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“Unusual in its scope and ambition, this Companion offers su 096 6 E
essays by a judicious mix of eminent figures and up-and-coming scholars. In addition
to the standard topics, it is particularly good to have state-of-the-art pieces on the
relations between philosophy of language and the other main sub-fields of philosophy.
An indispensable resource.” —Paul Boghossian, New York University

“The Routledge Companion to Philosophy of Language has all the virtues of a state-of-
the-art collection: lucid articles on cutting-edge topics by leaders in the field, meticulous
organization, beyond comprehensive. This book is, and will be for years to come,
indispensable.” —Robin Jeshion, University of Southern California

“This is a stunningly wide-ranging collection packed with first-rate authors. | cannot
think of anything else that comes near it both for breadth of coverage and for quality.” —
Jennifer Saul, University of Sheffield

“Delia Graff Fara and Gillian Russell’s selection of authors and topics is authoritative,
imaginative, and cutting-edge. Both students and specialists will learn much from this
volume. The essays are well-designed, substantial launch pads for further exploration.”
— Timothy Williamson, University of Oxford

Philosophy of language is the branch of philosophy that examines the nature of
meaning, the relationship of language to reality, and the ways in which we use, learn, and
understand language.

The Routledge Companion to Philosophy of Language provides a comprehensive and
up-to-date survey of the field, charting its key ideas and movements, and addressing
contemporary research and enduring questions in the philosophy of language. Unique to
this Companion is clear coverage of research from the related disciplines of formal logic
and linguistics, and discussion of the applications in metaphysics, epistemology, ethics,
and philosophy of mind.

Organized thematically, divided into seven sections, and comprised of 70 never-before-
published essays from leading scholars, the Companion promises to be the most
comprehensive and authoritative resource for students and scholars alike.

Gillian Russell is Associate Professor of Philosophy at Washington University in
St. Louis.

Delia Graff Fara is Associate Professor of Philosophy at Princeton University.
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THE ROUTLEDGE COMPANION TO
PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE

Philosophy of language is the branch of philosophy that examines the nature of mean-
ing, the relationship of language to reality, and the ways in which we use, learn, and
understand language.

The Routledge Companion to Philosophy of Language provides a comprehensive and
up-to-date survey of the field, charting its key ideas and movements, and addressing
contemporary research and enduring questions in the philosophy of language. Unique
to this Companion is clear coverage of research from the related disciplines of formal
logic and linguistics, and discussion of the applications in metaphysics, epistemology,
ethics, and philosophy of mind.

Organized thematically, the Companion is divided into seven sections: Core Topics;
Foundations of Semantics; Parts of Speech; Methodology; Logic for Philosophers of Lan-
guage; Philosophy of Language for the Rest of Philosophy; and Historical Perspectives.

Comprised of 70 essays from leading scholars—including Sally Haslanger, Jeffrey
King, Sally McConnell-Ginet, Rae Langton, Kit Fine, John MacFarlane, Jeff Pelletier,
Scott Soames, Jason Stanley, Stephen Stich and Zoltan Gendler Szab6—The Routledge
Companion to Philosophy of Language promises to be the most comprehensive and author-
itative resource for students and scholars alike.

Gillian Russell is Associate Professor of Philosophy at Washington University in
St. Louis.

Delia Graff Fara is Associate Professor of Philosophy at Princeton University.
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Routledge Philosophy Companions offer thorough, high quality surveys and assessments
of the major topics and periods in philosophy. Covering key problems, themes and
thinkers, all entries are specially commissioned for each volume and written by lead-
ing scholars in the field. Clear, accessible and carefully edited and organised, Routledge
Philosophy Companions are indispensable for anyone coming to a major topic or period
in philosophy, as well as for the more advanced reader.
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PRAISE FOR THE SERIES

The Routledge Companion to Aesthetics

‘This is an immensely useful book that belongs in every college library and on the book-
shelves of all serious students of aesthetics.'—Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism

‘The succinctness and clarity of the essays will make this a source that individuals not
tamiliar with aesthetics will find extremely helpful"—The Philosophical Quarterly

‘An outstanding resource in aesthetics . . . this text will not only serve as a handy refer-
ence source for students and faculty alike, but it could also be used as a text for a course
in the philosophy of art.—Australasian Journal of Philosophy

‘Attests to the richness of modern aesthetics . . . the essays in central topics — many of
which are written by well-known figures — succeed in being informative, balanced and
intelligent without being too difficult.'—British Journal of Aesthetics

“This handsome reference volume . . belongs in every library.’—Choice

‘The Routledge Companions to Philosophy have proved to be a useful series of high qual-
ity surveys of major philosophical topics and this volume is worthy enough to sit with
the others on a reference library shelf. '—Philosophy and Religion

The Routledge Companion to Philosophy of Religion
... avery valuable resource for libraries and serious scholars.’—Choice

‘The work is sure to be an academic standard for years to come . . . I shall heartily recom-
mend The Routledge Companion to Philosophy of Religion to my students and colleagues
and hope that libraries around the country add it to their collections.'—Philosophia

Christi

The Routledge Companion to Philosophy of Science

A Choice Outstanding Academic Title 2008

‘With a distinguished list of internationally renowned contributors, an excellent choice

of topics in the field, and well-written, well-edited essays throughout, this compendium
is an excellent resource. Highly recommended.—Choice

‘Highly recommended for his

tory of science and philosophy collections’—Library
Journal

This well conceived companion, which brings together an impressive collection of

. . p ., . )
distinguished authors, will be invaluable to novices and experience readers alike.
—Metascience

The Routledge Companion to Twentieth Century Philosophy

‘To describe this volume as ambitious would be a serious understatement. . . . full of
scholarly rigor, including detailed notes and bibliographies of interest to professional
philosophers. . . . Summing up: Essential. —Choice

The Routledge Companion to Philosophy and Film

‘A fascinating, rich volume offering dazzling insights and incisive commentary on every
page . . . Every serious student of film will want this book . . . Summing Up: Highly
recommended.”—Choice

The Routledge Companion to Philosophy of Psychology

‘This work should serve as the standard reference for those interested in ggining a
reliable overview of the burgeoning field of philosophical psychology. Summing Up:
Essential."—Choice

The Routledge Companion to Metaphysics

‘The Routledge Philosophy Companions series has a deserved reputation for imprgssive
scope and scholarly value. This volume is no exception . . . Summing Up: Highly
recommended.’—Choice

The Routledge Companion to Nineteenth Century Philosophy

A Choice Outstanding Academic Title 2010 o

‘This is a crucial resource for advanced undergraduates and taculty of any discipline who
are interested in the 19th-century roots of contemporary philosophical problems. Sum-
ming Up: Essential. " —Choice

The Routledge Companion to Ethics

‘This fine collection merits a place in every university, college, and high school library
for its invaluable articles covering a very broad range of topics in ethics[.] . . . Wich iFs
remarkable clarity of writing and its very highly qualified contributors, this volume is
must reading for anyone interested in the latest developments in thes’e important areas
of thought and practice. Summing Up: Highly recommended.'—Choice
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3.3
ADJECTIVES

Chris Kennedy

1 Introduction

In The Cambrid

. . .
o The Cambnia rg ClGn};nmur of the English Language, adjectives are characterized as expres-
slons expreSSi, ar; ‘\,‘/1,.]01' ad]uidt the meaning contributions of nouns,” in order to allow

on of “finer gradations of meaning” y
ing” than are ible th
far the expr ! possible through the u
O ggil(.lt-luddlgston and Pullum 2002, p. 526). At a general level gadjectivjs3
. b
gain i Whic[l; b Slyy ;n V}l‘tlg of }EWO main characteristics, one of which is semantic and
ntactic. On the s iC si i
ey actanlly cepmeactis. Or e semantic side, they introduce properties. (Whether
ey actually den P o%e[rtles ;s a question we will address in detail below.) On the
, they are able to function as modi ‘

) | odifiers, and so ith s i
e r ' , may (with some restric-
tions) con 1irgzﬁec(ur§1vellz with nouns. The result of this combination is a new propert
pmpertiesy;e truye ;f (zﬁg Eot alwags) true of a subset of the entities that the origin;;

, thereby providing a “finer gradati i

: tion of meaning” than i i
properties are eby : ner g ing” than is possible
pleXigties howzvalonehj'}}:ls 51m‘ple picture hides many important and interestir[:g com-
lmguists’and hir, whic prpvnde insights on several topics of central interest to both

: : philosophers, including: vagueness, contextualism, relativi i
tionality, and the semantic analysis of sienifi such oo modalice. ] oo
frogality, and the o alysis o significant phenomena such as modality. I begin
A 10r1l of the dlstrlbutlonal properties of adjectives, then summarize the

analyses of their meanings, and finally conclude with a look at some

()1 tlle I()leb tllat ad ectiv ye eas p
] ctives ha\/e pla d Imn r
( 3 a Onlng about tlle 1ssues aIld lle[l()[[le!la

2 Distribution

As it turns ini i
s Sorl:(t),t ceiittei;gllmslt?ag elfafctlyy what is constitutive of the grammatical category
e e or enelr f:; o Olgh tforward. ‘There are a number of distributional tests that
oringuish adjectives from t ejr“c?tegor'les, as we will see below, but it is not the case
SE ol of g vt are T2 ichchrLa 4 Flassnﬁed as adjectives in a particular language sat-
s e et ghat Ot }:Zrl,‘ew{if not the case tbat the tests apply uniformly across
e o orms that, Withu hse $ 'a’re~ the semantic properties that are traditionally
in this section on adjectives ii ;Ee;;i::ﬁ lil:(eae$ethings Simple’hI s priman
in this sec adjective , w comments here and there about
e beha tl}c:;toaflf}cl]éeuc;}ll\ :lsl 1ln other l‘anguages. The reader should keep keep in rill;(r)ld.
Bontan o onangh ';ngyageb have terms that share the semantic properties of
gioh adecy f’ 4>.r1 th}()nal pateerns of these terms can vary. (See Dixon and
or a detailed discussion of the cross-linguisic properties of adjectives.)

The first identifying feature of adjectiv
adjectives may supply the main pre
their own arguments, as shown by exam
the verb be in (12) and (2a) is just providingaho
and is not playing a central role in the meaning o
require expression of this
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es involves their use as predicate terms. Like verbs,
dicate term in a sentence, and may even introduce
ples such as (1) and (2). (I'll assume here that
st for tense and agreement information,
f the predicate. Many languages donot

element in sentences like these.)

(1) a. That stone is weighty.
b. That stone weighs a lot.

(2) a. The country is dependent on foreign oil.
b. The country depends on foreign oil.

complements of the epistemic verbs seem and

However, only adjectives can serve as the
denotes syntactic illformedness):

appear, as shown by the following contrasts (*

(3) a. That stone secms/appears weighty.
b. * That stone seems/appears weigh a lot.

(4) a. The country seems/appears dependent on foreign oil.
b. * The country seems/appears depend on foreign oil.

djectives, however: nouns (or rather noun phrases)

can sometimes appear as the complement of seem and appear, especially when their
meanings are in some sense scalar or evaluative. This is illustrated nicely in the follow-

ing lines from The Ship of Fools by Sebastian Brandt (which appear on p. 294 of the 1962
edition of Edwin Zeydel’s 1944 translation, published by Dover):

This test doesn’t uniquely pick out a

(5) He seems a burden, seems a pest
To all his brood, a hateful guest,
And yet it almost serves him right,
For he’s a dull and witless wight.

A second diagnostic, which distinguishes adjectives from both nouns and verbs, is
the possibility of direct composition with degree words like rather, very, t00, 50, enough,
how. For example, of the related terms dependent, depend and dependence, only the first

can directly combine with the excessive degree marker too:

(6) a. The country is too dependent on foreign oil.
b. * The country too depends on foreign oil.
c. * The country has too dependence on foreign oil.

Examples (6b—c) can be repaired b
(6b), moving the whole thing to the lefto

oil or depends on foreign oil too muc
is only the adjectival form dependent that can
It should be emphasized, though, that adjectives accept composition wi
only to the extent that they are associated with concepts that are, or can

as scalar, in a sense to be discussed below.
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Perhaps th i i

imphdt;i)n a uedzlrllost central dlagnf)stlc for the class of adjectives is the one tha ;
e th;sfoln anleu}lum s Smctional/semantic characterization of adjectait N
alter, clarity, or adjust the meani ibuti -

s : meaning contribut t " adj

tives can directly compo Si i omplex comti
se recursively with nouns, formi "

pives can & : : , forming more complex consti

ay then combine with other elements (e.g., a determiner or possessiv hents

nal) to form a noun phrase, as in (7a—c). ¢ nome

(7) a. ablue ball
b. a round blue ball

c. alarge round blue ball

’?_Lllg;\]usle; S(f ad]lectlves are referr§d to as instances of ATTRIBUTIVE MODIFICA
T Ya‘naria lr;”l: uaangua?(;s], ad]ecFlves may only be used attributively. For example ir;
eyt guage of New Gumea,.adjectives may directly combine with noun*,

, but they may provide the main predicate of a sentence only if they com;;)saz

first with a nomi
minal element meaning ‘thi ’
. g ‘thing, matter’, as i ; omissi i
element results in ungrammaticality. ¥ asshownin (80); omission of this

(8) a. haga’ dote’na
tasty food
‘tasty food’
b. ma’i egemo haga-na-e’
‘this banana tasty-thing-PRED
This banana is tasty.” (Lit. This banana is a tasty thing.)

Even English i

; T

‘0 g qclgdes a number of adjectives that have only attributive h
rmer, mere, principal and main: e e

(9) a. Ihis ‘is our former/principal/main objective.
b. * This objective is former/principal/main.

The existen i i

m attribuﬂz&; deezfpgtijséelggsv llkﬁ 'the\se ha:s led some researchers to hypothesize that

che attiburive use be[OJw Il_;esllb in some important sense basic, a point to which we

tough e el bele a. eowevir, l‘lke the cher tests, this one also has exceptions,

ihough they are fo : ppear to be systematic. For example, there is a class of adjec-
udes asleep, awake, alone (sometimes called a-adjectives, for obvious

I SOIlS) Wlllch can pp p pp
€a a a ear as com, lelllel’lts Of seem a“d appear bllt are I’a]]ed 1[0"1
attllbutl\/e pOSlthIl. ’

(10) i: ;Kim photographed two asleep/alive polar bears.
- Kim photographed two sleeping/living polar bears.

There are, in additi
A o .
e With, " ;jilFlor‘l’ languages which require noun-modifying adjectives to first com
bine » imc; q[:lee;catl\}'le .element, effectively turning them into relative clauses (and
g stion their status as adjectives to begin wi '
g (o question s to begin with; see Baker 2003)
s es ' ssibili i S 1
ke e feors};(;\a that the pObbtl)blllty of attributive modification is not a nec
: adjective status, but it is gen \ ’
S erally agreed that ic i ici
Swary condition fie aus g y agreed that it is a sufficient
ess, some care must still be taken in applying this test. Nouns may al
st. s also
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combine directly with nouns, as in eyeball, tennis ball, home run ball, or medicine ball, but
in a way that is different from adjectives in two respects. First, the interpretation of
such structures (referred to as NOUN-NOUN COMPOUNDS) is variable and often
context dependent: an eyeball is a part of the body that has the shape of a ball; a tennis
ball is a ball used for playing tennis; a home run ball is a ball that was hit for a home
run (e.g., Barry Bonds’ 756th home run ball was auctioned for $752,467); a medicine ball
could be a ball of medicine, a ball used to deliver medicine, or a piece of gym equipment.
Attributive adjective modification, in contrast, gives rise to much more systematic and
restricted interpretations, as we will see in detail below.

Second, attributive adjectives are different from nouns in compounding structures in
that the former cannot occur outside the lacter:

(11) a. a majestic towering home run ball
b. * a majestic home run towerin ball
] g
c. * a home run majestic towering ball

In contrast, attributive adjectives can often be reordered without compromising syntac-
tic well-formedness:

(12) a. amajestic towering home run
b. a towering majestic home run

Interestingly, it is not the case that attributive adjective ordering is fully unrestricted.
For example, the default order of the adjectives numerous, inefficient, and American as
attributive modifiers is as in (13a); orders in which numerous is non—initial are ungram-
maticsal (13b—c); and an order in which American precedes inefficient is acceptable just
in case American is understood contrastively or in focus. For example, (13d), with stress
on American (indicated by capitalization), would be acceptable as an answer to the ques-
tion Are there a lot of inefficient cars on the road?

(13) a. There are numerous inefficient American cars on the road.
b. * There are inefficient numerous American cars on the road.

c. * There are inefficient American numerous cars on the road.

d

" There are numerous AMERICAN inefficient cars on the road
(but not so many JAPANESE ones).

These ordering restrictions are robust cross-linguistically, holding both in languages like
English, where adjectives precede nouns, and in a mirror-image fashion in languages in
which nouns precede adjectives, though the underlying reasons for the distribution are
not well understood (see Demonte 2008; Svenonius 2008: and Cinque 2010 for recent
discussion).

Sometimes multiple orders are possible but result in significant differences of inter-
pretation. For example, wild Minnesotan rice denotes quantities of uncultivated or unruly
rice, which stands in some relation to Minnesota (most likely it was grown there, though
other interpretations are possible), while Minnesotan wild rice denotes quantities of ziza-
nia palustris (which is in fact not a species of rice). The relative order of the adjective
and the noun, when two orders are possible, can also affect meaning. Consider, for
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example, (14), in which the adjective can either be interpreted nonrestrictively, as in
(14a), or restrictively, as in (14b) (Bolinger 1967; Larson and Marusi¢ 2004).

(14) All of his unsuitable remarks will be eliminated from the final text.

a. All of his remarks will be eliminated; they are unsuitable.

b. All (and by implication, only) those of his remarks that are unsuitable
will be eliminated.

When the adjective occurs postnominally, however, only the restrictive interpretation
is available:

(15) All remarks unsuitable (for publication) will be eliminated from the final
text.

The examples in (16), discussed originally by Bolinger (1967) (see also Larson 1998;
Cinque 1993, 2010; Demonte 2008; and Morzycki 2008), show a similar sensitivity to
the relative order of the noun and the adjective.

(16) a. The visible stars include Capella, Betelgeuse and Sirius.
b. The stars visible include Capella, Betelgeuse and Sirius.

(16a) is truth-conditionally ambiguous: it can be understood as a claim about which
stars are visible at the time of utterance, or as a claim about which stars are intrisically
visible (e.g., capable of being seen by the naked eye). At noon on a sunny day, (16a)
would (normally) be false on the first reading and true on the second. Example (16b), in
contrast, is unambiguous: It has only the ‘currently visible’ reading, and would be false
in the sunny day context. This suggests that the ambiguity in (16a) does not reflect an
ambiguity in visible, but rather has something to do with composition. This conclusion
is further strengthened by the contrast between (17a) and (17b).

(17) a. The invisible visible stars include Betelgeuse.
b. ?? The visible invisible stars include Betelgeuse.

(17a) means that Betelgeuse is among the stars which can generally be seen but are cur-
rently invisible, which is a perfectly coherent thing to say. Example (17b), on the other
hand, sounds a bit odd (indicated by the ‘??’), because it involves definite reference to a
set of stars that are currently visible and intrinsically invisible, which is a combination
of properties that is difficult to have, and possibly even contradictory. As pointed out by
Larson (1998), these facts show that the ‘current’ vs. ‘intrinsic’ distinction is not {or not
only) a function of the relative ordering of the adjective and the noun but (also) reflects
more subtle facts about adjective—noun composition.

Taken together, examples like these show that subtle differences in structure can
affect the truth conditions of sentences with attributive adjectives, a fact that must be
kept in mind when constructing arguments—either linguistic or philosophical—based
on the interpretations of such constructions. Superficially simple structures sometimes
hide an underlying complexity, which must be taken into account by reasoning based
on the meanings of those constructions and the elements they contain.
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3 Meaning

i i S S 5 t adjec-
I said above that adjectives introduce properties. Two kinds (:f fach suggest t}:i 2 )the
i i adjectives may prov
i S st. as we have already seen, adje ide €
ves also denote properties. First, n, : vide the
;ain predicate in a sentence. Second, we often see entailments from the att
form to the predicative form, as in (18).

(18) a. Cosmo is a hairy brown dog.
b. Cosmo is hairy.
c. Cosmo is brown.

We do not need to know anything about dogs to know that (.183) entails (11 ?:t{—ﬁ)cii ::,
later learn that Cosmo is not merely a dog but alsoha Vi/]estmlr;\st‘er léenns Wettmm;ter
; ‘e M justifiably conclude from (18a) that he is a hairy brown -

Do, T e eeanio nvolves the ascription of three properties to Cosmo
| Club champion. If (18a) involves the ascrip op: :

lfbi:ﬁ; a dog, being brown and being hairy), these patterns off reasorfnng ;Otléo(:; ‘n\]TER

, i i S soni are often referre : -

‘octives that give rise to such reasoning patterns ar . sl ‘

SExégllle\c/é\ Not all id]’ectives are intersective, however,ca fac'td tha; 1nftrfldu’ci<re:gc;a£relgﬁis

idea th jectiv s denote properties. Consider the follow : ,

for the idea that adjectives as a class P onsider ¢ wing examers

i i ses not justify the conclu ,

from Partee 1995. Knowing that (19a) is true dox oL Justfy e ol e i his rle

i 1d be the case that the only respect in which It . ’ |
Esei\a:j:g::to?l.;n which case we would accept the former but most likely deny the latter.

(19) a. Francis is a skillful surgeon.
b. Francis is skillful.

i he conclusion in (20b):
imilarly bined truth of (19a) and (20a) donothcenseF : sion in
Is:;;nr:lczilglz:glﬁzct(s):] a l\I/\ery skillful surgeon and still have only limited facility w ith the

violin.

(20) a. Francisisa violinist.
b. Francis is a skillful violinist

i ' S S violinists
Intuitively, skillful in (192) and (20b) p}cks out just the subset a?f ;:lr\%ioc‘?ni\r:i violimists
who are skillful as surgeons)ar}:d ai': violir}zs;s rli?ﬁ?ljclt:;e;z.yﬁz }z:erre:xay, Pam;e ey bl
from the truth of e.g. (19a) that Francis ts skl 2 her way. Partee {1999) labes
adjectives like skillful SUBSECTIVE, since composition Qt tl;ebadt]?rc\t: ; av; lttl}:; Soes ne!
constituent returns a subset of the denotation pf the .norr.nvna. ,A ﬁ i; L et
support the same inferences as with intersective ad.]ectlfes.‘ .
are subsective, but not all SUbSCC;l\'C deec.tlveasda;reec [lreesrsiﬁtelr\'ee.i ©+ thind group of what
addition to intersective and su sectwg : ‘ , T ronts
Palr?ee calls NONSUBSECTIVE adjectives including fgrme_}, lfllegeciffgﬁgé E?:Stl}l:iet Stmsfv
and so forth, which are neither intersecEi\.'e nor subs‘ecm"e}.1 eh se;merS ejcti(;n sty
the description former president of the United SFates is r}elt fer t :ems cction of (e >
of former things (if that even makes sen§e) V\."lth Fhe seto pﬁsu \ a;] or fs 1t 2 el
of the set of presidents. Similarly, a fake ldeﬁtlﬁFatlon is arlgujl yfn;)m n identification
all. (Nonsubsective adjectives like fake which imply exclusion fr ¢

are sometimes called PRIVATIVE.)
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A number of res i
] . .
o Mo (le;(?:}r)chﬁ;? 1rt1cll<udmlg_g1 Lewis (1970), Wheeler (1972), Cresswell (1973)
dM , e taken the existence of i ive i
and Montague { aker of non-intersective inte i
" Z]ed ves. r:; 1'dencehthat adjectives do not denote properties, but ratherrglrjtazons of
o 1 M ’
bzed nuanged il;:,r\l,b that r;lap prcl)jpemes into new properties. (Others have zj:loe aga’
‘iew whereby attributive uses involve s i S,
more nuanc whereby 'olve such a meaning, while icati
uses denor ;;:gp;rtlljs, see Siegel 1976 for a sophisticated implemergl)tation gfr eg?cat’we
of ac Cases,(the the ind pf lmgutstic data that can be brought to bear to su g 1 kind
R illx]l:rerzectlse adjectives), the output is just the conjunction E?i‘;ﬂf "
ey detezmm ec; tu}fe by the adjective; in others (the non-intersective ones;np}l:t
€ output property i o
adjective de itpul perty in a more complex way, as we h S
i a,t te;pg»atent predicative uses of adjectives are analyzed ZI’S derivin a\ge o
o e ps tl utfl\l;e source, so that what is predicated of the subject in e ; (rlo9T) i
pot the pro fpt }rleyaot Emg skll.lful, but rather the property of being a skillful ~08"w h) .
e e [ikrela{()a or Qm(e is ﬁ([gl;?; in contextually. English is thus analyzed (;nwa o
garia (see above), the i e
: \ , only differen i
syI}lE?lx obs;gres rather than reflects the the underlyin; form ce being that the surface
e attributive analysis of adjecti :
’ jectives represents a kind of “ izati
S arcribucive. ind of “generalization to
cos anaIYSisgg% r}:)lch can be found elsgwhere in compositional analyses of Ent }iies}\:«zrsft
ke of st anpa per names as ggneralxzed quantifiers in Montague 1974) Thi d o
e eratpproach is that it allows for a general theory of lexical ty .es a ?l o
positio [ang% X el::s,band if the general goal is to show that the semanticppro Zrtfom;’
nat reasonablegone n( Ti accgunted for within a compositional framework, thg straizo
R at‘mb ough see Kgmp 1975 for a critical assessement of the ex lan%gir
e e e utlc\ize analysw.).The disadvantage of such an approach is t%at in
e b tgl oun-dependency into the meaning of the adjective, the uniformit
hypothesis doesnt iﬁ\e mu.ch space‘for complex structural effects on ;r1eanin of ti\g
sort we observed in ¢ e ?Y€YIOUS section for adjectives like visible. At the samegtim i
canlead toan ove »s;np istic assessment of the data, when a more sophisticated anale‘ «
adjective meaning ca i i i
Ol oorh now : g can provide us with ways of ini
and . I ys of explaini
¢ those a Lfof W 1thoult adopting the attributive analysis of adjectivepmeanrilﬁ parten?
, example, (21a), which is ambiguous between the reading ii (21b)
b

] v
n W]llCll tlle ad ective 1s SubSeCtl\/e alld t}le one in ZIC n Wlllc]l tl 1€ ad ective 1s
. ) ( )v )

(21) a. Lee is a beautiful singer.
b. Lee sings beautifully.
c. Lee is a singer who is beautiful.

Larson (1998)
shows that this ambigui
Ls iguity can be captured strai
Larson (1998) sho ' lity ptured scraightforwardly wi 5-
adjegc an 2 den?,;‘:e semantics for adjectives—i.e., by maintaining the h;pottll:e?ilst Sl?;t
alectives & m()dizrcc;;tvieortle's—by.extending Davidson’s (1967) well-established analysis
s e e ate o ;;mdactloln sentebnces to adjectival modification. Specifically
zed asrelations between ev indivi ' ’
nouns e sng : ‘ eventsand individuals, and adjectiv
are an: fyorm de[;ropértles of either events or individuals. In some cases tl;e S 'nii]eaf“lfs
surface form ine(rglllr;e§ exactly what kind of argument the adjective ’h']S' i1y1 (Zi(b(; [t "
: oy e as: s
e Con,dirioned ) ]; Oltthlzin mc;ll\ ld(uzall. )(T}}ie addition of the suffix -ly is also syntacti-
v C . S, such as a), the syntax is i i
e  sue ) yntax is compatible with either option
riguity. Depending on which option we choose for the '1djectivpetl(\\€;
P: 7,
2
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derive the truth conditions in (22
ings in (21b=c), respectively.
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a—b) for the sentence which correspond to the read-

(22) a. Je[beautiful(e) A singer(lee.e)]
b. E\e[beautuful(lee) A singer(lee,e)]

nd of subsectivity can be handled by appealing toa
aning; a different kind of subsectivity, manifeste

referred to as GRADABLE ADJECTIVES,
can be handled by appealing to a more complex view of adjective meaning. Consider,
for example, the adjective wall. The truth of (23a) does not guarantee the truth of (23b);
likewise, knowing that (23a) is true and knowing that Julian is 2 basketball player does

not allow us to conclude (23¢).

Larson’s analysis shows how one ki
more sophisticated theory of noun me
by adjectives that encode scalar concepts,

(23) a. Julianisa tall jockey.
b. Julian is tall.
c. Julian isa tall basketball player.

Facts like these lead to the conclusion that tall does not denote a property on its Own;

instead, tall comes to denote a property only after determing a “threshold” or STAND-
ARD of height that an object must reach in order to count as tall, which is itself com-
puted on the basis of a relevant set of objects, ot COMPARISON CLASS (Kamp 1975;
Klein 1980; Kennedy 2007). To say that Julian is tall jockey, in other words, is to say
that he is a jockey who is tall relative to the standards for jockeys, which does not entail
that he is tall relative to some other standard or comparison class. In particular, this
does not entail that he is tall relative to whatever standard is approprirate for basketball
players, so we are not licensed to conclude (23¢), even if we know that Julian is a
basketball player.
One way of accounting for facts like those in (23) is to adopt an attributive analysis
of adjectives, whereby the noun provides the comparison class for the adjective. On this
view, tall denotes a function from properties to properties of the form in (24), where

stnd picks out an appropriate value from the set of heights we get by applying the height

function to the objects in the denotation of the noun (cf. Klein 1980; Heim and Kratzer
1998; a proper version of this analysis would need to intensionalize the comparison

class, of course).
24) APAx.height(x) 2 stndtheight(y) | P ()}

However, a closer look at the distributional properties of adjectives like tall shows that
this is not the only possible analysis of their meanings, or of facts like those in (23).
As the following examples show, a central characteristic of gradable adjectives is that
they can appear in a variety of constructions and are linked semantically by encod-
ing different notions of degree: relations to measures, comparison relations, relations of

sufficiency and excess, and so forth.
(25) a. Julian is four feet tall.

b. Julian is taller than Sterling.
¢. Julian is as tall as we expected him to be.
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d. Julian is too tall to fit in the box.
e. Julian is tall enough to reach the ceiling.
f. Julian is so tall that he has to buy special clothes.

These kinds of facts have led many researchers to hypothesize that gradable adjectives

do not express relations between properties (or whatever the
tion of noun meanings is) and properties, but rather relations between more abstract
representations of measurement, or DEGREES, and properties (see e.g. Bartsch and
Vennemann 1973; Seuren 1973; Cresswell 1976; von Stechow 1984; see Klein 1991
and Bale 2009 for detailed discussions of how degrees can be related to equivalence

classes of individuals). The most common implementation of this view posits the deno-
tation in (26) for tall, where d is a degree of height.

(26) Adix.height(x)> d

On this view, the function of the complex constituents that
tive in the examples in (25) is to fix the value of the de
standard of comparison, and turning the adjectiv
its height exceeds the relevant standard. The predicate in (25a), for example, denotes the
property of having a height that exceeds the degree denoted by four feet; the comparative
construction in (25b) denotes the property of having a height that exceeds the degree of
Sterling’s height; and so on. Importantly, the complex constructions denote properties,
and indeed behave intersectively in ateributive position: (27a) entails (27b), and if Ster-
ling and Julian are basketball players as well as jockeys, we may also draw the conclusion
in (27¢). (Prenominal comparatives also presuppose that the nominal predicate applies to
both the target and standard of comparison, but this is an independent fact which follows

from the syntax and compositional semantics of comparatives; see Bresnan 1973.)

combine with the adjec-
gree argument, thereby providing a
e into a property that holds of an object if

(27) a. Julian is a taller jockey than Sterling.
b. Julian is taller than Sterling.
c. Julian is a taller basketball player than Sterling.

Paradoxically, in this kind of analysis,

it is unmodified occurrences of gradable adjec-
tives of the sort seen in (23a—c)

that present the trickiest analytical challenge, since
there is no constituent in the surface form to saturate their degree arguments and turn

them into properties. The usual approach is to hypothesize a phonologically null, “posi-
tive degree” morpheme which does this job, by existentially binding the degree argu-
ment and imposing the restriction that it come from a degree on the scale above a
certain threshold. How exactly this threshold is identified, and the extent to which it
is determined based on discourse context and linguistic context (e.g., by the fact that
an adjective is used attributively vs. predicatively, or by
related to the kind of scale the adjective uses), are issues that are resolved differently in
different analyses (see Kennedy 2007 for a comparison of approaches). The end result is
that nonintersectivity in examples like (23a—c) is accounted for not by hypothesizing a
function-argument relation between the adjective and the noun, but by hypothesizing
a more complex semantic analysis of the adjective (phrase)
That said, it should be acknowledged that, like the attributiv
also gives up on the idea that adjectives (

lexical semantic properties

e analysis, this approach
the gradable ones, at least) denote properties.
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Proper semantic concep-

ADJECTIVES

i indivi and scalar values
Instead, gradable adjectives denote relations beltlweenhmdn 1du'atliso snvnviith lar values
earec ies only ugh composi
erties only throug etl
and come to denote propertie: ¢h ¢ , th somerhing
(degr‘e eti);ates their degree arguments. This has the analytical adv egltagi CO;; ovidi OgnS
thaé;aaccount of complex constructions like those ‘E [()27) (fthoug Sl:l; R
b i lyses, which begin from sem
nalyses, w '

; been analyzed in nondegree a m s assumprions
hsw ailsé)' ective mezning on a par with (24); see below for details). I}tl SSSO as certal
ahometic)al advantages in the analysis of phenomena of mtereslt to ;1»—1 Owevgr N ,has "
t ec'); ueness and context-dependence, a point I return Fo bgfow.dable adje,ctives 2
Eslisg:xif%cant disadvantage from a purely l'mg;istlc pirspﬁcnve}; éoggosmon el

i ies but come to do so only throug spect:
ctly denote properties bu d ugf on with specia
got dlresatzrating morphology, then why is it the case‘that in a.ll thedlaC ii tghe of the
egrleclethat we know of, the linguistic form that we thlpk of als intro :Ch ghappy e
oo rty associated with the word—the property of being tal , arge},rlCh S,O o ha,s nd
pmfpfthi—is never marked by overt morphology? Thisisa qubestuzin w et
i)(;ect)\ given a satisfactory answer by proponents of degree-based sem

gradable adjectives.

4 Philosophical Interest

i ilsophi iscussions of aspects
Adiectives have played a prominent role in a number of philsophical SWYC;IJSSI prommgm .
f duman language, as | will document in this section, but pe(;k;laps tri o lem
: i S . .
(t)heir role in the characterization and analy}jxs of vagflness (nw?lplvitsg e inle
is essenti blem of being unable or u .
ness is essentially the pro : . oy otany sme
02:’:? :leong an ordering generated by the meaning ofa pgrtlculﬁ\r t(?rrirsl ‘f; hethe Vagugness
p rates the things that the term is true of from the thlpgs that it e o e
:: Iif\ot a feature of adjectives alone, but adjec;i\:s prfoifllc.le a gilertg:s Saofygmdable e
to
i stigating i e so many of them fall in ‘ €3
d for investigating it, becaus 4 [l intc e
%irwc'):sndiscussed in the previous section, and so (in the.lr baslc,h upmzzliltion forms) ine
duce properties that are true or false of objects depgndmg on their ESS o o S e
A Scntral question in work on gradable adjectives and vaguen e e
) i i k)
is the defining characteristic of the class, with thel.r ot}iglz sxghn)lse o
“CS; as the possibility of forming comparative construct‘xior}l?hl ftlf tt C se in (25) etistne
rear ss is derived. The first v
i ‘hether vagueness is der }
as a result of this feature, or w ' e B e and mos
: 5), Klein (1980), van '
heeler (1972), Kamp (1975), 0) em (1952), anc mos
e ?lf \)li/\ van Rooij (2011), who provide composmonlal se{na.ntl? ar;zl:;le e
Kinds of co ctions »f an initial analysis of grad
1 in terms of an nitl :

i comparative constructions ' e ot
k{n(,j: ‘zlfe rogertv terms. This approach has the advantag§ of e.xplgnr\ll.ni% the ? p:ga o
2:10V iolopgical universal mentioned at the end of the 'pr.e\"lou; bef;ioa;ative e isa i
fererrF:ce in morphological complexity between the iosm;l e ar;l ald g\e e T

i it shou
jective, it is alway : that is complex. {Thoug e note! '
ve, it is always the latter : red that many
Elldjealo:; probab;y the majority—do not make a morphological distin
anguages—p
s; see Ultan 1972.) ‘ N e adrectives of
thtil_fl?emsle::ond view is associated with degree-based angly ses of grgdil;te r:)pemes of
the sort discussed in the previous section: Since adjectives do not e-enSe ipn operties
all. but rather relations between individuals and degrees, there is nf:j ilced o,
b . eanings of the terms are vague. Instead, vagueness is intrc NS
. , . n | ;
aﬁb,lctfz?ou h the mapping of such relations to properties. In Firtlsu 'a~é" e
o hiev e%i through coniposition with a phonologically null “positiv .
is achiev
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described above, this opens up the analytical possibility of associating vagueness with
the particular semantic features of this morpheme, a move advocated and justified by
Fara (2000) and Kennedy (2007, 2011).

Adjectives have also played an important role in discussions of the implications of
variable judgments about truth for theories of meaning. Recent work on semantic rela-
tivism (see Chapter 4.15) has focused extensively on differences in truth judgments of
sentences containing adjectives of personal taste like tasty and fun (see e.g. Richard
2004; Lasersohn 2005; MacFarlane 2005; Stephenson 2007; Cappelen and Hawthorne
2009), and researchers interested in motivating contextualist semantic analyses have
often used facts involving gradable adjectives (recall the judgments in (23) which show
that the threshold for what “counts as” tall can change depending on whether we are
talking about jockeys or basketball players) to develop arguments about the presence
(or absence) of contextual paramters in other types of constructions, such as knowledge
statements (see e.g. Unger 1975; Lewis 1979; Cohen 1999; Stanley 2004, and Chapters
3.7 and 4.14). Other researchers have attempted to account for the apparent context
sensitivity of these examples without importing context dependence into the semantics
(see e.g. Cappelen and Lepore 2005).

More radically, Charles Travis (1997, 1985, 1994) has used judgments about the truth
of sentences containing color adjectives to argue against the view that sentences deter-
mine truth conditions. Instead, according to him, the semantic value of a sentence at
most imposes some necessary conditions under which it may be true (as well as conditions
under which it may be used), but those conditions need not be sufficient, and the content
of the sentence does not define a function from contexts to truth. However, Travis’s argu-
ment goes through only if it is the case if the truth conditional variability introduced by
color adjectives cannot be linked to a context-dependent element in its logical form or
to an underlying ambiguity. And indeed, there are responses to his work which argue for
each of these positions based on careful and sophisticated linguistic analysis of color adjec-
tives (see e.g. Szab6 2001; Rothschild and Segal 2009; Kennedy and McNally 2010).

The significance of adjectives for general questions about compositionality in lan-
guage goes well beyond cases like Travis's. Two additional kinds of phenomena are of
particular interest. The first involves sentences like the following, in which the adjec-
tive slow seems to be contributing a different shade of meaning depending on the sort of
thing it is predicated of: a slow quarterback is one who runs (or maybe executes plays)
slowly; a slow road is one on which traffic moves slowly; a slow song is one with a slow
tempo; and a slow book is one that takes a long time to read.

(28) a. Tom Brady is a slow quarterback.
b. Lake Shore Drive is a slow road during rush hour.
¢. “Venus in Furs” is a slow song.
d. Remembrance of Things Past is a slow book.

In each case, the meaning contributed by the adjective appears to be systematically
related to a kind of activity that is conventionally associated with the meaning of the
noun. This has led some researchers to hypothesize that the compositional relation
between adjectives and nouns can be even more complex than what we saw above for
beautiful singer, and in particular thar it requires a highly articulated lexical semantic

structure for nouns (see e.g. Pustejovsky 1991, 1995; see Fodor and Lepore 1998 for an
opposing view).
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. . . rives appear
The second kind of case involves examples in whlchhprﬁnc})lmmal adjethn es :Ff;le
in whi / . Forex ,
i ations ide of the noun phrases in which they appear
to have interpretations outside o ‘ . e,
adjectives like occasional, sporadic, and rare can syntactlczlly ;on}pose w.lgh e; ‘nour(;s i
\ 1 i ; uantihcation,
¢ el i ~ equivalent to an adverb of q '

have a sentence-level interpretation equi : . ; o in
[1"16 following passage from a 1989 article in the Chicago Trlbqne .(vul;ere Fhe ;;\ds eeCond

occutrence in the third sentence highlights the fact that the adjectival use in the

sentence has a sentence-level meaning):

(29) “I used to be a pretty good Scotch drinker,” ‘[Tower] said. “1 haven t F?Ste:[
Scotch in 12 years. After that [ had only wine and perhaps an occasion
martini, occasionally a little vodka with §moked”salmon or caviar or
something like that. But that was just occasionally.

iki is king nom-
Prenominal average provides an even more strlkm)g exampli of t}tns kmdg;)fn Izll'rm:ber "
S : s.bloglines.com) means that the avera

enon: (30a) (from a post on answers. ns tt : o

ily i the bizarre inference

in ¢ e ly is 3.14, and so does not give rise to '

eople in an American family , . ' ence

Ehat there are actual families which contain 3.14 people, in contrast to (30b),

does give rise to this inference.

i i is le.
. The average American family consists of 3.14 peop
0o Eklm. n 'Fha; typigcal/normal/usual American family consists of 3.14 people.

The fact that (30a) has the meaning that it does indicates thz}t avejage(c? S}?r:;etgg:t
svel with the numeral and a measure function (whic
compose at the sentence level wit : : e o
in ¢ family), rather than directly wi p
the number of whole people in an American , cop-
' i alytical challenge presented by these cases is
ty denoted by American family. The analytlca‘ A ‘ :
::lrlczlw that the Z\ctual meanings can be compositionally derlved. from the Lqrface ‘fortmiz
without resorting to ad hoc stipulations and const;uitlon—jpﬁlfﬁ ﬁjle(si 50195) pfroor]zcc 3
; Lars 8); Gehrke and McNally -
undertaken by Stump (1981); Larson (1998); ‘ 009) for octar
' , C ~ lletier (2002) and Kennedy and Stanley
sional and related terms, and by Carlson and Pe ' ' ‘ Sta
(12809) for average. While the analyses advocated in these 1(ilff(;rehnt pap]irs are C;i'lSti[lcet;
i i i ch of the work on adjectiv
they collectively illustrate a theme that is present in much of th : ‘
des?:ribed in this chapter: that the semantic propemes‘of adjectival corll)strgctlons :taerz
often more complex than superficial appearances indllcate, and must be interpre
against the backdrop of a sophisticated linguistic analysis.
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