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1. Intr oduction

In languageshathave them,adjectvesandthefunctionalstructurethey projectare
the prototypicalmeansby which gradablenotionsareexpressedandconsequently
probablythe cleareswwindow available onto how degreemodibcationworks. But
degreemodibcationoccursoutsidethe adjectval domainaswell (a fact notedby
Bolinger1972,Abney 1987,Deutjes1997,KennedyandMcNally 2004amongoth-
ers),andthe mechanismshatunderliegradabilityin thesenon-adjectial contexts
remainlargely mysterious.The big-pictureaim of this paperis to shedsomelight
ontoonecornerof this murky areaby examininga variety of non-adjectral degree
modibcationin which the gradablepredicates provided by a noun,andanadjec-
tive senesonly to characterizé¢he degreeto which thegradablepredicateholds. In
the compositionakemanticaultimately proposechere,core propertiesof this con-
structionfollow from a restrictionon how degreeson onescalecanbe mappedo
degreeson anotherand from a closestructuralparallel betweenthe nominaland
adjectval extendedprojections.
Thephenomenomtissuehereis exemplibedn (1):

(1) a. Geogeis anenormousdiot.
b. Gladysis abig beerdrinker.
c. Threehuge goat-dheeseenthusiastsverearguingin thecorner
d. Mostreally colossalcurling fansaredifbcultto understand.

The mostnaturalreadingsfor the sentences (1) don®involve ary claim of large
physical size; rather the nominal predicateis claimedto hold to a high degree.
Strikingly, thesereadinggpersistandarewell-behaedin avariety of syntacticand
semanticontets, includingcomparatres,howquestionsandtoo-constructions:

(2) a. Gladysis abiggeridiot thanFloyd.
b. How big anidiot is Gladys?
c. Gladysis too big anidiot to talk to.

Theavailability of suchreadingdor sizeadjectvesis nota peculiarityof English:

(3) SPaNIsH
Pedroesungran idiota.
Pedrois a greatidiot
OPedris abig idiotO

To appeaiin Efb GeogalaandJonatharHowell, ed. Proceeding®f SemanticandLinguistic
Theory(SALT) XV. CLC Publications]thaca,New York.




4) PoLIsH
wielki idiota
great idigt
ObigdiotO

Similar effectscanbediscernedn numeroustherlanguages.

Section2 examinesthis phenomenomn more detail, arguing thatit is not
merelyarel3ectionof someotherlinguistic (or extralinguistic)processln doingso,
two generalizationemege: thesereadingsare possibleonly in attributive (in En-
glish, prenominal)positionsand, surprisingly systematicallyonly with adjectves
that predicatebigness.In section3, | proposeaninterpretatiorfor thesestructures
that accountsfor thesegeneralizationsgonsideringtwo ways of doing this. The
Prstbuilds on the intuition that nounsseemlesscontet-sensitve thanadjectves
with respecto the standardshatresole vaguenesshe secondpn the notionthat
thepolarity of anounandasizeadjectve servingasits degreemodibPemustmatch.
| settleon thelatter. Section4 developsa meansof assemblinghis interpretation
compositionally advocatinga structurefor the extendedNP that closely parallels
thatof the extendedAP. Section5 very briel3y concludes.

2. Two Generalizationsand SomeMor e Factsand Complications
2.1. ThePositionGenealization

The degree reading of a size adjectve seemsto be unavailable in predicatve
positionsN(5a) and (6a) are ambiguousput (5b) and (6b) have only a literal-size
reading*

(5) a. thatbigbeerdrinker
b. *Thatbeerdrinkeris big.

(6) a. Geogeisanenormousdiot.
b. *Geogeis anidiot, andheis enormous.

Thedegreereadingis alsoimpossiblepostnominally:

(7) a. abiggerbeerdrinkerthanary IQe metbefore
b. *abeerdrinker biggerthanary 1Q&e metbefore
| "
moreenormous
bigger

b. anidiot

(8)

idiot thanyou canimagine

~ moreenormous thanyou canimagine
*?bigger y 9
(9) a. toobigawarmongerto tolerate

b. *awarmongertoo big to tolerate



This generalpatternhas analoguesutsideEnglish. In Spanishand Polish, for
example, degreereadingsare also impossiblepostnominally(as theselanguages
candemonstrat@erhapanorestarklythanEnglishcan):

(10) SPANISH
a. Pedroesungran idiota.
Pedrois a greatidiot
OPedris hugelyidiotic.O
b. Pedroesunidiotagrande.
Pedrois a idiot great
OPedris physically large andanidiot.O

(11) PoLisH
a. wielki kretyn
great cretin
Oonevhois hugelycretinousO
b. kretynwielki
cretin great
Oaretinwho s physically largeO

And, like in English,thesereadingsareimpossiblein predicatve VP positions:

(12) SPANISH
Ese idiotaesenorme.
Thisidiot is enormous
OTheizeof thisidiot is large®

(13) PoLisH
Ten kretynjestwielki
Thiscretin is great
OThigretinis largein size®

This generalizatiortanbe statedmoreofpcially asin (14):

(14) THE PosITION GENERALIZATION: Degreereadingsof sizeadjectvesare
possibleonly prenominally

2.2. TheBignesgseneanlization

Theotherbasicgeneralizatioln thisdomainis thatadjectvesthatpredicateéigness
(thatis, upwardmonotonicsize adjectives)aresystematicallyableto receve degree
readingshut this is notthe casefor adjectvesthatpredicatesmallness:



big
enormous

idiot.
colossal
mammoth

gargantua

(15) Geogeisa

mmiﬂz

H*

*small

*tiny

0%
(16) Geogeisa minuscule idiot.

microscopi
*diminutive%
*minute

W

Adjectivesof smallnessnaynotbeassystematien resistingdegreereadingsasad-
jectivesof bignessarein acceptinghem. Slight for example,hasa degreereading
asits mostnaturalinterpretation:

(17) Geogeis aslightidiot.

This exampleis in several respectsot clearcut, though. For onething, it is not
at all clearthatslight is a size adjectie in the brstplace. It predicatesafter all,
somethindik e slendernessyhichis certainlyrelatedto size,but, equallycertainly
notidenticalto it. Moreover, it& not clearthat even this not-quite-sizereadingis
retainedn contemporarfnglishasarything otherthanaliterary affectation.And,
to my knowledge,slight is the only possibleadjectie of smallnessn Englishthat
hasa dggreereading which suggestshatthis casereally involvesadistinctlexical
meaning.

This contrastsharplywith adjectvesthat predicatebignesswhich have a
compatibilitywith degreereadingghatis notonly systematidut actuallyseemso
beproductve. Sofarasl know, Godzilla-scales not anexisting Englishadjectve
of bigness,and Chihuahua-scalés not an existing adjectve of smallness.With
(18)and(19), 1 herebyattemptto cointhem:

(18) a. Holy crap,there®a Godzilla-scalechunkof rotting meaton your
kitchenRoor!
b. Thebastarchada Godzilla-scaldrustfund all his life.

(19) a. | canalmostmake outsomevherein the distancehefaintestglimmerof
a Chihuahua-scaleomet.
b. Themodelhadthis weird perky Chihuahua-scaleose.

While this sort of judgmentis for obvious reasonshot entirely straightforvard, it
seemaatural to assigna degreeinterpretatiorto (20a),anddistinctly morenatural
thanassigningsuchareadingto (20b):

(20) a. He®aGodilla-scaleidiot.
b. He®a Chihuahua-scaliliot.



If in fact a degreereadingcomesfor free wheneer a novel adjectve of bigness
is coined,it suggeststronglythatthe availability of degreereadingss notanac-
cidentallexical propertyof theseadjecties, but ratheran essentiapart of the job
descriptiorfor adjectivesof bigness.

Lik e the PositionGeneralizationthis patternis not uniqueto English:

(21) SPANISH
Pedroesun pequeo idiota.
Pedrois a small idiot
OPedris bothsmallandanidiot.O

(22) PoLIsH
maly kretyn
smallcretin
Ocretirsmallin sized®

So,to statethis generalizatiormoreofbcially:

(23) THE BIGNESS GENERALIZATION: Adjectivesthatpredicatebigness
systematicallyjicensedegreereadings Adjectivesthatpredicatesmallness
don®©generallylicensesuchreadings.

2.3. NotJustVaguenessiNot JustMetaphor

A naturalimpulseat brstglanceis to regard degreereadingsof sizeadjectvesas
simply aninstanceof somebroadercognitive processPerhapshesereadingsarise
asa kind of metaphor one might suggest,or perhapsthey are the productof a
peculiarkind of vaguenessBut the factsdon®accordwith suchanunderstanding.

The contrastbetweenthe degreeand size readingspassegestsfor distin-
guishingambiguityfrom vaguenessilf this werevaguenesst shouldbe perfectly
unremarkabléo predicatebig in (24) of asingleconjoinedNP with differentread-
ingsfor eachconjunct. Sotoo with enormousn (25). But in fact,doingsohasthe
Ravor of wordplayNthe telltale senseof oddnessharacteristiof zeugma:

(24) a. Theotherdriver wasareally big bastardandbasletballplayet
b. Theotherdriverwasareally big basletballplayerandbastard.

(25) a. Larryis anenormaisfanof curling andformermabagoon.
b. Larry is anenormoudormermabagoonandfanof curling.

Theseaxamplesareimperfect,however, in thatit is possble in principleto alleviate
thesenseof oddnessy construingthe sizeadjectie with theleft conjunctalone.

Perhapsa clearerresult can be attainedby explicitly blocking one of the
readings:

(26) a. Gladysisn®very big, but sheis a very big beerdrinker.
b. Harryisn®enormousbut heis anenormousdiot.
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(27) a. #Thischairisn®very big, but it is a very big chair.
b. #Thatbuilding isn®enormousput it is anenormousbuilding.

Thereis no sensef contradictionin (26),unlike in (27), becauseéwo distinctread-
ingsareinvolved,andonecanbe negatedwithout negatingthe othet

Another perhapsnorepromisingapproachalongsimilar lineswould beto
construedegreereadingsof size adjectves as the outcomeof an extra-linguistic
cognitive processof metaphoricalextension. But this raisesnumerousdifpcult
guestionghat have muchmore straightforvard answersf this is understoodasa
grammaticakatherthanextra-linguisticphenomenonFirst, why shouldthe avail-
ability of suchmetaphoricextensionbe sensitve to syntacticposition? Second,
why shouldthis be possibleonly for adjectvesof bigness?And third, why should
thesemetaphordeapparentlysocornventionalized?Thatis, why shouldthey come
seeminglyfor free, with no consciousawarenessy eitherspealer or hearerthat
somethingmetaphorichasbeensaid? Thesequestionshave naturalanswersf this
is understoodn grammaticakatherthanextralinguisticterms.

2.4. SomeAdditionalDistinctions

Thereareat leasttwo otherusesof sizeadjectivesthat mustbe distinguishedrom
truedegreeuses.

ABSTRACT SIZE READINGS Someordinarysizereadingof sizeadjectiveshave
aroughlydegree-like Bavor becaus®f the natureof the modibedNP:

(28) a. anenormos mistale
b. ahugesnavstorm
c. abig catastrophe
d. ahugeproblem

But theseare not true degreereadings. Rather they are size readingsthat make
referenceo sizealonga possiblyabstractdimensionNonethatmay correlatewith
someintuitive senseof extremenes®r severity. Thatis, theseuses,unlike true
degreereadings,do seemto be in someimportantsensegenuinelymetaphorical.
They patternwith ordinarysizereadinggatherthanwith degreereadingin several
respects.

One of these is a systematic failure to accord with the Position
GeneralizationNtheseeadingscanoccurin predicatve positions:

(29) a. Thatwasamistake, andit wasenormous.
b. Thatwasasnavstorm,andit washuge.
c. acatastrophéiggerthanary other
d. aproblemtoo hugeto fully comprehend

Anotheris thatthey systematicallffail to accordwith the BignessGeneralizationN
adjectvesthatpredicatesmallnesdehae justlik e onesthatpredicatebigness:
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big
enormousé
°huge
colossal
mammoth
gargantua

#
small
étiny
o
(31) Thatwasa minuscule mistale.

microscopi
diminutive

minute

(30) Thatwasa mistale.

Qe0000eEeR

And bnally, in theseabstract-sizeasesthereis no ambiguity no cleardistinction
betweenwo readingssosentencelk e (32) arecontradictory:

(32) a. #Thatmistake wasn@enormousbut it wasa enormousnistale.
b. #Thatsnavstormwasn€huge but it wasa hugesnavstorm.
c. #Thatcatastrophevasn€big, but it wasa big catastrophe.
d. #Thatproblemwasn€huge,but it wasa hugeproblem.

SIGNIFICANCE READINGS Thereis anothey more puzzling useof size adjec-
tivesthat hasa non-sizelRavor. On this use,theseadjectves seemto predicate
(in)signibcance:

(33) a. thebig political Pguresof the 20th century
b. ahugecorporatenucky-muck
c. asmalllittle man
d. somepury judgesomevhere

I have no theoryto offer of thesereadings,or even of what relation they might

bearto abstractsize readings. They areratherodd beasts. Unlike degreeread-
ings, signipcanceeadingsdon®involve degreeson a scaleprovided by the head
noun (degreesof idiocy, of stamp-collectahood, etc.). Rather they alwaysin-

volve dggreesof importancejrrespectve of the noun. And unlike degreereadings,
signibcanceeadingsdon®accordwith the BignessGeneralization Adjectives of

smallnesgive rise to thesereadingsvery naturally as(33) ref3ects.Like degree
readingsthough,signibcanceeadingsaresensitie to syntacticposition. The na-
ture of this sensitvity is unclear though. They usuallyresistpredcative uses but

in somecasesllow them:

(34) a. *?Thesepolitical bgureswverebig.
b. *?This corporatemucky-muckis huge.
c. “Thismanis little.

(35) Youd behugein Bolivia! Thebiggest!



3. The Inter pretation, and Explaining the BignessGeneralization
3.1. AnlInitial Step:Whatls NominalGradability?

To begin developinganinterpretationit will benecessario make someinitial basic
assumptionabouthow degreesandgradabilitywork in thenominaldomain.There
areanumberof possibilities.Onenaturalcoursewouldbeto adoptasupenaluation
understandingf vaguenessin which thereis no needfor degreesassuchin the
brst place (Kamp 1975, Fine 1975, others). Anotherwould be to supposethat
nounsNor at leastcertainnounsNhave degreeayumentsandare associateavith
scales(a backgroundassumptiorin e.g. Matushansk 2001). | adoptthe second
view here.Kennedyl997 providessomeargumentsn favor of suchdegree-based
explanationsBut it is worth notingthatthesupenaluationapproachmightactually
be particularlyappropriatefor nominals,becausén the nominaldomainlinguistic
manipulationof vaguenessiasa distinctly OdeviedGor OsecondargBaractethat
would seemto accordwith this conception.

An importantdravbackof supposinghatnounsmayhave degreearguments
is thatit levelsthetype-theoretidistinctionbetweemounsandadijectves,thereby
risking losingthegeneralizatiorthatit is adjectves,notnouns thatarethelocusof
gradability But this couldbe avoidedby simply assuminghatdegreesaren€amgu-
mentsof nounsfor compositionapurposeshut areakind of implicit argumentthat
resultsin a pronoun-lile dependencen a degree(muchlike e.g. the dependance
of local on a contextually suppliedplace)?

(36) !idioty" = !x.xisd-idiotic

This maintainghetype-theoretidistinctionbetweemounsandadjectves,but still
providesaccesdo the degreevariablefrom higherup via binding.

3.2. AnAppealingBut FlawedApproad: TheModemtion Requiement

Having madetheseassumptionsthe task at handis to provide a semanticghat
derivesthe BignessGeneralizationNthais, a semanticgor big idiot thatexplains
whatgoeswrongin smallidiot. I3l considertwo options. The brstof theseseems
to befatally Raved, but | will sketchit hereevensobecausdt strikesmeashaving
anintuitive appeathatperhapshe moreempirically adequatelternatve lacks.

Theintuition behindthis approachs thatadjectvesof smallnessun afoul
of arestrictionon how contectually-suppliedstandardsvork in the nominal do-
main: standardsissociateevith nounscannotvary asfreely asstandardassociated
with adjectives.No matterhow tall abasletballplayeris, if heis theshortesin the
relevantcomparisorclass,hewill notcountastall. Butit is certainlynot the case
thatlsaacNewton would, givenanappropriatecomparisorclass,countasanidiot.
This canbeunderstoo@sarequirementhatstandardsn thenominaldomainmust
beneithersetvery high norvery low:



(37) THE MODERATION REQUIREMENT

For ary nounN, thestandards - the context Pxeson the scaleassociated
with N can@be a big degreeandit can©beasmallone:

Abig(sin+) ! Asmall(s n-)

Of course,what countsas a big degreeand what countsas a small oneis itself
contet-sensitve. It is animportantpropertyof this approactthatit involvespredi-
catingbignessandsmallnesdlirectly of degrees.In mostcasespredicatingadjec-
tival derotaions of degreeswould be bizarreNif degreesaresimply intenalsona
scalealongsomedimensionthey aren€objectsthatcanbesurprising for example,
or lovely. But intenals do have size,so predicatingbignessandsmallnesof them
seemgoherent.

To seehow (37) helps, let® assumethat the denotationof Floyd is a big
idiot is asin (38), wheresgo; is the contextually-suppliedstandardor idiocy:

(38) ! Floydisabigidiot"
= "d : Abig(Sgiot) ! Asmall(Sgiot) [Floyd is d-idiotic ! d # Sgior !
big(d)]

This requiresthatfor Floyd to be a big idiot, theremustbe a degreeof his idiocy
thatbothis big andexceedqor meetsthestandard!f big idiot leadsto denotations
like (38),it seemgeasonabléo supposehatsmallidiot would leadto denotations
like (39):

(39) !Floydisasmallidiot”
= "d : Abig(s; jgiot») ! Asmall(s jgiot ) [Floyd is d-idiotic !

d# Sgiot ! small(d)]

This,though,necessarilyesultsin failure of presuppositionBecausef themono-
tonicity of small if dNthe degreeof Floyd® heightNis small andyet larger than
thestandardsgiot , thensgior mustalsobesmall. But thisis preciselywhatthe mod-
erationrequirementrules out. Of course,no suchdifbculty resultsfor big idiot
becausal canbe both big andyet larger thanthe standardwithout requiring that
the standardhereforealsobe big.

Thereis a signibcantproblemwith this approachthough. Becausat re-
lies on a constrainton standard-settingit predictsthat the Bignes Generaliza-
tion shouldariseonly wherestandardgplay a role in the semantics. One place
wherestandardstandardlydon®comeinto play is in comparatres and superla-
tives. At leastin English,though,the effect doesnot go away in thesecontextsN
interestinglythough,the contrastslo seemabit lessclear:

| "
" bigger

(40) a. Floydisa %?smaller

idiot thanClydeis.

biggest

2smallest idiot | know.

b. Floydisthe o,



However intriguingly diminishedthe contrastseemdo be, this is a profoundprob-
lem for this kind of explanation. To be sure,onemight imaginewaysto navigate
arounditNnone at all attractveNbut unmistakablythis strikesat the very core of
theidea.

3.3. AnotherAppmoad: RelatingDistinct Scalesand Degree Polarity

An alternatve approactto explainingthe BignessGeneralizatiortakesasits start-
ing point a differentintuition aboutwhatgoeswrongin smallidiot: thatthe prob-
lem is oneof adjectval polarity, in somewayscomparabldgo whatgoeswrongin
cross-polaanomaly(Kennedy1997,2001):

(41) a. #Thisbookis longerthanthatoneis short.
b. #Floyd is tallerthanClydeis short.

Kennedyadwvancesaview of thesdactsin whichadjectie pairsof differentpolarity,
suchasbig and small, involve degreesthat are on the samescale(i.e., alongthe
samedimension)utin principleincommensurablbecaus®f afundamentasortal
distinctionbetweerpositive andnegative degrees.

Building on Seuren1978,1984 andvon Stechev 1984, he representsle-
greesasintenals (OrtentsO)with positive degreesextendingfrom the lowermost
portionof the scaleto a positive point on the scale andnegative degreesextending
from sucha pointupwardto the uppermosportion of the scale.Thusif Floyd is 6
feettall, the positive andnegative degreesof his heightwill beasin (42):

(42) HEIGHT SCALE

0 6 feet $
positiveextent negativeextent

Antorymousadjectivesinvolve the samescale but differentsortsof degreesKtall
measureseightin termsof positive degrees,andshortin termsof negative ones.
Giventheright assumptionabouthow comparatieswork, this explainscross-polar
anomaly: For Floyd is taller than Clydeis shortto be true, the degreeto which
Floyd is tall mustproperlyincludethe degreeto which Clydeis short. A degreeof
tallnesds a positive degree;a degreeof shortness negative one. But becausehey
are by debnitioncomplementarya positive degree can®include a negative one.
The sentencas thereforeanomalousbecausegherecan®in principle be a degree
thatsatisbed.

This may help with the problemat issuehere. PerhapsdiotNand nouns
generallyNawaysinvolve positive degrees! On the assumptionsibove, it would
alreadybe the casethat big involves positive degreesand small involves negative
ones. Might the problemthat underliesthe BignessGeneralizationthen, be that
the negative degreesof smallcan©be comparedn the right way with the positive
degreesof idiot?

Expressinghis ideain this Kennedy-styldramework just asit is turnsout
to beawkward (thoughprobablynotimpossiblebecausefundamentallytheseas-
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sumptionsprovide an accountof incommeisurability, but it@ not at all clearthat
degreesof idiocy anddegreesof bignessarein ary real sensebeingcompaed to
eachotherin the sensanvolvedin cross-polamnomaly A more congenialervi-
ronmentin which this line of thinking canbe expressednay be available,though,
in the generalconceptionofferedby a frameavork thatmalkesan even morefunda-
mentalsortal distinction betweenpositive and negative degrees. In Vector Space
SemanticgZwarts1997,ZwartsandWinter 2000, Faller 2000,Winter 2001, Win-
ter 2004): degreesare construednot asintervals but asvectors. They inherently
encodedirectionon a scale,andarethereforeinherentlypositive or negative (and
not merelyby virtue of which portionof a scalethey occugy).

For currentpurposesit will sufpceto assumea bastardizedoy versionof
the highly articulatedconceptionof degreesas vectorsdevelopedby Faller 2000
andWinter 2004. 131 provide hereonly a thumbnailsketchof a few of the crucial
featuresof this understandingf the ontology of degrees.First, scaleshemseles
aredebnedisposiive or negative. A scaleis apair of abasicOunivector@ndaset
of realnumbers Negative scalesarejust thosewith a negative unit vector Second,
thereis a dimensionfunctionthat mapsanindividual to a correspondingrectoron
somescale:dimg(X) is the vectorcorrespondindo x on thescaleS. Third, there
is ananti-dimensiorfunctionthatmapsa setof vectorsontoa setof corresponding
individuals:dimg(v) is thesetof individualssuchthatthedimensiorfunctionmaps
themtov onS°

Veryroughly, thedenotatiorof a simpleunmodibedadjectve suchastall is
alongthelinesof (43) (wherethepolarity of thescaleis explicitly indicatedwith +
or %):

(43) !'Maryistall" = dim, heigne(Mary) > Sy neignt

Thatis, Mary is tall assertshatMary®vectoron the scaleof positive heightNthat
is, the scaleof tallnessNexceedsthe contectually-suppliedstandardrectorfor that
scale.

Maybe, then, big idiot can be interpretedas involving a kind of double
mappingNPrstan individual is mappedonto a corresponding/ectoron the scale
of idiocy, thenthatvectoritself is mappedontoa correspondingectoronthescale
of bigness.This s, of course,simply the reRectionin this framewvork of theidea
thatdegreereadingof sizeadjectvesinvolve predicatingsizeadjectivesdirectly of
degrees.Thusbig idiot will beinterpretedasin (44a),and,analogouslysmallidiot
asin (44b):

(44) a. !'bigidiot" = ! x . dimigiocy(X) > St igiocy !
dim+size(dim+idiocy(x)) > Sisize
b. ! smallidiot" = ! x . dim giocy(X) > St idiocy !
dim _sjze(dim + igiocy (X)) > S_size

Perhapsvhatgoesawry in smallidiot, then,is the mappingfrom anidiocy degree
to asizedggree. In (44b),the dimensionfunctionis servingasa kind of polarity-
reversermappingapositive degreeontoanegative one. Thereis probablynoreason
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why this shouldbeimpossibleapriori. Butlikewise,it seemseasonabléo suppose
thatthe grammarmight rule out this kind of operation eitherin generalor (more
plausibly)in particularconstructions.

Theidea,then,is thatit maybesimplyafactabouthow degreesononescale
aremappednto anotheNor atleastabouthow thesizeof degreesis evaluated at
leastin this constructionNthatpolarity is alwayspresered. Phrasingt metaphor
ically, the size of degreesis alwaysevaluatedby measuringn the directionof the
vector alongthegrain,soto speak.More precisely:

(45) POLARITY PRESERVATION PRINCIPLE
For ary scaleS anddegreed of the samepolarity, dim.. s(%d) and
dim_g(+ d) arebothundebned.

It would of coursebeamoreinterestingresultto Pndevidence of this atwork more
generallyin the grammar Certainly framedasit is here,it hasthe characterof
somethingone might expectto be more general. But by the sametoken, if the
ModerationRequirementoud be understoodas simply a presuppositiorarising
from how the nominal extendedprojectionis organized,it seemseasonablé¢hat
this mightbe understoodn thesetermsaswell.

4. Assemblingthe Inter pretation Syntactically

4.1. DegreeHeadln NP?

To assemblghe denotationsabore, somethingmustintroducethe semanticglue
that relatesthe adjectve and the nounin the appropriateway. Thereis reason
to think that the syntaxprovidesjust sucha thingNnamely, a degreeheadin the
nominalextendedprojection:

(46) DP

L
g1t i
%blg D@!}JOM/

huge peo
“enormous  P€vow

mammot |
. NP

Q66EE0057

As (46) rel3ectsa particular Degnom headmay introducesizeadjectveswith de-
greereadingsn its speciber
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4.2. Relieving FunctionalHeadNausea

If degreereadingf sizeadjectveswerethe only motivationfor anominaldegree
head,this might be unappealing. But in fact, thereis a battery of independent
argumentdor suchathing:

ARGUMENT 1.  Oneisapurelytheoreticabrgument:thereis somethingrirtually
inevitable abouta nominaldegreeargumentif we adoptthe Abney 1987 proposal
thatAs canbeheadsn thenominalprojectionalongwith thecommonview thatthe
extendedAP is headedy a Deg projection(Corver 1990,Kennedyl997,others).

ARGUMENT 2: A relatedargument:thesemantickKennedyassigngo adjectves
essentiallyequiresa Deg headto occurimmediatelyabore every AP. For Kennedy
an AP denotesa measurdunctionthatyields degrees.A DegR, on the otherhand,
is apredicateof individuals. Kennedyproposeghattherole of Deg is to mapfrom
theformertypeto thelatter So,if As canoccurin theextendednominalprojection
asAbney suggestsDegs muston this view occurabove themin orderto provide a
predicateof individualsfor a D to ultimately combinewith.

ARGUMENT 3:  Therearemary expressionghatplausiblyspell out sucha Deg
head.Most of theseappearsuperpciallyto be adjecties:

#
real
0.
47) a g)‘::l idiot

complet

But thesearenot adjectival usesof theseexpressions.The adjectval homophones
of all theseexpressionganoccurpredicatvely, but thesenominaldegreewordscan
only occurattributively:

4 .
real g
true
total
complet

(48) *Thatidiot is

Onthe degreereading theseareall impossibleNthey have only the ordinarynon-
degreereadingin this position.

ARGUMENT 4.  Treatingsuchusesof real and othersas nominal Deg heads
accountdor theirinability to occurwith their own degreewords,astheir adjectizal
counterpartgan:

| .
I. problem
idiot ,,
" obsenations
idiots

(49) a. *averyrea

b. *severalquitetrue
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. * description
*
c. *afairly complete idiot

Again, in all thesecasespnly the normaladjectval non-degyreereadingis possi-
ble. (Similar superpciallyadjective-like adnominaldegreewords canbe detected
in otherlanguagesswell.)

ARGUMENT 5. Theexpressionghatare plausiblenominaldegreewordsare of
exactly the sortthathistorically developinto Deg headsn the adjectival domainN
thatis, they arecognatewith thesamekind of adjectie. Adjectival Deg headsarise
from expressionsmeaningroughly Oreal6r Otrue@sin (50), andthe examplesin
(51) areevenmoretransparent:

(50) a. verily& very
b. real& real(in e.g.realtall)

(51) a. complete& completely
b. total & totally

ARGUMENT 6: Placingsizeadjectvesin the specibernf a nominalfunctional
projectionaccordswith awell-establishedine of researchhatassociateadjectves
with speciberpositionsof nominal functional heads(Cinque 1994, Laenzlinger
2000andmary others).

ARGUMENT 7:  This sort of structureprovides a natural parsefor more of a
structuredike (52):

(52) Hemet[pp [pege more[pp of anidiot]]] thedayafter.

ARGUMENT 8:  Measurephrasesnside DP suchasthosein (53) might also
benebfrom this sortof analysis:

(53) a. abve-milehike
b. atwo-poundbag

If thesemeasurghrasesvereplacedin thespecibepositionof nominalDegP, this
would parallelthe structureof measurephrasesn AP (Abney 1987,Corver 1990,
Kennedyl1997,Grimshav 1991),andperhapsn PPandVP (Morzycki 2004) as
well.

ARGUMENT 9: A notquiteindependenargument:| have not relied on restric-
tionson whatadjectvescanco-occurwith sizeadjectvesthatreceve degreeread-
ings, but they seemto supporta similar conclusion.lt is notin generabpossiblefor
otheradjectvesto occurabore thesesizeadjectves:

(54) a. *?adangeroudig idiot
b. *?somehappy enormoudansof curling
c. *%thepopulargargantuanstarsof the O40s
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If nominalDegP occupiesa bxedpositionhighin DP, above wheremostadjectives
adjoin, this alonewould rule out suchsentences.

THE POSITION GENERALIZATION: Perhapsthe most important algument,
though,is the PositionGeneralizationtself. If sizeadjectvesreceve degreeread-
ingsonly in thespecibepf anominaldegreeprojectionasproposedere,it follows
thatthey canonly be usedattributively.

4.3. How ThingsFit Together

This kind of structureprovidesa naturalway to build up the denotationgroposed
earlier on either of the approacheso the semanticsconsideredabore. Sinceit
betteraccordswith the data,| will adoptthe vectorspace(-Reored) approachto
illustratethis here.

For thesizeadjectiveitselfNor ratherits extendedprojectionNit sufPcesto
assumehatit denotesa simplepropertyof individuals(wheres, si;¢ is thestandard
for positive size,thatis, for bigness):’

(55) ! big&size t=Ix. dim+size(x) > Sisize

With appropriatenodibcationsthe previously suggestedenotatiorfor idiot could
remainessentiallyintact:

#o $ .
(56) idiotg .40, = ! X . diMyigiocy(X) = d! d> Siigiocy

In the spirit of Kennedy1997,1 assuméierethatthe nominaldegreeheaddoesthe
compositionaheary-lifting of relatingthe sizeadjective andthe nounby Opbndingd
the degreevariable(by bindingit) andoffering it up for modibcatior?

(57) ! DEG-SIZE" = ! N(d’ (e,t))! A(e’w! X. A("d[N(d)(X)])

If it turnsout to be necessaryasseemdik ely thoughlessinterestingto associate
the Polarity Preseration Principle of section3 with this constructionspecibcally
the denotationof DEG-sIZE would of coursebe the natural placeto locate this
restriction.

The denotationin (57) appliesto functionsfrom degreesto noun denota-
tions. If anounhasanimplicit degreevariableasin (56), DEG-SIZE canbind this
degreevariable. The outcome:

(58) a. #DEG—SIZEd idiotd,&idi# $
= I DEG-SIZE"( ¢ idiotd,&idiocy )
H = A(e,t)! X. A("d[dim$idiocy(x) =d! d> S+idiocy])
b.  big DEG-SIZEy idiOty,s g,
= DEG-SIZEqidiotys,y,, (!big")
= dim. gize("d[dim.s igiocy (X) = d ! d > Siigiocy]) > St size

This seemsdo yield theright truth conditions.
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5. A Final Word

To summarize a core empirical agumenthere hasbeenthat degree readingsof
sizeadjectvesareadistinctlinguistic phenomenonandnot merelya consequence
of vaguenessr metaphor Further thesereadingsare systematicallypossibleonly
with adjectvesof bignessafactultimatelyexplainedhereby supposinghatthepo-
larity of anounandasizeadjectve servingasits degreemodibPermustmatch.The
alternatve possibility wasalsoconsideredhat this might be explainedinsteadby
supposinghatnominalvaguenessoleratesonly moderatevaluesfor contextually-
suppliedstandards.The proposednterpretatiornrelieson a nominalDegreehead,
and a rangeof independentvidencefor the existenceof sucha projectionwas
provided.

Thereare,of coursemary unanswereduestionsn thisgenerabdomain but
therearea few of particularlydirectrelevancethat have not beenaddressedhere.
Amongthemis the questionof whatthe semanticss of the othernominaldegree
headsgproposechere,andof what might be revealedaboutthe cross-catgorial na-
tureof degreemodibcatiorby acomparatie examinationof thesedegreeheadsand
thefamiliar onesin the extendedAP. Also unaddresseHereis the questionof how
nominalscalestructurecanvary. For example,doesthe contrastbetweercomplete
idiot and*completesmoler indicatethatidiocy hasan upperboundand smoler
hooddoesnot? And this areatoo providesa placewherethenominalandadjectival
degreesystemsnightfruitfully becomparedperhapsheddingsomelight ongrad-
ability more generally Thereis alsoa much more local but nonethelessexing
guestionon which | cancurrentlysaynothing: Why doeslarge idiot seemsoodd?
A degreereadingis not very naturalhere, but, given what hasbeensaid here, it
is not altogetherbvious preciselywhatit is aboutlarge thatrenderst something
otherthana sizeadjectve in the appropriatesense.This would be morealarming
if it weren®he casethatlarge andbig do seemto contrastin somevery distinct
thoughhighly elusive way. But evenso,someadditionalclarity on this pointwould
bewelcome.Finally, therearecross-linguistiqquestiongo beasked. Theconstruc-
tion examinedhererecursin mary languagesand indeedis not limited even to
Indo-EuropearfHebrav hasan analoguefor example). This in itself may require
someexplanation. In examining thesecross-linguisticfacts, though, interesting
pointsof variationemege thatwarrantfurther scrutiry andmay signibcantlyalter
thebroaderpicture.

Endnotes

*Thanksto Alan Bale, Ana Arregui, Angelika Kratzer Anna Maria di Sciullo,
Anne-MichelleTessier Artemis Alexiadou, BernhardSchwarz, Britta Sauereisen,
Calixto Aguero-Bautista,Chris Barker, Chris Kennedy lannis Thomadakis,Jan
AnderssenJonry Butler, RajeshBhatt,andaudiencest SALT andthe University
of Stuttgart. This work wassupportedy the Social SciencesandHumanitiesRe-
searchCouncilof Canadggranthnumber4d12D2003D10a8 AnnaMariadi Sciullo
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andthe InterfaceAsymmetriesProjectat the Universie du Quebeca Montreal).

11 will usea starto indicateungrammaticalityon the degreereading.

2Strictly speakingthis won®yetdoNit doesneenmto have the consequencthat
only idiots bein theextensionof idiotNso it actuallyhasto involve two implicit de-
greeagumentspneof themthe contetually-suppliedstandarchormally assumed
for adjectvesaswell.

3Thanksto BernhardSchwarz and RajeshBhatt to bringing this probleminto
sharpeffocusfor me.

4This is not an obvious or trivial assumptionNif dumbinvolves negative degrees,
asit probablydoes,idiot might seemto aswell. On the otherhand,negative de-
greesarereally just ways of talking aboutthe marked membersof pairsthat ex-
pressoppositepolarities; it makes senseto think of short as involving negative
degreesbecausat is the marked memberof the pair ' short, tall (. Nouns,on the
otherhand,don®normally comein pairsof oppositepolarity (modulocasessuch
as ?%hortnessheight )Nthere is no unmarked nounthat expresseshe opposite
of idiot.

SOneimportantrespectin which IOmsimplifying dramaticallyhereis thatall the
vectorsmentionedso far are OlocatedectorsOyhich are understoodas a pair of
vectors. The brstmemler of this pairis, in the caseselevant here,a trivial zero
vector

5Thearrows hereinformally represenhistoricaldevelopment.

"Importantly sinceboth degreesandordinaryindividualscanhave bignesspredi-
catedof them,x herehasto be construedo rangeover both; thatis, | assumehat
the domainof degreesDy is a propersubsef De. (It would probablycorvenient,
then, to distinguisha type for ordinaryindividuals, but for the sale of notational
familiarity | won®do thathere.

8We might alsoassumeto betterparallelthe semantic®f degreewordsin the ad-
jectival systemandin particularthe semantic&kennedyproposedor the adjectval
degreeheadcounterpariof DEG-SIZE, thatit introducesthe standardand relates
it to the nominal denotations.But placing referenceto the standardhere, rather
thaninside the denotationof the noun, would risk losing the generalizatiorthat
gradablenominalsalwaysinvolve exceedingtheir standardevenin comparatre
contets (Floydis a bigger idiot thanClyde). Of course no harmwould bedoneby
supposinghatbeG-sIzE introduceghis informationredundantly
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