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1. Introduction

Many peoplehavestudiedhow vaguepredicateslepencon contextfor theirinterpretationbut few

havestudiedin detailhowa useof avaguepredicateaffectsthe contextagainstwvhich otherexpres

sionsgetevaluatedIn recentyearshoweveryariousdynamictheorief contextupdatehavemade
considerabl@rogressn describingandexplainingcomplexphenomenauchaspresuppositioand

anaphoraln thispaper will arguethattakinganexplicitly dynamicperspectiveon vaguenessan

leadto newinsightsinto thenatureof vaguenesm generabhndthesemantic®f gradableadjectives
in particular.

In pursuitof thisgoal,l will provideanexplicitformalanalysiof howauseof avaguegradable
adjective(e.qg.,tall) affectssharedknowledgein a developingdiscourse.My startingpoint is the
claimthatassertingandacceptingatokenof the sentencé&eynmaris tall canresolvesomeportion
of themutualuncertaintyassociatedavith the applicabilityof the predicateall. More specifically,
it eliminatedrom further consideratiorthe possibilitythatthe vaguestandardf absolutetaliness
mightbegreatethanthemaximaldegreef Feynman'feight. | develoghisideawithin adynamic
updatesemanticén thetraditionof StalnakerKarttunenHeim,andmanyothers.

1.1.Descriptiveversugmetalinguistianodesof use

Oneadvantagef adoptinga dynamicperspectivas a clearerpicture of the situationsin which
adjectivehavea descriptiveversusa metalinguistiause. Normally, (1) will beusedin orderto add
to thecommongroundnewinformationconcerning-eynman’seight:

(1) Feynmaristall.

But (1) hasanothermodeof use. Imaginethatwe areat a party. Perhaps-eynmanstandsbefore
usa shortdistanceaway,drinking punchandthinking aboutdancing;n any casethe exactdegree
to which Feynmanis tall is commonknowledge. You askme what countsastall in my country.
“Well,” | say,“aroundhere,...” andl continueby uttering(1). Thisis not a descriptiveusein the
usualsensel havenotprovidedanynewinformationabouttheworld, or atleastnonewinformation
aboutFeynman’sheight. In fact, assuminghattall meansroughly ‘having a maximaldegreeof

1SvetlanaGodjevacBeth Levin, andChrisKennedyprovidedinvaluableadviceover manydrafts.In additionto theanony
mousL&P refereemandaudiencesit UCSDandSALT 10,thanksalsoto David BeaverDaniel Buring, Dan Brassil,David
Dowty, Donka Farkas,JeanMark Gawron,Delia Graff, JorgeHankamerLarry Horn, Alice Kyburg, William A. Ladu
saw, PeterN. LasersohnSally McConnellGinet, Louise McNally, Paul Portner,JasonStanley,Gina Taranto,and Timo-
thy Williamson.
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heightgreaterthana certaincontextually-suppliedtandard’] haven’tevenprovidedyou with any
newinformationaboutthetruth conditionsof thewordtall. All I havedoneis givenyou guidance
concerningwvhat the prevailingrelevantstandardor tallnesshappengo bein our community;in
particularthatstandardanustbeno greatethanFeynman’snaximaldegreeof height. The context
updateeffect of accepting(1) would be to eliminatefrom further consideratiorsomecandidates
for thestandardf tallness.My purposean uttering(1) undersuchcircumstances/ould benothing
morethanto communicatesomethingabouthow to usea certainword appropriately—itwould be
a metalinguisticuse. In fact, | will arguethat metalinguisticupdateis by no meanspathological
or exceptionalput partof the normalupdatepotentialof mostvaguepredicatesndpresento one
degreeor anothelin most(butnotall!) uses.

1.2. Twocontrastingcasestudiescomparativesnd infinitive complements

Sections3 and4 extendthe basicanalysisto two detailedcasestudiesinvestigatingcomparatives
andcertaininfinitival-takingadjectives.Thediscussiorof comparativetreatameasurg@hrasegsix
feettall), comparativegBill is taller than Feynmai), anddegreemodifiers(verytall), with special
attentionto higher-ordervaguenesg¢definitelytall). Measurephrasesand comparativehaveno
metalinguisticside-effectsdeclaringthat Bill is six feettall, or that Bill is six inchestaller than
Feynmanrevealsothingaboutwhatcountsastall. Ontheanalysishere theimpossibilityof using
measurg@hrase®r comparative$o negotiatevaguestandardsollows from thetruth conditionsof
theconstructions.

The secondcasestudy involves adjectivesthat take infinitival complementghappyto see
you, proud to be your friend, lucky to survivg. In general,adjectivesbehavequite differently
semanticallywhentheytakeaninfinitival complement.

(2) a. Feynmarns stupid. ABSOLUTE
b. Feynmans stupidto dancdike that. RELATIVE

In (2a),Feynmans habituallystupid,or disposedr likely to behavestupidly. In (2b), Feynman’s
stupidityis limited to hisparticipationn aspecificdancingevent. Certainlyneithersentencentails
theother:Feynmarmightverywell bestupidto dancewildly, in whichcasg2b)is true,atthesame
time heis a Nobellaureatein which casg(2a)mayverywell befalse.

Getting the update potential of relative usesof adjectivesright can explain a striking
phenomenon:

(3) a. Feynmarwantedto beproud/stupid.
b. Feynmarnwantedto be[proudto dancdike that].
c. *Feynmarnwantedto be[stupidto dancdike that].

As Wilkinson (1970:432)observesand as (3) illustrates,when someadjectivessuch as stupid
lucky, rude wise fortunate etc.,takean infinitival complementthey canno longerbe embedded
beneatha control predicatdike want (excepton anirrelevantpurpose-clausmterpretation).My
explanatiorfor thisunembeddabiliteffectdepend®n showingthatin theseinfinitival useswhat
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is speciabboutadjectivedike stupidis thattheyhavenoentailmentsvhatsoeve(beyondwhatthey
presupposegxceptfor theirupdateeffecton vaguestandardsThatis, | will arguethatrelativeuses
of stupid-typeadjectiveshaveonly a metalinguistianodeof use.

Onelargergoalof thisstudyistolendsupporto theideathatcomplexsemanti®ehavioroften
follows automaticallyfrom gettinglocaltruth conditionsright. An especiallyclearexampleof this
generaktrategyis Heim’s (1983;1992)claim thatintricatedetailsof presuppositiomprojectionfol-
low automaticallyin adynamicframeworkfrom thetruth conditionsof thecomponenexpressions.
My specificgoal,then,is to showhow providinga dynamicaccounof thetruth conditionsof grad
ableadjectiveseadso anexplanatiorof theupdatebehaviorof comparativeanddegreanodifiers
ontheonehand,andof unembeddabilitpn theother.

2. The dynamicsof gradable adjectives:basicanalysis

2.1.Background

Thedynamicapproactdevelopedereis compatiblenith Bosch’s(1983:190)deathatvaguenesss
acaseof ‘incompletedefinition’,i.e.,incompleteacquisitionof theprecisemeaningof a predicate.
A similarideais elaboratedt lengthin Williamson’s(1994)proposalthat vaguenesss (p. 3) ‘an
epistemigghenomenon. In case®f unclarity,statementsemaintrue or false,but speakersf the
languagéravenoway of knowingwhich.” Thusfor Williamson,a useof avaguepredicateeduces
ignorance.Williamson (pagex05-215)howeverrejectsmakinga systematialistinctionbetween
knowledgeconcerninghecontentof a discoursesersusknowledgeconcerninghediscoursetself.

| will insiston beingmorespecificpartof theignoranceassociateavith a useof avaguepredicate
is uncertaintyabouttheapplicabilityof aword. Thatis, it isignorancepertainingto the stateof the
discoursaetself—in otherwords,it is purelylinguisticignorance.

Thereford will distinguishthreetypesof entailmentpresuppositionsarewhatmustalready
be acceptedastrue in orderfor a useof an expressiorthat triggersthosepresuppositionso be
appropriatesharpeningis what happengo the statusof vaguepredicatessdiscourseconstrains
possiblewaysof resolvingthat vaguene<sand (normal)descriptive entailmentspf courseare
at-issueentailment®therthansharpeningntailmenta&ndpresuppositionthatfollow directlyfrom
thetruth conditionsof theutterance Thusatypicalassertiorof thesentencdohn’sbald uncledied
presupposethat Johnhasanuncle,sharpensur notion of whatcountsasbald,andhasamongits
descriptiveentailmentshatJohn’suncleat somepoint ceasedo bealive.

Theobservatiorthata useof a vaguepredicateaffectssubsequentontextis not newby any
means.Kamp(1975:149)Klein (1980:14)andPinkal(1989:223all mentionin passinghatasser
ing a sentenceontaininga vaguepredicatecauseshe contextto changean certainways,but none
spelloutin detailthemechanisnof thosechanges At morelength,Parikh(1994)examinevague
nessasa problemfor effectivecommunication He describesomethingzery muchlike whatl call

2‘Sharpeningasusedherecorrespondso Pinkal’'s(e.g.,(1983))non-dynamimotion ‘precization’. SeealsoWilliamson’s
(1999)notionof asharpenethnguage.
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sharpeningandheadvocateaview of meaninghatresemblethedynamicanalysigievelopedhere.
It isdifficult to tell for sure howeversinceParikh’sdiscussionthoughcogentjsrelativelyinformal.
EikmeyerandRieser(1983)andBallweg(1983:70)aremuchmoreexplicit aboutthewayin which
theinterpretationof a vagueexpressiordependsn contextand how the contextmustchangeas
discoursegprogressesMore recently,Kyburg andMorreau(1996;2000)offer anaccommodation-
basedormalmodelfor updatinghecommongroundto reflecttheappropriatelegreeof sharpening
of avaguepredicateollowing anutterance Kyburg andMorreau’stheorydescribe®neaspecof
“negotiationabouthowto usevaguewords”,andthusin its broadstrokeds very muchin thesame
spirit asthis papef However,Kyburg andMorreauexplicitly notethatthey arenot proposingan
algorithmfor computingupdatedraluedor vaguepredicatedyutratherareonly placingconstraints
onwhatsuchanalgorithm“ought to compute” Whatis still missing,andwhatthis paperattempts
to provide,is anexplicit accountof preciselyhow the contextchangepotentialof a useof avague
expressioriollows directly from its compositionatontributionto truth conditions.

2.2.Formal preliminaries

The formal approachl will taketo modelingcontextupdateand presuppositiorprojectionis in

the tradition of Stalnakern(1973et seq.),Karttunen(1974),Heim (1982,1983),Groenendijkand
Stokhof(1990,1991),andmanyothers. Thebasicideaof thesedynamicapproache® meanings
thatthemutualassumptionsf theinterlocutorcanbe modeledasa setof alternativesywhereeach
alternativecorrespondo oneway theworld might be.

Most dynamic theoriesthat discussanaphoraprovide a separateformal mechanismfor
trackingvariableassignmentsFor instancein Heim (1983),a contextconsistof a setof ordered
pairs[g@, wOwhereg is an assignmenfunction mappingvariablesto entitiesandw is a possible
world. In recognitionof thefactthatsuchcontextsseento containmorethanjustworlds,theyare
sometimegalled‘information states’.In fact, Kamp(1988)argueghatsetsof possibleworldsare
notrich enoughto modelanaphorigelationsappropriatelysothata separatenechanisnis notonly
convenientbutrequired. But asStalnakel(1998)explainsjf theworldsin acontextareall worlds
in whichthediscoursetself istakingplace theneachworld containswvithin it acompleteversionof
thediscoursatself—includingthe completesetof anaphoriaelationsthatarepartof (thatworld’s
versionof) thediscourse.

Thus the needfor a separatebookkeepingmechanismfor variable assignmentcan be
reconciledwith a purepossible-worldgonceptiorof updateby providinga functiong thatmapsa
world to theassignmentunctionfor the (counterparbf the)discoursen whichthe sentenceinder
evaluatioroccurs.Suchafunctionwill bedefinedonly for worldsin whichthediscoursén question
is takingplace butit is quite natural(in fact,unavoidablejo assumehatspeakersvill presuppose
thattheyareparticipantsn adiscourse.

Analogouslyd will beafunctionthatmapsaworld ontothedelineatiorthatcharacterizethe

%l becameawareof thiswork only duringfinal revisions andthetwo theoriesveredevelopedndependentlyf oneanother.
Therearesignificantdifferencesn frameworkandanalysisKyburg andMorreauexplicitly allow alimited degreeof belief
revision whereasny modelprovidesonly for monotoniancreasen information;in addition theirtreatmenbf higher-order
vagueness quitedifferentfrom theonebelowin section3.4.
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vaguepredicatesn usein the discourseof thatworld. A peLINEATION, in turn (Lewis (1970)),is a
functionfrom adjectivemeaninggo degrees.

(4) FUNCTION ON WORLDS SEMANTIC TYPE OF THE VALUE
g assignmentunction(mapsvariablego individuals)

d delineationmapsgradableadjectivemeaningdo adegree)

Thusgiven a contextC, eachcandidateworld c 00 C specifieshow things might be along three
dimensionsimultaneouslywhomightbesalienthowvaguepredicatesnightbemadepreciseand
all the otherfactsthatdeterminewvhatmight bethe case.For instanceif cis acandidatevorld in
adiscoursecontexttheng(c) is thevariableassignmentunctionassociateavith c, sothatg(c)(x)
yieldsthereferentof thevariablex in c. Similarly, d(c) is thedelineationfunctionassociatedvith
¢, andd(c)([tall]) yieldsthe standardf absolutgallnessn c.

As usualin dynamicsystemspropositionakexpressionsglenotecontextupdatefunctions,i.e.,
afunctionthattakesa contextasanargumenendreturnsanupdateccontextfor avalue. If @isan
expressionn EnglishandC andC' arecontexts|@](LC, C'[) holdsjustin caseC' happengo be
a legitimateway of updatingC with theinformationin @. | will saythat[] is the upbaATE FUNCTION
denoteddy @ andgiventhat[ ] is afunction,it will sometimeseconvenientowrite [¢](C) = C'.
Thanksin partto thefactthatcontextsaresetsof worlds(ratherthaninformationstates)all of the
updatefunctionsconsideredelowarefilters, sothatif [@](CC, C'[) holdsthenC' [0 C. Therefore
if [@] is anupdatefunction] will sometimeslightly abusenotationandwrite C O [¢] insteadof
[¢l(C) = C, andsimilarly for c 0 C write c 0 [¢] insteadof [@]({c}) = {c}. Thusif rain istheset
of worldsin whichit israining,[It israining] = AC{c OC : c Orain}.

2.3.Descriptiveand metalinguistianodes

Being more specificabouthow a useof a vagueadjectiveupdatesontextrequirestalking about
degreesFollowingmanymoderntreatment®f gradableadjectivegseevon Stechow(1984)Klein
(1991);Kennedy(1997,in press¥or surveys)] will assumehatgradableadjectivesn all of their
usexxpresselationsnvolving individualsanddegrees.Thereford will expresshedenotatiorof
tall in termsof thelogical constantelationtall, wheretall (d, b) will bethesetof worldsin which
Bill istall atleastto degreed.

But whatis the ontologicalstatusof a degree?Many theoriesassumehat degreesare (iso-
morphicto) realnumbergseediscussionn Hamann(1991),Klein (1991),or Kennedy(in press)),
whichisnaturakenougHtor adjectivesuchastall, butlessobviouslyappropriatdéor adjectivesvhose
degreesmremoreabstractsuchasstupid For presentpurposesit will sufficeto assumehatthe
setof degree® is partially orderedby therelation <, andthatgradableadjectivesaremonotonic
with respecto thisordering(seee.g.,Klein 1991:684).Thatis, if anindividualis tall (or stupid)
to degredd, thenthatindividualis tall (or stupid)to anydegreed’ whered’ < d. Thisassumption
Is whatguaranteesmongotherthings,thatif Bill istall andFeynmaris nottall, thenBill mustbe
tallerthanFeynmanandsoon?

4Two technicalconsiderationKennedy(in pressargueghatdegreesnustbeintervals not points,in orderto accountfor a
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Absoluteusesof adjectivesdependon a contextually-suppliegtandardyhich is wherethe
delineatiorfunctionintroducedn (4) comesnto play. An absoluteusesuchasFeynmarnis tall will
betruejustin casehereis adegredo which Feynmarnistall thatexceedsheprevailingstandardor
absolutdallness.In generalywe have:

(5) [tall] = AxAC{c OC :c Otall(d(c)([tall]), x)}

This dynamicdenotationtakesan individual asan argumentandreturnsan updatefunction. The
denotationin (5) saysthatanindividual x will countasabsolutelytall in aworld c justin casex is
tall (atleast)to the degreddentifiedby thedelineatiorfunctionassociatedavith c®

In orderto beableto puttall in a sentenceassumehattherelevantuseof beis semantically
transparentj.e., [be] = AX X, and that the [NP VP] constructiongets the normal generalized
quantifierconstrualj.e.,[[ NP VP ]] = [NP]([VP]). As usual,a namewill denotea principal
ultrafilter,sothat[ Feynmai} = AP.P(f), wheref is theindividualnamed~eynmanandwe have

(6) a. Feynmanstall.
b. [Feynmanistal =AC{c OC :c Otall(d(c)([tall]), f)}

This updatefunction will excludeworlds basedon the standardof tallnessin that world and
Feynman’deightin thatworld.

In a purely descriptiveuse,the prevailingstandardf tallnessis commonknowledge. More
technically,this meanghat the rangeof tallnessstandardshat d assigndo the candidatesn the
commongroundaresufficiently closeto oneanothemot to affectthetruth of theassertionsinder
discussion.To seewhatthismight belike, consideranutteranceof (6) in the presencef a context
containingthefollowing candidates:

phenomenohecallscross-polaanomaly. Thesemanticgiivenhereis neutralwith respecto thisissue howeverjf degrees
arepoints thencaremustbetakento distinguishbetweenupwardmonotonicityfor positiveadjectivegtall, wise etc.) versus
downwardmonotonicityfor theirantonymgshortandstupid respectively)whichwouldfall outautomaticallyonKennedy’s
assumptionsSecondSapir(1944)pointsout thatif we conceiveof colorsasregionson a continuouspectrumagradable
adjectivelike greenmustbeboundedon both sidesza color is greenonly if it sufficientlyun-blueandandalsosufficiently
un-yellow. ThereforeLewis (1970)suggestassociatingeachadjectivewith a tuple of standardsgachelementof which
marksthe cutoff point alonga differentdimension(seealsoMcConnell-Ginet(1973)). We could sidestepboth issuesby
allowingthedelineationfunctionto returna setof degreesthe setof all degreeshatqualify astall or thesetof all degrees
thatqualify asgreen.Suchsetsmaybeintervals asclaimedby Kennedy. Howevermakingdowith onedegreegperadjective
asa standardor resolvingvagueneswill sufficefor our purposesere.

5The equationin (5) mentiong[tall] on both sidesof the equalsign, which might seemto makethe definition circularin

a perniciousway. However,sincedelineationamapadjectivemeaningonto degreegratherthan,say,onto sometype of
function),it is easyto find a suitablevaluefor [tall] thatsatisfiegshe constrainexpressedy (5).



(7) c d(o)([tall]) 1(maxAditall(d,f))) c Otall(d(c)([tall]),f)

c, 180 183 yes
c, 180 181 yes
Cy 180 179 no
C, 180 177 no

Letc, ..., c, represenfour candidatepossibleworlds that differ relevantlyonly in the maximal
degrego which Feynmaristall. Let'sassume¢hatFeynmarnistallestin c, (in whichheis 183cen
timeterdall), progressivelyghorterin ¢, andc,, andshortestn c,. Thevaluesn thecolumnlabelled
d(c)([tall]) areidentical which meanghatvariationsin the standardf tallnessn thefour worlds
will playnorolein theupdateoutcome.Only in worldsc, andc, is Feynmartall enoughto qualify
astall in the absolutesensesinceonly in ¢, andc, is the maximaldegreeo which Feynmanis tall
greaterthan 180 centimetersThis meanghat only thesetwo candidatesurvive updatewith the
denotatiorof thesentencé&eynmanstall. Thusif c,, ..., ¢, isthecontextatthepointin adiscourse
immediatelybeforethe sentencen questionis processed; , ¢, will betheupdateccontext]Feyn
manistall]({c, c,, c,, c,}) = {c,, ¢,}. Thisscenariconstitutes purelydescriptiveuseof (6),and
the soleupdateeffectis to addinformationto the contextabouthow tall Feynmammustbe without
sharpeninghenotionof whatcountsastall.

Now considera casein which the degreeof Feynman’stalinessis well-known, but the
prevailingstandardof tallnessis uncertain.This is whereyou ask me what countsastall in Los
Alamos,andl reply by saying‘Around here,...” andcontinueby uttering(6).

(8) ¢ d(c)([tall]) 1(maxAdtall(d,f))) c Otall(d(c)([tall]),f)
c, 184 181 no
C, 182 181 no
c, 180 181 yes
c; 1/8 181 yes

Accordingto this secondscenariothe discoursearticipantdoth know exactlyhow tall Feynman
is. Thusthe candidatesinderconsideratiordo not differ asto the maximaldegreeof Feynman'’s
tallness.Howeverthereis considerabl@ncertaintyaboutwhatcountsastall in thiscircumstancef
utterance Accordingto thechartin (8), therearefour degreesf tallnessunderconsideratiorasthe
standarf absolutdallnessgachoneprogressivelyessstringenthanthelast. Only thestandards
forc, andc8 aresufficientlylow standardshatFeynmarcountsastall. Thereforeaf Ce, -y Cg isthe
contextatthepointin adiscoursemmediatelybeforeuttering(6), theupdatedcontextwill contain
only ¢, andcg [Feynmanis tall]({c;, c;, ¢,, ¢;}) = {c,, cg}. We havelearnednothingnewabout
Feynman’sheight by accepting(6), but we do learn somethingaboutthe prevailing standardof
tallnessIn suchadiscoursesituation theupdateeffectof (6) is purelysharpening.

Normally,of coursethereis uncertaintybothaboutwhatis the caseandaboutthe prevailing
vaguestandards We may know that Feynmarhassomeimprecisebut high degreeof height,and
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we may alsosuspecthatthe standardf tallnessat Los Alamosmight be higherthanelsewhere.
In sucha stateof knowledgeall eightof the candidategsonsideredn thelasttwo scenariosnight
belive alternatives.Updatewith the denotatiorof (6) would narrowthe setof candidateso c,, c,,
¢, andcg [Feynmanstall]({c,, ..., ¢;}) = {c,, ¢,, ¢, c;}. Wewould havesimultaneouslyefined
our knowledgeof the degreeto which Feynmanis tall, andalsoour knowledgeof how the word
tall is usedat Los Alamos. Thatis, in the normalsituation,an utteranceof a sentencdike (6)
simultaneouslypperatest botha descriptiveanda metalinguistidevel.

Thesomewhatdealizedbut familiar pictureof discourse¢hatemergess a progressiveefine
mentof theassumptionsharedy theinterlocutors.But arecandidatestandardseallydiscardedor
good,or only temporarily? After all, if | tell you Givethistall glassto that shortbasketbalplayer,
you do not objectto my descriptiorof the basketbalplayeronthegroundgshatherheightexceeds
any standardf tallnessthat could justify calling a drinking glasstall. Assumingthat beingshort
entailsbeingnottall, it seemghatl musthaveresetmy standardf tallnessn betweerutteringthe
directobjectandtheindirectobject. But thisis just anexampleof thewell-known (but poorly un-
derstoodylependencef vaguestandarden somerelevantcomparisorclasgseeKlein (1991:685)
for discussiorandreferenceswhatmatterss whetheraglassstall for a glass or whetheraperson
is shortfor a basketbalplayer. To seethatthesharpeningntailedby theuseof tall remaingn full
force,notethatit would beinconsistenbf meto continueby sayingAnd by theway thiseventaller
glassis not a tall glass,and that evenshorterbasketballplayeris not a short basketballplayer.
Thustheoriginalutteranceloescommitmeto certainpersistenstandardsf tallnessthoughit does
seemmecessarto keeptrackof adifferentstandardor eachcomparisortlasyseeKampandPartee
(1995)andKennedy(1997)for discussiorandproposalgor howto dothis).

3. Dynamic comparisonand higher-order vagueness

Any completesemantia@ccountof gradableadjectivesnustprovidea treatmenfor comparatives.
However,comparativesrequite complexboth syntacticallyandsemanticallyandit is clearlynot
possiblgo giveacomprehensivdiscussiorereof themanyanalysesvailablan theliterature(von
Stechow(1984),Klein (1991),andKennedy(1997)give usefulsurveys).Neverthelessn orderto
give someconcreteeasorto supposehatthe dynamicapproactcanleadto a reasonablaccount
of comparatived, will showhow at leasttwo well-knowntypesof analyse®f thecomparativeean
be reconstructedh a dynamicframework. The main point of interestfor the largerissuesof this
paperis that the truth conditionsproposedhere automaticallypredict that measurgphrasesand
comparativesjnlike normalabsoluteuseshaveno sharpeningffect. In addition,thetreatmenbf
degreemodifiersleadsto anaccounif higher-ordervagueness.

3.1.Measurephrases

Providing an analysisfor measurephrasege.g.,two meters asin Mary is two meterstall) will
introducetheingredientsieededor ananalysisof comparativesnddegreemodifiers.

It will beconveniento adopta notationalkconventioradaptedrom formaltreatment®f quan
tification. In manytheoriesa quantifierbindsa pronounby manipulatinghe contextuallysupplied
assignmentunctionthatwould otherwiseprovidethe pronounwith a deicticinterpretation.Since
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we will needto quantifyovervaguestandardsatherthanovervariableassignmentsyhatwe need
is a modifieddelineationfunction:thereforelet c[d/ a] bea world exactlylike c exceptperhapsas
requiredin orderto guarante¢hatd(c)(a) = d.

Using modified delineations, let the denotation of [two metery be
AAAXAC{c OC : c[2m/a] Da(X)}, sothat[Mary is two meters tgl= c[2nV/ [tall]] O [tall](m).
Thenthesentencélary istwometerdall istruejustin caseMary would countastall if thestandard
for tallnessweresetto two meters.

It is importantthat c[2nV/ [tall]] O [tallj(m) can be true evenif c[2nV/[tall]] is notin the
commonground sinceameasur@hrasecanimposeatemporarystandardhatis notremotelyunder
consideratiorasa standardor absoluteallness.

Even more important, note that c[2m/[tall]] O[tallj(m) can be true even if
¢ O[tallj(m)—thatis, Mary canbesix feettall in c evenif Mary doesnot qualify astall in c. Be-
causethe truth conditionsfor measurghrasesefer only to modifieddelineationsthey eliminate
worldsfrom thecontextbasednly on descriptivefacts withoutregardto vaguestandardsin other
words,unlike absolutausef gradableadjectivesmeasurg@hrasefiaveonly adescriptivanodeof
use,andnometalinguistianode.

3.2.Comparatives

Oneof the fundamentalissuesin the theoryof comparativess whetherthe comparativeor the
absolutdorm is semanticallynorebasic. In English(asin manyotherlanguagesseeKlein (1980,
1991)),the comparativas morphologicallyor syntacticallymorecomplexthanthe absoluteform
of anadjective(taller = tall + -er, morelucky = more+ lucky), suggestinghatthe meaningof the
comparativeoughtto be a compositionafunction of the meaningof the absolute.Nevertheless,
manysemantidreatmentsvork the otherway around pasingthe meaningof theabsolutdorm on
themeaningof thecomparative.In contrasto suchaccountsl will providea semanticgonsistent
with Englishmorphologyj.e.,| will expresshe meaningof the comparativeasa function of the
meaningof theabsolute.

One standardapproachto comparativegjuantifiesover degreesKlein (1991:685)givesthe
provenancef thebasiadeaandoffersadefensegainssomecriticisms. Moltmann(1992) Lerner
and Pinkal (1995),and Gawron(1995) canbe classifiedassimilar. On this type of analysisthe
denotatiorof thecomparativesuffix canberenderedasfollows:

(9) [-er] =AaAxAyAC{c OC : [™.(c[d/a] Da(y))O(=c[d/a] Oa(x))}

Thismeaningquantifiesoverdegreesfor eachdegredl, thetruth conditionsevaluateanexpression
basedon the absolutemeaningof the adjectivewith respecto a candidatan which the relevant
standarchasbeentemporarilysetto d. Combining(9) with the adjectivaldenotationssdescribed
in section2, we have:

(10) a. FeynmaristallerthanBill.
b. AC{cOC: ™. (c[d/[tall]] O[tall](f))O(—~c[d/[tall]] O[tall](b))}
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The truth conditionsin (10b) can be paraphraseas claiming that thereis a degreed suchthat
Feynmaris atleastthattall but Bill is not.

Themainalternativaypeof analysisyhichKlein associatewith von Stechow(1984) astaken
upby,e.g.Heim(1985)andizvorski(1995) treatshecomparativasinvolving definitedescriptions
of adegree.A definitedescriptiortypeanalysisanbecouchedn thecurrentframeworkalongthe
following lines:

(11) a. [-er] =AaAxAyAC{cOC : [ >0:c[d + 1(maxAd' c[d'/a] Da(x)))/a] Da(y)}
b. A\C{cOC : [ >0:c[d+1(maxAd c[d'/[tall]] O[tall](f)))/[tall]] C[tall](b)}

In (11a),1 (max(Ad'.c[d'/a] Oa(x))) isthemaximaldegreedo whichx hasthegradablgyropertya
in c; for instanceif Bill is exactlytwo meterdall in ¢, i(max(Ad'.c[d'/[tall]] O [tall](b))) is two
meters.Assumingwe havea suitablesumoperator +’ definedoverthesetof degreesvhosezero
elements 0, (10) comesout asassertinghatthe maximaldegreeo which Feynmaris tall exceeds
themaximaldegredo which Bill is tall by somepositiveamountd.

As far asl know, giving a dynamictreatmenof gradableadjectivess neutralwith respecto
which styleof analysigs preferableseeKlein (1991),Rullman(1995),Kennedy(1997 to appear),
and many othersfor discussion.The main point hereis that the dynamictreatmentof gradable
adjectivess compatiblewith atleasttwo respectabléheoriesof themeaningof thecomparative.

In any casejt is clearthatjust asfor measurghrasesthe semantic§or comparativehere
guarante¢hatauseof acomparativevill haveno sharpeningipdateeffectwhatsoevefatleastno
sharpeningf theadjectiveundercomparison).

3.3.Degreemodifiers

Let very bearelationoverdegreesuchthatvery(s, d, d") holdsonly if thedifferencebetweerd
andd’ islargerthantherelevantvaguestandard.

(12) [very] = AaAxAC{c Ja(x)(C) : ™.(c[d/a] Oa(x)(C))Dvery(d(c)([versl), d(c)(a), d)}

This denotatiorfor veryis essentiallya dynamicversionof theanalysisof KennedyandMcNally
(1999). Here,[very] is an adjectivemodifier:it takesan adjectivemeaning(a) and returnsan
adjectivemeaning(a functionfrom individualsx to anupdatefunction). Feynmaris verytall will
betruejustin thoseworldsc in which Feynmaristall (i.e.,c 0 a(X)(C)), andin whichthemaximal
degreeof Feynman’dallnessexceedshe generaktandardf tallnessn ¢ by anamountsufficient
to qualify asvery. Thatis, Feynmammustbetall andthensome.

Of courseyvery itself is vague,and so its updateeffect dependson the prevailing standard
d(c)([very]). Thusupdatewith verywill normallyalsosharperknowledgeof the vaguestandard
associatewith very. Forinstanceif thecommongroundprovidesafairly precisenotionof howtall
is tall, anda precisenotionof howtall Feynmans, a useof Feynmaris verytall will revealin part
how muchtallerthantall someonenustbeto countasverytall.

This analysisallows stackingof degreemodifiersin sucha way thatveryverytall resultsin
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morestringentruth conditionghanverytall. Thedenotatiorof [very tall] isthesemanti¢dypeof a
gradableadjectivewhichmeanghatFeynmarwill bevery,verytall justin casehistallnessexceeds
by a sufficientamounta degreehatitself qualifiesasverytall.

Hereis an exampleof the sort of predictionsthis theorymakes Sincelengthandheightare
commensurat@vhichis why it is possibleto saythis bridgeis longerthanit is tall), it makessense
to assumehatlongandtall aretrue of thesamesetof degreeslin aworld in whichthe standardf
tallnesss equalto the standardf length(i.e.,for ¢ suchthatd(c)([tall]) = d(c)([long])), thenin
thatsameworld any objectthat qualifiesasvery tall oughtto alsoqualify asvery long (subjectto
appropriaterientationwith respecto thegroundand/ortheobserver).As nearasl canjudge this
predictionseemgo betrue.

3.4.Higher-ordervaguenesasvaguenesguantifiers

Oneof theadvantagesf thedynamictreatmenbf vagueness thatit leadsto a naturaltreatment
of higher-ordevagueness.

Williamson (1994 :chapteb) criticizessomesupervaluatiortheoriesof vagueness parton
thegroundghattheybreakdownwhenconfrontedvith higher-ordevaguenessThebasicproblem
is that simple supervaluatiortheoriesrecognizeonly threecrisp possibilities:a vaguepredicate
clearlyappliesit clearlyfails to apply,or it neitherappliesnor fails to apply. The dangerasFine
(1975:297 putsit, is thaton supervaluatiotreatmentsanythingthatsmack<f beingaborderline
caseastreatedasaclearborderlinecase”. But justastherecanbeuncertaintyaboutpreciselywhere
theborderbetweertall andnottall falls, therecanbe second-ordeuncertaintyaboutthe boundary
betweerclearlytall andborderlinetall: is Feynmarclearly clearlytall, or only sortof clearlytall?
An adequat¢heorymustdealappropriatelywith second-ordeandhigherordersof vagueness.

Fine(1975 sectiorb) andWilliamson(1998)elaboratesupervaluatiotheoriego handleadeft
nitely operatorWilliamsonaddsa modallike notionof accessibilityoverthe classof delineations,
sothatFeynmaris definitelytall comesoutastrueataworld c justin caseFeynmanis tall istruein
cundereverydelineatioraccessiblérom c. AslongastheaccessibilityrelationRis notbothtranst
tive andsymmetricdefinitelydefinitelyp canreceiveavaluedifferentfrom definitelyp, andwe have
higherordersof vaguenesasdesiredThe problemthenbecomesinding andjustifying a suitable
choicefor theaccessibilityrelation.

On the dynamicapproachindependently-motivatedetailsof the semanticgivesriseto an
accountof higher-ordevaguenesautomaticallywithout stipulatinganaccessibilityrelationover
delineations.The basicidea s to allow modifierssuchas definitely indisputably undoubtedly
unquestionablyclearly, sort of, arguably, etc.,to quantify overworldsin a context,very muchin
thesamewaythatnominalor adverbialquantifiergquantifyoverindividualsor situations.Thatis, |
will proposeéhatmodifierslike clearly arevacuenessquanTiFiers Thusunlike beingverytall, being
definitelytall cannotbedeterminedy looking ata singlecandidate Insteadit is a propertywhose
applicabilitydepend$othon aspecificcandidateandon thecontextasa whole. More specifically,
Feynmaris definitelytall in ¢ 00 C justin caseheis tall in c andthereis no othercandidatec’ [JC
in which Feynmaris justastall but doesnot exceedhe standaraf tallnesdor c'.
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(13) [definitely) = AaAXAC{c Ja(x)(C) : Odd.(c[d/a] OC) - c[d/a] Da(x)(C)}

(24) c¢ d(o([tallD) 1(maxAditall(d,f))) cOftallj(f) c O[definitely tal](f)

c, 180 181 yes no
c, 182 181 no no
c, 180 183 yes yes
c, 182 184 yes yes

In this contextthereis someuncertaintyaboutthe standardf tallnessif you areshorterthan180
centimetersyou aredefinitelynot tall; if you arebetweenl80and182 centimetersyou might be
tall; andif you aretallerthan182centimetersyou aredefinitelytall. Candidate, survivesupdate
with Feynmaris tall because, is a candidaten whichthe standardf tallnesss 180centimeters,
and Feynmanis taller thanthatin c; ¢, doesnot survive updatewith Feynmanis definitelytall,
howeverpecausalthoughFeynmaris tall in c,, thereis anothercandidate—namelyg,—in which
Feynmaris just astall, butin which he neverthelesdoesnot countastall becaus¢he standardf
tallnessds sethigherin c, (i.e.,c,[182/[tall]] = c,). Both candidates, andc, surviveupdatewith
Feynmanis definitelytall becausen thosecandidates-eynman’stallnessis beyondthe hazeof
vagueuncertainty.

Onthedynamicapproachthen,Feynmans definitelytall comesout asa statemenaboutthe
conditionof thecurrentdiscourseroughly:‘the rangeof delineationgurrentlyunderconsideration
all supportthe claimthatsomeonef Feynman’seightcountsastall’.

Thedenotatiorfor definitelyaccordingo (13)is notagradablepropertyandsoquiteunrealis
tically doesnotrecognizehatdefinitelyitself isvague.As aresult,it isatheorenof thesystenthat
definitelydefinitelytall meanghe samething asdefinitelytall, contraryto mostpeople’sintuitions
(thoughsuchtruthconditionsseenmto beappropriatéor somepeoplefor exampledike indisputably
indisputablytall). This would meanthat we havefirst-order vaguenes$ut no higher forms of
vaguenessRatherthanrevisingthe definitionof definitelyit will be conveniento provideinstead
anexplicitly gradabledenotatiorfor clearly, ontheunderstandinthattheanalysisof definitelywill
probablyhaveto be complicatedn a similar fashion.The denotatiorof clearlyin (15)is a combt
nationof elementgrom thedenotationgivenabovein (12)and(13)for veryanddefinitely

(15) AaAxAC{c Oa(x)(C) : clearly(d(c)([clearly]),
t(max(Ad.c[d/a] Oa(x))),
(max(Ad.c[d/a] OC)))}
Not surprisingly,makinga first-ordermodifier vaguewill leaddirectly to higherordersof vague

ness.In orderfor [clearly tall] to applyto Feynmarataworld c, themaximaldegreeof Feynman'’s
heightin c (whichis givenby 1(max(Ad.c[d/[tall]] O [tall](f)))) mustexceedhehigheststandard
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for heightunderconsideratiorfor worldslike ¢ (givenby 1(maxAd.c[d/[tall]] O C))) at leastby
a certainvagueamount(namely,d(c)([clearly])). In otherwords,in orderto beclearlytall Feyn
manmustbe definitelytall (in the senseof (13)) andthensome. For instancegiven a contextas
depictedin (14), assuminghat d(c)([clearly]) = 0.6cm for ¢ = ¢, c,, C,, C,, thenc, andc, sur
vive updatewith [clearly tall], sincethe maximalheightof Feynmans morethan0.6 centimeters
greaterthanthe higheststandarcf tallnessunderconsiderationBut only ¢, survivesupdatewith
[clearly [clearly tall]], becausenly in c, is Feynmanat least0.6 cm taller thanhe needgo beto
qualify asclearlytall ®

For expressiongxhibiting only first-ordervaguenesdyuth at a world dependsnly on that
world (andthe delineationthat is part of that world). For expressionseadingto second-order
vaguenesdruth at a world dependon that world and also on the delineationsassociatedvith
otherworldsin the evaluationcontext. Second-ordeand higher-ordewvaguenesarisesfrom the
interactionof recursivecontextupdatein combinationwith the recognitionthat operatorsuchas
clearlyarethemselvesague.

Theproposals thatbeingclearlytall meangeingtall enoughto countastall in everycontex
tually relevantworld. Becausehedynamicsemanticenakesheentiresetof contextuallyrelevant
alternativesvailableto thedenotatiorof anexpressioni is possiblefor thedenotatiorof avague
nesgquantifierlike clearlyto quantifyoverthe contextset. Predicateshatgive riseto highererder
vaguenesmerelyexploit contextuainformationin the sameway thatnominalor adverbialquantt
fiersdo.

Thepicturethatemergess oneon which measurghrasesandcomparativeslo not haveany
sharpeningpotential but degreemodifierslike very andclearly do. In eachcasethe sharpening
potentialfollows directly from statingthe truth conditionsof the expressionn questionwithin a
dynamicframework.

4. Relative stupidity

The secondcasestudy investigatesa particularsubclasf thoseadjectivesthat take infinitival
complementshat! will call ‘stupid’ adjectives.l will arguethatstupidadjectivesarein onesense
theoppositeof comparativesvhereashetruth conditionsof comparativeguarante¢hattheywill
havedescriptiveentailmentdutnosharpeningffect,thoseof stupidadjectivesvill havesharpening
entailmentsbut no descriptiveeffect.

I will usestupid smart and lucky as my prototypicalexamplesof threeslightly different
sub-type®f stupidadjective Relativeusef stupidadjectivesarequitecommonaswell asutterly
naturalandidiomaticacrosawiderangeof registers.A few naturally-occurringgxamplesvill give
animpressior:

5Somejustificationfor this constituenstructureis in order. Sinceclearly cancertainlymodify adjectivesandsinceclearly
tall is a(complex)adjectivethestructuran thetext([clearly[clearlytall]]) mustbeavailable. Somelinguistshaveastrong
intuition that[[clearly clearly] tall] is alsoa possiblecompositionaktructure.I’'m notawareof anyobstacle$o extending
theanalysigo thealternativestructurejn any case(thoughtherelevantjudgmentsaaresomewhatlelicate) asnearasl can
tell thetruth conditionsfor the two structuresvould haveto be equivalent.More philosophically-mindedliscussionsist
on[clearly[clearly ...]] asthecompositionabtructurewhichis onereason useit here.
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(16) a. Steelmanagersverestupid tostill bebuildingopen-heartfurnacesvhile others
hadswitchedto oxygenfurnaces.

b. A gamecalled‘rck.video’ innocentlyentertainghe userwith an animationof
Madonnabeforesurreptitiouslyerasingall the computer’diles. Thenit gloats,
“You're stupid to downloada videoaboutrock stars.”

c. Still, GEandWhirlpool aresmart to touttheirreplacemendffersatatimewhen
manypeopledreaddealingwith repairmen.

d. In hindsight,somecompaniesvere smart to sell stock beforethe marketde
bacle.

e. Youdid well to keepthe hotelcalm,andyou werelucky to find thedocuments
thewayyoudid.

Someotherpredicateshatseemto behavgust like stupid smartandluckyin therelevantrespects
includethefollowing, takenfrom listsdueto Riviere(1983)andWilkinson (1970:4251976) brave
carelessclever, (in)consideratecourageouscowardly, cruel, foolish impudent(un)kind naughty
nice (im)polite right, rude silly, stupid wicked (un)wise andwrong to which | addherecrazy,
dumb evil, (un)lucky mean (im)prudeni smart andperhapslsowithin one’srights, well-advised
andmorally derelict theremaybeothers.

Themainpoint of thiscasestudydoesnot depencdbn provingthatstupidadjectivesonstitute
a natural classthat is homogeneou®ither syntacticallyor semantically. Rather,if evenone
adjective(say,stupidor lucky) hasthe crucialsemantigropertiesvhenit occurswith aninfinitival
complement(namely,no descriptiveentailmentsbeyond presuppositiongnd sharpening)that
would be sufficient. Neverthelessto the extentthat thereare many distinct adjectiveshat have
therelevantpropertieqasl believethereare),andto the extentthattherearea numberof distinct
constructionsvith analogougropertiegseesectiord.5),thensomuchthebetterfor ourconfidence
thatwe aredealingwith arobustphenomenon.

Thenexttwo sectionsnakethecasethat(17) hasno descriptiveentailments.

(17) Feynmarwasstupidto dancdike that.

In relativeusedike (17), stupidtakestwo argumentsaninfinitival VP anda subjectNP. Thusthe
claim at handdividesinto two maincomponentshe natureof the entailmentsassociateavith the
infinitival complemen{sectiord4.1),andthoseassociateavith the subjectposition(sectior4.2).

Sectionst.3,4.4,and4.5providea formal analysighatleadsto an explanatiorfor theunem
beddabilityphenomenomentionedn theintroduction(* Feynmarwantedto bestupidto dancdike
that). Sectiord.6 discussetheinteractionof stupidadjectiveswith counterfactuamodality (Feyn
manwould bestupidto dancelike that).

(16a)—(16dprefrom Wall StreetJournalarticleswritten (respectively)py LesterC. Thurow,12 Junel987;RonaldAlsop,
25Junel987;Linda Sandler4 November1987;andAsraQ. Nomani,17 Junel988. Example(16e)is from Martin Cruz
Smith(1999)HavanaBay, RandomHouse New York, p. 183.
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4.1.VP-orientedentailmentsStupidadjectivegresuppos¢heir VP complement

Stupidadjectiveglo haveentailmentsvith respecto their VP complementdyut thoseentailments
arepresupposedndnotasserted.

(18) a. Feynmarwasstupidto danceonthetable.
b. Feynmarnwasn'tstupidto danceonthetable.

Wilkinson (1970) notesthat sentencedike (18a) and their negationin (18b) both entail that
Feynmardanced.An entailmentthatremainsconstantundernegationof coursejs the hallmark
of presupposition.

(19) a. Was(n't)Feynmarstupidto danceonthetable? yes/noQ
b. Whowasstupidto danceonthetable? WH Q
c. Perhapg$eynmanwvasstupidto danceonthetable. possibility
d. If Feynmanwasstupidto danceonthetable thentell him. conditional

In addition,(19a)through(19d)showthatthe entailmentprojectsto the containingS underyes/no
guestionformation, WH questionformation,in the presenceof epistemicmodality, and when
embeddedh theantecedendf a conditional exactlyasexpectedf thecontentof theinfinitival VP
Is presupposeththerthanasserted.

Another argumentthat we are dealing with presuppositioncomesfrom existentialcom
mitment:

(20) a. Feynmanwas(n’t)likely/eager/readyo talk to a student@aboutit.
b. Feynmarnwas(n’t)stupid/smart/luckyo talk to a studentabouitit.

Thenormaladjectivesn (20a)do not necessarilentailthe existenceof anyspecificstudent. The

stupid adjectivesn (20b), however,do, whethernegationis presentor not. This is aswe would

expectif the infinitival complementof stupid is presupposedsince that would entail that the

speakingeventoccurredandthereforethat thereis somestudentthat Feynmanactuallytalkedto.

Thusonly (20b)canalwaysfelicitously befollowed by anaphoriaeferenceso the studentsuchas
Sheimmediatelycalled the studentnewspaperSucha continuationis appropriateafter (20a)only

if theindefinitea studenteceives specificinterpretationpr asaninstanceof modalsubordination
(e.g.,Shewould haveimmediatelycalled the newspapey.

Whateveryou think presuppositionare,relativeusesof stupidadjectivesundoubtedlyhave
themwith respecto the denotatiornof their infinitival VPs. (Seesection4.6 for andiscussiorof
apparentounterexamplesvolving counterfactualvould)

4.2.Subject-oriente@ntailmentsvariousvolitionality presuppositions

Determiningwhetherstupidadjectivesassociateescriptiveentailmentsith (thereferentof) their
subjectgequiresacloselook atentailmentsoncerningsentiencandvolitionality.
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Somepredicatege.g. raisingpredicatesuchaslikely) do not evenhaveanexternalargument
(i.e.,theydonot selectfor a subject) andsoobviouslycannothaveany subject-specifidescriptive
entailmentsBoth Riviére (1983) and Wilkinson (1970) mistakenlyclassify stupid adjectivesas
raisingpredicatesgiting the fact that stupidadjectivesantake a sententiasubject(For Feynman
to dancelike that is likely/*eager/stupifl and that the sententialsubjectcan be extraposedlt is
likely/*eager/stupidor Feynmartio dancdikethat). But,asWilkinsonlaterrealized'seeWilkinson
1976),it is clearthatstupidadjectivesio selectfor a subject(takeanexternalargument)sincethey
donotaccepipleonastic®r idiom chunksassubjects:

(21) a. *Itisstupidtoberaining.
b. *Thereis stupidto bea partytomorrow.
c. *Tabswerelucky to bekeptonher.

More to the point here stupidadijectivesuniformly entailthatthereferentof the subjectis sentient
(i.e.,capableof intentionalaction).

(22) a. It wasstupidfor thecarpetto becleanedight beforethebig party.
b. #Thecarpetwasstupidto becleanedight beforethebig party.

Thereis a clear intuition that the contrastbetween(22a) and (22b) is due to the implausible
implicationthatthecarpeimustbesentienin (22b). It is easyto provethatthisimplicationprojects
throughnegationmodalpossibility,questionformation,and so on—thatis, it is a presupposition.
And becausd is a presuppositiorthissentiencgequirements consistentvith themainclaimthat
relativeusesof stupidadjectivesonveyno descriptiveentailmentapartfrom sharpening.

It isimportanthereto distinguishbetweersentiencentheonehandandvolitionalinvolvement
in thedescribedeventontheother.Sentiences a capability,not a condition,soit is perfectlypossi
bleto presuppossentiencavithout entailinganythingspecificaboutthe mentalstateof thesubject
participantduring the eventualitydescribedy the event. For instancethe predicateunconscious
presupposesentiencebut doesnot entail volitional involvementin the unconscioustate By the
sametoken,relativeusesof lucky presupposeentiencé*Thecarpetwasluckyto becleaned, but
donotrequireanyvolitional involvementin theeventualitydescribedy theinfinitival:

(23) Feynmanwaslucky to bebornin the20thcentury.

ThissentencsaysnothingspecificaboutFeynman’snentallife, eitherwhenhewasbornor atany
pointlaterin hislife.

However, some stupid adjectivesentail in addition to sentiencethat the subjectmust be
volitionally involvedin thedescribedeventuality.

(24) 7?Feynman was smart to constrict his pupils when the intense light hit them.

This sentencés odd becausesmartentailsthat Feynmarhaddiscretionover his pupilary reflexes,
whichis normallyphysiologicallyimpossible.
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This type of volitional involvementis strongly reminiscentof Farkas’(1988:36)notion of
REsPoNsIBILITY. anindividuali andasituations arein theRESPrelationjustin cas€e'i bringssabout,
l.e.,justin casesis theresultof someactperformedby s with theintentionof bringings about.”
Farkasclaimsthatthe RESPrelationholdsbetweenargument®f some but not all (p. 52) control
predicatesandl will assumehatRESPappliesto somebut notall stupidpredicatesAmongthose
for whichit holdsaresmart clever, nice right, etc.

However,RESPdoesnot apply to the polar counterpart®f theseadjectives(stupid dumh
mean andwrong respectively).Riviere citesJohnwasstupidto fall into that ditch: certainlyit is
notnecessarfor Johnto haveactedwith theintentionof bringingaboutafalling. RatherJohnmust
indeedhavehadsomeintention,but thatintentionmusthavebeendefectivein failing to consider
all of theconsequenced his actions sinceoneof thoseconsequencdsadto hisfalling. Riviere
suggestthatthesubjectmustbeable“to chooséetweeraprocessandits negation”j.e.,Johnmust
havebeenableto avoidfalling in theditch. Yet thatis not quiteright either.

(25) 7?7?Youwerestupidto havetwins.

Presumablyt waspossibleto choosebetweerthe procesghatleadsto twins versusits negation
(havingno children).The conditionimposedby stupidis slightly strongerit mustbe within the
powerof thesubjectparticipantto bring aboutthe stateof affairsdescribedy theinfinitival. Thus
whatis lackingin (25)is theability (undermormalcircumstancedp effectivelyandreliablychoose
whethera pregnancwill involve twinsratherthansomeothernumberof children.

Theseconsiderationdistinguishthreesubtype®f stupidadjective:

(26) lucky stupid  smart
SENTIENCE Thesubjectmustbe capableof volition yes yes yes
DISCRETION It is within the power of the subjectto neutral yes yes

chooseto bring about the situation de
scribedby theinfinitive

INTENTIONALITY ~ The subjectintendsfor the situationde neutral neutral yes
scribedby theinfinitive to comeabout

Theconjunctionof discretionandintentionalityis equivalento FarkasRESP.

Doubtlesshereareothersubtletiesand refinements.For instancejt may be thatlucky also
requireghenegatiorof discretionpr thatatleastsomesignificantaspecbf theinfinitival situation
be out of the control of the subject. However,for presentpurposesit doesnot matterwhat the
preciseformulationof thesevariousconditionsare. Thereasoris thattheyareall presuppositions,
andthereforeconsistentvith the mainclaim that stupidadjectiveshaveno descriptiveentailments.
Not only do any implications of responsibilityand discretion project when embeddedunder
negationguestiorformation,conditionalsetc.(i.e.,thestandardestsfor presuppositionasin (18)
and(19)),sentencethatdescribesituationsn whichthesemplicationsfail to hold suchas(24)and
(25)areinfelicitousratherthanmerelyfalse.

Evenassuminghattherequirementasgivenin (26)arepresuppositionst is still conceivable
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that stupid adjectivesmposedescriptiveentailmentsaboveand beyondtheserequirements.For

comparisonconsiderproud, which, like stupidadjectivespresupposess infinitival complement
and presupposethat its subjectis sentient,but descriptivelyentailsin addition that its subject
participanthasa certainemotionalstate.

Crucially, unlike proud or glad, stupid adjectivesfail to entail anythingspecificaboutthe
emotionabr mentalstateof theirsubjectSpeakerarequiteconfidenin makingjudgmentsuchas
Feynmarwasstupidto dancelike that without knowinganythingaboutthe subject’smentalstate.
Feynman'slancingcanqualify asstupidnomatterwhatFeynman’snoodor intentionsatanypoint
before,during,or afterthe eventhe canbe angry,happy,ashamedyorried,or blithely unawareof
theconsequencead hisactions.

In other words, the applicability of a relative use of a stupid adjectivedependsonly on
externallyobservableriteria. Whatmattergs theoutcomeandignorancas no excuse:

(27) Johnwasrudeto addressheQueen.

Despitethe bestof intentions,dueto John’signoranceof British royal protocol (which specifies
that one must neverinitiate a conversatiorwith the Queen) his behaviorunquestionablyounts
asrude.

To sumup, when sentiencediscretion,and intentionality entailmentsare presentfor stupid
adjectives,they are presuppositions.Severalstupid adjectives,including lucky (also unlucky
fortunate and perhapssomeothers) haveno presuppositionbeyondsentienceand so the lucky
subclassonstitutesan especiallyclear and straightforwardexampleof an adjectivethat hasno
entailmentdeyondits presuppositionandits sharpeningffect.

4 .3.Infinitival denotations

Extendingtheanalysian section2 to stupidadjectivesequiredirst consideringhemeaningof the
infinitival VP. Portner(1992) buildingonBresnar(1972) argueghatsuchinfinitivesareessentially
futurate:they denotea setof situationsgachof which includesthe currentsituationasaninitial
subparandextendsnto a possiblefutureatleastfar enoughto alsoincludea subsituationn which
the contentof theinfinitive obtains.

Crucially,suchsituationgnaynot belargeenougho qualify ascompleteworlds. Thereforeit
Is necessaryo furtherarticulatethe ontology.l will assumea situation-basedemanticsoughlyas
proposedn Kratzer(1989)anddevelopedn Portner(1992). Therewill beasetU of individuals,a
setSof situationsuchthatU [0 S andapartialorder < definedon S thepart-ofrelation. Possible
worldsaresituationghatarenot properpartsof largersituationsa situations is a completeworld
iff Os O0Y(s< s)-(s=¢)]. Contextontinueto containonly completeworlds.

Thusif | say

(28) | amhappyto giveyouthisaward. [Portner]

| am happyin relationto a setof situationsegachof which beginswith the utterancesituationand



-19-

extenddnto the future to encompasa giving event(seePortner(1992:37)for remarksaboutthe
temporalpropertiesof situations). Theremay be severalsuchsituationsgachcorrespondingo a
differentway in which thefuturemayunfold.

It isimportantthatthe situationan thedenotatiorof theinfinitival neednotbeentirepossible
worlds,but canbe smallersituations.

(29) [Feynmardancesvildly andspillsbeeron hisshirt.]
Me:  Feynmarnis stupidto dancdike that.

You: No,FeynmanSn't stupidto dancdike that.Whatyoudon't realizeis thathe
is distractingthatspyovertherewith hisanticswhile the FBI closesdn.

Your denialdoesnotcall into questionwhathappenedandyoudonotdenythatFeynmardancedn
themannei attributeto him. Thatis presuppose@ndyoudonotchallengehatpresuppositionin
fact,youdon’t evendenythatdancingwildly enoughto spill beeron oneselfmeetghe standardf
stupidityundernormalcircumstancefatherwhatyouaredoingis encouragingneto takeawider
view of thesituationin orderto directmy attentionto extenuatingircumstances.

| will takethe phrasé‘extenuatingcircumstancestatherliterally. Whatthe objectorin (29)
is doingis insistingon extendingeachsituationin the extensiorof the VP soasto includea larger
chunkof theworld: not only the dancingandits immediateconsequencebut somelonger-range
objectivesaswell.

Let's assuméghatwhen| utteredmy claim in (29), 1 hadin mind for the denotationof the
infinitival VP a setof PortneriarsituationghatincludedFeynmangdancing beer,Feynman’shirt,
and nothing else. Participatingin that restrictedset of situationsdoesindeedrenderFeynman
relativelystupid. Your challengegoego my selectiorof asetof relevantituations.Youwouldlike
to suggesasetof situationghatcontaingmore. Foreachsituationsin thedenotatiorof my VP,you
nominateanothersituations' suchthats < s, wheres' containsnot only Feynmarandthebeerbut
alsoa spyandsomeFBI agents.Relativeto thatsetof situationsFeynmanmmaynotbe stupid—he
mayin factbe preventinghenuclearsecret®f hisnationfrom falling into enemyhands.

4.4 .Presuppositionandrelativestupidity

Onefinal pieceof technicalmachineryoeforeprovidingananalysisof relativestupidity:how pre

suppositionsvork. As explainede.g.,by Heim (1982,1983)or Beaver(1997 to appear)presuppe
sitionscanbetreatedasconstraint®ntheinputcontextupdatewill proceednly if thecontextsat

isfiestherelevanpresuppositionMoretechnicallyupdatdunctionsarerenderedspartialfunctions
thatareonly definedon contextshatsatisfyall relevantpresuppositions.

(30) 0OP,x,C : [stupid  J(P)(X)(C) is defined only ifC O [SEN(X)ODISC(x, P(x))OP(x)],
in which case[stupid, ] = APAXAC{c OC : ¢ Ostupid(d(c)([stupid]), x, P)}.

Accordingto (30),thedenotatiorof arelativeuseof stupidisn’t evendefinedunlesghreepresuppe
sitionsaremet:thesubjectmustbesentientthesubjecimusthavediscretionarypoweroverthestate
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of affairsdescribedy theinfinitival, andthepropositionformedby applyingtheinfinitival property
P to theindividualx mustbeentailedoby theinput context. In thestyleof dynamicupdatethesere-
guirementsireexpressetyy statingthattheevaluatiorcontextmustbea subsebf thesetof worlds
in which theseconditionsobtain. If the presuppositionsold,thenthe updateeffectof therelative
useof theadjectiveis to filter outthoseworldsin whichthestandaraf stupidity(d(c)([stupid])) is
too highfor X's participationin theeventP(X) to countasstupid.

Here then,is theupdateeffectof Feynmaris stupidto dance

(31) CCFP: AC{c OC : c Ostupid(d(c)([stupid]), f, [to dancq)}
Presup.: OC, [Feynmanis stupidto dancg(C) is defined iff

C O [SEN(f)ODISC(f, [to dancq(f))[to dancd(f)]
A useof Feynmans stupidto dancepresupposethatfor everycandidatec in theinitial context,

Feynmandancedin c. Thereforea situationin which Feynmanmay not have dancedleadsto
presuppositiotiailure:

(32) c d(c)([stupid]) c Oftodancd(f) c Ostupid(d(c)([stupid]),
f

[todancq)
Co O no #
C, dp no #
C, gy yes no
c, dp yes yes

Feynmandoesnot dancein c, or ¢, andthis meansthat the inclusionof eithercandidatein a
contextrendersa useof (31) infelicitous,asindicatedby the ‘# in the rightmostcolumn. Thus
[Feynmaris stupidto dancg({c,, c,,, ¢;, C;,}) isundefined.

Thereforeassumethat the input context containsonly ¢, and ¢, Thesetwo candidates
differ only with respectto the standardof relative stupidity. It is now possibleto deducethat
d(c,)([stupid]) = dqis greatetthand(c,,)([stupid]) = d,,, sincethe samedancingsituationcounts
asstupidwith respecto d,, but not with respecto d,. Thusthe updateeffectof (31) will beto
excludecandidates ,, andso[Feynman is stupid to dance like tj@t,,,c,,}) = {c,,}. Givenacon
textthatsatisfiegherelevantpresuppositiortheonly updateeffectof evaluating(31)is to exclude
candidates whichthe standardf relativestupidityis settoo high.

In otherwords,the lexical semanticof stupidadjectivesguaranteeghat their updateeffect
involvessharpeningndnothingelse.

4.5.Explaining unenbeddability: a prohibition againstcovertmelinguidic wishng

Sectiongl.1and4.2 arguedthatwhenstupidadjectivedakeinfinitival complementsheyhaveno
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descriptiveentailmentdeyondpresuppositionandsharpeningntailments.Sections4.3and 4.4
showedhow to expresghis hypothesisn a dynamicframework. This sectionshowshow doing
soleadsto anexplanatiorfor unembeddabilityasmentionedn theintroduction stupidadjectives
cannotbeembeddedbeneattcontrolpredicatesvhenthe stupidadjectiveccurwith aninfinitival
complement A few additionalexamples:

(33) | hopedto be[lucky (*to buythislotteryticket)].

a.
b. |intendedo be[rude(*to besohonest)].
c. | preferredobefwise (*to remainsilent)].
d. [triedtobe[fortunate(*to meether)].

In eachcase addingthe infinitival complemenin parenthesesnderghe sentencaingrammati
cal®

Theexplanatiorfor unembeddabilityvill dependnassuminghatauseof acontrolpredicate
is felicitousonly in certainkindsof contextsspecificallythe contentof its infinitival complement
mustnot be entailed. Putinformally, you can’t want what you alreadyhave. Otherauthorshave
discussedhis aspecf the semanticof controlpredicatedbefore specificallywith respecto the
predicatevant Heim (1992:194pbservesWhenasentencdike | wantyouto call meonMonday
is used theretypically aredoxasticalternativesvhereyou do call me on Mondayaswell asthose
whereyoudon't.” Portner(1992:201)strengthensieim’s ‘typically’ to ‘must’: “Intuitively, wants
mustbefor statesof affairsthatarebelievedto be asof yet undeterminedsto whethertheywill
beactualized”] will thereforecall thistheunacTuaLiTy requirementandl will gobeyondPortner’s
discussiorandattributethe unactualityrequiremento controlpredicatesn generaratherthanjust
towant

Theunactualityrequirementesembleapresuppositiom placingconditionsonwhatcanserve
asanadmissibleevaluatiorcontextStrictly speakinghoweverunactualitysnotapresuppositionlt
is notreducibleto a conditionontheindividualworldsin the context but ratherconstrainghe con
textasawhole. In somesenseit isanantipresuppositiorsinceit isequivalento arequirementhat
theinfinitival notbepresupposed-orexampleconsidehowit correctlypredictghatthefollowing
sentencunrelatedo adjectivalconstructionsis infelicitous:

SThelongerversionsf (33)aregrammaticaif theinfinitival isinterpretedasapurposelausein whichcaset wouldnotbea
complemenbf theadjective(SeeCormack(1998 sectiord.1)for ageneratliscussiorof thecomplementatiopropertieof
variousadjectivesincludingsomediscussiorof stupidadjectives.)Othersituationsn whichtheinfinitival doesnotfunction
asatruecomplemenmustalsobeexcluded:
()a. Feynmarwasstupidenoughto touchthatlight bulb.

b.  Feynmarwastall/boyishenoughto touchthatlight bulb.

c. Feynmarnwantedto bestupidenoughto touchthatlight bulb.
Wilkinson (1976)argueersuasivelyhat enoughaugmentshe normalargumentstructureof the adjectiveit modifiesby
the additionof aninfinitival VP. If so,thentheinfinitival VP in (ia) is not theinfinitival VP subcategorizetbr by stupid
Onereasorio believethisis thattall or boyishwhichdonotnormallysubcategorizéor aninfinitival complementganoccur
in the sameframe,asshownin (ib). Becausehe enoughconstructiorhasnon-trivial descriptiveentailmentsit oughtto be
embeddableandtheperfectacceptabilityof (ic) bearsoutthis prediction.
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(34) #l wanttorealizethatyouarehere.

The embeddedrerb realizeis factive, so a use of (34) commitsthe speakerto the truth of the
propositiorthatthelisteneris present.But if thespeakeralreadyassumethatthelisteneris present,
thenthe speakerlreadyrealizeghatthelisteneris presentandthe contentof theinfinitival VP is
guaranteetb beactual. Sinceit is infelicitousto wantwhatyou alreadybelieveto bethecase(34)
Is infelicitous by virtue of violating the unactualityrequirement.Portner(1992)usesthis type of
semantiexplanationextensivelyin his accountof variousimpossiblecombinationsf predicates
andcomplementypes(e.g.,*Theywantthat heis here *Theywishthat hewill behere etc.).

Theunactualityrequirementorcesanyattempto embedarelativeuseof a stupidadjectiveto
haveanunacceptableneaning.

(35) *Feynmanwantedto bestupidto dance.

Becaus¢herelativeuseof stupidpresupposessinfinitival complemenandhasnoentailmentsvith
respecto its subjectposition theonly way Feynmarcouldbeuncertairasto whethetewasstupid
to danceor not would beif the standardf stupidity wereunsharpenoughthatthe samedancing
eventqualifiesasstupidin somecandidatevorldsbut notin others. Thusin orderfor the content
of Feynman’sdesireto becometrue, the standardof stupidity would haveto be resetsomehow.
By hypothesisthe standardof stupidity is adjusted(sharpenedas discoursedevelopsonly as
a side-effectof anassertion.ThereforeFeynman’swish mustbe for the discoursan which (35)
occurgto cometo bein adifferentstateput anothemway, heis wishingfor theword stupidto come
to beusedin adifferentway. EvenassuminghatFeynmarwasawareof therelevantconversation,
andthatit wasindeedhiswish thatthatdiscoursesharperits standardf vaguenesst simplyisn’t
possibleto expressuchawish in theform givenin (35). To expressucha metalinguistiadesire,
thelinguisticelementsvould haveto bepartof thedesirereport,e.g.,Feynmarwantedusto accept
anassertiorof “Feynmanwasstupidto dance”.

Theprohibitionagainstovertmetalinguistiavishingis notspecificto vaguenessr sharpening,
but holdsalsofor otherpotentialinteractiondetweera desirereportandmetalinguistidacts. The
sentencé wantyouto bemecannoexpressny desirethatyoubeginto speakin orderfor thesecond
personpronounto referto me. Suchathoughtcanonly be expressetby puttingthe metalinguistic
elemeninto the contentof thewish,asin | want“you” tobemei.e.,l wantthewordyouto refer
to me’. Similarly, thedesirereportl wantthat bachelorto be married cannotmeanthat! wantyou
to agreethattheword married shouldcometo applyto a bachelor.

Theclaimisthatstupidadjectivesvith infinitival complementareunembeddableecaus¢hey
haveno descriptiveentailments.If this hypothesigs correct,it predictsthat wheneveradjectives
do have non-trivial descriptiveentailmentsthey oughtto be embeddableand this predictionis
borneout.
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(36) L oubbor S Presupposes  Embeddable?
entailments? Nfinitival?
a. eager no no | hopeto beeageltto go
b. proud no yes | expectto beproudto beyourfriend
c. likely yes no | intendto belikely to win
d. stupid yes yes *| wantto be stupidto sing

Thecontrolpredicateeagerdoesnot presupposés infinitival, andit hasdistinctdescriptivesubject
entailmentssoit is definitelyembeddableAlthoughproud doespresupposis complementit also
imputesan emotionto its subject Consequentlyasshownin (36b),proud is embeddablelike all
raisingpredicatedsljkely associateno entailmentswith its subjectposition;howeverunlike stupid
adjectivesijt doesnot presupposds infinitival VP, andthatis enoughto renderit embeddablelt
Is only whena predicateboth presupposeiss infinitival andfails to associat@anynon-presupposed
entailmentswith its subject—i.e.the characteristisemantiqropertieof stupidadjectives—that
unembeddabilityesults.

Couldunembeddabilitpossiblybeexplainedn purelysyntactiderms?Thisis unlikely, since
thereareotherconstructionshatseemo haveno descriptiveentailments.

(837) a. It wasabsurd/spiteful/propef Feynmarto dancdike that.
b. Youdid well/badly/allright to keepthe hotelcalm. (= (16e))

In particularpotethatin bothexamplesheinfinitival is presuppose@ndtherearenodescriptiveen
tailmentsassociatedith thesubjeciposition(although(37b)showghesamekind of presupposition
of volitional involvementdiscussedh sectior4.2).And, just like relativeusesof stupidadjectives,
theseconstructionglsocannotbeembeddedbeneatta controlpredicate.

(38) a. *Iwantedit to beabsurdof Feynmarto dancdike that.
b. *I wantedyouto dowell to keepthehotelcalm.

It seemsunlikely that a syntacticexplanationcould naturally generalizeover all threetypesof
unembeddableonstructionwhereadt is easyto imagineextendinghesemantiexplanatiorbased
ontheinteractionof theunactualityrequirementvith thedynamicsof gradability.

4.6.Counterfactuaktupidity
Thissectionaddressea commonobjectionto theanalysigust givenof stupidadjectives.

(39) a. Feynmarwouldbestupidto dancdike that.
b. Youwouldbeluckytogetawordin edgewise.

Although (39a)is consistenwith a situationin which Feynmandancedijt doesnot entailthathe
did; nor does(39b) guarantedhat you get a word in edgewise.If stupidadjectivespresuppose
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thetruth of theirinfinitival VP complementwhy doesn’t(39a)presuppos¢hat Feynmardanced?
After all, it is well-known that at least some modal verbs are transparenfor the purposesof
presuppositioprojection.

(40) a. FeynmarfoundoutthatAnn ispregnant.
b. Perhap$&eynmarfoundoutthatAnnis pregnant.
c. Feynmammightfind outthatAnnis pregnant.
d. Annispregnant.

Sincefind out is factive, (40a) presupposegl0d). But sinceepistemicmodality,including modal
possibility, is transparentto presuppositionprojection, whether expressedas a sentence-level
modifier(perhap$ or asa modalauxiliary (might, may, could, etc.),(40b)and(40c)alsopresuppose
(40d). Thusif counterfactualvould is the kind of modalthat is transparento presupposition
projectionthefactsin (39)areproblematic.

Nottoworry. Stupidadjectivesarerobustlyfactiveby everystandardest,includingthemodal
possibility test. Recallthat we sawan exampleof a relativeuseof a stupidadjectiveembedded
undermightin (19c),repeatedhereas(41a):

(41) a. Perhapseynmanwvas(not)stupidto dancdike that.
b. Feynmammight/may/couldnot) havebeenstupidto dancdike that.

Whetherthe possibilityoperatolis sentence-levadr a modalauxiliary,whethemegatecdr not, the
sentencem (41)clearlypresupposthatFeynmardanced.

The key to understandindhe sentence#n (39), of course,is to realizethat counterfactual
conditionalsarenot reducibleto epistemiomodality. And in fact would doesnotin generalallow
presuppositiont project,asshownby theseexamplegrom Kasper(1992:314):

(42) a. Theking of Francewouldbebald.
b. Johnwould havemanagedo repairhiscar.
c. Johnwould havestoppedeatinghisdogassoonasit bit him.
d. Johnwould haveregrettechavingbeaterhiswife.

Thesentencem (42)do not presupposéhatFrancehasaking, thatJohntried to repairhis car,that
Johnstartedbeatinghis dog,or thatJohneverbeathis wife 1°

SEvenif thepresuppositionlid notprojectin (41),thenstupidadjectivesvould bewhatKarttunen(1971)callssemi-factives
(notto beconfusedwvith themorphologicabspectuatategorysemelfactive’) predicateshatpresuppostheircomplements
undernegationbut not underpossibility. For instanceaccordingto Karttunen regretis a properfactive, but discoveris
semi-factiveHe didn't discoverthattheworld is round entailsthattheworld is round but He mightdiscoverthat theworld
is round allegedlydoesnot. Evenif stupidadjectivesveresemi-factivansteadof factive,thatwould besufficientfor all of
themainpointsin this paperto gothrough.

10n fact, it is temptingto decidethatin eachcasethey presupposthe negationof the mainverb’spresuppositionhowever,
thisis a misleadingeffect of consideringhemin a neutralcontext. To seethat,e.qg.,(42c)is consistentwvith a contextin
which Johnhadin factbeenbeatinghis dog,considetthefollowing discourset cantell youonereasorwhyweshouldhave
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Kasper arguesthat thesewould clausesfunction as the consequenf a counterfactual
conditionalwith anunexpressedntecedentForinstanceKaspemrendershemostnaturalconstrual
of (42a)in a neutralcontextaslf therewerea king of FrancetheKing of Francewould be bald.
The correspondingaraphrasef (39a)would be If Feynmarhad dancedlike that,hewould have
beenstupidto dancelike that, which doesnot presupposéhatthe dancingoccurredjn agreement
with intuitions.

In orderto correctlydescribahesentuitions,it is necessarto stipulatethatbarewould claus
eslike thosein (42) mustbe evaluatedwith respecto somediscoursedetermineccounterfactual
contextratherthanthecommonground. Heim (1992)providesa goodstartingpointfor adynamic
theoryof counterfactualthatis compatiblewith thedynamicapproactere andvon Fintel (1999)
discusses someechnicaletailhowcounterfactualdependndiscoursgsrovidedassumptionsl
assumehatanyaccounthataccuratelylescribepresuppositioprojectionin (42)will automatical
ly generalizeo the stupidexamplesn (39). Thatis, thefailure of the presuppositionsiggeredoy
stupidto projectin (39)is justaninstanceof the generabehaviorof any presuppositiorntriggering
expressionuinderthescopeof counterfactualvould

4.7.Assessment

It would be hastyto concludethatthediscussionn sectiord settleshe questionof whetherstupid
adjectiveswith infinitival complementshave descriptive entailments. Undoubtedly there are
alternativetheorieshat get the truth conditionsright for the casediscussedo far but which still

allow for descriptiveupdatefor sentencebke (43a):

(43) a. ItisrudetoaddressheQueen.
b. Itisrudeto violateBritshroyalprotocol.

Theideawould be that (43a)canconceivablybe useddescriptivelyto conveysomethinggeneric
aboutBritish royalprotocol,in particularthatinitiating aconversationvith theQueernis againsthe
rules. (43b),ontheotherhand,seemgo bea muchclearercaseof puresharpening.,e.,it is easier
to decidethat(43b)doesnothingmorethanrequesthelistenerto makesurethattheir standardor
rudenesss low enoughthata certaintypeof behaviorcountsasrude.

Whatis at issueis whetherthe factorsthat determinethe degreeof rudenes®f aneventare
presupposedo be part of the evaluationcontext. | claim that (43a)caninform the listener of
descriptivefactsonly indirectly, by causingthe listenerto revisetheir beliefsaboutthe natureof
the presupposedventtype (seethediscussiorof extenuatingircumstancem section4.3). If so,
then(43a)caninform in thesamewaythata useof thesentencdt’s a shameahat Anngot pregnant
can be usedto indirectly inform the listenerthat Ann is pregnantthrough accommodatiorof
apresupposition.

Of courseit is the burdenof anyonewho wishesto arguethat (43a) doeshave non-trivial
descriptiveentailmentso goonto explaintheunembeddabilitpf stupidadjectivesvhentheyoccur
with aninfinitival complementsswell asthesimilarunembeddabilitypehaviorof expressionsuch

surgicallyrestoredJohn’sability to feelphysicalpain: hewould havestoppedbeatinghis dogassoonasit bit him.
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asdid well to keepthehotelcalm

In anycasegvenif relativeusesf stupidadjectivesio havesomedescriptivaupdatepotential
undercertainconditions,| takeit that suchusesare distinctly secondaryto their typical usesas
vaguenessharpenerslf so,thenrelative usesof stupid adjectivesstandasa reasonablyclear
exampleof anexpressiortype whosetypical conventionalseis primarily (if not exclusively)to
bringabouta changen theprevailingvaguestandards.

5.Conclusions

Therearedeepconnectionbetweertraditionalsupervaluatiotreatment®f vaguenesandthedy-
namicperspectivadvocatedhereln somesensesupervaluationapproximatedynamicsemantics.
Van Fraasself1966)originally proposedsupervaluatiomsa techniqueor dealingwith truthvalue
gapsdueto presuppositiorailure. Kamp, Fine,and others(seeFine (1975:fn.13)) subsequently
appliedsupervaluationso truthvalue gapsdueto vaguenessa sentences supertrue just in case
it istruewith respecto everypossiblewvay of resolvingthevaguenessf thepredicate# contains.
Onthedynamictreatmentinsteadof consideringeverypossiblevay’ of resolvingvaguenessnly
thosewaysof resolvingvaguenesgrovidedby the discoursecontextarerelevant. With contexts
enrichedwith delineationstruthin thepresencef vagueness nothingmorethanentailmentof a
sentenceyacontext. Similarly,validity corresponddirectlyto standaradlynamicvalidity asdefined
by, e.g.,Groenendijkand Stokhof (1991:55). Thusoneof thevirtuesof the dynamicapproachs
thatit providesaunifieddynamicaccounbf truthandvalidity thatsimultaneouslgncompassédmth
presuppositiomnd(onetypeof) vagueness.

Sowhat doesthe dynamicapproachhaveto sayaboutthe natureof vaguenessAccording
to Pinkal (1983:47,commentingon Wittgenstein),"Knowing the meaningof an expressionis
knowingthe waysthe expressiorcanbe mademoreprecise.” | havearguedthatit is thevery act
of usinga vagueexpressiorthatmakest morepreciseThereforewe havearrivedvia a newroute
at the familiar conclusionthat knowing what an expressiormeanss knowingwhat a useof that
expressiomloes.

In orderto developanexplicit theoryof whata useof avagueexpressiomoes) proposedhat
expressionsontaininggradableadjectivesnakea specifickind of contributionto contextualnfor-
mation. Acceptinganutterancef, say,Feynmans tall cansimultaneouslyefineour knowledgeof
Feynman'fieightandof whatcountsastall. An extensiorof thebasicanalysigredictghatupdate
with auseof ameasurghraseor a comparatives guaranteedo resultin no sharpeningf therel-
evantvaguestandard.In addition,thedynamicapproachaturallyleadsto areasonablaccountof
highererdervaguenestm whichmodifierssuchasclearlycomeoutasvaguenesguantifiers.A sec
ondextensiorof thebasicanalysideadto thefirst detailedsemantic$or infinitival-takingadjectives.
The somewhasurprisingconclusionis that when certainadjectivessuchasstupid occurwith an
infinitival complementtheresultingconstructiorhasno updatesffectapartfrom its presuppositions
andits effecton vaguestandards Empiricalsupportfor this claim camefrom the otherwiseunex
plainedphenomenonf unembeddabilityln eachcasethe updateeffectof all of theseexpression
typesfollowed directly from statingtheir truth conditionsin adynamicframework.
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