glad
obligated
ready
agreed

to help you.'!
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Not only long form adjectives, but nouns as well are gen-
erally barred from taking such complements. Verbs, on the

other hand, participate in many similar constructions:

mogla
(12) Masha xotela pomogat' vam.
obeshchala
was able
'Masha wanted to help you.'
promised

The second construction which allows only short form ad-
Jectives is imperatives with byt', except for those with a

hortatory meaning. 1

(13)a) Priezzhaj zdorovym (LF)!
b) *Priezzhaj zdorov (SF)!

'Go in good health!'

(14)a) *Bud'te zdorovymi (LF)!
b) Bud'te zdorovy (SF)!
'Be welll'

(15)a) Bud' ostorozhnym (LF)!
b) Bud' ostorozhen (SF)!

Be careful!'’

Many of the syntactic peculiarities of short form
adjectives have been presented as similarities to verbs.

but what features of these adjectives could explain their

semantic characteristics? After the summary in section II.2,
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I present a unified account of the syntactic and semantic

differences between the two types of adjective.

IT.2 Summary of the differences between long form
and short form adjectives in Russian.

Long Forms Short Forms
1. occur in both predicate occur in predicate position
and prenominal position only
2. occur in predicates with occur only with byt' and

many different verbs zero copula

% inflect for case do not inflect for case

4, agree with referent of
vy in number

agree with grammatical
plurality of vy

5. take no infinitive
complements

nay take infinitive
complements

6. may not appear in ordinary may appear in most imper-
imperatives with byt' atives with byt

7e have a relative meaning;
are non-intersective

have an absolute meaning;
are intersective

IT.%3 A Montague analysis.

In this section I propose an analysis of Russian ad-
Jectives which captures the generalizations summarized in
section I1.2. As mentioned earlier, the syntactic distinc-
tion between short and long form adjectives, with the ex~
ception of the imperative facts, to which I return later,
can be seen as similarities between short adjectives and
verbs. In fact, the semantic distinction of intersective

versus non-intersective also allies the short adjectives
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with verbs. After all, in The woman is walking, 'walking'

is a property of the individual referred to. The sentence
must mean that the woman is walking in an absolute sense,

not relative to her womanness. She is simply a member of

the intersection of the sets of women and walkers.

A grammar like Montague's predicts that the syntactic
and semantic facts will coincide in this sort of way, that
a type of adjective that behaves like an intransitive verb
syntactically will also have intransitive verb semantics.
The syntax and semantics work side by side in such a way
that, in the absence of special meaning postulates,any two
expressions that are the same syntactically will be the
same semantically, though not necessarily vice versa.
Tdentical complex semantic types which cdiffer syntactically
are distinguished by varying the number of slashes between
the components of their syntactic categories. The syntactic
categories of IV/IV and IV//IV,for instance, are the same
semantically, but differ syntactically.

The syntax with which the Montague grammar works has
a categorial part which has two primitives,

e for entities

t for sentences
Complex categories are built up for these. t/e, for instance,
is something which combines with an entity to produce a

sentence. Some important complex categories include:
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t/e or 1v intransitive verbs and verb phrases
like walk, run (a= VP) :
t//e or CN common nouns like woman, unicorn
(A= NOM or N )
t/1IV or T terms or roun phrases like John
she (7 NP) ’
Iv/T or TV transitive verbs or verb phrases
like eat, find, hammer
IV/IV or TAV verb phrase modifying adverbs
like rapidly
Iv//IV infinitive taking verbs like

try to

Semantic interpretation takes place in two stages;
first, and most important for our purpose, translation of
the natural language into intensional logic, and then inter-
pretation of the resulting formulas with respect to a model.
Each of the above syntactic categories corresponds to a
unique semantic type of the intensional logic. The mapping
of the syntactic categories into semantic types is accomplish-
ed by a particular function f(Montague (L974b ), p. 260). In
translating a sentence of a natural language into the inten-
sional logic, each lexical item is mapped onto a constant
of the appropriate syntactic-semantic kind, except for the
few natural language expressions that have special legical
roles to play. The constants are written as English words
with wavy lines: wunicorn. The translations of the words
are combined by means of semantic rules that correspond

one-to-one with.the syntactic rules.
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If we want short form adjectives to be treated like verbs
both syntactically and semantically, they will have to be
of the same categories as verbs, IV, TV, or IV//IV.2 The
syntactic rule for combining verbs with their subjects is
(16), (where P, is the set of phrases of the category A).

Transformational equivalents for this and other Montague

syntactic rules can be found in Appendix II.
(16) IfREP 1y and f3€Pry, then Pl , f3 ) € Py,

where F,( o , B ) is «f3.

(Corresponds to phrase structure rule (1),
Appendix IT.)

So we can draw syntactic trees like (17):3

(17 Zhenja byl gotov
Gene PAST readyt s 'Gene was ready’

be insertion

tense insertion—>»

Gene readyt
Genet/IV readyIV

The one problem that arises immediately in treating short
form adjectives like verbs is that Tense usually Jjumps
right onto verbs, but, as we can see in (17), a form of
byt' 'to be' is inserted to support it beforekshort form
adjectives.4 (That byt' is a tense support when it appears

before short form adjectives is also suggested by the fact,
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noted earlier, that short forms do not generally occur
after infinitive byt'.) There are several possible ways
of handling this discrepancy between verb and adjective
behavior. One way would be to use the multiple slash no=-
tation. Short form adjectives could be assigned to a
category t///e. This would indicate that short forms
differ from intransitive verbs syntactically, although
they are the same semantically. Specifically, byt'-
insertion would apply before members of the category t///e
in non-present sentences, but not before t/e's, the in-
transitive verb phrases. However, assigning short forms
to a new syntactic category would make it more inconven-
ient to state the many syntactic and morphological parallels
between short form adjectives and intransitive verbs.
Another solution would be the use of a rule feature to
mark short form adjectives for the minor rule of byt'-

insertion with tense:

(18) 1If € Py and Se PIV(+F2)

then F2<o( aB) € Pt’ where FE(“ 9ﬁ)=°(/3'
where /3 ' is the past/future/imperative form

of byt' followed by’ﬁ?. (Corresponds to phrase
structure rule (1) plus transformation (1) in
Appendix II.)

The semantic rule corresponding to (16), the subject-

predicate rule is (19).
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(19) If € Py y and B€ Pry and o<, /3 translate

into e', A' respectively, then Fl( < ﬁ)
translates into e '( B ').

The up arrow, ? , designates the intension or sense of the

expression that immediately follows it, as opposed to its

extension, denotation, or reference. It is introduced

automatically by even the simplest semantic rules in order

to enable the system to account for constructions whose

analysis requires such a notion. (In the translation of

the expression seek a unicorn, for instance, seegk! applies

to the intension of unigorn', and not to a member of its
extension, since it has no extension.) The up arrow plays
no crucial role in the translation of ordinary subjects
and predicates. ©Since (19) is the same semantic rule we
use for ordinary subjects and predicates, it is not even
subject to any meaning postulates that alter its absolute
meaning that o¢ is among things /3. In fact, the up ar-
row will reduce out of most actual translations, as in
(20), the translation of sentence (17) into intensional
logic. (20)b) is the ultimate output of the semantics,
achieved through simplifications, definitions, conventions,
and meaning postulates.

(20) a) P (P §re} (" zeady”)

b) zeady's (&) ;

In (20)b) readiness is predicated of the individual g that
"Gene'refers to, just as walking is in (21), a translation

of Gene is walking.
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(21) walk'y (g)

But what about the long form adjectives, the non-
intersective modifiers that must yield a relative reading?
What category are they, and how does the semantics work
out? In treatments of English (Montague (1974a), for
instance) the usual way of handling attributive adjectives
is to assign them to category CN/CN. They are things that
combine with a common noun to make a new common noun by

means of the following syntactic rule:

(22) If «e€ PCN/CNand IJEPCN, then F5 (ex,/3)€ Poie
where F5 (x,/B) =aff. (Corresponds to phrase

structure rule (2) in Appendix II.)

The corresponding semantic rule is (23%).

(23) If o€ Pon/on and B€ Poy» and o , 3 translate

into «', B respectively, then F5 (e, 3)
translates into o'("3').

Here, the up arrow, which has again been included auto-

matically as part of the general form of semantic rules,

figures crucially. Many adjectives, including Russian

long form adjectives, do modify the intension or sense

of the common noun, and not the individuals in the exten-

sion of it. It would take a special meaning postulate to

make a CN/CN extensional. Such a meaning postulate would
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have to have the effect of changing the semantic type of
the CN/CHN to that appropriate to a t/e adjective. BSuch
a meaning postulate could be written, but only because
no explicit constraints on meaning postulates have yet
been formulated. Clearly, the meaning postulates will
have to be constrained in some way, if they are going to
play a part in any interesting theory of language. It
seems a reasonable beginning to say that they may not
undo the compositional semantics by converting a phrase
of one category into a semantic type appropriate to another
existing category. The behavior of CN/CN adjectives is
amenable to such a constraint, as CN/CN‘s\are always
appropriately intensional. (See section IV.11 for a dis-
cussion of some putative CH/CN's that are extensional, as
well a formulation of the inadmissable meaning postulate
that would be necessary actually to treat extensional ad-
jectives as CN/CN's.) Indeed, the intensionality of CN/CN's
is how they come to be relative to their common nouns.

Bolinger (1968), writing on English, has characterized
the relativity of non-intersective adjectives as "refer-
ence modification." He contrasts it with the behavior of
the absolute adjectives, which is "referent modification™
This terminology means that the relative adjective (the
reference modifier) says nothing directly about the indiv-

iduals that the common noun picks out as referents; instead
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it changes the picking-out or reference function itself.
Since the intension of a common noun is precisely this
picking-out function, the translation rule (23) seems
to formalize Bolinger's insight correctly. One of Bolin--
ger's clear examples of reference modification is an Eng-

lish sentence like (24).
(24) Henry is a rural policeman.

The adjective rural says little about Henry directly;
'rural' isn't really a property of people at all. Eather,
it says what kind of policeman Henry is. The relative
reading of example (1) of Chapter I. works the same way.

In Marya is a beautiful dancer, beautiful may just be tell-

ing what kind of a dancer Marya is. Accordingly, our seman-

tic rules will ultimately yield as one translation (beauti-
AL

ful' (“dancer'),) (m), where beautiful’ applies to the in-

tension of dancer'.

Any semantic peculiarities of CN/CN adjectives can
now be given by meaning postulates, whose function is to
restrict attention to those interpretations of intensional
logic which are reasonable candidates for interpretations
of natural language. (25), for instance, applies to the

qualitative adjectives discussed here.

(25) O [[x ( /3),] (W)—> 8, (u)]

where o€ PCN/CN

B€ Puy
u is a variable of type e
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(25) says that if an individual u is, for instance, an in-
telligent (o) student ( B ), then she is necessarily a
student, but not necessarily intelligent in the absolute
sense, as she may be stupid as an electrician or as a ball-
player. There can be different meaning postulates for dif-
ferent classes of CN/CN adjectives. An alleged ogre is
not necessarily an ogre or even alleged in an absolute

sense, since alleged seems to have no absolute sense:

(26) *They were alleged.

Getting back to Russian, the attributive adjectives,
the long forms, are also CN/CN's, although the distinction
between common nouns and terms is not quite so obvious in
Russian as it is in English, since there are no articles
in Russian. In English woman and tall woman are clearly
ccmmon nouns; they cannot alone combine with a verp to
yield a sentence as term phrases must. We must construct

a full term like the (%tall) woman before we can get a good

sentence like The (tall) woman is walking. In Russian,

though, (27) is a good sentence, having the glosses that

appear below it.
27) (Vysokaja) zhenshchina  guljaet
'The/a/some (tall) woman is walking

po ulice.

along the street.’
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However, this does not mean that ghenshchina alone

is a term and that attributive adjectives in Russian com-
bine with T's to form new T's. First, syntactically, in
Russian as in English, prenominal adjectives may not mod-
ify pronouns or proper nouns, which must be terms since
they can combine with IV's to make sentences. In addition,
limiting long form sdjectives to combining with CN's, and
not with terms, makes good semantic sense. On the one hand,
having long form adjectives modify common nouns will ensure
that long forms are relative to the meaning of modified
nouns, and not modifiers of any individuals it may denote.
This is because, since CN's are the same semantic type as
IV's, the long forms, by modifying CN's, will be combining
with a property to form a new, modified property. On the
other hand, making long forms CN/CN's will prevent long
forms from being interpreted as verb-like absolute predic-
ates that apply to individuals, as only terms can combine
with such predicates. Therefore, we will assume that words
like zhenshchina are CN's, with which prenominal adjectives
can combine to make new CN's by means of the rules given
in (22) and (23).

Of course, the problem of predicate long form ad-

Jectives will now arise. They don't combine with CN's to

make new CN's, but with a verb or a zero copula to make

an IV phrase:
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(28) Studentka umnaja (LF).
'(The) student (is) intelligent.'

Yet predicate long form adjectives must not be of a differ-
ent category from the prenominal ones, as they have the
same relative interpretation. Also, we certainly don't
want to have to repeat the meaning postulates for a new
category of adjective.

A solution to this problem appears if we think of
what we have said that (28) actually means. If the ad-
jctive had been short, 'intelligent' would have been pred-
icated of the individual who is a student absolutely.

But (28) has a relative meaning. It says that the student
is intelligent as a student or perhaps as something else.
'Intelligent student' is the sort of thing that is pre-
dicated of her. What we need to do is to derive all such
non-intersective, referénce modifying adjectives attribu-
tively, but in the predicate. That is, underlying (28)
will be (29).

(29) Studentka umnaja (LF)
'(The) student (is an) intelligent A.'

A is a free variable which ranges over CN's. In (29) A
can be interpreted as 'student'. As with free variables
of category T (Deictic pronouns may be an example), in

any given sentence, the A will have to be interpreted

35
as some particular CN, or the sentence won't form an accept-
able surface structure. Pragmatic considerations, though,
determine the interpretation of A . When appropriate, as
in (28), it can be interpreted as co-intensional with the
subject; otherwise it will be interpreted semantically as
any other property suggested by the subject or the situa-
tion at hand. (See the interpretation of example (12) in
Chepter I.) Syntactically, though, it is always empty and
must be deleted from the surface structure. (See the end
of this section for motivation for the syntactic rule of
dummy CN deletion.)

With the preceding analysis, we can have the follow-

ing kind c¢f analysis tree:

(30)

Grandpa be (a) sad At > Ded pechal' nyj.
1 . S
be deletion Grandpa is sad

dummy CN deletion

Grandpag /1y be (a) sadAq
bery /p () s'ad By
sad & CN
sad ooy BN

The semantic rules operating on the untransformed t phrase
will, with some simplification, give us (31), which even-

tually reduces to (32).
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(31)
Ppfre} ) (2

~

P vx(gad'("a') AP §x] NDF(Vz=Yy))
(32) gag' ("*a'), (&)

Meaning postulate (25) ensures that in (32) the property

of individuals represented bylku, but not gad'y is predica-
ted of the individual represented by g. So gad' pertains
only to Aaﬁ', which is a function that picks out things

that are 4's. In other words, sad' modifies the reference of
A, just as a long form should.

Notice that in order to have the categories work out
right, long form predicate adjective phrases must always
have some verb in the deep structure, although if the
verb is byt' it will be deleted in the present tense,
as in (30). It may seem strange to have one form of 'be'
specially inserted in sentences with short forms like (33%),

while 'be' in (34) has been deleted from the verb position.

(33) Ljuba byla vesela (SF).

'Luba was happy.'

(34) Ljuba veselaja (LF).
'Ljuba (is) happy.'
However, the two types of 'be' are semantically quite dif-

>

ferent. Moreover, this strange outcome helps to explain
the fact that short forms, but not long forms, can appear

after byt' in the usual kind of imperative. Although there
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are no imperatives in the Montague fragments, it is reason-
able to suppose that the lexical 'be' of the kind that must
appear with long form adjectives is barred from imperatives,
except for exhortations to act in a certain way, as it is in
English, because it is a stative verb. The transformation-
ally inserted 'be' that can appear with short forms, how-
ever, would not be barred from imperatives. It is seman-
tically neutral and is probably best viewed as being insert-
ed to support the imperative mood marker as it does tense.

Let us return now to the device of dummy CN deleticn,
needed to get (28) from (29). Happily, Russian not only
requires such a rule for an account of predicate long form
adjectives, but also supplies some independent motivation
for it. It seems that a long form adjective in Russian
"may be used without a noun but the noun to be understood

is usually clear from .the context."6

(%35) Ax, ty bednaja (LF)!

'Oh, you poor (thing)!’

(36) Vy prochitali vce ego knigi? Net, novaja (LF)
slishkom dlinnaja (LF).
'*(Have) you read all his books? No, (the)

new {(one) (is) too long.'

(37) Vy kupili knigi? net, ne bylo novyx (LF).
'(Did) you buy (a) book? No, ( there) were
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no new (ones).'

(38) Ty gotov k poslednemu (LF)?

'(Are) you ready for (the) last (one)?'

Such sentences are possible only with long form adjectives,
exactly where dummy CN deletion is applicable. With this
final motivation of the dummy CN deletion rule, the sketch
of a principled description of short and long form ad-

Jjectives is completed. It will be summarized in section II.6.

IT.4. A transformational analysis.

It is worth pointing out now that, armed with the in-
sight that adjectives do not form a unified underlying
category in Russian, we should be able to construct a
more standard transformational analysis of the data.7
Let us say that only long form adjectives are members of
the category ADJ, while short forms belong to V, for verbs.
The following phrase structure rules would then serve to
generate long forms only prenominally and short forms only

in predicates:

(39)a) 8§ —> NP AUX VP
b) VP —>V (NP) (COMPLEMENT)
¢) NP —> DET NOM
d) NOM—>ADJ NOM
e) NOM—>N
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To obtain the surface long adjectives in predicate
position, we'll need a dummy noun deletion rule, as in
the Montague analysis in the previous section.

(40) [aD7 & ] —> [aDpg #]

NOM NOM

Rules (39)a)-(39)e) ensure that only long form adjectives
will be generated after regular verbs, including lexical
byt', but the tense support byt' will have to be trans-
formationally inserted before short form adjectives in
many sentences. As in (18), the be-insertion rule will
have to be sensitive to a feature on the adjectival verb,
as be-~insertion applies before short form adjectives, but

not intransitive verbs.

(81) (PpasT PAST
FUTURE V. > 1FUTURE byt v
IMPERATIVE. [u1]  (1vPERATIVE [ra1]

The above rules will produce the following trees, very

much like (17) and (30).

(42)
S
g

= nal

Zhenja byl gotov
Gene  PAST ready > 'Gene was ready.'
be insertion




(43)
S
Np/,//’/’/;1;\\\\\\\\\\%P
v COMPLEMENT
P
Now
DET  ADJ Mo
I N
A
Grandpa PRESENT be @ sad P e >

dummy noun deletion
Ded pechal'’nyj.
'Grandpa (is) sad.'
The semantics would presumably work on the untransformed
strings in (42) and (43), just as it did in (17) and (30),

only defined in terms of the category names given here.

II1.5 Other analyses.

Other transformaticnal analyses might seem to be
possible, but in fact, each alternative runs into diff-
iculties. Suppose, for instance, that we tried to list
only one form of the adjective in the lexicon and to der-
ive the other tramsformationally in the riaght places.
Although I think it will make little difference which way
we do it, I will start with the long form and derive the

short. My reasons for doing it in this direction are two:
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First, since the long forms appear both prenominally and
in the predicate and the short forms, only as predicates,
transforming long-to-short has only one eavironment, while
short-to-long has two. Second, there are classes of long
adjectival forms, active participles and the relational
adjectives of foot note 4 of Chapter I, which have no corr-
esponding short forms, but there are few short forms which
have no corresponding long forms.

A first approximation of a transformation to derive

short forms from long forms correctly might be (44).

(44) NP (tense byt') ADJ—> NP (tense byt') ADJ

Unfortunately, there are many things wrong with this rule.
First of all, in view of the semantic distinction between
long forms and short, it must change the meaning of a sen-
tence; the semantics can no longer work on the untransformed
string. But even if we are willing to accept such a trans-
formation, the conditions for its application are very
strange. The rule must ordinarily be optional, so we can
get both (3)a) and (3)b) and both (4)a) and (4)b), but it
is obligatory if the sentence is imperative or has an in-
finitive complement. F¥inally, the morphological rules

will have to be written tou treat verbs and short adjectives
similarly with respect to many inflection and agreement

phenomena, while long adjectives behave like parts of noun
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phrases. The grammar will suggest no explanation of these
facts.

Let us try, then, deriving both forms of %he adjective -
long and short - from a single underlying verbal category
as in Babby (1971). This is quite plausible if one assumes
that all long forms come from reduced relative clauses.
The underlying difference between (45) and (46) would then

be the difference between deep structures like (47) and (48).

(45)  Ona umnaja (LF).

'She (is) intelligent.'

(46) Ona umna (SF).

'She (is) intelligent.'
(47) She is a D who is intelligent.
(48) She is intelligent.

However, there are adjectives which can appear in relative
clauses but appear not at all or with a different meaning
prenominally, and vice versa.8 In fact, long form predi-
cate adjectives are not even grammatical in unreduced
relative clauses on the surface. Most important, though,
the deep structures in (47) and (48) cannot accurately re-
flect the semantic differences between long forms and
short.

The translation rule for relative clauses in Russian,
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as in English, is conjunctive and sc, yields an intersec-

tive reading. The rule (from Montague (19749) is as follows.

(49) If Je Poy» g€ P, and 4, @ translate into ) S
respectively, then F, ( L ,#) translates into
9
~ ! i
% [ 26 A o]
Evidence for its correctness in English can be found in

(50) - (52).
(50) That negligence is pure.
(51) That is negligence that is pure.
(52) That is pure negligence.

Pure is an adjective which, like beautiful, has both an
intersective and non-intersective version. Unlike beauti-
ful, though, pure does not allow dummy CN deletion. Con -
sequently, whenever pure appears alone in a predicate, we
can be sure that it is the intersective version of pure,

the verbal version analogous to Babby's single underlying
verbal form. Hence (50) has an intersective interpretation.
Contrary to the implications of Babby's analysis, the rel-
ative clause in (51) does nothing to change the interpre-
tation. (50) and (51), the sentence with a relative clause,
are both intersective in meaning. They are also both rather
surprising, since they seem to be saying that something is

both negligence and ‘'pure' in an absolute sense, that is




42

innocent or untainted. Only in (52), however, where pure
can be relative to negligence, does the entire expression
come out meaning ‘'thorough negligence, or utter negligence'.

Relative clauses in Russian are also constitutionally
intersective. S0, the semantics working on a deep struct-
ure like (47) will have to give us something like 'She is &
A and she is intelligent,' where both 'A' and 'intelligent'
are absolute modifiers. But long forms are supposed to
be relative. (45) actually means 'She is intelligent as
a b,

There are other possible analyses to try, but it seems
that under the ascumptions about the interrelationship of
syntax and semantics which are common to Montague grammar
and standard transformational grammar, we have no choice
but to treat Russian adjectives as belonging to two separ-
ate syntactic-semantic categories. In extended transform-
ational theories (Jackendoff (1972) for instance) that in-
clude many kinds of interpretive semantic rules that oper-
ate on intermediate and surface structures, there would be
a choice. One could assign adjectives to a single under-
lying category, mark them for the appropriate syntactic
behavior, and use interpretive rules to assign independen-—
tly the correct semantic behavior. Such an analysis would
treat as accidental the fact that adjectives with verblike

syntax have intersective semantic readings and that ad-
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jectives with ad-common noun syntax have non intersective
semantic readings. It would allow for arbitrary relations
between syntax and semantics at many levels. A double
category analysis, on the other hand, is consistent with
the stronger hypothesis that at least some important sem-
antic information is a direct reflection of the base syn-
tactic rules. The double categories will not seriously
complicate the lexicon, either. Most adjectives in Russian
will be entered in the lexicon in both CN/CN and t/e ver-
sions. A lexical word formation rule, as formulated in
Aronoff (1976), Dowty (1975), or Siegel (1974), could ex-—
press their close morphological relationship. The few
adjectives with no short forms or absolute meanings could
now conveniently be entered only as CN/CN's. The result-
ing complication of the lexicon is of a kind independently
needed to account for other kinds of words. Verbs which
can have different kinds of complements, for instance,
must behave semantically in a manner appropriate to each
permissible syntactic construction. In Section V.2 there
is a discussion of the relationship between the traditional
parts of speech and the syntactic-semantic categories of

a categorial component. Certainly, many verbs must belong
to more than one syntactic-semantic category, under the
assumption that the séemantics works up the syntactic tree.
It can then be taken as support for such an assumption
that the double-adjective analysis of Russian that it has

forced us into actually explains part of the language.
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With either of the grammatical systems employed in
this chapter, the facts recorded in section II.2 can

be captured, as outlined in section II.6.

IT.6 Summary of the solution.

l. Long forms appear in both predicate and prenominal
position; short forms, only in the predicate. We can now
say that long forms actually are generated only prenom-
inally and short, only in predicate position. Long forms
appear sometimes to be predicative because of the effects
of the independently motivated rule of dummy CN deletion.

2. Long forms can occur with many verbs; short forms,
only with byt'. This is because short forms, being of the
same category as verbs themselves, leave no room for any
verb other than the transformationally inserted kind of
byt'.

34y 4o, and 5. Long forms are like nouns in inflec-
tion, agreement, and in not taking infinitive complements.
Short forms, on the other hand, inflect, agree, and take
infinitive complements, Jjust the way verbs do. ZLong form
adjectives are of category CN/CN, so they are always part
of a noun phrase and behave accordingly. ©Short forms are
of the same category as intransitive verbs and so, follow
verb rules.

6. Long forms can't appear in most imperatives with
byt'; Short forms can. This is because the kind of byt'

that can appear with long form adjectives is a stative lex-
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ical verb which does not normally occur in imperatives,
while the kind of byt' that appears with short forms is
a transformationally inserted dummy support for tense and
mood.

7. Long form adjectives are non-intersective, or
reference~-modifyings; short forms are intersective, or
referent-modifying. This difference is captured by assign-
ing each type of adjective to a different syntactic cate-
gory and, hence, to a different semantic type. The cate~-
gory CN/CN version (LF) combines with a property to make
a new property. The IV versicn (SF) is itself a predicate

that applies to individuals.
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CHAPTER II. CHAPTER IITI

ADJECTIVES IN ENGLISH

1l. Examples of hortatory imperatives, as opposed to those

that are commands or warnings, are i and ii. [11.0 Tntroduction

i. Bud'te smelym, soldat!
'Be brave, soldier! ‘ In Chapter II. it was shown that adjectives in Russian
s !

ii. Bud' xoroshim, moj syn! do not form one unified category. Rather, there are two

1 1 . . . . .
Be good, my son: different underlying syntactic-semantic categories, non-

2. There is ample precedent for treating at least some

) intersective ad-common nouns (long forms) and intersective
adjectives as simple predicates. Bach (1968) and Quine

(1960) are two examples. The sentences in (11) show that one-place predicates (short forms). English adjectives
adjectives can also be infinitive - taking intransitive also exhibit the semantic distinction between non-inter-
verbs.

sective and intersective adjectives, as we saw in section
% Russian lexical items should actually appear in this

i ) I.1. In addition, English adjectives exhibit some syntac-
and other analysis trees where the object language is a

fragment of Russian, but I have used English glosses for tic peculiarities which, while less obviously related to
convenience in reading the trees. the semantic distinction than the Russian facts are, still
4. A similar transformationally inserted 'be' has Dbeen can be seen to be connected with it. Some systematic account

suggested both for English passives and for English predi-

could be achieved through meaning postulates, through spec-
cate adjectives. (Lee (1974))

. . ial semantic rules, or through the compositional semantics
5. Lee (1974) gives translations for the 'be' of identity

and the copula 'be'. Partee (1975a) includes a discussion itself. Since it turned out in Chapter II. that in terms
of three kinds of 'be'. of Montague grammar, the dual semantic role of the adjec~
6. Lunt (1968), p. 151. tives clearly corresponds with the dual syntactic roles
7o Cooper and Parsons, (1976). of ad-common noun and predicate, the last course of

8. Compare, for instance, i., ii., and iii. action, the one adopted for Russian, seems to be the most

i. Eto plat'e, kotoroe gotovo (SF).
'This (is a) dress which is ready (for something).'
ii. *Eto plat'e, kotoroe gotovoe (LF).
"This (is a) dress which is ready/ready made.' in English as belonging to the two different underlying
iii. Eto gotovoe (LF) plat'e.
'"This (is a) ready-made dress,'

promising one.

In section IITI.1 I outline a theory of adjectives
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adjectives classes defined, as in Russian, by the following

oppositions:

Class L. Class II.

Non-intersective Adjectives Intersective Adjectives
relative absolute
intensional extensional
reference-modifying referent-modifying

one-place predicates

t///e or t/e

ad-common nouns

CN/CN

In section IIT.2 alternative theories are considered and
my view is given in more detail. Section III.2 presents
more positive evidence for the double-category theory of

adjectives.

I1T.1 The analysis.

III.10 Semantics.

In Montague terms, non-intersective adjectives like
veteran map the meanings of common nouns, which are seman-
tically characteristic functions, into new characteristic
They combine with one picking-out or reference

functions.

function to make a new such function. This semantic type

is represented as <<s, <<§,§> ’ t>> . <Zs,€> ,t>> .
corresponding to the syntactic category CN/CN, sométhing

that takes a common noun to make a common noun. For instance,

in a translation of Helga is a veteran manager, veteran!
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applies to the intension of manager! to yield the new
common noun(zgfgggﬁs (fgggggggj). The new common noun
means ‘veteran, that is, experienced, as a manager',
parallel to the Russian expression with a long form

adjective: umnaja studentka 'intelligent as a student'.

As in Russian, CN/CN's like veteran do not directly mod-
ify a term-phrase like\ﬁg&gg; They apply to the sense or
intension of a common noun. As in Russian, meaning pos=-

tulates will ensure the proper entaillments for the complex
common nouns built up from CN/CN's with CN's. Meaning pos-

tulate (25) from Chapter II, is repeated here as (1).

() 0 [[=(*8),] (W-—> B, (W]

Where K€ PCN/CN

fBE By
and u is a variable of type e

(1) works for most non-intersective adjectives in English.
It says that a veteran manager, for instance, is necessar-
ily a manager, but that we can't expect her to be 'veteran’
in any absolute sense. A few non-intersective adjectives,

non-standard modifiers like former, alleged, fake which

are marked with a * in Appendix I, will need special mean-

ing postulates.

The semantics of intersective adjectives is, as be-
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fore, more straightforward. In English, intersective adj- i syntactically. In Russian, where be-insertion constitutes
ectives do not resemble verbs in the obvious ways that they : the sole systematic difference between intersective adjec-.
do in Russian - in inflection or general syntactic behavior. ~ tives and intransitive verbs, the adjectives could remain
Yet both Bach (1968) and Lakoff (1970) have suggested that i members of the intransitive verb category, but be marked
adjectives in English be treated as one-place predicates | to take be-insertion. In English, however, intersective
like intransitive verbs. Such a suggestion would not only ? adjectives might as well have their own syntactic category,
allow English intersective adjectives to be represented 1 since they differ from intransitive verbs in many ways.
as Russian ones are; it also automatically yields the right . Among other things, they do not share verbal inflections,
semantic interpretation. : ; they can undergo preposing (See rule (6) ) and, as mentioned

In a Montague system, intransitive verbs are of cate- before, they require the insertion of be before combining

gory t/e, things which take entities to make sentences. with term phrases to make sentences Rule (2), an exten

. ° , -
The corresponding semantic type is <G(s,e) ,§> , a func- ; sion of the Russian be-insertion rule and also a semantic-
tion from individual concepts to truth values, which is ‘ ally empty rule, accomplishes the necessary be-insertion

the characteristic function of a set that shares a par- (2) I 1
fo(EPt///e, then F, ( )ePte’ where

ticular property. Since intersective adjectives in Eng-
prop J J g F4(O<)is‘beo<'.

lish, as well as in Russian, say that §

| (Corresponds to transformation (2) in Appendix II.)
the individual that they modify is a member of the set of
Formalizing the semanti i i
things that have the property that the adjective represents, ’ ve notions davolved supports
the idea that the distinctio ~inters i
tne semantic fit is perfect. 1Lhe syntactic fit ol inter- otion between mon-intersective
adjectives and intersective ones i i 5 in Russian
sective adjectives to intransitive verbs, though, is not °° in English as in fussian
is actually a distinction between adj i
quite perfect, since predicate adjectives must always be o sdJectives That axe

| basically ad-common nouns operating i ions

preceded by a form of 'be' before they can act as the *i ’ e on Anbensions of
CN's, and adjectives that are basi i
predicate of a sentence. This is easy to take care of. ’ toally predicate and
extensional by translation conventions. BSor im-
The syntactic categoxry of predicate adjectives can be call- Hons one prelim
inary syntactic motivation for this divisi
ed t///e to distinguish adjectives from other predicates ) ) vision can be found
in non~restrictive adjectives in English. Non-restrictive ad-
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jectives require a specific full noun phrase to combine
with. My theory of adjectives, as developed so far,
would predict that only intersective adjectives could be
non-restrictive, since only they can combine with full
noun phrases. (Non-intersective adjectives must combine
with common nouns.) If we look at some sentences with
proper nouns, which can occur with only non-restrictive
adjectives, this prediction seems to be borne out. Ad-
Jctives which are exclusively intersective make fine non-
restrictive modifiers:

(3) healthy
They've always wanted to meet) angry \Carla.
naughty
aged
Adjectives which, like beautiful, can have either an inter-
sective or a non-intersective interpretation are unambig-

uously intersective when non-restrictive:

(4) responsible (= trustworthy)
The person I need is§ terrible (= scarey) Ivan.
old (= aged)

And, finally, exclusively non-intersective adjectives, which
according to the theory can combine only with common nouns,

are ungrammatical as non-restrictive modifiers:

(5) mere
*Don't pay any attention to osteniible Jonathan.
actua

5%

The proposed division of adjectives into non-inter-
sective ad-common nouns and intersective predicates, then,A
has initially both semantic and syntactic motivation. If
it were the case that we got non-intersective readings
with all and only those adjectives in prenominal position
and intersective readings with all and only those adjec-
tives in predicate position, we would be finished. Every-
thing would be accounted for. If we got both readings in
predicate position only, as in Russian, we could Jjust have
another dummy deletion rule and be done with it. The right
readings would fall out of the compositional semantics.
Unfortunately, for the most part, if an English adjective
is capable of yielding both kinds of reading, it will do

so in either position in the sentence.
(6) That lutist is good.
(7) That is a good lutist.

Both (6) and (7) could be taken to be commenting on either
the lutist's playing (‘'good as a lutist') or her morals

or general qualities ('generally or absolutely good').

The only reassuring syntactic generalization is that all
those adjectives that appear exclusively prenominally
(Appendix I, lists D and E) are exclusively non-inter-
sective in their semantics, while those few that appear

exclusively predicatively (Appendix I, list B) are exclus-
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ively intersective. The syntactic categories and semantic
types are related as predicted in some simple cases, but

how are we to account for the vast majority of more comp-

licated adjectives?

IIT.11 Syntax

In this section I argue for a doublet theory of English
aljectives. Most adjectives will have both a CN/CN non-
intersective version and a t//e intersective version.q The
CN/CN's are generated exclﬁsively prenominally. However,
they may come to appear in the predicate with no following
CN, somewhat as in Russian. The language includes a dummy
common noun, which may come to the surface as one for sing=-
ular count nouns. In predicate position, though, this

dummy may be syntactically deleted by rule (8).
A S
(8) e a0y o & oy oo B gy

Rule (8) has no semantic effects. 4 , the dummy CN,
remains part of the semantic interpretation. Its own
interpretations range over common nouns, but it is inter-
preted uniquely for any given utterance. Most often, the
/) is interpreted according to linguistic context. The

lutist is good on its non-intersective reading is more

likely to be interpreted as 'The lutist is a good lutist!

than as 'The lutist is a good plumber.' However, the
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second interpretation would be possible, given the right
pragmatic context. Indeed, there are many sentences
where the interpretation of the & must be done pragmatic-

ally. In a sentence like This is fake, (underlyingly 'Thi

is a fake &') there is simply no linguistic context.2
The t///e versions of adjectives are generated
exclusively in predicates. However, most of them may be

moved into prenominal position by a semantically empty

rule that preposes t///e adjectives from relative clauses.
(9 that
CN i —_— !
1 wgggh be ADJt///e ADJt///e Cﬂq

With rules (8) and (9), the doublet theory accounts
for the fact that (6) and (7), repeated below, are both
ambiguous between non-intersective and intersective read-
ings. 1t assigns to them the underlying structures as

shown. The a)structures yield the non-intersective

readings; the b) structures, the intersective ones.

(6) That lutist is good.

a) That lutist is a good CIi /CN A CN
b) That lutist is goodt///e

(7) That is a good lutist.

a) That is a goodCN/CNlutist

b) T . . .
) That is a lu#lst who is gOOdt///e

S

5
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However, a doublet theory considerably complicates the
lexicon and, added to the Russian analysis, generalizes
the strange claim that adjectives do not form any kind
of unified category. It would be appropriate, therefore,
to consider possible alternative ways of analysing adjec-

tives in English.

I1II.2 Alternatives

IIT.20 Introduction

In this section I discuss some possible ways cf
treating adjectives. I examine them to see if they can
be made to be descriptively adequate in broad detail with-
in a transformationally adapted Montague syntax, whether
they are, in principle, capable of expressing the non-
intersective/intersective distinction and, finally,
whether they predict the right readings in the right
places. I argue that the doublet theory is the only one
that meets these criteria.

The logical possibilities, as I see them, are

1. The basic predicate theory: generate all adjec~
tives basically as simple predicates and derive adjectives
elsewhere transformationally.

2. The basic ad-common noun theory: generate all
adjectives as basic prenominal ad-common nouns and derive
adjectives elsewhere transformationally.

3, The mixed theory: generate some adjectives as

o7

basic syntactic-semantic predicates and some as basic syn-

tactic—-semantic ad-common nouns and derive transformationally

those adjectives whose syntax and semantics do not coincide
this way.

4, The doublet theory, as stated before: generate
most adjectives as both basic syntactic-semantic predicates
and as syntactic-semantic ad-common nouns and derive trans-
formationally those adjectives whose syntax and semantics

do not coincide this way.

1IT.21 The basic predicate theory

The idea of generating all adjectives predicatively
and deriving forms in other places by transformation was
the idea behind early transformational analyses of adjec~-
tives, as in Chomsky (1957) and Smith (1961). According
to such analyses, (1l1) was to be derived from something
like (10) by means of relative clause reduction and pre-

posing transformations.
(10) a woman who is tall
(11) a tall woman

Such an analysis for all adjectives can be shown to be
inadequate on purely syntactic grounds. Many linguists,
such as Bolinger, Berman, Levi, Winter and Jackendoff,

have pointed out that the grammaticality of an ADJ+CN
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sequence such as that in (11) is often not predictable
from the grammaticality of any designatable source where
the adjective is not prenominal. A sampling of the idio-
syncrasies that any predicate-to~-prenominal adjective

transformation will have to deal with appears in 12).

(12)

a veteran manager *g manager who is veteran

a total stranger *a stranger who is total

a medical man *3 man who is medical

a financial genius *a genius who is financial

*g certain woman a woman who is certain
(different meaning)

*an asleep banker a banker who is asleep

*a ready woman a woman who is ready

*a contribubion which is def-~
inite )

(different meaning) _

definitely a contributicn

a definite contribution

a mistake which is basic
*basically a mistake
(different meaning)

a basic mistake

a tobacco chewing slouch *a slouch who is tobacco-
chewing
a slouch who chews tobacco
*a linguistics-studying *a student who is linguistics-
student studying ) )
a student who studies lin -
guistics

In addition to the fact that many prenominal adjec-

tives have no predictable relative clause or other pred-
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icate source, the basic predicate theory of adjectives
runs into serious semantic problems. Both (13) and (14)
are ambiguous between non-intersective and intersective

interpretations.
(1%3) a landlord who is bad
(14) a bad landlord

In either, the speaker may be talking about someone who

is bad as a landlord (non-intersective) or about someone
who is evil in general and just happens to be a landlord
(intersective). In a system where all adjectives originate
as predicates, this ambiguity cannot be structural; it will
have to reside within the adjective. Since the distinction
is a systematic one, it might best be expressed as a feature
on adjectives, perhaps [t intersective]. Adjectives like
asleep would be marked [+ intersective], adjectives like
veteran would be marked [—intersective] , and adjectives
like good would not be marked, so they could have either
reading. This would work, as far as it goes, but actually
a feature like this can do very little work. It fails to
suggest why all adjectives for which preposing in this
system would be obligatory (utter, main, and others in
lists D end E in Appendix I.)should have to be marked

[— intersective], while all adjectives that are excebtions

to the preposing rule (adjectives in Appendix I. lists




60

B, I, and J) are marked E+ intersective]. More fundanen-
tally, it provides no mechanism for realizing the seman-—
tics of [— intersective] adjectives. There is no way o
have them differ from D intersective] ones by having them
operate on the meaning of a common noun.

It might appear that E— intersective].adjectives
could be made to apply to the meaning of a common noun
by means of a later semantic rule. That is, if preposing
is obligatory for adjectives marked [— intersective], and
semantic interpretation could take place after preposing,
then adjectives marked E— intersective] would always be
in construction with a common noun by the time semantic
interpretation took place. The problem with such a system
arises with the unmarked adjectives, those which remain
in predicate position and must be able to have either a
[~ intersectivé]or a E+ intersective]interpretation. Such
adjectives never come to be in construction with a common
noun, and, so, could never be given a [} intersective]
interpretation. One might try to remedy the situation
by marking all adjectives + or - intersective when they
are inserted into a tree. In such a system, the feature
[t intersective] would be stripped of its syntactic
significance; preposing could no longer be obligatory
for all [— intersective] adjectives. Those that must

be preposed would have to be specially marked. The

6l
feature [— intersectivé]would serve exclusively as an
arbitrary trigger for the characteristic bound semantic
interpretation of non-intersective adjectives. However,
for [} intersectivé] adjectives in predicate position,
there will be no common noun around for the adjective to
be bound to, so the correct semantic interpretation still
could not take place.

There is a variation on the basic predicate theory

of adjectives that is proposed by Berman and, I think,
Bolinger. It is meant to deal with the fact that the
grammaticality of ADJ+CN sequences seems to depend very
often on what lexical items are involved. It says roughly
that adjectives that appear in the predicate are generated
there, while many adjectives that appear prenominally are
listed in the lexicon with their nouns, as compounds.
This variation does nothing to solve the semantic problems
cited above. In fact, it doubles them, since the feature
x intersectivé] will now appear on members of two lexical
categories, predicate adjectives and certain ADJ+CN com-
pounds. It does, however, solve the problem of syntactic
idosyncrasy, albelt at great expense in complication and
new problems. Berman herself observes that true ADJ+CN
compounds ( (a) sentences) behave syntactically differently

from other ADJ+CN collocations ((b) sentences).

(15) a) *I prefer long shots to hot ones.




b) I prefer warm baths to cold ones.

(16) a) Bally is as much of a young lady as Hary.

b) ?8ally is as much of a tall woman as Mary.

Semantically, real compounds are also different from other
ADJ+CN sequences, in that the non-intersective/intersective
distinction isn't always pertinent in real compounds. Con-

sider sentences (17) and {(18).
(17) The old teachers meet here.
(18) The old boys meet here.

In (17) old teachers is an ordinary ADJ+CN string. It

must have either the non-intersective reading 'old (exper-
ienced) as a teacher' or the intersective reading 'old
(aged) and a teacher.' 1In (18), though, old boys is a
compound. It doesn't mean either 'old as boys' or 'old
and boys.' It actually means something like ‘'members of
an established, exclusive, elite, male, social and/or pro-
fessional group.' 4 final difference between ordinary
ADJ+CN strings and compounds is cited by Gleitman and
Gleitman (1970). Both CN/CH adjectives and t///e's in

an ordinary string can be intensified. Very old teachers

can mean teachers who are very experienced (CN/CN) or
teachers who are very aged (t///e). Adjectives in compounds

cannot be intensified without causing the compound to lose
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its compound interpretation, as in the expression very
0ld boys.

These basic syntactic and semantic differences between
real compounds and other ADJ+CN seyuences mean that if all
ADJ+CN sequences are to be listed as compounds, they will
still have to be differentiated from real compounds. This

is as much as to say that they cannot be listed as compounds.

IIT.22 The basic prenominal theory.

Generating all adjectives prenominally and then der-
iving any non-prenominal adjectives by transformation
has also been suggested as a theory of adjectives. HNo
such approach that involved movement of adjectives into
predicates would be possible. In such a system the peculiar

The tall woman is would underlie The woman is tall, and

The old bison grew would underlie The bison grew old.

A more plausible version of the basic prenominal theory,
one similar to Montague's treatment of adjectives in
Montague (1974a) would involve a rule like (8) that would
delete a dummy CN after adjectives in the predicate. That

is, (19) would underlie (20).
(19) The woman is a tall A,
(20) The woman is tall.

As in rule (8), the & would be interpreted indexically,
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50 that in a sentence like She is tall, with underlying

structure 'She is a tall A' the A could be interpreted
as 'woman' or 'ship' or anything else that the speaker
happened to be talking about.

However, even this more reasonable version of the
basic prenominal theory does not provide a grammatical
source for every grammatical sentence. The sentences
in (21),for instance, could not have come from the sources

in (22).

(21) a) The bison grew old.
b) I saw the president drunk.

¢) The actor is ready.

(22) a) *The bison grew an old 4 (A= bison)
b) *I saw the president a drunk A ( A = president)

¢) *The actor is a veady A (A = actor)

The syntactic diftficulties seem insurmountable, but
even if they were worked out, the semantics would still

pose problems. The ambiguity of (6), Lhat lutist 1is good,

could be explained on the basic prenominal theory as a
result of the vagueness in the interpretation of the
deleted dummy CN. The sentence could mean ‘'That lutist
is a good checker player,' given the right context. What
the approach fails to account for is that (7) That is a
good lutist, can also be ambiguous, but not Vague like

the predicate version in (6). It is fairly easy to
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extend the basic prenominal theory to give prenominal
adjectives a vague reading identical to that of the same
adjective in predicate position. One need only add a sem-
antically empty adjective preposing rule that would derive
good lutist from 'lutist who is a good A' syntactically,
but allow the semantics to operate on the untransformed
structure. Unfortunately, good lutist is not vague like

lutist who is good, but truly ambiguous.

Consider the following situation. If one is watch-
ing a checker game among musicians, it might be approp-
riate to say, "The lutist is good," meaning 'good as a
checkerplayer.' Under the same circumstances one could
not say "That is a good lutist" and still mean ‘That is
a lutist who is good as a checkerplayer.' A good lutist
can only be good as a lutist or good in general. Similarly,
suppose there were a restaurant that had a reputation for
hiring cocks from all over the world. If, upon visiting
the kitchen, a regular patron saw someone unfamiliar
wearing a fez, he might ask "Is the Turk new?" meaning
'‘Is the Turk a new cook,' or 'new member of the staff.'

He would not say "Is that a new Turk?" The proprietor
could answer him, "No, the Turk is o0ld," meaning that
the Turk is old as a cook or as a member of the staff.

It would be inappropriate as well as rude for him to

reply to the patron, "No, he's an old Turk," because
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prenominal old is not vague. It must mean either a 'veteran
Turk' if that made sense, or, more likely, an 'aged Turk,'
that is, old in general. Prenominal old cannot be inter-
preted as applying to any pragmatically plausible CN the
way old in the predicate can.

I see no way that the basic prenominal theory of ad-
jectives could account for the fact that common adjectives
are ambiguous in prenominal position, but vague in the
predicate. A more complicated theory seems in order. The
doublet theory correctly predicts this distribution of
ambiguous and vague readings, but there is one. more alter-

native theory to consider first.

IIT.2% The mixed theory.

The last alternative theory of adjectives holds that
some adjectives are generated only prenominally as ad-common
nouns, while others are generated only as basic predicates.
Mixed theories differ from my doublet theory in that,
although they recognize two different classes of adjective,
they present these classes as mutually exclusive. It is
possible to frame a mixed theory within many different
kinds of theoretical frameworks. Katz (1972), for instance,
has a sort of mixed theory with theoretical assumptions
very different from mine. He divides adjectives into
two semantic groups, relative adjectives (including my

non-intersective adjectives and the measure adjectives
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of chapter IV) and absolute adjectives (intersective

adjectives like carnivorous, speckled). This is a mixed

theory, because every adjective belongs to one or the
other class, but not to both. ©Siwnce Katz believes that
the relationship between semantics and syntax may be
arbitrary, his treatment does not include how each kind
of adjective should be generated. His interest is solely
in giving a semantic representation, in terms of semantic
markers, of relative adjectives. Relative adjectives,

he says, are always relative to the lowest order category
included as a semantic marker in the subject. Sentence

(2%3) would have roughly the interpretation in (24).
(23) Skyscrapers are high.

(au) Skyscrapers are GREATER in VERTICAL SIZE
than the average BUILDING.

BUILDING is the lowest order category for skyscrapers,
VERTICAL SIZE is the relevant dimension, and GREATER
(than average) is the appropriate relation, as determined
by the meaning of high.

Even given the assumptions of Katz's theory, this
account seems inadequate. First, there is not always a
lexical subject from which to choose the lowest order
category. Consider (25), for instance.

(25) 1t is high.
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If objects, as well as words, have semantic markers, the
referent of it in (25) might supply the necessary marker,
except that one could utter (25) meaningfully without
having any idea what "it" was.

Second, as we have seen in section I1I.22, it need
not be the lowest order category for the subject that an
adjective is relative to. In the right context, (26)a)

could be interpreted as in b):

(26) a) That dancer is good.

b) 'That dancer is better than average at

playing checkers.'

Finally, the idea of an adjective determining a scale
such as VERTICAL SIZE and placing the subject on it (GREAT-
ER than average, relative to the range of the subjects
comparison group (BUILDINGS) makes some sense for an
adjective like high, or even good. However, there are
some relative adjectives that defy such an analysis.
Navigable, for instance, passes both my consistency test
for non-intersectiveness (27) and Katz's test for rel-
ativity (28).

(27) That break in the trees is a footpath and
a stream.

That break in the trees is a navigable foot-
path, but it's not a navigable stream.

(28) The footpath is more navigable than the
streaim.
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The footpath is navigable.

Yet, what scale can we associate with navigable? I think
there is nothing more illuminating than ‘navigability'

to be found. UNow, assuming that something like BODY OF
WATER is an appropriate lowest order category to constitute
a comparison class for stream, can we say how navigable

the average body of water is? The same problems arise

with intentional, customary and other non-measuring ad-

jectives which, all the same, are used relatively.
Parsons (1971) has suggested a mixed theory of ad-
Jjectives based upon a set of assumptions closer to my
own. His two classes of adjectives are CN's and t///e's.
Since most adjectives appear on the surface both prenom—
inally and predicatively,4 the criteria for classifying
adjectives as basic CN/CN's or basic t///e's must be sem-
antic. As shown in section III.10, non-intersective ad-
Jectives should be the ones to be generated prenominally,
and intersective adjectives should be the ones to be gen-
erated predicatively. This is the division that Parsons
uses. He seems to employ the consistency test in (2) to
identify the non-intersective adjectives and notions
similar %o the intuitive idea of non-relativity discussed
earlier to identify intersective ones. The difference
between my use of these semantic criteria in I.1 and

their use in the mixed theory of adjectives is that I
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used the tests earlier to ascertain whether or not a par-
ticular adjective had a non-intersective and/or an inter-
sective reading. Now in this mixed theory, any adjective
which satisfies the conditions in (2) of Chapter I is
categorized as exclusively CN/Cl. This will include

good, old, beautiful, and other common adjectives, all

those in Appendix I. lists T-J.

The mixed theory avoids the need for doublets by
saying that if an adjective. that has been classified as
a CN/CN seems to have a non-relative reading, such a read-
ing is due to a very general interpretation of the dummy
CN. This solution is similar to that in the basic pre-
nominal theory and runs into similar problems. In a
system where any given adjective is generated only as
either a basic CN/CN or a basic t///e, there is a need

to account for the occurrence of adjectives categorized

as non-intersective in predicate position and of adjectives

. . . . ‘s 5
categorized as intersective 1n prenominal position. Parsons

proposes two optional, semantically empty syntactic rules
that have the effect of getting each type of adjective

into the natural position of the other:

which
(30) 1E, {%OJ ve (03 /s 7 BDT g, e TP
a

(29) is a version of rule (8), the old dummy CN dele-
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tion rule. It derives non-intersective adjectives in pred-
icate position by deleting the dummy CN. Hon-intersective

adjectives like veleran, utter and the other words in

Appendix I. lists D and E, which cannot appear alone in
the predicate, will be exceptions toc this rule, as they
would be to (8). Since (29) is semantically empty, the
semantics will still operate on the untransformed struc-
ture including the indexical dummy CN. It will still
yield a non-intersective reading, although (29) recategor-
izes the adjective syntactically as a t///e. (30) moves
both basic and derived t///e adjectives into prenominal
position, also without changing the semantics. The basic
t///e adjectives are those originally classified as inter-
sective. So (29) creates surface structures like rancid
cheese, while allowing the semantics to operate as if
rancid were a predicate. The derived t///e adjectives,
however, are the output of (29). Semantically, they
still include their dummy CN's, but they have been re-
categorized syntactically as t///e's. The purpose of the
recategorization is to make these adjectives subject to
the preposing rule (30) in order to provide a second
source for ambiguous prenominal adjectives. However,

the results of the application of (30) to t///e's derived
by (29) are the same as the results for the ill-fated
rule within the basic prenominal theory which fronted

non-intersective adjectives along with their (syntactically
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invisible) dummy CN's.

Rasic Ci/CN's now have two ways of getting into pre-
nominal position. They may be generated there directly,
or else they may be generated as part of a predicate LP
with a dummy CY¥ and syntactically reduced and fronted by
(29) and (30). The semantic structure of (%31a) may look

like either (31b) or (3lc).

(31) a) a good lutist

b) a good N /CH lutist

c) a lutist who is a good CIY /0N a o~

As in the basic prenominal theory framework, in the absence
of extra mechanisms that might interfere, the prediction

is that the common noun that good applies to can be vague
whether the adjective is prenominal or predicative, since
both structures can contain al . We have seen in III.22
that this prediction is wrong; only predicate adjectives

are truly vague in this way.

IIT.24 The doublet theory.

Having tried apparently simpler theories and found
them inadequate, I return to the doublet theory to show
how it avoids the weaknesses of the others. In section
III.3 I give some more positive evidence for it.

To repeat the basic principles of the doublet theory,

most adjectives in it will have both a CH/CN version and

V)
a t///e version. A positive result on the test in (2)
of Chapter I for non-intersectiveness means that the
adjective has a CN/CHU version. But the presence of an
intuitively non-relative reading as well will mean that
it will also have a t///e version. As in the mixed theory,
it is not difficult to account for the appearance of both
semantic types in both syntactic positions. CN/CN versions
of adjectives will, as usual, be generated only prenomin-
ally. However, when they modify a dummy CN in the pred-
icate, that dummy CN may be deleted, unless one of the
exceptional adjectives in Appendix lists D, E, H, or J
is involved. The dummy CH will remain in the semantics
to be interpreted by linguistic or pragmatic context.
In this way, we get non-intersective readings both pre-
nominally and in the predicate. +t///e versions of ad-
jectives are generated only in the predicate, but they
and only they may be fronted by relative clause reduction
and fronting. (Of course, the exceptional t///e's in
Appendix lists B, I, and J can never be fronted at all.)
Limiting reduction and fronting to basic t///e's avoids
the pitfalls, shown in (12), of the more general rules
of this type, since every grammatical intersective read-
ing does have a grammatical relative clause source. The
constrained rule also accounts for the occurrence of
intersective adjective readings both in the predicate

and prenominal position.
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However, unlike the basic prenominal theory and the The a) sentences represent the sources for the intersec-
mixed theory, the doublet theory also predicts the fact tive readings of (32) and (33). Both (32) and (33%) can
that adjectives with CII/CN versions are vague in the mean that the person who is a lutist is good in general.
predicate but ambiguous prenominally. That is, as we saw The b) sentences represent the nor-intersective readings
in (6) and (7), repeated below in (%2) - (35), such adjec- of (%2) and (3%). (34b), corresponding to (32), contains
tives can apply to the meaning of any pragmatically deter- an indexical dummy CN, so (32) will be appropriate in the
mined common noun when they appear in the predicate ((34)), checker situation. That is, (32) can, in the right sit-
but prenominally they can only be read as applying either uation, mean 'That lutist is good as a checkerplayer.'’
to the following Cil, or to something s0 general that, in (%35b), the non-intersective version of (3%), on the other
fact, they don't apply to anything ((35)). ; hand, contains no dummy CN. (33) will be inappropriate

(32) That lutist is good in the checker situation because good must either be

(33) That is a good lutist. interpreted as applying to lubist, or as being a t///e,

Tn the situation where somebody wishes to compliment a lut- as in (35a). The doublet theory, then, correctly rep-

ist's checker-playing, (32) was appropriate, but (33) was resents the facts. Only (32) is assigned a vague inter-

not. The basic prenominal theory and the mixed theory, in pretation; (33) is simply ambiguous.

the absence of compensatory mechanisms, poth predicted wrong- ITI.3 Other evidence for doublets.

1y that (32) and (33) should be equally appropriate. In a ‘ III.30 Introduction

doublet theory, though, good itself is ambiguous; it can be The doublet theory seems preferable to the alterna-

either a CN/CW or a t///e. The possible semantic struc- tives discussed here. However, since additional alterna-

tures for (%2) and (33) on this theory, then, look like (34) tives undoubtedly exist, it is important that there be

and (35) respectively. ﬁ independent positive evidence for doublets. Such evidence

(34) That lutist is good. 1 is of three kinds. First, there are certain syntactic
; i is {good
a) That lutist is E’ ] t///e constructions which in general permit only t///e adjectives.

ol i ood} ~. Ja)
b) That lutist is a @; j)CN/CN L ]CN These constructions include among their permissible ad-

(35) That is a good lutist. jectives the most general readings of words like old,

i i ho is 00
2) That is a lubtist w @g (ﬂ t///e new, and good, indicating that these common adjectives

b) That is a @ooilCN/CN lutist.
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do, in fact, have a t///e version, as well as a Cil/Cl one.
Second, some adjectives very clearly have doublets; in
their CH/CH versions they are exceptions to the dummy
Cl deletinn ruley yet, they can appear in predicate posi-
tion as t///e's. Finally, tests on adjectives which are
partial synonyms of more complex adjectives show that
most such complex adjectives are synonymous with and

share other behavior with t///e's as well as CN/CK's.

IIT.31 Syntactic constructions that select t///e's.
There are two syntactic constructions in English that
are grammatical only with those adjectives that seem in-~
tuitively non-relative. This includes both adjectives
that would be basic t///e's by the mixed theory and
adjectives that would be basic CN/CN's by the mixed
theory, but only in their most general senses. These
general senses of such CH/CH's must actually be full-
fledged t///e doublets of the adjectives, since it is
nearly impossible to write rules for these constructions
if the participating adjectives do not form a unified
class. In a doublet theory, the adjectives
that can appear in these constructions are all in the cate-
gory of t///e's, including exclusive t///e's (such as those
in lists A and B in Appendix I.) and the t///e partners
of doublets (such as those in lists F-J).

The constructions involved are illustrated in (36)

and (37).
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(36) There are two boxes ready on the table.
(37) found

caught

I saw the swi
hired e swimmers nude.

bought
met

John Goldsmith brought constructions like (36) to my
attention, and David Dowty discusses those illustrated

in (37) in two papers, Dowty (1972) and (1975a). Gold-
smith and Dowty claim that their respective constructions
select for adjectives that represent temporary qualities.
Temporariness certainly contributes to acceptability, but
it is not a hard and fast critérion, nor a sufficient one.
What the constructions do unfailingly select for is t///e

adjectives. Consider (38) and {39), which illustrate the

bias toward the temporary.

(38) There were a lot of faces red in the roon

that night.
(39) We've all seen the house red.

(38) is appropriate only if the speaker is saying that
the people present were embarrassed, not if she is say-
ing that they were Native Americans. This latter read-

ing is possible for There were a lot of red faces.

Similarly, (39) is appropriate only if the speaker is

saying that the house referred to is in the habit of
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changing colors owing to sunsets or frequent paint jobs.
In both sentences, only temporary reds can be understood.
Note, however, that the readings of red selected in (%38)
and (39) are also all clearly intersective readings app-
ropriate only to a t///e adjective. The one reading clear-
1y excluded in (33) is the non-intersective reading of
red face, which is 'red, of a human face,' or Native Amer-
ican; that is, not red in any absolute sense.

Turthermore, there seem to be some non-temporary ad-
jectives that can appear in these constructions, some
temporary ones that can't, and some selectionc that have
nothing to do with temporariness. In all these cases a
valid generalization is that the permissible adjectives

are intersective. Consider first (40) and (41).
(40) I've seen & lot of my teachers old.
(4#1) He likes to buy his socks old.

It would be hard to maintain that the intersective sen-
ses of 0ld that come out in (40) and (#41) are temporary
qualities. Certainly they are no more temporary than the
excluded reading. This excluded reading is, as predicted,

the one associated with a non-intersective version of old.,

Tt means 'former,' as in my old teacher or his old socks
he outgrew. (42), on the other hand, contains an example

of a temporary quality that is ungrammatical in the there
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construction because it is exclusively CN/CN. The tempor-
ary quality is temporariness, and (42b) is meant to show
that it is not excluded from the construction because of

the meaning of the resulting sentence.

(42) a) *There are several teachers temporary
in our department.
b) There are several temporary teachers

in our department.

Finally, (43) and (44) provide an example of a selection

that could have nothing to do with time, only category.

(43) a) There were several students present when
the decision was made.
b) There were several present students when

the decision was made.

(44) a) All of us have seen your husband present
at P.T.A. meetings.
b) All of us have seen your present husband

at P.T.A,., meetings.

'"Present in place' is no more temporary than 'present in

time,' yet only the former interpretation of present, the
non-relative one, is possible in the a) sentences above.

The b) sqntences, in contrast, have only a 'present in

time' reading. It is not, then, only temporariness that
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is necessary for the selection of adjectives in these con-
structions, but being a t///e. However, many adjectives
that clearly have non-intersective, CH/CN versions occur

in these constructions:

(45) I've seen many of my teachers old.

(46) Gwen bought the hockey stick new.

(47) I've secen those children good, but not very often.
(48) There are three students new in class today.

(49) You just happened to catch me short; I'll pay

you back tomorrow.

It follows, then, that the adjectives appearing above have
both t///e and CH/CN versions. This conclusion makes the
statement of the syntactic rules for the two constructions
under discussion quite simple, since the syntactically
permissible adjectives can be designated simply as those
of category t///e.

Let us consider the there construction first. There
cannot be generated directly as the subject of a sentence
since it is hard to see how to give it an interpretation
as a term phrase, or even how to get the verb marked corr-
ectly for number. Consequently, there sentences are gen-
erally considered to be a product of an optional trans-
formation. It is the exact formulation of this transfor-

mation that the doublet analysis will facilitate.
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Roughly, there-insertion must take a sentence with

an indefinite subject followed by

e or certain other

verbs, insert there, and move the subject:

NP

1 be X =y There be NP

1

(~def.)

However, there are limitations on what X can contain in

the rule above.

(50)
a)

b)

(51)
a)
b)

(52)
a)

b)

(53)
a)

b)

A bat is suspegded .
throwing things

_} from the ceiling.

Th s suspended
ere 1s a bat {;hrowing things from the

ceiling.

A bat is a good pet.

*There 1s a bat a good pet.

. hand, .
Some bat is {égﬁeZp} in every bathroom.

There is some bat {handy

asleeé} in every bathroom.

One filling is temporary in her mouth.

*There is one filling temporary in her mouth.

(50) shows that verbs and verb phrases with either the

auxiliary be or the passive be are acceptable.

(51),
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on the other hand, shows that predicate noun phrases, which
occur with the main verb be, are not any good with there
sentences. (52) illustrates once again that t///e adjec-
tives, with their transformationally inserted be, can
undergo there insertion. In (53), we see that Cli/CN
adjectives, which occur with lexical Dbe cannot. With this
division of data, the generalization seems to be quite
simple. There insertion can be conditioned by any be

other tkan the main verb be.

(54) NPl [be YJ t/e X —> There Dbe NPl Y X

where be ¢ I&V/T

Tf we wera vo attempt to write a there-insertion rule
in a grammar that did not treat only the appropriate mean-
ings of old, good, and other adjectives in Appendix lists
F-J as underlying t///e's, we would have a serious problem.
In either the basic predicate theory or the basic prenom-
inal theory, all adjectives would appear in the same kind
of underlying structures, so the generalization about the
kind of be allowed would be destroyed. In Parsons' Rix-

ed theory, some of the adjectives that there~insertion

would have to apply to would be basic t///e's, while

others -- the non-relative readings of old, new, good,

etc. -- would be basic CN/CH's. However, Parsons' theory
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includes rule (29), repeated below.
Ja)
(29) be a [80] o (A o —ve [dl,

It deletes a dummy CH after a CN/CHN and recategorizes the
adjective as a t///e. Rule (29) could be changed so that
it also deleted be. Then a rule like (2) would insert the
be that goes with t///e's in place of the main verb be.
The there-insertion rule (54) would then be able to work
syntactically as it does in the doublet theory. IHowever,
rule (29) is semantically empty. The semantic interpre-
tation of there sentences would have to be done in this
mixed theory on structures resembling the input to rule
(29), including the dummy CN. But only certain readings
of adjectives that the mixed theory classifies as CN/CH's
are possible in there sentences. If there-insertion has
aprlied, the A must be interpreced very generally, per-
haps as entity.' Without this restriction, the sentence

There is a lutist new in the group could end up seman-

tically as 'A lutist is a new checkerplayer in the group.'
Yet the statement of such a restriction would require the
addition of some powerful and as yet unenvisioned device
to a transformational type grammar. Also difficult to
explain would be the fact that, even if the interpretation
of the dummy were taken care of, only a special class of

CN/CN's could appear in there sentences. None of the words
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classified as exclusive CH/CH's (lists C - B in Appendix I.)
nor any of the lexically distinguished CN/CH versions of
doublets would be allowed. The mixed theory could not
predict, as the doublet theory does, that in (45), repeat-
ed below, 0ld cannot mean 'veteran' oT 'former.' It can
have only the interpretation matching the absolute adjec-

tive aged.
(45) I've seen a lot of my teachers old.

Let us turn now to the construction illustrated in
(37). In his discussion of this construction, Dowty suggests
an analysis which he admits may be an oversimplification.
He suggests that the adjectives come from reduced when
clauses. Such a source is meant to explaln the temporary
element in their meaning. We have already seen that temp-
orariness is not a sufficient criterion for grammatical-
ity in this construction, but there are other discrepan-
cies between the surface forms and their putative sources
as when clauses. One discrepancy is that when clauses,
being sentences, can contain another time adverbial, as

in (55).

(55) The warden caught the swimmers when they were

nude on Friday.

(56) The warden caught the swimmers nude on Friday.
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In (55), on Friday is most easily taken as specifying when
the swimmers were nude. In (56), the proposed reduced
version of (55), on Friday can only be specifying when
the warden caught the swimmers.

The when clause analysis fails to explain the fact
that sentences like (56) can't have a time .adverbial that
is understood as having been attached to a lower sentence,
as well as another discrepancy between when clauses and
the construction in question. When clauses occur with

many, many verbs; this particular adjectival construction

occurs with only a few verbs.

(57) a) Cethy saw the swimmers when they were nude.

b) Cethy saw the swimmers nude.

(58) a) Cathy watched the swimmers when they were
nude.
b) *Cathy watched the swimmers nude. (on the

intended reading)

If (57b) comes from (57a) by when clause reduction, this
reduction rule will have to be conditioned by Jjust a
handful of main verbs, in order to prevent the derivation
of (58b) from (58a).

The fact that the main verb dictates whether or not
the construction will be grammatical suggests reanalysing

the adjectives as complements to the participating main
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verbs. Previous observations that it is just expressions
of the category t///e that can appear in these sentences
meke it easy to designate the complements. See, catceh,
and the ocher verbs will have to belong to the category
V/t///e as well as to TV. BSee will take a t///e like
aude, to make a transitive verb seg nude. The rule that
joins a transitive verb with its direct object can do
so by placing the object right after the first verb in
the transitive verb phrase;5 This rule will take geeg
aude and the gwimmers and yield the intransitive verd
phrase seeg the swinmers nude.

Other plausible sources for the adjectives in these
constructions might include relative clauses or infinitive
complements. ifowever, nelther (60) nor (61) could poss-
ibly be the source for (59), since (59) has a meaning

different from both of theirs.
(59) Jason caught the swimmers nude.
(60) Jason caught the swimmers, who were nude.
(61) Jason caught the swimmers who were nude.

A further reason for not deriving swimmers nude from a

NP with a relative clause is that such expressions do not
seem to be WP's or, for that matter, constituents at all.

If they were NP's, passive should be able to apply in (62);
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if they were constituents of any kind they should be able

to be pseudo-clefted in (63%) and left by gapping in (64).6

(62) a) Jason found the swimmers nude.

b) *The swimmers nude were found by Jason.

(63) a) I like to see swimmers nude.

b) *Swimmers nude is what/who I like to see.

(64) a) Jason caught the lifeguards drunk, and
Sandra caught the waitresses asleep.
b) *Jason caught the lifeguards drunk, and

Sandra, the waitresses asleep.

As for the infinitival complement source, it would be un-

grammatical in most cases, as in (65a):

(65) a) *Jason caugnt the swimmers to be nude.

b) Jason found the swimmers to be nude.

In fact, find is the only one of the verbs under discussion
that is grammatical with infinitival complements, and it
has a different meaning when used with infinitival comp-

lements from the one it has with t///e complements:

(66) (infinitival complement) She finds the students
(to be) smart.

'She considers the students smart.'
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(67) (%///e complement) She finds the students
asleep.

'When she finds them, the students are asleep.’

It seems that generating these adjectives as comple-
ments to a small set of main verbs is descriptively ade=-
quate and graceful to state. It even explains why a time
adverbial cannot be taken as applying to a lower sentence;
there is no lower sentence‘for it to apply to. But the
feasibility of this solution is preserved only so long

as common adjectives like good and 0ld are treated as

having a t///e version as well as a CN/CN one. If, once
again, we try treating this construction under the assump-
tions of the mixed theory, where these common adjectives
are exclusively CN/CN's, we will have to allow the par-
ticipating main verbs to take not only t///e complements,
but alsc common nouns or noun phrases as complements.
However, lexical nouns of any kind are ungrammatical in

these constructions:

(68) a) *Jason saw her (a) confused lawyer.

b) *Jason saw the lawyer (a) confused one.

So, in a mixed theory, the verbs see, catch, find, and

the others will have to take as complements only those

common nouns that have a dummy CN, as in (69).

(69) Jason saw the lawyer (a) confusedA .
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In fact, it would be a general condition on adjective com-
plements to verbs like see in a mixed theory that only
those Cli's or NP's that met the structural description
of the dummy deletion rule (8) (except for the presence
of be) could appear. IExpressions with more than one ad-

jective, for instance, must be barred or made to blow up:

(8) vea [aDI) oy Doy > be ADJ

(70) a) Jason saw the swimmer a nude beautiful 4 .
b) *Jason saw the swimmer (a) nude beautiful
one.

¢c) *Jason saw the swimmer nude beautiful.

Furthermore, although rule (8) must in general be optional,
the grammar would have to ensure that the dummy CN is al-
ways deleted syntactically in these complement construc-
tions, so it does not surface as in (68b). This would
involve changing rule (8) to apply obligatorily when

there is no preceding verb}gg in order to effect the change

in (71).

(71) Jason saw the lawyer (a) confused A —

Jason saw the lawyer confused.

There is no apparent way of changing (8) to apply correct-

ly. Perhaps an entirely separate, although very similar,
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rule 1s necessary.

The syntactic problems involved in making the mixed
theory work for this construction are serious problems
only in a standard transformational framework. The diff-
iculty is that, after the verbs listed in (37), any CN/CH
adjective construction must meet the structural descrip-
tion of some modified rule (8), and the rule must apply.
In a transformational grammar, there is no way to ensure
all this, but in a Montagué syntax, one would be able to
turn underlying CN/Cil's syntactically into t///e's by
a variation of Parson's rule (29), before they are accep-

ted as complements to verbs. (72) represents such a der-

ivation.
(72) Jess saw Nelly oldt
JessT saw Nelly oldIV
saw oldTV NellyT
SaVm old,c e
LV/t///e ///

ﬁule (239)

be an old 4 TV

be an old A 7

v

0ld A cN

olday /on Aox
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However, semantic problems remain in a Montague ver-

sion of the mixed theory. Since rule (29) is semantically

empty, Jess saw Helly old will still be interpreted on

the basis of the structure 'Jess saw Nelly to be an old
AN Assuming that we could get rule (29) to delete
Dbe from the syntax in the right contexts, this solution
might still present problems with the verb find. Examples
(66) and (67) showed that find works differently with real
t/e to be complements from the way it works with t///e
complements. (72) suggests that both kinds of complements
have the same source. However, the difference could be
explained by hypothesizing that there are two different
verbs find, rather than maintaining that the two comple-
ment structures must be different. Second, and more ser-
iously, as with the there sentences, something must some-
how ensure that the pragmatics will give the dummy CN in
the semantic structure only a very general interpretation.
The sentence in (72) must not be interpreted as 'Jess saw
Nelly an old lutist.' In Montague grammar, as in trans-—
formational grammar, the requirement that the pragmatic-
ally determined 4 be interpreted very generally when it
is in such a verbal complement eludes formulation. There
is also no satisfactory explanation in a mixed theory,
in which the construction under discussion must accept

some Cil/CN's, as to why most CN/CN's are still ungrammat-
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ical in it. It remains a mystery that certain adjective
readings (those associated with exclusive CH/Cl's and CN/-
CN versions of doublets in a doublet theory) simply won't
allow the general interpretation of their dunmy necessary
to mimic the t///e reading. A mixed theory could not
predict, for instance, that old in (72) could not mean
tveteran' or that none of the adjectives in lists C - I
in Appendix I. would Dbe grammatical in this construction.
In general, then, the mixed theory, in which so many
common adjectives lack basic t///e versions, makes an
illuminating account of the see-catch-find construction
very difficult, if not impossible, within current theories.

If, on the other hand, one accepts the doublet theory
of adjectives, there is the neat generalization that the
there construction and the see-catch-find construction
accept only basic syntactic-semantic t///e's. This
generalization can provide us finally with a positive
test for t///e adjectives. If an adjective is grammatical
in one of these constructions, it must be of category t///e

\7

or have a t///e version.

III.32 Syntactically apparent doublets.

The preceding section yielded a positive syntactic
test for t///e adjectives. We already have a positive
semantic test for non-intersective adjectives, which corr-

espond to CN/CN adjectives. Unfortunately, having two
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different kinds of tests like this, one syntactic, and
the other semantic, helps only indirectly with estab-
lishing the existence of doublets, since it will be ab-
solutely clear that there are two of each adjective only
if it can be shown that particular adjectives must be of
two distinct syntactic categories or of two distinct
semantic types.

The biggest problem with syntactic arguments about
the categories of an adjective is that the dummy CN del-
etion rule and the t///e adjective fronting rule make
each kind of adjective mimic the other's surface behavior.
In section III.?1 +two characteristic pieces of t///e
syntactic behavior were unearthed, but it is much harder
to find syntactic behavior peculiar to CN/CN's. Although
dummy CN deletion is defined only on CN/CN's, the ability
to undergo this rule constitutes no test of category.

The surface structure produced looks just like that of

a basic predicate t///e. However, just as only CN/CN's
can undergo dummy CN deletion, only they can be excep-
tions to it. An adjective that can appear in the predi-
cate with one or with another CN, but cannot appear alone
with unchanged meaning, can only be a CN/CN.

Some CN/CN's do not undergo dummy CN deletion be-
cause they never meet the structural description of rule

(8). Some of these are semantically anomalous with a dummy
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CN (73b); others sound awkward with the indefinite ar-
ticle (7%a). Other CN/CNi's meet the structural descrip-
tion of the deletion rule, but are marked not to allow
deletion of the dummy. Both kinds of non-deleting CI/CHN's
exhibit one of two kinds of semantic behavior if placed
alone in the predicate. First, some non-deleting adjec-
tives are ungrammatical alone in the predicate. (7%)
includes examples of these. (7%a) and (7%b) contain ad-
jectives that never meet the structural description of
rule (8); the sentences in c) through e) contain adjec-
tives that must be marked as exceptions to rule (8).
(Other similar adjectives can be found in lists D and E

in Appendix I.)

(7%) a) That cause is the main one, but there
are others.

*That cause is main, but there are others.
b) Gudrun is a blithering idiot.
*The idiot is blithering.
¢) The engine in that lawnmower is an actual one.
*The engine in that lawnmower is actual.
d) That horse is a prize one.
*Phat horse is prize.
e) My bunk is a bottom one.

*My bunk is bottom.
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The ungrammaticality under dummy CN deletion of the sen-

tences in (73) is what we would expect of adjectives that

are exclusively CN/CH and cannot undergo dummy CN deletion.

However, there is a second kind of behavior possible for

non-deleting adjectives.

Many of them produce a grammat-

ical sentence when they stand alone in a predicate. What

is important is that the sentence has a different meaning

from the one with the prenominal version of the adjective.

This is what we'd expect if, as CN/CN's, the adjectives

could not, for whatever reason, undergo dummy CN deletion,

but as t///e's, with slightly different meanings, they

were independently generated in the predicate.8

(74) -

(79) show some of these adjectives that do not undergo

rule (8), but are nevertheless grammatical alone in the

predicate because they are doublets with t///e versions.

(More such adjectives can be found in Appendix lists H

and J.)

(74)

a)

b)

c)

That artist is certainly
a sorry one.

That artist is certainly
SOTrTy .

There were a lot of stu-
dents sorry after the
riot.

Paraphrase of the rel-
evant reading of the
adjective.

'bad specimen of a'

‘regretful ; remorseful’

‘regretful; remorseful’




I've never seen Audrey
sorry for anything
she's done.

(75)

a) Susan can tell us whe-
ther or not this gen-
eralization is a true
one.

Susan can tell us whe-
ther or not this psychic
is a true one.

b) Susan can tell ug whe -
ther or not this gen-
eralization is true.

Susan can tell us whe-
ther or not this psychic
is true.

¢) There are only two state-
ments true in the whole
paper.

In fifteen years, Scout-
master Senta has seen
only one or two boy-
scouts true.

(76)
a) Caleb's son is a dirty
liar.

b) Caleb's son is dirty.

¢) I've seen the house dirty.

(77)

a) Thelma's idea is a def-
inite contributione.

b) Thelma's contribution
is definite.
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'regretful; remorseful’

‘genuine'

'genuine'

'correct’

'loyal'

‘correct’

'loyal'

‘terrible’

‘soiled!

'soiled!

'real’

'fixed; specified'
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¢) There are two contrib-

'fixed; specified!
utions definite so far.

(78)

a) The rumor that Roscoe is
starting a war is a
current one.

‘present in time'

b) The rumor that Roscoe is ‘circulating'
starting a war is current.

¢) There is a rumor current
that Roscoe is start-
ing a war.

‘circulating'

(79)

a) The woman in the lamp-
shade is our present
caretaker.

‘present in time!

b) The woman in the lamp- 'present in place'

shade is present.

¢) The watchman saw the
woman present at
the inquiry.

‘present in place'

The readings of these adjectives that appear exclusively
prenominally, as in the a) sentences, must belong to Ci/Ci

versions of the adjectives, since there is no other source

for them. They can be shown by semantic test to be non-

intersective. However, the readings of the same adjectives
in the b) sentences are non-relative and are exactly the
same readings that show up in the t///e diagnostic environ-
ments of the c¢) sentences. These readings must belong to

t///e versions of the adjectives. Most of the adjectives
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in the a) sentences also have a reading that matches that
in their corresponding b) and ¢) sentences. The doublet

theory would predict this, as most t///e's can be fronted.
Fach of the adjectives featured in (74) through (79) must

really be a doublet.

ITII.3% Semantically apparent doublets.

In the preceding section, the object was to show that
single adjectives must belong to two different syntactic
categories. Syntactically, t///e's show identifying
behavior; they may be grammatical in the constructions
discussed in section IITI.3%Ll. But most CN/CN's do not
show identifying syntactic behavior. Therefore, in sec-
tion III.32, we were able to identify syntactically as
doublets only those whose CN/CN version failed to undergo
dummy CN deletion. It remains to be shown that single
adjectives must belong to the two distinct semantic types
that correspond to the syntactic double categories. 1In
arguing for semantic doublets, the problem is the opposite
of the problem at the syntactic level. Semantically, we
can identify non-intersective (CN/CN) readings of adjec-
tives easily, by using the test in (2) of Chapser I. 1%
is not sc easy to identify positively the absolute, inter-
sective (t///e) readings. Since it often seems that the
common adjectives that test out as having non-intersective

readings - old, new, good - are always relative in some
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sense, it is tempting to say that these adjectives are
always non-intersective. Yet examples (45) through (49)
constitute syntactic evidence that in certain constructions
these same adjectives are t///e's. Perhaps whatever relat-
ivity remains with these adjectives under certain readings
can be built right into simple predicates, as outlined

in Chapter IV. This must be what happens, because there
is semantic evidence that these adjectives do have inter-
sective, as well as non-intersective, versions, that they
too are doublets.

This evidence for intersective versions of commonly
non~-intersective adjectives comés from partial paraphrases.
Adjectives which have non-intersective readings can have
other readings which are the ones to show up in syntactic
environments appropriate to t///e's. These other readings
can be paraphrased by words which are quite clearly exclu-
sively intersective. So single adjectives must have both
non-intersective and intersective versions. First, the
consistent conjunctions in examples (80) - (8%) show by
test (2) from Chapter I. that four common adjectives can

be non-intersective:

(80) Rachel is a colleague and Rachel is a friend.
Rachel is an old colleague, but she's not

an old friend.
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(8l) Rachel is a colleague, and Rachel is a friend.
Rachel is a new friend, but she's not a new

colleague.

(82) This small block of granite is a paperweight
and a pocket pencil-sharpener.

This small block of granite is a handy paper-

weight, but it's not a handy pocket pencil-

sharpenere.

(8%) Greta is a friend, and Greta is a colleague.
Greta is a bad friend, but she's not a bad

colleague.

Next, examples (84) - (87), like the sentences in (45) =
(49), show that the sanme adjectives can act syntactically
as t///e's, although their meanings are somewhat different

in such sentences.

(84) a) I've seen a lot of my teachers old.

b) Gail buys her clothes old.

(85) a) Wendy bought the car new.

b) There are three workers new to the job.

(86) a) He just saw the hammer handy, picked it
up, and swunge.

b) There's always a hammer handy.
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(87) I don't think I've ever seen that child bad.

These sets of examples could be interpreted as evidence
against compositional semantics, or at least against my
syntactic rules, for it seems as if these adjectives are
semantically non-intersective, but syntactically t///e's.
However, if we paraphrase the adjectives in (84) - (87)
with words that have only the meanings relevant in those
sentences, we will find that we have a list of clearly

non-relative qualities:

(88) complex adjectives - partial paraphrase: t///e
(meaning in (84)- (87))

old 'aged'; 'worn'
new 'unused, fresh'
handy 'nearby
bad 'naughty'

The meanings that surfaced in (80) - (83), the relative
ones, are, in fact, impossible in sentences like those
in (84) - (87). Conversely, the non-relative meanings
of the adjectives, given in (88), would make (80) - (8%)
inconsistent. (80) - (83) must contain the non~-intersec-—
tive versions of the adjectives; (84) - (87), the inter-
sective versions.

Both syntactically and semantically, then, common

adjectives can be shown to be pairs of complexes of
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associated readings. The readings belonging to one member
of the pair are non-intersective semantically and basically
prenominal syntactically. The readings belonging to the
other member of the pair are intersective and besically
predicative. The doublet theory of adjectives presented
here accordingly requires that most adjectives be listed
both as expressions of the category CN/CH and as expres-
sions of the categnry v///e.

Although listing each word twice may at first seem
redundant, in fact, the sementic relationships between
the two versions of adjectives are varied and cften
idiosyncratic in a way characteristic of the lexicen.
(See, for instance, the words in (74) - (79) and those
in Appendix lists G - J.) It is true, however, that the
two versions of more adjectives do exhibit a more system-

atic semantic relationship. The words confused, navigable,

clean, and the rest of the words in the indefinitely ex-
tendable Appendix list F are identifiable by the tests

in (2) of Chapter I and in section III.3l as having two
versions. The two versions are very close in meaning,

although their logical roles are, of course, different.
In particular, for such adjectives, the generalization

in (89) holds.

(89)
X is ADJt///e if and only if X is an ADJCN/CN entityq

10%

However, the fact that such a4 semantic generaliz-
ation holds for many adjectives 1s no reason to give up
listing adjectives as doublets. First, no such general-
ization holds for the many common adjectives in lists
G - J in Appendix I. For instance, one can be an old
entity (in the non-intersective senses of old friend or
old teacher) without being old, meaning 'aged'. So, many
adjectives will have to be listed as doublets anyway.
Second, it 1s easy and appropriate to express a general-
ization like (89) without treating the two versions of
the adjective as underlyingly the same. As Chomsky writes
in Chomsky (1970), "Where the grounds [%or positing iden-
tical decp structures] are semantic, an alternative is
an enrichment of the rules of semantic interpretation."9
The semantic generalization in (89) can be captured by
meaning postulate (90), which will apply to most adjec-—
tives with doublets, the class represented in Appendix

list F.

(90) Do, (wes[o ' (Mensigg] . (W]
where ot € Pt///e
<" € Poyson

K and o' are homonyms

The relatively small classes of adjectives in G - J,
whose two versions have taken on special meanings, will

be exceptions to this meaning postulate.
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The main reason for favoring the doublet theory of
adjectives is that it helps explain the behaviecr of all
adjectives in a way that sinpgle-category theories and
mixed theories cannot. DBy allowing each adjective to
play a dual syntactic-semantic role, it predicts the
correct distribution of the different kinds of adjective
reading. It also accounts for some intuitions about
vagueness and ambiguity and allows concise accounts of

two vpuzzling syntactic constructions.

FOOTNOTES

CHAPTER ITII.
1. Examples of doublet adjectives appear in Appendix I.
in lists F - J. List F, which contains doublets that are
unexceptional with regard to all the rules given here,
seems to be indefinitely extendable. The other lists, G-
J, which contain doublets exceptional in some way, are
not; additions are hard ‘Yo come by.

2e Thanks to David Dowty for this example.

% Adjectives with t///e versions appear in lists A, B,
and ¥ - J in Appendix I. Those in lists A, F, and G and
H undergo rule (9); those in lists B, I, and J are excep-
tions to it. Only lists A and F, two which obey the rule,
seem to be easily extended much.

4, Only the adjectives in lists B, D, and E in Appendix
I. do not appear both prenominally and predicatively.
This means that both classes of adjectives that are in-
definitely large, those represented in A and ¥, do appear
in both positions, while only three of the nine small ex-
ception classes do not.

5e Montague (1974a) pp. 195-196,
6. Stillings (1975) p. 249.

7e Failure to fit grammatically into one of these con-
structions does not, however, mean that the adjective
has no t///e version. There are additional semantic
requirements, apparently something like temporariness,
which, unsatisfied, can prevent a syntactically gramma-
tical word from being quite acceptable.
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S The reason that only adjectives whose two versions
nave taken on different lexical meanings as well &s
different logical roles can be identified as excepbtions
to dummy Cil deletion is discussed later,in section'III.
%%, Briefly, it is normally impossible to tell, g?ven
an adjective alone in a predicate, whether dummy CN ‘
deletion has taken place or not. Conslider sentence 1.
and the underlying structures a. and D.

i. The dancer is beautiful.

a. The dancer is [@eautifuﬂ %///e

b. The dancer 1is a (peautii‘ul] Cli/CH (o] CN
low, meaning postulate (90) in section I111.5% fills us
that the dancer 1s beautifult///e if and on}y if the;
dancer is a beautifulCN/CN entity. Unless 1. has ??in
uttered in a context that makes it clear that beautiful
is a Cli/CN relative to some interpretation of A more
specific than tentity', cither a. or b. could underly
i. Tor the same reason, all doublet exceptions to the
t///e adjective preposing rule (Appendix I. lists I and
J) are also exceptions to meaning postulate (90).

S. Chomsky (1970), p. 213.
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CHAPTER IV

°

MEASURE ADJECTIVES

IV.0 Introduction.

The distinction between relative adjectives and
absolute ones has long been recognized, but the line
between them has generally been drawn in a place diff-
erent from where I have been drawing it. While every-
one seems to agree on what an absolute adjective is,
most writers have concentrated on a kind of relativity
different from the kind that I have been talking about.
These writers seem to have been interested in the rela-
tivity of the kind of adjective that is used in expres-

sions that can be paraphrased with the expression for a:

Irene is tall (for a woman).

The library is tall (for a building

15/ e

Erica is a tall child (tall for a child).

I call adjectives that can be paraphrased this way meas-

ure adjectives. Other common measure adjectives are

heavy, short, fat, and the for a readings of clever,

strong, and intelligent. The adjectives with measure

readings in Appendix I. are marked with a check mark
in the third column under possible paraphrases.
The problems that exist in the interpretation of

these measure adjectives - the determination of the class
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that the subject will be compared to in regard to the
dimension in question, determination of the norm of The
comparison class along the dimension - are the problens
that have concerned most of the people who have written
on so-called relative adjectives. Vheeler {1970), in an
introduction to his relative adjectives, réports that
"philosophers from Aristotle on heve saild things like,
"7g11' implicitly carries reference to a reference class."l
Bartsch and Vennemann (1972) seem to have a similar view
of what constitutes relativity in an adjective. By way
of introduction they cite Russell (1945):

We are told that, since 6 is greater than &

but less than 12, 6 is both great and small,

which is a contradiction. Again, Socrates

is now taller than Theaetetus, who is & youth

not yet full grownj; dut in a few years Socrates

will be shorter than Theaetetus. Therefore

Socrates is both tall and short. The idea of

a relational proposition seems to have puzzled

Plato, as it did most of tge great philosophers

down to Hegel (inclusive).
However, this vencrable kind of relativity to a measure-
ment scale is not the sort that I have been concerned
with. The preceding chapters have shown that a funda-
mental distinction for natural languages, one that is
decisive in the workings of the syntex, as well as the
semantics, is between the absolute, intersective adjec~

tives (t///e's) and readings which are relative to the

meaning, or intension, of the modified common noun (CH/CH's).
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Measure adjectives do not seem at first to fit into either
of these classes. Thesy are not, strictly spesking, inter-
sective, as a set of consistent sentences that would seen
to satisfy the test for non-intersectiveness in Chapter

I. can be constructed:

(1) i. Rilly is a ballet dancer.
ii. Rilly is a bvasketball player.
iii. Rilly is a tall ballet dancer. (tall
for a ballet dancer)
iv. Rilly isn't a tall basketball player.

(tall for a basketball player)

Yet, in section I.l, where this non-intersectiveness test
for CH/Cli's was introduced, expressions paraphrasable 'ADJ
for a CN', like (1) iii. and (1) iv. above, were explicitly
excluded from qualifying as a positive result in the test
for the non~intersective CH/CI's. This was because, while
measure adjectives are not strictly intersective, they

do not share the other properties of CHN/CH adjectives.

They are, in fact, more like t///e's. In particular, they

are not intensional, and they are not syntactically ad-

common nounse.

IV.l What measure adjectives are.

IV.10 ZIExtensionality

It can be seen informally that measure adjectives
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are not interpreted relative to the intension of the
common noun the same way that normal Clii/Ci's are. Com-

pare the following two expressions:
(2) a good car (good as a car) CH/CH
(3) a fast car (fast for a car) Measure Adjective

In (2) the reading of good is an intensional, CI/CN read-
ing. To understand the meaning of good here, you must
know the meaning of car, what, exactly, is expected of
a car. On the other hand, fast in (3) is a measure ad-
jective. In order to understand the meaning of fast in
(3), one needn't know much about what a car is. One need
only know about how fast things called cars normally go.
Apparently, this particular piece of information isn't
essentially part of the meaning oT intension of car.
Cars that do not go at all are still called cars, and
so are cars that go nearly 700 miles per hour.

Examples (4) and (5) give another indication that
the relativity of measure adjectives is not relativity

to the meaning of the modified common noun.
(4) bad library CN/CH
(5) +tall library Measure Adjective

In (4) the most natural reading of bad is the intensional
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one, 'bad as a library,' where bad applies to the meaning
of library. The whole expression is most likely to mean
that the library's book collection is scant, ill-chosen,

or inaccessible, although it might mean in addition that
the physical surroundings are such thalt they meke 1t
difficult to do what one normally does in a library.

In contrast, the interpretation of tall in (5) has nothing
to do with the meaning of library. The whole expression
means something like 'library that is tall for a building.'
Its interpretation depends upon the selection of the com-
parison class 'building' and the placement of the library
relative to some norm. The onlj knowledge about libraries
necessary for these decisions is that many libraries happen
to constitute entire buildings. Buch knowledge is know-~
ledge about things in the extension of library, not about
its intension.

More direct evidence of the extensionality of meas-
ure adjectives is difficult to find. Because of their
indeterninacy, the usual tést for extensionality will
not work quite right. The usual test for exbtensionality
involves examining the substitutability in the expression
being tested of co-extensional items, common nouns that
refer to the same individuals, although in different
ways. For instance, if, for some reason, exactly the

same people played trombone as sang bass in the chorus,
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we could use the co-extensive items trombone player and

bass singer to test for extensionality. In testing the
adjectives dead and good, for instance, we would find

that (6) holds, but that (7) does not.

(6) Clay is a dead trombone player if and only

if Clay is a dead bass singer.

(7) Tim is a good trombone player if and only

if Tim is a good bass singer.

The two clauses in (6) will always have the same truth
value, even though the referent is referred to by diff-
erent common nouns. We can conclude from this that
dead is extensional, or referent-modifying. The two
clauses of (7), on the other hand, will not necessaxrily
have the same truth value, so the whole of (7) will not

necessarily be true. Even though frombone player and

bass singer are co-extensional, they are not mutually
substitutable after good. This is because good has a
CN/CN version, so it cen be intensional; that is, its
meaning can be relative to that of the particular common
noun employed.

Unfortunately, being intensional like good in @)
is not the only way that an adjective can fail the usual

substitution test for extensionality. Measure adjectives

fail the test, when they do so, not because their measnings
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are interpreted relative to those of the modified common
nouns, but for independent reasons suggested earlier.
Consider once more the example where the same group of
people consitiute both sll the trombone players and all
the bass singers. Let us submit a measure adjective like
tall to the extensionality test of substitution of co-
extensive expressions. Is it true that Ray is a tall
trombone player if and only if he is a tall bass singer,
under the assumption that all and only trombone players
are bass singers? At first, it might seem as if it would
have to be true. But suppose some stubborn observer5
cherished a theory that trombone players ought to be very
tall on the average (perhaps because long arms are useful
to them), that, in the future, perhaps, they will be taller,
at least, than the average bass singer. This observer
might not accept as true the proposition that X is a tall
trombone player (tall for a trombone player) if and only
if X is a tall bass singer (tall for a bass singer).

The measure adjective tall has failed the substitu-
tion test, but not because it is interpreted relative to
the intension of the common noun it modifies. It has
failed the test because, with measure adjectives, there
is some leeway as to what individuals will be included
in the comparison class for the adjective and what norm
will be picked for the dimension that the adjective rep-

resents. Our difficult observer in the case of the trom-




114

bone players and the bass singers has happened to include
hypothetical trombone players in the comparison class,
something that is fairly natural to do. The observer
consequently chose a higher norm for tallness in trombone
players than the norm that would have been chosen by some-
one who did not share her theory about trombone players.
This norm also turned out to be higher than the norm for
bass singers, so truth value was not preserved when one
expression was substituted for the other, and the Dbi-
conditional did not hold.

It is important to remember, however, that this
failure to preserve truth value under substitution 1is
not due to relativity to the intension of the modified
common noun. Just as in earlier examples (5) and (6)
speed was not part of the intension of car and the height

of buildings was not part of the intension of library,

height is not relevant to the meaning of trombone player.
The indeterminacy of measure adjectives has to do with
the selection of a comparison class that may or may not
coincide with the extension of the modified common noun
and of a norm for the class along the adjective's dimen-
sion. These are quite different activities fronm relativ-

izing the meaning of good in good trombone player to the

meaning of trombone player. T return in section IV.2

to ways of accounting for the selection of comparison

classes, dimensions, and norms.

IV.11 Membership in category t///e.

If the indeterminacy in the interpretation of measurs

adjectives is not due to their being intensional, then
it is reasonable to believe that measure adjectives are
vague in certain defined respects, but extensional, since
it seems likely that an account of their vagueness will
depend on extension, rather than intension. What does

this mean in terms of the doublet theory of adjectives?

It means, at the very least, that there is nothing to be
gained and something to be lost by assigning measure ad-
Jjectives to the category CN/CN. This is not to say that
they could not be so assigned. As mentioned in section

II.5, although the general form of semantic rules predicts

that CN/CN's will be intensional, and the other words which

we have reason to call CH/CN's are in fact intensional,

it would still be possible, in theory, to assign measure
adjectives to the category CN/CN, and to have a meaning

postulate like (8), which would ensure that they were

interpreted extensionally, like t///e's.

(8) v Au O [(ec ¢ "8 ) uHVPli(u)/‘/S*(u)]

where &€ PCN/CN

B € By
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M is a variable over properties of individuals
(extensional, one-place predicates).

w is a particular individual variable.

However, there are serious problems with such an approach.
A meaning postulate like (8) violates the reasonable con-
straint, formulated in section II.3, that meaning postul-
ates must not have the effect of translating an expression
of one category as if it were a member of another, exist-
ing category. Meaning postulate (8) is designed to meke
measure adjectives, once they have been classified as
CN/Cli's, behave semantically like t///e's. lone of Mon-
tague's meaning postulates does such a thing, and any
constraints actually observed in our already too powerful
theories of language should be preserved, if possiblc.
The desire to constrain the meaning postulates might
be Teason enough to conclude that it is not a good idea
to classify measure adjectives as CN/CN's. They are not
1ike other CN/CN's semantically, since they are extension-
al. But there is more direct evidence that they must not
be classified as CN/CN's. Measure adjectives are not
1ike CN/CN's syntactically, either. In fact, they are
just like t///e's. lMeasure readings emerge only in en-
vironments where t///e adjectives and t///e versions of
doublets are permissible. In some of these environments,
no CN/CN's may appear. (See discussion of the Egggé con-

struction and the see-catch-find construction in section
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III1.31, for example.)

For syntactic evidence that measure adjectives are
t///e adjectives or t///e versions of doublets, consider
first the indications of possible paraphrases of ADJ +
Cil strings that are listed for each adjective in Appendix
I. Appendix lists A and B, the exclusive t///e's, natur-
ally never allow the non-intersective interpretations.
List B, since it consists of non-preposable t///e's, has
no interpretations at all for ADJ + CN sequences. But I
think that it is possibtle to get a for a measure inter-
pretation from at least one word in list B when it appears
predicatively, as in(9). TFor the most part, however,

such relative interpretations are impossible for list

B words, as in (10).

(9) a) Are you alive? (for a living person: said
to someone who is obviously very tired)
b) Is it alive? (for an organism: said of an

animal that has been hit by a car)

(10) Are you asleep? (for a ?: there is no reason-~

able relative interpretation)

Many of the words in list A of Appendix I., although
they can prepose, also have only the plain intersective
interpretation (11), but several of them can have a for a

interpretation both prenominally and predicatively (12) -

(14).
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(11) This stuff is rancid food (*rancid for food), k

. . . I, how r, we t to lists D d E in the A dix
but it's not rancid garbage (*rancid for 1E, however, we turn * ¢ D, en L5 Bue APPERCIZ,

the lists of exclusive CH/CN's, we find something of more
garbage).

- . . ~onse ce. Whil h clusi CN/CN allows one of
(12)a)fe's a healthy invalid (healthy for an invalid), consequence. lnile each exclusive CN/CH allows on

the two intensional non-intersective interpretations, none
but he's not a healthy child (healthy for a ! ¢ Hhere ’

child). of them allows the measure interpretatilion.

b) The invalid is healthy (for an invalid). (15) Jack is a blithering fool, but he's not a

(13) a) Cheryl is a tall girl (tall for a girl) blithering idiot (*blithering for a fool,

but she's not a tall basketball player but not blithering for an idiot).

(tall for a basketball player).

16) Jane was a temporary cook, but not a temporar
b) Cheryl is tall (for a five-year-old). ( P J ’ P 7

companione. *temporary for a cook, but
(14) a) This is a heavy pocket pencil sharpener P (*tens J ?

. not temporary for a companion).
(heavy for a pocket pencil sharpener),
but it's not a heavy paperweight (heavy ? (17) This is the actual design that was used, but

for a paperweight). it's not the actual building (*actual for

b) The pocket pencil sharpener is heavy (for a design, but not actual for a building).

a pocket pencil sharpener).
It would be a very odd accident indeed, if measure adjec-

So far, we have just a few measure adjectives with % tives were CI/Cli's, that no exclusive CN/Cill's had a meas-—
the characteristic for a measure interpretation, but all ure interpretation. It makes much more sense to conclude
of them are exclusively t///e. It is not terribly signif- | from the fact that adjectives which lack a t///e version
icant that we find measure adjectives among the exclusive also lack a measure interpretation that measure inter-
t///e's, since the divisions among the Appendix I. lists pretation is associated with t///e forms of adjectives.
were made with the help of test (2) in Chapter I., which The complete absence of measure interpretations with
excludes an adjective with no relative interpretation ex- exclusive CH/CHi's lendsfurther support to the hypothesis
cept the measure interpretation for qualifying as a CN/CH. that t///e adjectives are the only ones that can have

measure interpretations.
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Finally, turning to the doublets in columns F through
I in Appendix I., we Ffind that each doublet hss one or
both of %the non-intersective interpretations prenominally.
Also, all and only those whose t///e versions can undergo
preposing (¥, G, and H) can have the plain intersective
interpretation prenominally. Most of these same adjectives
——and no non-preposing ones--can also yield a measure in-
terpretation prenominally: Compare clever, whose t///e

. ! oy
version preposes, with present, and close, whose t///e

versions do not prepose:

(18) We can't hire Washoj; she's a clever monkey,
but she's not a clever philosopher (clever
for, or compared to, other monkeys, but not

not clever compared Lo other philosophers).

(19) Marcy is a present employee, but she's not a
present resident (*present for, or comparcd
to other employees, but not present compared

to other residents).

(20) Alfred is a close collaborator, but he's not a
close friend (*close for, or compared to
other collaborators, but not close compared

to other friends).

Only in (18), with clever, is the for a measure interpre-~
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tation a reasonable alternative to the non-intersective
as a interpretation prenominally, and only with clever

can the t///e version of the adjective appear in prenom-
inal position. This correspondence lends further support
to the contention that t///e's are responsible for measure

readings.

It should be noted, by the way, that the failure

of both present and close to yield a measure interpretation
prenominally cannot be attributed to an inability to do

so under any circumstances. Although present and close

have no for a interpretation prenominally, predicatively,

close can yield a for a interpretation:

(21) a) The library is close (for a campus build-
ing: close = 500 feet).
b) Boston is close (close for a big city:

close = 100 miles).

A necessary condition, then, for the emergence of a
measure reading of a certain adjective in a particular
syntactic position is that the adjective have a t///e
version and that the t///e version be permissible in
the particular syntactic position.

Some adjectives with t///e versions never yield a
measure interpretation at all, though.

These are the

adjectives that cannot be taken as picking out any measure-
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ment scale. Present is one such adjective. In (19) it

did not yield a for a interpretation, presumably because

it appeared prenominally there, and the t///e version of
present does not prepose. But even predicatively, present,

unlike close, does not have a for a interpretation:

(22) a) The employee is present (*compared to other
employees).
b) The resident is present (*compared to other

residents).

Other doublets that never have & measure reading because
they fail to pick out a measurement scale include all those
words cited in ITI.2% as counter-examples to XKatz's mixed .
theory of adjectives, since that theory seems to treat

all relative adjectives as measure adjectives: navigable,

representative, public, rabid, final, artificial, local,

handy, scrry, current, present, ready, DRIIME. Exclusive

t///e's with the same characteristic include rancid, carn-

ivorous, nude, and many others. (8ee Appendix I. lists A

and B.) However, any adjective that has a t///e version
and also has the lexical property of picking out some
kind of measurement scale can yield a measure interpre-
tation in contexts where the t///e version is syntactic=-

ally permissible.

There remains another construction in English that

permits only t///e adjectives and so, will serve as a
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test for the claim that it is t///e versions of adjectives
that are responsible for measure readings. This construc-—
tion is NOW-RESTRICTIVE ADJ. + ITP sequences (See section
I11.10). As predicted, non-restrictive adjectives, which
must be t///e's, can have measure interpretations, as in

fat Albert or big Bertha. While the fact that these par-

ticular measure adjectives must be t///e's does not show
that there are no measure adjectives that are CN/CH's,

it does show that the relativity of measure adjectives

is not always relativity to the meaning of a common noun,
as with CN/CH's. Big does not even combine with a common
noun in big Bertha, but with a full term or noun phrase.
Nevertheless, its interpretation is relative to the normal
size of individuals of whatever class Bertha belongs to.

A final illustration, from Italian, will show how
measure readings emerge in environments where t///e
adjectives, and only they, are allowed. According to
Conte (197%) most adjectives in Italian can appear both
predicatively and attributively. Attributive adjectives
may appear either pre- or post-nominally. Generally,
an adjective in the prenominal position has a non-restric—
tive reading and one in post-nominal position has a res-

trictive reading.

(23) inglesi flemmatici RESTRICTIVE

'Englishmen who are phlegmatic'
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(24) flemmatici inglesi liON—~-RESTRICTIVE

‘Englishmen, who are phlegmatic'

However, if there is a determiner or a demonstrative that
makes it clear that the adjective is to be understood non-
restrictively, then that non-restrictive adjective may

appear post-nominally.

(25) questa importante iniziativa NON-RESTRICTIVE

‘this initiative, which is important'

(26) questa iniziativa importante NON-RESTRICTIVE

'this initiative, which is important'

In addition, some adjectives have what Fornaciari

(1884) called the senso traslato, the metaphorical, or

transferred meaning. This class includes grande, 'big,
great', alto 'tall, high', buono 'good', ¥ero 'true',
povero 'poor', veccnio 'old', anc others. For such ad-
jectives, the pre-nominal position loses its non-restric-

tive significance and takes on the senso traslato. (The

only way to use these adjectives non-restrictively is in
. . e . 4
the predicate of a non-restrictive relative clause. )

The adjectives in (27) - (29) are all restrictive.

(27) a) wuomo grande 'large man'

b) grande uomo ‘great man'

(28) a) professore buono ‘virtuous professor'
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b) Dbuon professore

(29) a) slogan vero 'slogan that's true'

b) vero slogan 'veritable slogan'

(%30) a) wufficiale alte 'tall official!

b) alte ufficiale 'high official'

In my terms, the adjectives in the b) examples represent
Cl/CN versions of the t///e adjectives in the a) examples.
Not only do they have the intensional meanings associated
with the CN/CN's; they also are limited to ad-common noun
position. Only the t///e intersective readings as in the
a) examples emerge in predicate position.

In Italian, then, we can be sure that, where there
is a CN/CN version, when unmodified,5 it will appear
prenominally. Post-nominal and predicate appearances of
the same words will be t///e's. Where do measure readings
fit in? Conte makes it clear that, for adjectives that
have CN/CN versions at all, what I have called measure
readings emerge in postnominal (and predicate) position,
but not in prenominal position. (27)a), (28)a), and (30)a),
for instance, can have the measure readirg 'large for a
man' 'virtuous for a professor,' and ‘'tall for a person.'
(30)a), in fact, can have only this reading. But the

corresponding b) sentences do not have for a interpre-

'good (as a) professor'
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tations. This is evidence that the measure interpretations
are associated only with t///e adjectives. A theory thal
held that measure adjectives were CN/CN's in Italian would
be complicated by ad hoc rules, both syntactic and semantic,
designed to get the measure adjective subclass of CN/CN's to
conform in every way to the behavior, very transparent and
distinctive in Italian, of t///e's.

The correspondence, in English and Italian, between
the permitted syntactic positions of the t///e version
of an adjective and the positions in which a measure read-
ing can emerge constitutes syntactic evidence that it 1is
t///e words that are responsible for measure readings.
There is some more semantic evidence as well. (31) and
(%32) include doublet adjectives whose t///e versions pre-
pose, so they can be interpreted prenominally as either
CN/CN's (ADJ as a CN)or t///e's. These adjectives are also
all exceptions to meaning postulate (90) of Chapter III.,
so their two versions differ in lexical definition, making
it easier to tell what version appears in a gilven sentence.
Notice how thinking of the for a interpretation, as in the
b) versions of the sentences below, changes the reading
of the adjective from the CN/CN as a interpretation of the
a) versions to the readings that emerge in the t///e diag-

nostic environments of the c¢) versions of the sentences.

(%31) a) Marilyn is a crazy mother (crazy as a mother),
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but she's not a crazy artist (

. raz; cragy
as an.art;st). (Marilyn is not nec-
essarlly insane at all, just an un-
conventional parent.)

b) Marilyn is a crazy mother (crazy for a
mother), but she's not a crazy artist
(crazy for an artist). (Marilyn must
Eg gthleastta little insane compared
her mothers, although not ar-—
ed to artists). ’ ° sompar
¢c) I've seen those mothers crazy. {(Crazy

here must mean insane, not just
unconventional.)

(32) a) Herb is an old lover (old as a lover;
former), but he's not an old teacher
(old as a teacher; former).
b) Herb is an old lover (old for a lover;
aged compared to other lovers),
but he's not an old teacher (old for
a teacher; aged as teachers go).
c) I've seen a lot of my teachers old. (0ld
here means aged only.)
The CN/CN version of crazy in (31)a) seems as capable of
designating a measurement scale as the t///e version in
(31)b) and c¢). However, once again, only the t///e ver-
sion admits a measure interpretation.

In section IV.10 the semantic evidence that measure
adjectives are not intensional made it seen inconvenient
to classify them as Cii/CN's. Such a move would have nec-
essitated a new and undesirable kind of meaning postulate
In section IV.11l the syntactic evidence shows that measure

readings are, in fact, associated with t///e's, and not

with CN/CN's. If measure adjectives are to be classified
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as t///c's both their extensionality and their syntactic
behavior will automatically be accounted for. What re-
mains is to examine the sense in which measure adjectives
are relative, or, more accurately, vague, in spite of

their t///e status.

IV.2 Analyses of measure adjeclives

Several linguists and philosophers have advanced
theories of measure adjectives, often under the title of
theories of relative, or éttributive adjectives. 1 have
already discussed the inadequacies of Katz's theory of
relative adjectives, for instance, as a theory of all
non-intersective adjectives, in III.2%. However, as a
theory of measure adjectives, it is much more nearly
adequate. (34), his representation of the sentence in
(33), at least sets the basic task in interpreting a meas-
ure adjective: designating the category of comparison
(BUILDING) choosing the relevant dimensional (VERTICAL
SIZE), and giving the subject's relation to the compar-

ison class along the dimension (GREATER than average).
(3%) Skyscrapers are tall.

(%4) Skyscrapers are GREATER in VERTICAL SIZE

than the average BUILDING.

Unfortunately, Katz's theory doesn't really tell us satis-
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factorily where the information in (%4) comes from. Con-

sider sentence (35) and its putative representation, (36).
(35) He's a crazy one.

(36) He is GREATER in CRAZINESS than the average
HUMAN,

We saw in (31)b) that prenominal grazy does admit of a
measure interpretation, so Katz's theory should work on
it. The comparison class is supposed to be the lowest
order category included as a semantic marker for the sub-
ject. If the subject is he, as in (35), the lowest order
category is HUMAN, or possibly, ANIMATE. Yet (%5) might

well mean 'he's crazy for a doctor,' as in if he's a doc-

tor, he's a crazy one! It seems that the comparison class

actually comes more from the situation and the linguistic
context than from any semantic markers on the subject.
The eituation is similar with prenominal measure
adjectives with less empty common nouns. One might think
that Katz's theory would have no trouble giving the com-
parison class for such measure adjectives. A tall man
is simply GRBATER in VERTICAL SIZE than the average MAN.
Actually, though, comparison classes for prenominal meas-—
ure adjectives can be thoroughly idiosyncratic. Double
prenominal adjectives afford a clear demonstration of

the difficulty of determining the comparison class of
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Tnorder to appreciate the vagaries of double meas-

ure adjectives, we must first consider double adjectives

in general. A second regular t///e, like nude or druni,

for instance, Jjust adds another property of individuals
to a set of conjoined properties.
(37

. — . 5
translation: x [executlve' w. A pnude' x, N drunk' x

drunk nude executive

drunk nude executive.;
nude execubive who is drunkg,

nude executive

ol heo is drunkt

executive who 1s nudeqy heg, drunkt///e
m

executiveoﬁ heo is nudet
h’////\\hu\~5hde
eOT t///e
(38) nude drunk executive

. _ .
translation: =, [executive' x, A drunk' X A nude' x
-+ P l PR l PPN l
nude drunk executive .

drunk executive who is nudeCN

drunk executive oN heO is nudet

executive wno is drunkbN heo
T

heo is drunk

nudet///e

executlveCN
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This is as predicted by our syntactic and semantic rules.
(37) and (38) are synonymous; their corresponding trans-
lations are clearly logically cquivalent. An exbtra CIH/CH,
on the other hand, modifies the intension of whatever max-

imal Cl-phrase it combines with.

(39

. ~~ . .
translation: Xy [}hlef' (A executive') x, N nude' x
NS NP, P Y l PPN l

nude chief executive

nude chief i
ie executlvecN

chief executive who is nude

o i

chief executivecmr heo is nudeJG
chief . /vis executive he nud
T /O e
CI /¢ CHN OT t///e
(40) chiel nude executive
translation:

(chief! AT sutive! ~
) ( 1 [executive x; ~ nude' Al} )

chief nude executivec

H

ChiefCN/CN nude executiveCN

executive who is nudeCN

executiv i i
eon heo is nuaet

h
eom nudet///e

(39) and {(40) are not synonymous, and their respective

translations reflect this fact,

It is also interesting to note that the interpretation
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. . . . ey A TOT~
of sequences like chief nude executive Or genuling carni

ous cou, sequences of the form ADJCN/CH ADJt///e CN, bears )
on the question of how relative clauses are to be analysed.o
Such double adjective sequences are always interpreted as
if the CI/Ci applies to the entire reduced and fronted
relative clause with its nead, as in (40). We get readings
corresponding to Eﬁﬁﬁfcu/cn [nude executive]<xg] or
[genuineCN/CN [carnivorqus cow ] cIl ]. If a CH/CH applies
to an expression, that expression must be a phrase of the
category Cil, so the relative clause with its head must be
a common noun phrase. This fact supports an analysis of
relative clauses where relative clauses with thelr heads
are common noun phrases, as in ilontague Grammar. A theory
that analyses relative clauses as having the structure [NP
[S ]]NP (as in Ross (1967) would be incompatible with the
idea that these CIi/CN adjectives combine with common nouns.

T,et us now consider double measure adjectives.

(#1) heavy fast runner

2 ! AT ' x. AN heavy' X
Xy [runner Xy fast 1 l}

(42) fast heavy runner

oy P . [
X [ runner' x; A heavy' Xy A fast Al]

If the measure adjectives neavy and fast are actually t// /e~

's, as I've argued that they must be, then (41) and (42)
should be translated as above. In fact, (41) does have

a reading that roughly corresponds to the given translation:

'runner that is both heavy and fast for a runner.' This
is the reading upon wiich (#1) is synonymous with (42),
as in the translations above. A theory of measure ad-
jectives would Jjust have to explain where the comparison
clags 'for a runner' comes in. This wouldn't be too diff-
icult for Katz's or other theories. However, a complete
theory would also have to explain why it is that (41) may
also mean 'heavy for a fast runner.' Such a reading is
guite different from the translation given above; it is
also different from a translation appropriate to a Cli/CIl,
since it is extensional, being a measure reading. Presun-
ably, it is the context of utterance thal allows us to
understand how much is included in the comparison class.

It would appear that with prenominal measure adjec-—
tives, the comparison class may be taken as being either
the set picked out by the basic common noun modified, or
by another, more complex common noun to the right of the
measure adjective. The ambiguity must be resolved in
context. One might think that a system using Katz's
semantic markers could at least systematically predict
the available options, from the broadest comparison class,
the basic common noun, to the narrowest, the maximal comm-
on noun phrase to the right of the measure adjective. In
fact, though, there seems to be no way to predict formally

the set of possible comparison classes for a prenominal
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measure adjective. Apparently, whatever picks out the
comparison class can actually skip through a complex
common noun, omitting adjectives that are irrelevant

to the dimension of the measure adjective.

(43) Billy is a tall little red-headed basketball

player.

(4%) is meant to be a description of a child who plays
basketball. It means that Billy is tall for a little
basketball player. The interpretation of tall seems to
have skipped over red-headed in the collection of a con-
parison class, presumably because hair color isn't rele-
vant to height. CIN/CN's enjoy no such selectivity. They
are pound by syntactic-semantic rule to modify the entire

following common noun phrase:

(44) Billy is a former little red-haired basket-

ball player.

(45) Billy is our top little red-haired basket-

ball player.

Both (44) and (45) are strange things to say unless you
want to suggest in (44) that Billy isn't red-haired any-
more, and, in (45), that Billy is, in some sense, top in
his capacity as a red-head.

The measure adjectives, then, are alone in depending

125

crucially for the determination of their comparison class-—
es upon contextual disambiguation and lexical peculiarit-
ies. If it is to be a theory of measure adjectives, Katz's
system with its semantic markers fails to provide the nec-
essary mechanisms to determine comparison class. Another
problem with Katz's system is that the relevant dimension
is supposed to be part of the meaning of the adjective.

In fact, it will usually turn out to be all of the meaning

of the adjective, and so, not be very illuminating. TFor

clever, the dimension will be CLEVERNESS, for beautiful,

BEAUTY, and, in (35), the dimension for crazy is CRAZINESS.
Once again, the semantic markers as such haven't helped
much. CRAZINESS remains an untranslated, unquantifiable,
quality. Finally, the relation between the subject and
its comparison class is elusive. Calling something or
someone crazy I think requires that they be somewhat more
than crazier than average. Someone who is only a tiny bit
crazier than average would be merely odd.

The Bartsch and Vennemann (1972) theory is similar
to the Katz theory in that it is a mixed theory of adjec-
tives. All adjectives are divided into basic absolute
adjectives, basic relative adjectives, and a small class
of non-standard modifiers like alleged, although it is
said that basic absolutes sometimes take on a figurative

relative meaning. As in the Katz theory, the relative
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adjectives are meant to include words like good, heavy,

big, beautiful, and intelligent, but they are all treated

strictly as measure adjectives. No 'ADJ as a CN' readings
or other intensional readings are considered. Therefore,
the theory is best considered as a theory of measure in-
terpretations. A representation of a sentence like (46),

for instance, would be (47).

(46) John is tall.

(47) £ (Jonn) > N

fM is a measure function that assigns numbers to sets.

i is assigning a degree of tall-

Specifically, in (46), f
ness (the dimension is indicated by the subscript T) to
John. (46) says that John's degree of tallness is great-
er than the context-specific or socially determined norm
of a contextually determined comparison class. N, repre=-
senting this norm, is really a function of all the sets
relevant to the discourse: people in general, John's rel-
"atives, John's contemporaries, or whatever.

As a btheory of measure adjectives, this one has some
advantages over Katz's. It is less linguistically deter-
mined. Both the dimension of comparison and the norm or
average are to be contextually, not lexically, given.
Consequently, in this theory, there would be no special

problem with (35), either in defining the comparison class
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for the non-lexical subject or in allowing for broader
standards of craziness than just greater or less than
average., Unlike Katz, Rartsch an¢ Vennemann unabashed-
ly choose tallness as the relevant dimension for tall.
There is no attempt to analyse the adjective further.

In fact, both because of the reliance of contextual in-
put and the absence of abstract semantic markers, the
Bartsch~Vennemann theory seems more like a theory of
strategies of interpretation of sentences in context

than a theory of underlying structure. 1t seems to take
the structure and the lexicon of the language for grant-
ed. If the scope of this theory is limited, as it must
be, to measure adjectives, its approach is consistent
with my findings that measure adjectives are special
cases of absolute adjectives, picked out from their cate-
gory-mates by the idiosyncratic property of being able to
designate measurement scales.

Another theory of measure adjectives that allows for
contextual disambiguation is presented in Wheeler (1970).
This theory is meant to account for all attributive ad-
jectives, but an attributive is first defined as "an ad-
jective or adverb which, when paired with a substantive
or stuff-predicate or verb, yields sentences which cannot
correctly be given in conjunctive account."7 These are

exactly the non-intersective adjectives. However, later,
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the definition is narrowed to include extensional modif-
iers only. This immediately excludes adjectives with 'as
a' readings like good and other CM/CN readings (former,
alleged, blithering, mere) from the class of attributive
adjectives. 1t narrows the class, in fact, to what I
nave called measure adjectives, the only ones to be ex-
tensional, but not purely intersective.

According to Wheeler, the xind of adjective that he
is dealing with is a ntwo~termed relation between an in-
dividual and a class of individuals, plus a membersinip
sentence saying that the individual belongs to the class

to which it is related."8 Thus, the logical form of (48)

is (49).
(48) John is a tall man.

(49) Tall (John,‘% (x is a man)) §( John € 2 (x is a

man))

Qince Wheeler is concentrating on attributive, as opposed
to predicative, adjectives, there 1is rarely any problem
with determining the comparison class. As in (48), the
comparison class is given by the modified noun. However,
Wheeler does want to account for the relativity of (50),

as in (51).

(50) That lobster is red.
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(51) Red (that lobster, £ (x is a lobster)) &

{that lobster € % (x is a lobster))

Probably, he would also represent (52) as in (51), if it

were sald while pointing at a lobster,
(52) It's red.

S0, it seems that the comparison class is meant to be con-
textually determined, as in the Bartsch-Vennemann theory.
The dimension of comparison, however, is given here in
even more surfacey terms than in the Bartsch-Vesnnemann
theory. We get, not 'tallness', but £all. It is not
really a dimension, but a relation between the incividual
and the comparison class. The nature or this relation is
not given at all, but left to be contextually determined.
Wheeler avoids saying anything about John being taller
than any average or norm in (49). He observes, rightly,
I think, that such a norm may be nowhere to be found, yet
we can still use measure adjectives:

The population of acrobats consists of 101 indiv-

iduals, 51 of which are exactly seven feet tall.

It seems tovme tha? the 51 are tall acrgbabg, but

they are not any taller than most acrobats.

The last theory of measure adjectives to be consider-
ed is that in Kamp (1974). Kamp's theory of measure ad-

jectives is at once the most explicit and the least lingui-
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stically determined. It is also the only one of these
theories meant by its author more or less as a theory of
neasure adjectives. Lamp first considers the prenominal
adjective tueories ol rlontague snd Parsons (see sections
IIT.22 and III.2%) in which adjectives are treated as Ci/
Cil's. He then offers his own theory of adjectives that
can act like vague one-place predicates, although he is
not sure how far the domain of such a theory extends.

As examples of adjectives ﬁhat would definitely not be

in its domain, he mentions alleged, fake, skillful, good,

and four-legged. This list includes paradigm examples of

both unparaphrasable CN/C's (alleged, fake) and 'as a

CN/CH's (skillful, good), as well as non-neasuring ex-

clusive t///e's (four-lezged). In my terms, this leaves
as the domain for XKamp's theory only measure adjectives,
those t///e's with a for a interpretation.

Kamp gives no translations of English into a logic.
Rather, he gives model~theoretic truth definitions %o
account for the use of sentences with measure adjectives,
which he takes to be, basically, simple one-place predi-
cates. KXamp, then, is trying more to develop a theory
of use of a type of predicate than a grammar of adjectives.
This fits in nicely with the notion of measure adjectives
as a peculiar subset of the t///e's. Also, a theory of

use seems to be the proper realm in which to treat the
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problems of measure adjectives. Damereau (1975) comes
close to this conclusion in a critique of various Tformal
syntactic-semantic proposals for dealing with measure ad-
jectives. He criticizes a proposal set out in Lakoff (1972)
and Zadeh (1974) +to use fuzzy sets. The proposal relies
too heavily on linguistic variables like height and also
lacks the notion of a comparison class. Similarly, Damerau
regards the choice of comparison class, norm or average,
and dimension in Katz's system as too linguistically det-
ermined to represent the facts accurately. He concludes
that all aspects of the interpretation except, perhaps,
the polarity of the adjective, must be open to contextual
influence, but he mourns the fact that such an approach
won't make for very convenient syntactic deep structures:

The difficulty, of course, is formulating a

grammar capable of deriving correct surface

structures from such a deep structure.... In

the absence of such a grammar, any evaluation

of the validity of possible semantic.deep struc-

tures....is really empty of content.-"
In contrast, Kamp embraces the conclusion that measure
adjective interpretation is not a matter of syntax:
"The idea of a predicate being true of an entity to a
certain degree....is closely related to such general
features of natural language as vagueness and contextual

disambiguation."ll

Kamp's truth definitions for sentences with measure
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adjectives are given in terms of graded conbext-dependent
models. Given aa (incomplete) model of the actual world,
the context of use determines a slightly less vague ground
model, as well as a set of possible further sharpenings

or modifications of the model. In some cases, the con-
text-determined ground model will be explicit enough about
the standard of comparison, the dimension of comparison,
and the subject's place on the dimension to provide a

truth value for a sentence like (53).
(5%) Harry is heavy.

Harry will either be in the positive or negative extension
of the predicate heavy in the ground model, and the sen-
tence will be true or false, accordingly.

If, however, the starndard of comparison, and, con-
sequently, the subject's relation to it isn't fully det-
ermined in the ground model by the context, an intermed-
iate truth value can be determined by examining the truth
of the sentence in the possible models less vague than
the ground model, that is, in the possible sharpenings
and modifications of the ground model that the context
has determined. In this way it is possible to calculate
the degree of truth for the sentence (a number between
O and 1) based on the frequency with which possible stan-

dards of comparison would make the sentence true. If,
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on the other hand, the relevant dimension isn't picked
out in the ground model, the truth of the sentence may
actually be undecidable. Kamp agrees with the others

that there is little trouble identifying the relevant

dimensions with a one-dimensional adjective like heavy
or tall. However, unlike the others, Kamp isn't satis-
fied with saying that cleverness, which is multi-dimen-

sional, is the relevant dimension in (54)
(54) Harry is clever.

The truth of (54) would be undecidable in Kamp's theory
unless some single-scaled attribute like problem-solving
ability or guick-wittedness is contextually selected for
primary attention. I am not at all sure that problem-
solving ability or quick-wittedness is particularliy more
single-scaled than cleverness, but I think that this treat-
ment of dimension in Kamp's theory does capture the fact
that we can't usc a measure adjective as such unless we
have some idea of a scale in mind.

Kamp's theory is built on vagueness and operates by
contextual disambiguation. It shares none of the problems
of the others, and succeeds in building in a scalability
requirement for dimensions of comparison. One might sug-
gest that Kamp's theory runs into fewer problems because

it attempts less, that is, that it does not constitute a
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grammar of adjectives, or even a logical structure for
them, beyond that of & simple predicate. In fact, though,
the goals of this theory are simply different. Kamp con=-
siders the measure adjecltive problem to be related, not

so much to the syntactic and logical role of the adjective,
but to vagueness and contextual disambiguation. His theory
does provide a framework for the treatment of these latter

phenomena.

IV.3 Measure adjectives and comparison

The theories of measure adjectives, then, seem to
get more correct as they get more vague. That is, the
more they allow the comparison class, the dimension,
and the position along the dimension to be contextually
determined, the better they account for the facts. The
various logical forms given for measure adjectives are
not so much representations to be buill into a grammur.
Rather, they are models of what we mean when we use meas-
ure adjectives., no matter what their underlying grammat-
ical structure might be.

1 have tried to show that adjectives with a measure
interpretation are a subset of the t///e adjectives. As
far as the workings of the grammar go, the distinction
between t///e's and CH/CN's is the fundamental one. Aside

from their t///e characteristics, measure adjectives show

145

no uniform syntactic behavior. HHuch of the supposed im-
portance of measure adjectives as a class comes from The
role they are supposed to play in comparatives. In a dis-
cussion of why nouns don't often have comparative forms,
Kamp hypothesizes that a word's ability to produce reacon-
able comparatives depends upon 1ts having a sizable exten-
sion gap (it must not be too clear what is and what is not
in its extension) and on its determining a dimension or
a few dimensions of measurement. Among adjectives, these
two features would be determined by facts about the world
and the lexical properties of the words. Yet, many writ-
ers, including Sapir (1944), as well as Katz, Bartsch and
Vennemann, and Wheeler, have maintained that adjectives
that can participate in comparative constructions are
exactly the category of measure adjectives which charac-
teristically allow a for a interpretation in the positive.
Even Kamp explains comparatives es part of the same phen-—
omenon as the measure readings, although he claims no
grammatical significance for the category so determined.
However, many adJjectives that cannot have a measure
interpretation can appear in comparatives:
(55) a) Bowser is a speckled poodle, but he's

not a speckled dalmation. (*Bowser

is speckled as poodles go, but ‘he's

not speckled as dalmations go.)

b) ©Spot is more speckled than Bowser,
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(56) a) This is a public restroon but it's not
a public auditorium. (*This is public
compared to other restrooms, but it's
not public compared to other auditor-
iums.)

b) Let's go someplace more public.

Such non-measuring comparatives occur in all gremmatical

categories of adjectives.

(57)
exclusive exclusive doublets doublets
t///e's CH/CH's with without
(App. A,B) (App. C,D, MP (90) MP (90)
E) (App. F) (App. G,
H,L,J)
speckled temporary navigable handy
angry forcible representative rabid
remiss rightful custonary sS0rTy
loath public close
local ready

This list of adjectives that permit comparatives even in-
cludes some exclusive CIN/CN's, words of a category incap-

able of yielding a for a measure interpretation.

(58) I will follow Peter, because he is the more

rightful king.

Turther evidence that comparatives are not, like measure
interpretations, limited to t///e adjectives can be found
in the comparatives of doublets. We saw in (31) and (32)

that the measure interpretation of a doublet automatically
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selects the t///e version of the doublet. Comparative
constructions show no such behavior. The sentences be-
low are ambiguous. The adjectives can have their CN/CN
interpretatiocns, or the t///e interpretations of the b)

sentences.

(59) a) I've never seen a sorrier artist. (sorry
can mean either 'bad specimen of a' or
'regretful.')

b) I've never seen that artist sorry. ('regret-

ful'! only)

(60) a) Kim is looking for a handier tool. (hand
can mean either ‘useful' or 'conveniently
nearby')

b) There's always a hammer handy in this

house. ('conveniently nearby' only)

Comparison, then, is not part of the same phenomenon
as measure interpretation., It is much more widespread,
occurring in more than one grammatical category, includ-—
ing non-adjective categories. Measure interpretation,
now on its own, looks even more like a special way of
interpreting t///e's. Wheeler observes that some adjec-
tives like red which can have a measure interpretation
more often have an absolute interpretation. He proposes

to account for this by saying that, for the absolute
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reading, the comparison class is everything. One could
extend this hypothesis to account for t///e's and t///e
versions of doublets that never allow a measure interpre-
tation by saying that such adjectives help determine a
context in which the comparison class is always every-
thing. This way, we can think of whatever theory that
best explains the interpretation of measure adjectives

as part of a general strategy for using t///¢e's.

Jixe
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2. Russell (1945), p. 152, cited in Bartsch and Venne-
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3. Terry Parsons brought this possibility to my atten-
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4, The fact that the only way to use an Italian adjec-
tive that has s senso traslato (a CN/CN version) non-

restrictively is as a predicate adjective in a relative
clause constitutes more evidence for a claim made in
section II1.10. This claim was that, as predicted by

the doublet theory of adjectives, only t///e¢ adjectives
have non-restrictive readings. The Italian facts support
this claim, since only t///e's can appear in predicate
position in Italian.

5. Heavy adjectives, those with additional modifiers,
seem always to be shifted to post-nominal position, re-
gardless of category.

. Thanks to Emmon Bach, who pointed this out to me.
7. Wheeler (1972), p. %11.
8. Wheeler (1972), p. 315.

9. Wheeler (1972), p. 319.

10. Damerau (1975), p. 5.

11. Kamp (1975), pp. 128 - 129.
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CHAPTER V.

CONCLUBION

V.0. Introduction.

The theory of adjectives that I have presented in-
cludes two basic syntactic-semantic categories for adjec-
tives. One, the t///e's, for adjectives that actually
modify the exbtensions of noun phrases, is closely allied
to intransitive verbs. The other, the Cl/Cl's, for ad-
jectives that modify the intensions of common nouns, can
only be called adjectival. Iy claim that both fThese basic
categories must be available to natural languages runs
contrary to some other works on adjectives (Bach (1968)
and Lakoff (1970), for instance) where adjectives have
been considered to derive universally from other basic
categories. Givon (1970) states the position this way:

In short, we are dealing with a lexical category

whose universality i1s open to doubt, and whose

mgmbership arises primarily through ove?p Qefiv~
ation even in languages where 1t does exist,

Certainly, some languages sSeem to get along very
well with few basic adjectives, or even supposedly, with
none at all. (Bach (1968) suggests that this is true
of Hootka, and Welmers (197%), that it is true of
LoNkundo.) Since my theory of adjectives adds to the
stock of basic categories not one, but two, adjective,.cat-
egories, I would like to show that these categories are

useful even in theories of languages that seem to have
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few adjectives. I do not claim that all languages must
have both a CN/CN class of words and a t///e class. What
I mean to say is that both these categories are options
as base categories for natural languages, options which
many, if not all, languages make use of. Not all the mem~
bers of both cetegories will always be recognizable as
members of the traditional part of speech group, adjec-
tive. The double-category theory can do more than ex-
plain peculiarities of the wany and strange adjectives

in Indo-European languages like Russian and Inglish. It
can also help account for semantic and morphological pec-

uliarities in a relatively adjectiveless language.

V.l1. Adjectives in Ngamambo.

V.10 Intrcduction.

Because work on syntactic-semantic categories requir-
es the intuitions of a native speaker, I have not been able
to investigate either of the languages that have the repu-
tation of being completely adjectiveless. It would be
interesting to be able to discover the fate of the two
basic adjectival categories in a language which was comple-
tely without adjectives. However, I was lucky enough to
have the help of two native speakers of Ngamambo. Ngam-
ambo is one of the languages spoken in Cameroon,2 and it
is one of many African languages generally supposed to

have only a few adjectives.




V.11l The un-adjectives.

A large majority of words that translate English ad-

jectives are verbs in Ngamambo. They do not form a separ-

ate verb class, but are distributed throughout the verb

classes of the language:

(1) a) Xapinta we ka
carpenter the is strong

'The carpenter is strong.'

b) wed we nam
person the is married
'The person is married.'

~

c) ateén ze nid
chair the is heavy

'The chair is heavy.'

Most of these adjective-verbs and many words that are
translated in English as plain intransitive verbs also
have post-nominal attributive forms. The attributive
form is predictable from the form of the verb. All
Ngamambo words end in a vowel, nasal, or a stop. If

the verb ends in a vowel, the vowel lengthens in the
attributive forms as in (2)a). If the verb ends in a
nasal, a @ is added, as in (2)b). If the verb ends in
a stop, then a & is added there also, but certain phono-
logical changes, general in the language, take place,

as in (2)c)5.

(2) a) kapinta kaa we
carpenter strong the

‘the strong carpenter'’

b) wed namag we

person married the

'the married person'

c) eoten 9 Tire ze
chair epenthetic heavy the
vowel

'the heavy chair'

In mesning, the expressions, in (1) and (2) are all
intersective. It appears simply to be impossible to get

a non-intersective reading of an adjective in Ngamambo

if 1t is a member of the verb-derived majority represented

in (1) and (2). Since the illgamambo words for 'intelligent'

and'old'are members of this majority, LEnglish sentences
like (3) and (4#) must be paraphrased as in (%)b) and
(#)b), rather than translated directly. Direct trans-
lations into Ngamambo yield contradictory sentences,
rather than the intended non-intersective readings.
(3) a) He's an intelligent student, but a stupid
father.

b) ‘'He's a student that has intelligence, but
as a father he's useless.' OR

'He has a head for learning, but not for
raising children.'



154

(4) a) She is an old friend, but a new neighbor.
b) 'I've known her a long time as a friend,
but it's not a long time that she's
been living in the other house.'

A compositional semantic approach would predict that
the predicate adjectives would be of the intersective sem-
antic type of intransitive verbs, since they are syntac-
tically like such verbs, but the attributive forms in (2)
would not have to be completely synonymous with them and
share their exclusively intersective meaning. Yet, they
are, and they do. We have already seen in (3) and (4)
that attributive forms of verbal adjectives cannot have
non-intersective interpretations. In fact, they can have
only the same intersective interpretation as expressions
with relative clauses containing their corresponding verbd
forms. (5)a) and (5)b) mean exactly the same thing, that

represented in (5)c):

(5) a) bug wee ze
dog intelligent the

'the intelligent dog'

b) bug ze no e we ne
dog the that he is intell- restric-
igent tive
relative
marker

‘the dog that is intelligent'

¢) 'the one that is a dog and that is intelligent '
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The synonymy of the relative clauses and the attrib-
utive forms, as well as the regularity of the morpholog-
ical rules involved in forming the attributive forms sug-
gests that the attributive forms might be derived from
relative clauses in the syntax. When the intersective
meaning of these attributives is taken into account, it
seems that the attributive forms must be derived from the
relative clauses, because they are semantically predicates,
and not ad-common nouns, as their surface position might
suggest. Such a derivation will involve a relative clausc
reduction rule. We must take care to limit the application
of such a rule to those predicate adjectives and verbs that
have grammatical atiributive forms. The only predicate
adjectives that do not have regular attributive forms are
those that have special adjective versions (See Section V.
12) and a few of the ones that have corresponding nouns
instead of attributive adjectives.l‘L The real verbs that
have attributive versions are verbs that can be intransi-
tive:

(6) Verb Gloss Attributive Adjective

bop 'rot! boba 'rotten'
nam marry' nams ‘married’
fied ‘putrefy’ Tier o ‘putrefied’
nod 'squeeze’ *Hars -

wa 'frighten' *waa -

zIm 'insult! *zome -
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Those words that can undergo our relative clause re-
duction rule will have to be marked in some way. They
could be marked with a rule feature or with another de-
vice availuble within the Montague framework for disting-
uishing syntactically determined subsets of unified seman-
tic types, the multiple slash notation (see section IL.3).
Non-reducing intransitive verbs and adjectives can be of
category t/e; those that reduce to attributives can be
t///e's. low, a rule like (7), applying to t///e's or to
t/e's marked with an appropriate feature, can accomplish
the relative clause reduction:

@) For ot € P, where o has the form [ﬁ? [hei aﬂt]cw

and B€ Fgys 8 € By/yze OF Byye

[+ rule (7)]) F5< o )€ Poi and F5( & ) is
/3 ¥', where x¥' is , for ¥ ending in a
vowel, ¥ with a lengthened vowel, and, for &
ending in a consonant, ¥ + ® .
(Corﬁisgonds to transformation (3) in Appendix
The semantic rule corresponding to (7) will be the identity
mapping. The semantics will work only on the relative -clause
version, that is, on the input to rule (7). Verb-der-
ived attributives as in (5)a) will be translated Jjust like
their corresponding relative clause versions. (8), for

instance, is the translation of both (5)a) and (5)b). It

has roughly the meaning of (5)c).
(8)

P
P Vy [/\:c [dogz'(x) A intelligent'(x)e—->x=y] AP {y}]

(9) is an analysis tree representing the syntactic deriva-
tion of the Ngamambo sentence:
bug wee ze nora

dog intelligent the ran
'The intelligent dog ran.'

(9
bug wee ze nore £
bug wee Zem nora
bug weery

RULE (7) ——>

bug no e Wery

ci }°\:

bak

V.12 The adjectives.

There are some adjectives in lgmambo, though, that
cannot possibly come from relative clauses. There are
syntactic, morphological, and semantic discrepancies be-
tween these attributive adjectives and their possible cor-
responding relative clause sources. This group includes
the four words that are considered Ngamambo's only real

adjectives since they are obviously not derived from any
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verbs, as well as the three Ngamambo color words.
(10)  coLui I.
VERS GLOSS ADJECTIVE GLOSS
fin 'to turn black' fire ‘black’
PART A ban ‘to turn red' b%ga ‘red!
ok 'to turn white' kifok ‘white'
also 'to wipe'
fan '‘to be big' kyeu 'big!
keti 'to be small' kwa 'small'
PART B boy *to be good' tsam 'good'
be 'to be bad' 11bon "pad'

As with the un-adjectives of section V.11, the verbal forms
in column I. can appear only predicatively, and the attrik-
utive forms in column II. can appear only postnominally.
Yet the pairs of words in (10) are not syntactically rel-
ated as are the pairs of verbs and un-adjectives by rule
(7).

The first argument against relative clauses contain-
ing the verbs in column I. as sources for the adjectives
in column II. applies only to the color words in part A
of (10). The argument stems from the fact that the verbs
for black, red, and white do not mean simply 'be black',
ibe red', and 'be white'. They mean ‘turn black', 'turn
red', and ‘turn white'. So, parallel to (5)b), which is
the source for (5)a), we have (11)b), which could not be

the source for (1ll)s), since it is not synonymous with it.

(5) a) bug wee ze
dog intelligent the
‘the intelligent dog'

b) bug ze no e we ne
dog the that he is restrictive
intelligent relative
marker

'the dog that is intelligent'

(11) a) ifu? fire we
leaf black the
'the black leaf'

b) ifu? we n> WU {fin ne
leaf the that it turned restrictive
. black relabive
murker

'the leaf that turned black’

A relative clause that is used for meanings closer To that

of (11)a) is (12).

(12) iful we ns wa fing ne
leaf the that it is black restrictive
relative
marker

'‘the leaf that is black'

(12), however, contains a different part of the verb in
its relative clause from the one appearing in (1), (5)b),
and (11)b). For verbal forms other than color words, rel-
ative clauses with the verb form that appears in (12) are

not synonymous with the attributive expressions. The verd
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form in (12) is actually a progressive form. If we wanted
to derive (1l)a) from (12), it would involve complicating
the relative clause reduction rule so that, for color words
only, it would operate on the progressive form of the verb.
A1l hope of using (12) as a source for (1ll)a) fades when

we consider the fact that (12) is not, in fact, completely
synonymous with (ll)aj. Despite its gloss 'the leafl thatb
is black', the construction illustrated in (12) is anoma-
lous if tne head noun is something that doesn't ordinarily
turn black ((13)). The attributive construction is not

anomalous under such circumstances. ((14)).

(13) wwed  we n> °E) finé€ ne
person the that he is black restrictive
relative
marker

‘the person that is black'

(14) wed fire we
person black the

'the black person'

In the above examples and in the rest of this chapter, I
use the percent sign % to indicate expressions that, while
grammatical, are semantically anomalous or pragmatically
odd. Thus (1%) would be appropriate only if the person
in question has been painted or otherwise turned black.

(14) is the way to refer to him if he is naturally black.

16l

There is no fully acceptable relative clause source for
expressions like (14).

The second argument against relative clause sources
for the attributive adjectives in (10) applies to both
the color words and to the other four adjectives in part
B of (10). 4ll seven are morphologically irregular in
some way. The relative clause reduction rule (7) desig-
nates the predictable morphological shape of the attrib-
utive adjectives it creates. But the adjectives in col-
umn 1I part B of (10) have entirely different roots from
their corresponding verbs in column I part B. The color
words are also irregular. The adjective formation rule
provides for the lengthening of a final vowel or the add-
ition of a 8 to verbs ending in a consonant. Regular
phonological changes would then take place (See footnote

%.) DBut consider the color words:

(15) verb adjective
a) fin fire 'plack!
b) ban bage 'red’
c) fok? kifak 'white'

(15)c) involves prefixation, not a regular adjective-

formation process, and (15)a) and (15)b) involve a change
in nasals intervocalically, which is not a regular phono-
logical rule in the language, as can be seen in the foll-

owing alternations:



(16) nam

nom

1f column II.

(7), the morphological outpu

'to marry'
‘to be
concupiscent'
'to dance'
‘to refuse’
'to take'

50 leave'

nama
nome

biné&
toned

ninye
sand

'married’

'concupiscent’

'is dancing'
‘refuses’
'is taking'

‘is leaving'

of (10) were derived from column I. by rule

but these seven words.

£ would be predictable for all

The final and most important reason for not deriving

these seven adjectives from relative clauses is that, un-

like the verbal adjectives of Section V.11, they all share

a systematic difference in meaning from their correspond-

ing verbal versions.

21l have intersective interpretations.

The verbal versions, as noted earlier,

These seven adjec-—

tives, on the other hand, are non-intersective, and so,

must belong to the basic category CN/CN.

To see that this

is so, compare The translations of the following pairs of

expressions.

The a) examples include the verbal versions

of the seven words in (10); the b) examples include the

attributive versions.

(17) a)
kapinta

carpenter the that he

we no wu

fana
is big

ne

restrictive
relative
marker

'the carpenter that is physically big'

D)
kapinta kyen we
carpenter big the

[ o 4o 3
the greater, or senior carpsnter'

(18) a)
kapinta we ns wu k&t
carpenter the that he is small
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ne
restrictive
relative
marker

'the carpenter that is physically small!

b)
kapinta kwa we
carpenter small the .

. R
the lesser or Junior carpenter'

(19) =)

kapinta we n> wu bono
carpenter the that he is good

ne
restrictive
relative
marker

'the carpenter who is good in general; good to look

at, morally good!'

b)
kapinta tsom we
carpenter good the

1]
the good carpenter; good as a carpenter (also,

morally good)'

(20) =a)
kapinta we n> wo be
carpenter the that he is bad

ne

restrictive
relative
marker

‘the carpenter who is bad in general, evil at heart'



D)
kapinta lfb)g we
carpenter bad the

'the bad carpenter; bad as a carpenter (also, moral-
ly bed)!

In each example, in the a) expressions a property -~ big-
ness, smallness, goodness, badness - is predicated in ab-
solute, general terms of fThe individual involved. In the
b) examples, the property operates on the meaning of the
common noun that it modifies. In (17)b), ‘'senior carpen-
ter' is actually 'big as a carpenter,' and in (18)b) jun-
ior carpenter' is a way of sayingz 'small as a carpenter'.
In (19)b) and (20)b), the dominant readings are ‘'good'
and 'bad' respectively, at being a carpenter. The poss-
ible secondary interpretations of (19)b) and (20)b), mor-
ally good or bad, can come out in certain contexts. They
are not so clearly non-intersective, bul neither do they
completely coincide with the more general intersective
reading of the a) examples. It is clear, though, that
all four adjectives in the b) examples do have Ci/CH ver-
sions, and so cannot be derived from the predicates of
relative clauses, where such readings never appear.

The semantics of the three color words is more comp-
licated, due mostly to the special meaning of 'becoming
a certain color' associated with the verb forms.

However,

it is clear that the attributive versions are quite dirff-

—
)
1

erent in meaning from the vernsal versions. Amonyg other

things, they are non~-intersective, while the
gions are intersective.

in (21) - (28)

(21) &)
n&b ze n> £ finé
house the that it is black

'the house that is dark; without lights'
D)
nxb fire ze

house black the

‘the black house!

(22)  a)
ifud we n> we fine
lear the theaet it is black
'the leaf that is black'
b)
ifu? fire we
leaf black the
'the black leaf!
(23) =)
wwed we 1D we finé
person the that he is black

'the person that is black'

verval ver-

Compare the a) and b) examples

ne

restrictive
relative
marger

ne
restrictive
relative
marker

ne
restrictive
relative
marker



10)
wed fira we

person black the

'the black person'

(24) &)
%féy ze no
heart the that

'the heart that is black

b)
féq fire ze
heart black the

&
it

finé
is black

‘the black heart; the wicked soul'

(25) &)
Fywid we n> W&
fire the that it
‘the fire that is red'

b)

%Eywid bagao we
fire red the
tthe red fire'

(26) &)
%ngwi ze 0o 3
dress the that it

'the dress that is red’

b)
ngwi bage ze
dress red the
*the red dress'

bane
is red

baqa
is red

ne

restrictive
relative
marker

ne
restrictive
relative
marker

ne
restrictive
relative
marker

le7?
(27) a)
ovieyig we  nd wE baya ne
woman the that she is red restrictive
relative
marker
'the woman who is white/red!
b)
weyig hagae we
woman red the
' the white woman'
(238) a)
Sngwi ze  nd £ fuge ne
dress the that it is white restrictive
relative
marker

‘the dress that is white'

)
ngwi kifak we

dress white the

'the white dress'

The paramount meaning of the vertal form of black that
appears in the a) examples of (21) - (24) seems to be
‘dark ( = unlighted)', as in (21)a). However, the mean-
ing of 'the color black' can be induced, as in (22)a),
but only if the head noun is something which, like a
leaf, can literally turn black. The same word applied
to a person or a heart produces asomalous expressions.
(2%)a), as mentioned in connection with the same expres-—

sion in (13), is appropriate only if the person in ques-
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tion has been painted with black paint. (24)a) would be
appropriate under analogous circumstances, or if consider-
able discussion of the appropriate figurative use of black
has preceaed 1it.

In contrast, the attributive version of black, the
one that appears in the b) examples, can never mean 'dark;
without light'. It means only 'black in color', but rel-
ative to the noun it modifies, although this is not so
easy to see. In (21)b) and (22)b) postnominal black means
quite simply 'inherently black in color', since black
houses and black leaves are no different in color from
things that are black and houses or black and leaves. In
(2%)b), although a black person is usually not actually

gquite black in color, we can't be sure that 'blaock' is rel-

ative to the common noun it modifies, since a Ngamambo spcak-

er correctly calls any dark color black. However, the
figurative use of black in (24)b) does constitute evidence
for the relativity of attributive 'black'. Idiomatic con-
structiong are typical behavior for Cu/Cu's (Consiuer the
English black humor) just because of their relativity.
Only as a CN/CN can fire in (24)b) be correctly inter-
preted as 'black (of a heart)'.

The situation with red is more peculiar from the
point of view of an English speaker. The verbal form

of red is appropriately used only of things like fires,
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which can be sald to be actively being or getting red.
Thus, (25)a) is acceptable, but (26)a) and (27)a), which
deal with more passively red things, are not. Conversely,
since fires are not considered to have any inherent static
color, (25)v) is odd, while (26)b) and (27)b) are fine.
(26)b) is otherwise unremarkable, but (27)b) is a good
illustration of tThe non-intersectiveness of attributive
color words. For a ligamambo speaker, an expression that
translates as 'red wonman' picks out the same individuals
that an Znglish speaker picks out with white woman. Yetb,
the ligamambo speaker makes no claim that these individuals
are women who are red in any absolute sense, any more than
an knglish speaker could claim that they are women who are
wnite in any absolute sense., The adjeciive simply does
not medify the individuals; 1t is a property of properties,
a Cii/CH.

The same sorts of things seem to be going on with
white in (28), but, since my informants could not come
to any Irirm conclusion about the status o1l tne veroval
form meaning 'to turn white' as distinct from the homo-
phonous ‘to wipe'y, I consider it best not to try to dis-
cuss ite.

In conclusion, categorizing the seven adjectives in
column IT. of (10) as basic CN/CN's will account for their

syntactic, morphological, and semantic behavior. They will
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be generated only in the postnominal attributive position,
where they occur syntectically. Their idiosyncratic mor-
phology will pe listed in the lexicon for each CH/CH en-
try, and they will automatically be assigned to the kind
of non-intersective, intension-modifying semantic Lype
that will correctly represent their semantic properties,
since that is the semantic type that corresponds to the

syntactic category CN/CH.

V.1l% DNon-adjectives.

In SechHion V.11l it is shown that many intransitive
verbs in Hgamambo have equivalent attributive forms.

These attvibutive forms come from relative clauses with
predicates that are marked for reduction either by a rule
feature or by the multiple slash notation. The relative
clauses are reduced by a rule like (7) that in the process
of reduction puts the adjectival verb itself into the ap-
propriate attributive form. Rule (7) has no effect on

the intersective semantic interpretation of the verbal
adjectives.

This is the way the vast majority of Ngamambo adjec-
tives work. In Section V.12 it is shown that just a few
adjectives in Hgamambo are basic CN/Cii's and behave accord-
ingly in their syntax, morphology, and semantics. One
might wonder how Ngamambo comes to have so few non-inter-

sective adjectives, while Russian and English have so many.
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My account of Hgamambo adjectives would predict that one
would not be able to say things with adjectives in Hgamambo
that require non-intersective adjectives in English. Bx-
amples (%) and (4) constitute some evidence that this
prediction is borne out. (29) gives some more glosses

of Hgamambo non-adjectival paraphrases for ILnglish non-

intersective adjectives.

(29) substitute teacher 'teacher who took the
place of the one who

was here before'
apparent reason 'reason that they gave'

former teacher 'someone who used to be

a teacher!

top student 'student who goes in Iront'

V.2 Conclusion

It seems that languages generally allow for both
ordinary intersective predication and for intensional,
non-intersective modification. This does not mean that
all languages must have two, or even one, basic adjective
category, though. Intersective adjectives need not nec-
essarily be in a separate basic category from verbs, as
can be seen in the analyses of both Russian and Ngamambo.
In a language where no such distinction exists, predicate
adjectives are simply intransitive verbs, that is, t/e's

and do not consitiute a separate adjective category.
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Similarly, non-intersective adjectives are of the
same semantic tyme as verb-phrase modifying adverbs.
The semantic type depends on the arrangement of the
primitives in the syntactic category, not on the slashes.
The semanbic identity of CH/Ci's and IV/IV's can be scen

more clearly if abbreviations are not used.

i}

t//e / t//e
t/e / t/e

(30) non-intersective adjective: CN/CHN

4

verb-phrase adverbs: IV/1v

It should also be clear, thoush, that Cii/Ci adjectives are
not so likely to collapse with adverbs as t///c¢ adjectives
are with intransitive verbs. The need for the double sla-
shes in (30) stems from the syntactic differences between
common nouns and intransitive verbs. So, only in a lang-
uage where there are no such differences (like Nootka, pocs-
ibly) should non-intersective adjectives and verb-phrase
modifying adverbs form a single category and erase iden-
tifiable adjectives completely. Otherwise intensional
modification of common nouns would have to be carried out
either by members of a separate basic category Cil/CH or

by ponderous paraphrases such as those in (3), (4), and
(29). 1In fact, most languages (those discussed in VWelmers
(1973) for instance) seem to have at least a few basic non-
intersective adjectives, usually with the most common of

relative meanings: '‘big', 'little', 'good', 'bad’.
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At least a handful of words that must be called ad-

3

Jectives usually persists. Yet the meaning of the part

of speech term adjective is still not very clear. The
relationship between the non-intersective and the inter-
secltive modifiers varies greatly. It ranges from the
situation in Russian where almost every adjective is a
doublet consisting of a Cu/Ci version and a t///e ver-
sion, through English were most words that seem to be
adjectives are in fact doublets, bubt many others are ex-—
clusively CN/CH or t///e, te HNgamambo, where individual
words are of either one or the other category, but never
related doublets. In a language like lgamambo, there
seemns to be little reason to unify the Ci/CH's and the
t///e's under the part of speech name adjective or with

a syntactic feature. They share practically no behavior.
The CH/CH's may well be adjectives; they could hardly be
anything else. But the intersective modifiers ere clear-
ly verbs. This is not the case in a language like English,
where there.is a need to unify the CH/Cii's and the t///e's
under a name or feature adjective, just as there is a
need to unify as verbs intransitive, transitive, and com-
plement-taking verbs, which are also assigned to different
categories in a Montague grammar. Not only are the dif-
ferent kinds of adjectives in English so often homonyms;
they also share morphological behavior and most selectional

restrictions.
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In conclusion, then, although the dual syntactic-
senantic categories predicted for adjectives oy a cate-
porial based grammar with compositional semantics are
necessary for an account of vasic syntactic and senantic
properties of these words, in some languages other kinds
of rules may still have to refer to a super-category,
the part of speech adjective. I must leave open for now
tne question of how to build into a iHontague grammar
fragment the notion of part of speech. Such a notion
clearly nmust be added, if only to allow us bto state rules
for verb inflections, all of which will have to apply to
basic expressions of the same group of different categor-
ies. The correspondence between particular parts of
spcech and particular syntactic-semantic categories is
neither simple nor universal, but at least there is a
division between the kind of rule that refers to part of
speech labels and the kind of rule that refers to basic
syntactic-semantic categories. Perhaps the different
ways oI classiiying words correspond to different levels
in the grammar.

The part of speecih lavel adjective, for instance,
will apply to words that modify nouns and that behave
similarly with respect to morphological rules, selection-
al restrictions and, perhaps some transformations. The

syntactic-semantic classes of Cii/CH and t/(//)e, on the
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other hand, define two groups of words in terms of basic
combinatory properties and logical role in semantic inter-
pretation. The members of each of these groups of words
could be classified as &djectives, because all could be
said to combine with nouns, although in different ways.
Words which must be classified as CI/CHi's because they
appear primarily or exclusively as ad-common nouns and
have the characteristic non-intersective intensional
semantic interpretation will be the ones to set the mor-
phological and selectional standards for the part of speech
class of adjectives. After all, except in the unlikely

event of their collapsing with verb phrase adverbs, Cii/-

Ci's could belong to no part of speech other than adjectives.

Words which musl be classified as one-place predicates be-
cause they appear primarily or exclusively as predicates
and have the characteristic intersective, extensional sem-
antic interpretation may or may not be members of the part
of speech class of adjectives. If their morphological be-
navior and selectional restrictions resemble those of the

Cii/Cii's, as in English, they will be adjectives. If they

resemble those of verbs, they will be verbs, as in Ngamanbo.

Consequently, although languages nearly always exercise the
option of expressing directly both non-intersective and
intersective attribution, they may or may not have more

than one kind of adjective.
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CHAPTER V.

1. Givon (1870), p. 857

2. Hgpanambo is not a written lenguage, and there 1s no

N . . et e
standard phonetic transcription. I try To follow Asongwed's

practice (Asongwed, 1975) obut whnere uncertainties arise,

T arbitrarily choose one gymbol to use consistently. Par-

ticular areas of confusion are:
i. ‘the vocalic suffix{es) used to form adjectives
from verbs ending in consonants, as in (2)b) and
(2)c). There may be different sulffixes for s5tops
and nasals ( _&@ and %, respectively) or all may
take the & rather than the & I have chosen. The

form of the suffix is, at any rate, predictable.

ii. <*he exact nature of the intervocalic stops
produced by rule ii., footmote 5. The output
may be continuants, but it is, again at leas?t

predictable.

iii. tone. MNgamambo is a tone language, but I
have left it out of consideration, as it does not

have much bearing on adjectives.

% The phonological rules involved (isongwed, personal

communication) are:

i. a vowel-lowering rule in final syllables:

+voc ~low
[+hi ] [—— hi ] C #
examples: d€y ‘to cry'! digs 'is crying'
dzek 'to eat' dzxge tis eating'
tok 'to spit! tuge ‘is spitting'

itsosk ‘'mouth’ itsugwe 'the mouth'
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ii. an intervocalic voicing rule for stops:
d,t T L
D e D On 3
k g ¥
exanples: kot 'to tie! kors 'is tying'
50D 'to cut! sob® 'is cubtting'
dzak 'to eat! dzigd 'is eating'

4, Predicate adjectives that have correspoanding nouns

instead of attributive adjectives include the following:

VERS Nouxy
dind€e 'to be stupid’ alinde 'Tool!
be 'to be crazy' eted ‘crazy one'

The verbal forms can be used in simple predicates or in
relative cleuses like the other predicate adjectives, but
there is no postnominal attributive form. Instead, the
noun can participate in a noun-noun construction, identi-
fiable by its word order and tone:

alinde wed ze *wed (@ ) &inde ze
fool person the
'the stupid person'

ated ) wed ze *wed ated  ze
crazy one epenth. person the *wed bee ze
vowel

'the crazy person'

5. There was soune disagreement between my informants
as to the status of this verb. t was agreed that the
verb £2 k actually means 'to wipe'y, but it is also used
more and more, especially by children, to mean *to be or
to turn white'. A regular attributive form fuge may
also be coming into use.
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1. lotes [I. Adjectives that are exclusively t///e's
LIST A LIsST B
1. Tists A and ¥ seem to be easily extendable; the others t///e t///e
are more or less closed. i +Dreposing ~preposing

2. hdjectives with astericks are exceptions to meaning wossible paravphy
of ADJ+Chk strins

postulate (1), and those in lists G - J are excep-

tions to meaning postulate (Y0), both of Chapter I1TI. %Zrﬂf”m;lﬁ O%z%m”l
%, Preposing is rule (9), and dummy deletion is rule
(8), both from Chapter III. unused /1] rite
. . s rancid V1 aiinbo
4. Constituents in parentheses represent obligatory inte
complements. : nearby V|| esleen
i . . . carnivorous v il 2live v/
5 In the possible paraphrases columns, the intensional ookl e il "
readings are those appropriate to Ci/Ci's and Cii/Cil SDECA_eC sruncex
versions of doublets, Lhat is, those identified by sick VI touched (mad)
test (2) of Chapter I. The extensional ones are 511 VI arave
those appropriate to t///e adjectives or versions o —
of adjectives. In each category, tne column marked infinite /|| a0z
) indicapes tpose combinations that are unparaph;as- parallel V|| vedolent (¥P)
able, although they mect the requirements for being healthy v v/ Tosth (INF)
intensional or extensional modifiers, as the case = 205 AN -
may be. portable V|| aboveboard
drunk V| efloat
nuce V|| prone
naughty \/ v averse (Pl/)
short v V|| rentss
fat v v
tall v v
four-legged v
curt v
prioxr v
mutual v
cocumentary v
angry v
aged 4




IIT Adjectives that are exclusively Cil/Cli's

LIST C
ci/ey
+dunmy deletion

LIST B

cr/en

-dumny deletion
must be so marked
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LIST F

doublets
+preposing
+dummy deletion
+ 1P (90)

of AbJ+Ci

ines

intensional
‘as a'

‘for a

extensionel

i 7

IV. Adjectives that are doublets
LIST ¥
continuved
possitle zphrases

possible paraphrescs
of ALJ+C. otrd

131

intensiona

'as a

¢

'

extensional

for &

i

rossitle paraphrases possible paraphrases
of ADLJ+(H strines of ADJ+CH strinszs _
intensicnal| extensional intensional] extensional
‘as a' "For a' ‘as a' | |'forat| ¢
*fake Vv rightful v
*imitation v *forner v’
temporary v veteran v
niddle v
ultimate v 1]
LIST D actual v’
o/Ci . inveterate v
-dummy deleticn
don't meet 5.D. botton v
consumate v H
chief v *apostate v
main v orize v
top v T vitccat v
principal v
shoeer v
initial
utter v
crack
veritable v
forcible
*ostensible v
blithering v
mere v

bad v v Sllintelligent 4 v
beautiful v v / intentional Vv v
big v v V| lerce v v v
careful v v v | light v v \
confused v’ v Y l{iittle v v ve
customary v Villocal v v
copious v v v lorofeund v v v
complaint v v v oumlic v 4
cheap v v Y Hnavigabie v v
clever v v v [lsnall Y v v
clean v v V|| sturic e v v
difficult v v /|| representative v v
¢iligent v v V|[slignt v v I/
devendable \/ \/ / shalluw "4 4 /
deep 4 v Vllsuvtie v Ve V4
easy v 4 )/ skillful v v /
firm )/ ;/ -/ zealous / V/ \/
good v v V|| ¥artificial v v
great )/ v »/

heavy 4 v \/
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18%
IV. conbinued (Goublets) APPEADI & IT
DY X .
LIST G LIST H ! TRANSFORMATIONAL HELUIVALEHTS OF MONT .

: 5 . A e VLTS OF MONTAGUR
doublets coutlets i IONTAGUE
+preposing +prevosing SYNTACTIC RULES
+dumny deletion ~cduniny deletlon
-1p_(20) B 1P (90)__ lont o

possible paraphrases possible paraphrases lontague Rule Transfornational Rul
ol 1& Kule

of ADJ4CH s S of ADJHCH s S
intensional jextensional intensional] extensional
a5 a' ror a'| # tas a'y §| 'Tora' ¥ Phrase Structure Wules
old v v’ |V {prover v v v B > chapter II. (1) sS-»up ve
red v v |V |lerazy v v Vv (rule (16))
black v v WV reic v v’ T.. chapter IT
white v v v |bb1ain Vv v W/ 52 HOP] 1 (2) NOH—>ADI  LOM
- (rule (22))
handy v v | txue v v v o
radical v Vv v Hzinad v v Lfransformations
terribl rezular p A . T .
rible v _ |V y IV v v Vv v F,, chapter II (1) (obligatory) Lussian byt' insertion
nornal v v v |inatural v v v (rule (18)) {Tense . AT » .
rigina. arti & +ad; -» oyt! Tenge
original v Y |V |iparticular v v Imperativeg T ienfe, w Viadg
responsivle v v v licirty v v v F chapter III - ) mperative “t
new v Y |V ||puze V4 Ve v 42 ITT (2) (obligatory) inglish be insertion.

- (rule (2)) vV . .o>be V

absolute v v v +add - +adj

£ilthy Vi v

m P ¥ % b .
11sT I i 5y chapter v. (3) (optional) DNzam i ;

e = cama N o P
doublets definite v v v (zule (7)) [ ) N mbo adjective preposing.
-preposing current v v’ l:HO”«i v el v o+ adiectd )
+dummy deletion o +(?)] S aci HUR V4 adjective endlng]‘{m
=P (90)

L1sT g where adjective ending 1s real-

(SN .
orime \/ coublets ized as a lengthened vowel for
T v ~grepos%ng . V ending in a vowel and as @&

~cunny deletior oth C e

close v -HF (90) erwise.

present

ready

sorry

SIS




Aronoff, Mark.
Grammar.

Asongwed, Tah. (1975) ”Theﬂ@trugtgre‘of the Verb in B
flzamambo." unpublisned draft, University ol
Torontoc.

Babby, Leonard. (1971). A Pransformational Analysis of
Russian Adjectives. aoctoral dlssertaltlon,
Harvard University.

. (1973). "The Dbeep Structure of Adjectives and
Participles in Russian.”" Language 49, 549-560.

Rat

~ . ) A e - 1 . " .
Bach, Emmon. (1958). "louns and Noun Phrases,” in Univer-
eals in Linguistic theory, Lmmon Bach and opert
T, Harms, eds. Lew lork: Holt, Rinehart, and
Winston.

Bartsch, Renate and Theo Vennemann. (1972): Semantic
Structures. Frankfort: Athenaum Verlag.

Berman, Arlenc.(l974). Adjectives and gg;ggtivengopglogent
Constructions in &niish. neport no dsk-<r. be-
partment of Linguistilcs, Harvard University.

Bolinger, Dwight. (1967). "Adjectives ia English: gttri»
bution and predication." Linpua 18.1, 1-%4

Chomsky, Noam. (1957). Syntactic Structures. The Hague:
Mouton.

. (1965). Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. Can-
bridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

. (1970). "Remarks on Nominalization," in Reg@}n@s
in English Transformational Grammar, Rodericx
Jacobs and pPeter Rosenbaum, eds. Waltham, Mass.:

185

Damerau, Fred J. (1975). "On 'Fuzzy' Adjectives." IBH
Research Report RC 5540, Thomas J. Watson
Research Center, Yorktown Heights, itlew York.

Danilenko, L. P. (1963). Russkij Jazvk dlja Inostrancev.
Numwber 20. Leulngrad: Lecingrad University.

Dowty, David.'(l972). "lemporally Restrictive Adjectives,"
in Synbox and Semantics I, John Kimball, ed.
New York: Sewminar Press.

.(1975a2. "The Stative in the Progressive and
Other Essence/Accident Contrasts," Linpguistic
Inquiry VI.4.

. (1975b). "Toward a semantic theory of word-
formation in Montasue Grammar," in Texas Lin-
guistic Forum, Sue Schmerling, ed. Austin,
Texas: University of Texas Uepartment of Lin-
guistics.

. (1976). "lMontague Grammar and the Lexical De-
composition of Causative Verbds," in Hontapgue
Grammar, sBarbara H. Partee, ed. New York:
Academic Press.

Fornaciari, R. (1884). Sintassi italiana dell'uso moderno.
Florence, Italy.

Givon, Talmy. (1970). "Notes on the Semantic Structure
of English Adjectives," Languaze 46.4.

Gleitman, Lila and Henry Gleitman. (1970). Phras: and
Paraphrase. New York: Norton.

Jackendoff, Ray S. (1972). Semantic Interpretation in
Generative Grammar. Cambridge, Mass.: WIT Press.

Kamp, J.A.W. (1975). "Two Theories about Adjectives." in
Formal Semantics of Hatural Lansuage, Ldward L.

Ginn. Keenan, ed. Cambridge Unilversity Fress.
Cooper, Robin and Terence Parsons. (1976). "Montague Grammar, Katz, Jerrold. (1972). "Semantic Theory. New York: Harper
Generative Semantics, and Interpretive Semantics, and Row.
in Montague Grammar, Barbara Partee, ed. Hew York;
Academic Press. . (1972). "Semantic Theory and the Meaning of

of Good." Journal of Philosophy ©l, 7356-760.

Conte, Maria-Elisabeth. (197%). ”L‘Agget?ivo;in_Italian?—
Problemi Sintattici." Storia Linguistica Dell'-

Lakoff, George. (1970). Irregularity in Syntax. New York:
Italia nel Novecento.

Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.




136

(1972). "Hedges: A Btudy in Feaning Criteria
and the Logic of Puzzy Concepts," in Papers
fronm thc"ibhth Repilonal HMeeting of the Chicago
Linguistics Soclety.

Lee, Kiyong. (1974). The Treatment of Some English Con-
structions in Montasue Grammar. Docboral Disser—
tation, University or lexas, Austin.

9 v 2

Levi, Judith if. "Where do all those other adjectives cone
from?" in Papers from the Hinth Reglonal Heeting
of the Chicago Linguistics boclety.

Lunt, Horace G. (1968). Fundamentals of Russian. llew York:
riorton.

Montague, Richard. (1974a) "English as a Formal Language,"
in Formal PﬂllOoOD“J, Richmond Thomason, ed.
ilew Haven: Yale University Press.

. (1974b) "The Proper Treatment of Quantification
in Ordinary English," in Formal Philosophy,
Richmond Thomason, ed. ilew Haven: Yale University
Precs.

[ ———

Parsons, Terence (1970). "Some Problems Concerning the
Logic of Grammatical ilodifiers," Synthese, 21.
2=l 320-%5%4,

Parsons, Terence. (1971). "Meanings of Adjectives in
Attributive Position." preliminary notes,
University of ilassschusetts, Amherst, mimeo.

Partee, Barbara., (1975a) "John is easy %to Please," un-

published paper, University of ilassachusetts,

Amherst.

(1975b) "ilontague Grammar and Transformational
Grammar," Linguistic Inqguiry VI.Z2.

(1976). Montague Grammar. Hew York: Academic
Press.

Provence, Donald L. (197%). "Complex Predicates for Complex
Predication," unpublished paper, San Fraacisco
State University.

Quine, W.V.0. (1960). Word and Obaect Cambr1d5e, Mass.:
Harvard University press

o~

Ross, John Hobert. (1967). Constbraints on Variables in
1T doctoral dissercation. sloonis
Inuldna University Linguistics Club.

Russell, Bertrand. (1945). A iistory of Western Philosophy.
New York: Simoa and bBchuster.

Sapir, Edward. (1944). "Grading: a study in semantics,"
Pnilosophy of Science 11, 9Y7-116.

Siegel, Dorothy. (1974). Topics in English HMorphology.
unpublished 1T uoctoral Dissecrtatvion.

Smith, Carlota S. (1961). "A Class of Complex Modifiers
in English," Languaze 57.5.
. (19698). "Determiner and Relative Clauses in a
Generative Grammar of EnﬁlJvh,” in Hodern Btudiles
in Enpglish, David Reibel and Sanfora schnane,
eds. uhblcwood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice dall.

Stillings, Justine T. (1975) "The formulation of Gapping
in English as BEvidence for Variable Types in
Syntactic Transformations," Lincuistic Analysis
1.5

Stilman, Galina and William E. ilarkins. 9 ). Introduc—
ila

tory Russian Gramnsr. Valuham, s5s: blalisdell.

Stilman, Leon. (1951). sgian Verbs of ilotion. New Yori:
‘ Columbia Univerﬁlcy Press.

Welmers, William. (197%). African Lanpuage Structures.
University of California Press.

Wheeler, Samuel. (1972). "Attributives and their Modifiers."
Nous VIeths

Winter, Werner. (1965). "Transforms without Kernels."
Language 41.31, 434-48C,

Zadeh, L. (1974). "The Concept of a Linguistic Variable
and its Application to Approximdte Reasoning,
IBM Research Report RJ 1355, San Jose, Callf—
ornia.



A

Adjectives
and verbs, 16-18, 20-Z1,
36, 40-45, 50-51
152-158, 171, 173, 175
complements to verbs,
85-92
double, 129-134
non-restrictive, 3, 51-2,
123-124, 149
temporary properties,
77-80, 105
Adverbs, 172, 175
African languages, 151,
see also Ngamambo,
LoNkundo
Agreement, 18, 21, 39, 44
Aristotle, 108
Aronoff, 43
Asongwed, 176

B

Babby, 1, 40-42
Bach, 46, 50, 149, 150
Bartsch, 1, 108, 135-137,
139, 145, 149
IVBeH
deletion, sce Be-deletion
in Russian, 17, 20, 21,
24-25, 32, see also
Be-deletion and Be-
insertion
insertion, see Be-
insertion
lexical, 35, 44-45, 82
Be-deletion, 34, 38
Be-insertion,
in English, 51, 183
in Russian, 24-25, 34,
37, 44-46, 183
Berman, 1, 57, 61-63
Bolinger, 1, 28-29, 57,
61-63

188

C

Case, see Russian
Categories
universal syntactic,
150-151, 171-175
Chomsky, 16, 57, 103, 106
Comparative construction,
144-148
Comparison class, see
Measure Adjectives
Compositional semantics,
47, 53, 101, 154, 174
Compound nouns, 61-63
Constraints
on meaning postulates, see
Meaning postulates
Conte, 1, 123, 125
Context, 35, 54, 64-66, 68,
73-75, 106, 129, 135,
136-144, see also
Pragmatics

D

Damereau, 141, 149
Danilenko, 1
Double adjectives, see
Adjectives
Dowty, 43, 77, 105
Dummy noun deletion in
English, 53-54, 63,
70-71, 73, 76, 83,
93-97, 106
in Russian, 33, 35-38,
41, 44

E
Pntailment, 4, 7, 49, 102
TF

Fornaciari, 1, 124
Fuzzy sets, 141

G

Gapping, 87
Givon, 150, 176
Gleitman, 62
Goldsmith, 77

H
Harkins, 1
I

Imperative, see Russian
Infinitive complements,
in English, 86-87
in Russian, 19, 21, 39
Interpretation in a model,
23, 142
Interpretive semantic rule,
9-10, 42-43
Italian, 1, 123-126

J
Jackendoff, 9, 42-43, 57

K

Kamp, 1, 139-144, 145, 149
Katz, 1, 66-69, 128-137,
145

L

Lakoff, 50, 141, 150

Lee, 46

Levi, 57

Lexicon, 38, 43, 56, 61,
102, 135, 170

LoNkundo, 150

Lunt, 1, 46

M

Measure adjectives, 60,
107-149
comparison class, 108,
111, 113-114, 123,
128-144, 148

189

extensionality of,
109-115, 128, 133, 138
norm for, 108, 111, 128,
135, 136, 139, 141
scalability, 121-122, 128,
137, 141
Meaning postulates, 26-30,
32, 34, 47, 49, 103, 106,
115-116, 126, 127
constraints on, 28, 116
Montague, 1, 16, 23, 27, 63,
105, 140
Montague grammar, 22-30, 47,
90-91, 116, 132, 173
constraints in, 28, 116
multiple slash notation,
22, 25, 50, 156, 170-172
relation of syntax and
semantics, 9, 22, 42-43

N

Ngamambo, 151-177, 183

Nootka, 150, 172

Non-restrictive adjectives,
see Adjectives

Norm, see Measure adjectives

P

Parsons, 1, 46, 69-72, 90,
140, 149

Partee, 1, 16, 46

Passive, 46, 8G-87

Pragmatics, 33, 55, 63,
64-66, 73-74, 83, 91, 160,

see also Context

Properties of individuals,
22, 31, 33, 34, 50, 139,
164, 169

Provence, 14

Pseudo-cleft, 87

Q
Quine, 46



R

Relative clauses, 40-42
86, 132, 154-171
Relative clause reduction
and preposing, 40, 55,
57-61, 70, 72, 73, 93,
120, 132, 155-156,
160-167
Ross, 132
Rothstein, 15
Russell, 108, 149
Russian, 1, 10-21, 24-46,
171, 173
articles in, 30-31
byt', see Be
case, 16-17, 21, 44
imperatives, 17, 20, 21,
34-35, 39, 44-45
infinitive complements,
see Infinitive complements
long and short forms,
10-21, 24-46
scientific laws, in, 12

S

Sapir, 145
Scalability, see Measure
adjectives

Scientific laws, see Russian

"See-catch- find" construction,
84-92, 116

Semantic markers, 67-68, 129,
133-137

Siegel, D., 43

Smith, 57

Stillings, 105

Stilman, 1

T

Temporary properties, sec
Adjectives

Tense, 24-25

Term Phrases, 30, 47, 80, 123

There-insertion, 80-84, 91-92,
116 '

Trans formational grammar,
24, 36-43, 57-63, 83,
90-91, 183

190

U

Universal grammar, see
Categories

v

Vagueness, 64-66, 72, 74,
115, 128, 141-144
Variables, free, 32
Vennemann, 1, 108, 135-137,
139, 145, 149
Verbs and adjectives, see
adjectives

W

Welmers, 150, 172

Wheeler, 1, 108, 137-139,
145, 149

Winter, 57

Z

Zadeh, 141

Afterword1

STUDIO 4
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“We've almost mastered your language, but
some of your adjectives are alittle 2livruquok.”

1 This cartoon first appeared in

Review. It is reprinted here by the kin
of the artist, Nick Hobart.
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