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1. DECIDING BETWEENI| AND |1, CONTINUED

1.1. Evidence from beautiful dancers?
As a kind of aside:

(2) Olga is a beautiful dancer.
="Olga is beautiful, and Olga is a dancer.”
="“Olga dances beautifully (though she hersetfasbeautiful”

We won't really be able to account for the latteaming. Larson suggests that the noun
“dancer” has, built into it, an event of dancing perhaps several recurring events, or...), and
that the sentence means “Olga is the agent ofaheinlg event, and the dancing event is
beautiful”.

Note that there are other weirdly adverbial usesdpéctives, e.g. Stump’s
(2) An occasional sailor walked by.

=“Occasionally, a sailor walked by”

#“Someone walked by, who was both a sailor andsional”
which happens with infrequency adverbs, but nohdwequency ones2A frequent sailor
walked by. There’s also the interaction with definiteneBse occasional sailor walked by. Once
again, there’s something going on here with evéotasional” is modifying “walk”, perhaps,
in some way?). And there are similar, if not idealj cases:

3) The occasional cup of coffee will keep Johmlksvall night.

There again seems to be an implicit event—*Occagipurinking a cup of coffee....” (Though
it need not be a drinking event: “Occasionally pegia cup of coffee over John’s head....”)

At any rate, these things all fall under the “samrag else is going on” umbrella.
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1.2. Evidence from subsective adjectives?

What about words likeall andgood? Syllogism (a) seems valid, as in (b); the faat {)
works is a result of writing the “and” meaning irgibher PM or thé(e, t), (g, t)) meaning.

a. Aand B. b. It is raining and it is Monday.c. Tony is a male syntactician.
C. It is 5pm. Tony is a golfer.
[JA and C. O It is raining and it is 5pm. [J Tony is a male golfer.
And yet:

4) Tony is a good syntactician.
Tony is a golfer.
(0 Tony is a good golfer.

this doesn’t seem valid. Why is that?

There are a few interlocking intuitions at work dnefdjectives liketall andgood apparently
get part of their meaning from the noun that fokoWéradable adjectives—that is, adjectives
where individuals fall at some point on a scaltheathan simply being “in” or “out” of a set—
seem not to work by simple intersection. Relatvéhe latter: we have a different inference
pattern than we did with other adjectives:

privative: XisAdjNi+ XisaN
intersective: XisAdjNF XisaN  Xis Adj N+ X is Adj
subsectivee  XisAdjNF XisaN  Xis Adj Ni- X is Adj
That means that:
* [tall] = [Axe . xis tall] + PM: won’t work
> How can you tell whetheris “tall™?
> x may be “tall” in one context but not another.
* [tall] = [APg 1 - [Axe . X is tall andP(x) = 1]]: won’t work
> Same reasons!
We need a more nuanced meaning. With the lattestared a better chance of that:

* [tall] = [APe 1 . [AXe . X is taller than the averagesuch thaP(y) = TRUE,
andP(x) = TRUE]]
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Notes:

» Don't forget theP(x) = 1! That's part of what distinguishes these frornvative
adjectives. And otherwis€aitlin is a tall kindergartener comes out true, since it’s
true that she’s taller than the average kindergarte

* “the average such thaP(y) = TRUE’ may not quite be what we want. We might want to
comparex to “mosty such thaP(y)”, or “3/4 of they such thatP(y)”, or the like. The
key fact here is that there’s some comparisondedhndividuals of whicl? is true;
someone isn’t just “tall”, but is tall in comparisto other {golfers/kindergarteners/etc.}

On Approach [, it's not clear at the moment whatooald add to the meaning tll that would
as a result incorporate the noun meaning. But ti@tithought....

1.3. Problems. the (g, t)sense
But now, what can we make @#hitlin is short?

* Predicted meaning of PMTRUE iff Caitlin is short” — except of course that ight of
the above discussion, maybe we don’'t even wang tabbe to evaluate the truth of
“Caitlin is short” without some context.

* Predicted meaning dfe, t), (e, t)) adjective: actually, §hort] can’t take [Caitlin] as an
argument at all' We need ambiguity, or a meanimdsfoor...there could be an invisible
noun that's a sister ishort, that contributes, say)x : x [ De . TRUE].

Aside: what wedo not want to say is that “the pragmatics saturateguhetion”. Arguments
saturate functions. Or else rules of semantic coailan like PM tell us how to get around
saturating the function. Having the pragmatics stegnd actually do the semantic work of
saturation is dangerous territory.

With that said, what wean say is “the pragmatics supplies tleet) predicate that saturates the
function”. So perhaps...

[Caitlin is short]
=[AP 1 . [AXe . X is taller than the avgs.t.P(y) = TRUE, andP(x) = TRUE]](Q)(Caitlin)
=[x . X is taller than the averagesuch tha)(y) = TRUE, andQ(x) = TRUE](Caitlin)
=Caitlin is taller than the averagesuch thafQ(y) = TRUE, andQ(Caitlin) = TRUE
...whereQ is an(e, t) function supplied by the pragmatics.

Of course, we’'d want to know what valuesdtan be supplied. ¥% . X is a woman” seems
likely, or perhapsXxe . X is a person”; Xxe . X is a linguist” seems less likely out of the blue.)
But that’s the kind of thing we can rely on thegatics to be able to do—supply the right
implicit meaning—without too much handwaving.
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But wait! If we can use the pragmatics to supppredicatenere, then what about:
* [tall] = [Axe . X s taller than the averagesuch thaP(y) = 1]

where once again we getfrom context? Now we’re back to the point where(# t) and
(e, 1), (g, t)) meanings seem equally able to get the right mgantBome possibly useful data:

* Caitlin is a tall woman, in a context where Caitlin is standing among knggrteners.

> Predicted meaning of PM: “Caitlin is a woman, &wdtlin is tall among some relevant
set, e.g. the people standing in that room, cangistf Caitlin and thirty two-foot-high
people” —TRUE.

> Predicted meaning d{e, t), (e, t)) adjective: “Caitlin is a woman, and Caitlin isltal
among woman” FALSE, even when she’s short in the context.

Empirical fact: perhaps not entirely clear? Vas@entences/contexts suggest that the
head noun can be ignored; or maybe that it can't...

(5) We've almost got our all-linguist checkersrtegeady to send to the LSA tournament.
Per the regulations, we’ve got a phonologist—weeh@ene, and he’s a good checkers
player. And we’ve got a syntactician, since Torgxsellent at checkers. Now all we
need isa good semanticist and we're all set.

=“good at checkers; not necessarily good at séosin
[Example due to Michel DeGraff]

(6) Poor Jumbo! What chance de@esnall elephant have against those monsters?

="“large as elephants go, but small compareddartbnsters destroying the city”
[Example from H&K, p. 71]

2. CONCLUSIONS

Inconclusive. We'll use PM in general, for the sakéaving chosen, but it's not clear that one
theory works and the other doesn't.
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