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Abstract

This thesis investigates the basis of frequently observedestrictions on pos-
sible orders of multiple attributive adjectives in English and French. A central
claim is that theories deriving adjective orders from an exended functional se-
quence (Cinque 1994) are empirically inadequate and theotieally unwieldy.
Indeed, there are basic con icts between the observable b&sof adjective order-
ing restrictions and the independent evidence concerningite nominal functional
sequence (discussed in Borer 2001), and so the nominal fu@hal sequence can-
not be used to motivate adjective ordering restrictions.

With regard to the semantics of attributive adjectives, it i s noted that ac-
counts in terms of set intersection or " -identi cation' (Higginbotham 1985) can-
not account for scope e ects in the interpretation of multip le attributive adjec-
tives, as the associativity of set intersection means that sope (or, in syntactic
terms, hierarchical dominance) will have no e ect on interpretation. A return
to the Montagovian notion of attributive adjectives as secand-order functions
is instead proposed. This permits a reuni cation of the sematics of attribu-
tive adjectives, after Higginbotham (1985) introduced a three-way division in
the semantics of attributive adjectives, and straightforwardly represents scope
relations in the semantics.

It is also claimed that the di erences between English and Fench adjective
orders are best accounted for by a transformational accountand the assumption
of a non-uniform basis of adjectival modi cation within the DP. To this end,
sketches of analyses of non-restrictive, focused, and \atibutive{predicative"
interpretations of adjectives are presented.

In writing this thesis, | have pro ted from hours of discussion with my su-
pervisor, Gillian Ramchand. | am very grateful for her patience, and helpful
comments on previous drafts.
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1.1 Structure of the thesis

The primary purpose of this thesis is to investigate the reldionship between the
functional structure of noun phrases and the positions of dierent attributive adjec-
tives. While the nominal syntactic structure proposed shoud responsibly represent
the semantics of noun phrases (following Abney 1987, Longealndi 1994, Zamparelli
2000, Borer 2001, Baker 2003, etc.), the particular focus dhis paper is the interac-
tions of this structure with cross-linguistically robust adjective ordering restrictions,
as described in Hetzron (1978), Dixon (1982), etc, when suctestrictions are consid-
ered together with well-motivated assumptions about the canpositional semantics of
adjectives, and about general principles of phrase structre.

The thesis is structured as follows: in the rest of the introduction, | will outline
some basic facts about the patterns in which attributive adjectives occur in English
and French. Chapter 2 gives some formalisations of these datwithin standard
Principles and Parameters theory, and proposes a theory of frase structure and of
the structure of noun phrases as a starting point for an exanmation of adjective
orders. Chapter 3 deals with English adjective orders in thelight of this theory,
before turning to the arguably more complex case of French irchapter 4.

Of course, a vast amount is beyond the scope of this paper. Theverall con-
ception of attributive adjective orders which | would envisage is one of a number of
independent but interacting syntactic and semantic factors which constrain essen-
tially free adjective merger!, as opposed to past views which have sought to motivate
all ordering restrictions on the basis of a view of AdjPs as spci ers of rigidly ordered
functional heads. Cinque (2003) discusses many such facgrand nds intriguing
correlations between the pre- or post-nominal position of a adjective in English and
Romance, and the adjectival semantics which are potentiajl available in these posi-
tions. This thesis will, however, largely be restricted to general discussion of factors
a ecting the relative order of intersective, subsective ard modal adjectives, in mass
and count noun phrases, along with some remarks concerningone marked adjectival
constructions. The discussion is restricted to object-denting nouns, to attributive
adjectives, and to English and French. Of course, the hope ithat this conception of
adjectival modi cation will be more widely applicable. How far this can be extended

to other uses of adjectives (e.g. predicative uses), to othetypes of nominal (such

1Or perhaps, as was proposed for clausal adjuncts in Frey (20®), adjunction which is partially
syntactically constrained, with further semantic constra ints on ordering and interpretation.
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as event nominals) or to other languages (where much typoldgal literature claims
a great variety in the number, and function, of adjectives), remains, however, very
much a matter for future research.

| turn now to a presentation of the basic facts concerning attibutive adjectives

which | hope to explain in this thesis.

1.2 This much we know

1.2.1 Attributive adjectives are optional

This is, in many ways, a hallmark of adjunction. By \optional ", | mean that an
Adj{N structure will have exactly the same distribution as t he noun on its own.
The syntactic properties of a noun, however we may formulateghem, are essentially
unchanged by merging an adjective, so (1a) is just as admidslie as (1b):
(1) a. [The [sky]] fell on his head.'
b. “[The [cloudless [sky]]] fell on his head.'

1.2.2 Attributive adjectives can be merged recursively

This follows largely from section 1.2.1 above. As merging aradjective has no dis-
cernible e ect on the syntactic properties of the noun, there is nothing about merging
an attributive adjective which should have any bearing, syrtactically, on whether or
not a further attributive adjective is then merged. Attribu tive adjectives can then
be merged, successively, within the same noun phrased in nitum (at least theo-

retically). The following examples support this position:
(2) a. Rip-os'
b. “Childish rip-o s'
c. Blotchy childish rip-o s'

d. "Obvious blotchy childish rip-o0 s'
Etc. ..

1.2.3 Relative adjective order is not entirely rigid

This can be seen from searches on www.google.com, where aateble DPs can often
be found which include a given pair of attributive adjectives in either order. | give

an illustration below:

(3) a. ‘red circular: 3,870 hits on google
e.g. "a red circular collector's seal'.
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b. “circular red": 2,140 hits on google
e.g. “a circular red light'.?

Both of these examples are utterly innocuous, and the frequecies of the two
adjective orders are close enough to assume that ordering tiiese two adjectives is,

to all intents and purposes, free.

1.2.4 Relative adjective order is not entirely free

If there is a signi cant amount of variation in relative orde rs of multiple attributive
adjectives, these orderings are clearly not entirely free.l give below the relevant
frequencies for "big' and “circular"

(4) a. "big circular: 2,870 hits on google
e.g. "a big circular drum'.

b. “circular big': 108 hits on google
e.g. ? a circular big pillow on a wall'3

When one order is at least 25 times as frequent as the other onoggle, and the
less frequent order may not have any acceptable examples, waust conclude that

ordering of these two adjectives is, to all intents and purpses, xed.

1.2.5 Scope is relevant to attributive adjective interpret ation
Svenonius (1994) discusses the examples in (5) below:

(5) a. ‘[Chopped [frozen [chicken]]]'

b. ‘[Frozen [chopped [chicken]]]'

Although the relevance of scope to attributive adjective interpretation may usu-
ally be obscured, the use of adjectives with salient assodied events clearly shows
the in uence of scope. Speci cally, in (5a), we interpret the phrase as chicken that
has been frozen, and then subsequently chopped, while the ppsite order of events
is inferred from (5b).

20f course, not every occurrence on google of an Adj{Adj sequence will represent an admissible
piece of English, and not every occurrence will represent a ®ries of attributive adjectives modifying
a noun. Google does, however, give us a broad idea of admissility and relative frequency of speci c
adjective orders.

3This really is the most readily acceptable example on google, of only around 5 actual occurrences
of “Circular big N' DPs.
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1.2.6 French and English show related, but di erent, patter ns of attribu-
tive adjective ordering

The clearest divergence between French and English, in termof attributive adjec-
tives, is that French allows post-nominal attributive adjectives much more freely
than English. While there are cases of post-nominal adjecties in English, post-
nominal position is generally related to the structure of the AdjP (an Adj with a
PP complement will obligatorily occur post-nominally, as in (6)) or to a \predica-
tive" interpretation of the Adj in question (as in (7), for no w treating the notion of

\predicative" as intuitively given by the accompanying par aphrases):
(6) a. "A [proud] father'
b. * A [proud [of his sons]] father'
c. A father [proud [of his sons]]'

d. ?? A father [proud]'

(7) a. "The [present] members' | "The people who are presenty members'

b. "The members [present]' | 'The members who are present'

In French, the post-nominal position is available in these o contexts, but this
is also the usual position for many classes of attributive agbctives without PP com-

plements, as seen below:

(8) a. Colour: "Un chou blanc'
"A cabbage white'
A white cabbage'

b. Nationality: "Des touristes allemands'
“Some tourists German'
‘German tourists'

c. Shape: ‘La maison caree'
"The house square'
"The square house'

For Waugh (1977), these patterns can be captured, somewhatne-theoretically,

as follows:

"An adjective in [post-nominal] position (minimally and in variantly) mod-

i es the substantive qua substantive, i.e., as a part of speech...[But]
whenever an adjective occurs in pre-position, it modi es the substantive
not simply as a part of speech, but as a substantive with a spec lexical
meaning as well' (Waugh 1977, pp.94-95).
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Furthermore, a post-nominal adjective is felt to have a “pralicative nuance', be-
cause predicationimplies \independence" of the adjective from the substantive'
(Waugh 1977, fn.191, p.121).

I will assume that this semantic di erence is related to the traditional distinc-
tion between \intersective" and \non-intersective" adjectives. The major di erence
between English and French adjective orders is that those Fench post-nominal ad-
jectives which cannot appear post-nominally in English areinterpreted \intersec-
tively", or in some way more \absolutely" than their pre-nom inal counterparts*. On
the other hand, only non-intersective readings (subsectig, modal, non-restrictive,
etc.) are available pre-nominally in French. | will return r epeatedly to this matter,
concerning both English and French, below, and raise some @li cations concern-
ing the intersective{subsective distinction, but, as a rst approximation, | will claim
that the di erence between English and French post-nominal adjectives resides in
the fact that, in addition to the post-nominal possibilitie s in English, French places
an adjective with an intersective, or in some sense more abhde, interpretation,
post-nominally.

A second distinction is that scope applies in a mirror order h French post-nominal
adjectives, compared to English pre-nominal adjectives. Tis is shown in the follow-
ing pair, from Bouchard (2002):

(9) "Des [[[mesures] techniques] brutales]'
Some measures technical brutal
[Brutal [technical [measures]]]

This concludes a brief exposition of some of the more importat facts concerning
English and French attributive adjectives. | turn now to setting up a theoretical

framework within which to discuss these facts.

4In other words, they are closer to being “extensional' adjectives, in the sense of Kamp (1975).
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Although further relevant data will be introduced in the cou rse of this paper, the
data in the preceding sections broadly de ne the area in needf explanation. Al-
ready, within a Principles and Parameters framework, some nitial generalisations
concerning adjectives spring from the data. The rst three sctions in this chapter
will outline some of these, while the following two sectionsspell out my assumptions
concerning the functional structure of DP.

2.1 Syntactic subclasses of attributive adjectives are not determined
on narrowly conceptual grounds

Below are some further data from google. These data point to he existence of
two subtypes of adjective, corresponding to the traditiond categories \intersective"
and \subsective", which are rigidly ordered relative to ead other, but freely ordered
within each category. A third subtype, \modal" adjectives, are not so rigidly ordered
but show preferences for certain orders relative to the otheclasses. These adjectival
classes are all recognised as signi cant within the generate literature since at least
Vendler (1968). | will now describe the intuitive basis of the distinctions between
them.

Firstly, modal adjectives are distinguished from the subsetive and intersective
classes in that we cannot infer that the property denoted by tie noun holds of the
Adi{N group. Examples are in (10):

(10) a. "The alleged spy'
b. "A future president'

c. A fake gun’

d. "A non-starter'

(10a) shows a simple case in which the “alleged' spy may or mayot be a spy.
(10b) arguably denotes someone who is not currently a preseht, but will be in the
future. (10c) perhaps shows an Adj{N cluster which cannot refer to the same thing
as the N alone, as does (10d), if 'non-' can be analysed as a nalcadjunct, as |
would argue.

Turning to subsective adjectives, it is traditionally thou ght that this class requires
interpretation relative to a comparison class, in some seres in order to be meaningful.
So “hig' is clearly recalibrated between (11a) and (11b), as “old' between (12a) and
(12b):

(11) a. "A big hamster'
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b. "A big planet'

(12) a. "An old hamster'

b. "An old planet'

A “big hamster' is big for a hamster, but probably quite small for a planet, while

a “big planet' is big for a planet.
As for intersective adjectives, these are traditionally casidered to be in some

sense more \absolute" than subsective adjectives. So, urkdé the examples in (11{12)

above, the adjectives in the following examples arguably daot recalibrate to the
same extene:
(13) a. "A blue hamster'

b. "A blue planet'

(14) a. A circular hamster'

b. "A circular planet'

(15) a. "An iron hamster'

b. "An iron planet’

If these distinctions are widely recognised in the literature, we must immediately
note, following Bouchard (2002), that the intersective / subsective distinction, as
presented above, is not watertight. Firstly, it is clear that the interpretation of ‘red'
in (16) is relativised to the noun it modi es, as a red face is rot the same colour as a
red bus. Secondly, the existence of completely natural preédative uses of subsective
adjectives, devoid of any overt source of a comparison clasas in (17), suggests that
these adjectives are capable of being interpreted in a way wibh is, in some sense,

more absolute:
(16) a. A red face'
b. "A red double-decker bus'

(17) “That is big.'

I will now show how these classes of adjective are ordered edive to each other.
I will illustrate this with several examples of each of thesetypes of adjective. Repre-

senting intersective adjectives, | will consider typical ekamples of material (wooden'),

5See Vendler (1968) for an early transformational account of these di erences, or Kamp (1975)
for a more formal semantic treatment of the distinctions.



2 DP STRUCTURE AND ADJECTIVE SYNTAX AND SEMANTICS 13

origin (‘French"), colour (red’), \similarity" (‘feline ')® and shape (circular’) adjec-
tives. It seems that any of these classes can be found precedi or following any

other (all examples from www.google.com):

(18) a. "Wooden French wine crates' | 'French wooden carriage clock’
b. "Wooden red clock' | ‘red wooden shoes”
c. 'Wooden feline e gy' | ‘canine wooden cutouts'

d. "Wooden circular pedestal’

“Circular wooden platform'

e. French red wine'

“dark green French marble’

f. "French feline press' | “feline French road movie'

g. French circular occasional table' | “circular French de sk’
h. “Green feline eyes' | “feline green eyes'

i. “Circular red patch' | “red circular collector's seal'

j. “Grotesque circular feline mask’

“feline oval pupils'

Although there is occasionally a numerical preference forme order over the other
(in particular, “French green' generated 22,500 hits, compred to only 2,380 for “green
French'), generally the two orders are somewhere near equglfrequent, and it is clear
that in any case, either order can be found at least occasiorly in quite natural ex-
amples. On the view that the grammar should determine all andonly grammatical
expressions, and as we are dealing with statistical preferees rather than clear pro-
hibition of one order, it is sounder to assume that the factos at work favouring one
order over the other are not strictly grammatical in nature. The conclusion from 18,
then, is that among these ve classes of intersective adjette, any order is possible,
at least sometimes, with at least a reasonably natural resul

Above these, certain classes of prototypically subsectivadjectives regularly ap-
pear further from the noun than the intersective adjectives The classic subsective
adjective is "big', and in addition, | will consider ‘new'. In each of these cases, and
with all of the above intersective adjectives, it is easy to nd examples of subsective

> intersective order:

(19) a. "Big wooden bird' | 'New wooden oors'

50One of the classes proposed in Vendler (1968), with rather less clear results here than the others,
perhaps because of its relative rarity and the polysemy of “feline'.

"Note also an advert for *Handcrafted wooden red oak hutch fur niture’, with a material adjective
either side of the colour adjective.
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b. "Big French bronze sculpture' | ‘"New French strikes'
c. Big red dog' | 'New red dress'
d. "Big feline corpse' | "New feline tracks'

e. "Big circular barbells'

"New circular platform’

The inverted orders, however, although not unattested, aredecidedly marked, or
even altogether bad:

(20) a. ? "Wooden big o ce desks' | "Wooden new doll's house accessory'

b. ? "The French big bazaar' | ?? “French new ambassador’
c. * "Red big N'? | 'Red new potatoes'
d. “The canine big league$| "Feline new breeds'

e. ?? “Circular big window' | ?? “Circular new procedures'

On the other hand, ordering of "'new' and "big' is relatively fee (105,000 hits for

“new big', as opposed to 82,800 for “big new'), as shown by thellowing examples:

(21) New big idea | Big new world

This shows that at least adjectives referring to propertiesof shape, colour, origin /
nationality and material are freely ordered among themseles, as are size and novelty
adjectives among themselve'd. However, these two classes are rigidly ordered relative
to each other, with the latter regularly dominating the form er. If size does not
pattern with shape, with which it would appear to have clear conceptual links, but
does pattern with apparently conceptually unrelated novety adjectives, it is highly
unlikely that strictly conceptual (as opposed to formal or structural) properties could
be solely responsible for determining adjective order.

A rather less simple pattern emerges with a third class of adjctives, the \modal"

adjectives. Although there is a strong tendency for these ajctives to precede the

8There were 8,760 hits for “red big' but no acceptable DPs among the rst 50, and there's a
limit to my patience when it comes to trawling through google . Of course, it is quite easy to invent
examples such as ‘the red big top’, but examples with non-idiomatic uses of ‘big' are harder, if
not impossible, to come by. Similarly, there were 28,400 hits for ‘red new', but all acceptable ones
involved idiomatic uses of ‘new'.

9There were no examples of “canine big' or “feline big' which dd not include “big' as part of some
more idiomatic construction.

Y These categories of adjectives, with the exception of \novelty", are all suggested as structural
classes of adjective by either Cinque (1994) or Scott (1998)
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other classes discussed above (some examples are given i@)(Below), there are also
several examples, particularly from more technical or scieti c sources, where the
opposite order is quite naturally used (see (23) below):

(22) a. 12,000 apparent red rice seeds'
b. "Obvious childish rip-o0 s'

c. Possible red ag'

(23) a. “Eight childish obvious forgeries'

b. "320 tonnes of red possible volcanic ash'

These facts can mainly be accommodated within the hierarchyf adjective types
in (24). More clearly needs to be said about the examples in &23) above, to which
I return in section 3.3 below, but this is an approximate desciption of the ordering
facts exempli ed in (18{23) above:

(24) Det> (Adj modar) > Adj subsective > (Adj modal) > Adjintersective > (Adj modal) > Noun

The model developed below will show that a cluster of factorsare responsible for
these approximate ordering restrictions, and this thesis wll also consider some other
factors in uencing adjective orders.!!

The challenge here, then, is to nd a principled basis for theintersective{subsective
distinction (because the ordering facts are more than robusenough to require one),
and to motivate the approximate description in (24).

2.2 Adjectives are not speciers in a Cinquean hierarchy

Cinque's (1994, 1999) in uential work on adjective and adveb orders proposed a
conception of many adjuncts as speci ers of unique functioal heads. In particular,

he proposed the following hierarchies for attributive adjective positions within DP:

“Serialisation of adjectives in event nominals

poss> cardinal > ordinal > speaker-or.> subj.-or. > manner> thematic
Serialisation of adjectives in object-denoting nominals

poss> cardinal > ordinal > quality > size> shape> colour > nation.'
(Cinque 1994, p.96)

1 However, many other factors relevant to adjective ordering restrictions will be outside the scope
of this thesis, such as those discussed in Larson (1999) and @que (2003). Cinque and Larson
show that the Individual-Level / Stage-Level distinction ¢ onstrains possible adjective orders and
interpretations. Cinque also correlates this with a large a mount of other distinctions in the syntax
and semantics of adjectives. Furthermore, it appears that E rnst's (2002) adverbial Fact-Event Object
Calculus is also active to some extent in the DP, although it h as a much more limited e ect on
potential adjective orders than on adverb orders.
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The object-denoting hierarchy was subsequently vastly elborated by Scott (1998),
to give the following:
‘Determiner > ordinal number > cardinal number > subjective comment
> ?evidential > size> length > height > speed> ?depth > width >

weight > temperature > ? wetness> age> shape> colour > nationality/
origin > material > compound element> NP' (Scott 1998, p.86).

Itis not entirely clear from Cinque (1994) whether we shouldconceive of the heads
which intervene between each category as being heads dirégtelated to size, subject-
orientation, and so on, or whether we are to take these categies to be re exes of
some more abstract, undiscovered, functional heads. The ssie is, however, largely
irrelevant here, as either option clearly undergenerates djective orders, if compared
to data from google. Concentrating on object-denoting nomnals, the data in section
2.1 shows that any order of the lowest three categories, sha&p colour and nationality,
is routinely possible, and this nding is corroborated by the data in Malouf (2000),
which shows, on the basis of a study of the British National Caopus, that ordering
relations among pairs of adjectives are not strictly transtive.

Of course, such data can be accommodated within a model of agl§tives as spec-
i ers of a rigid hierarchy of functional heads. If we assume hat shape adjectives
are speci ers of functional head A, colour adjectives of futional head B, and na-
tionality adjectives of functional head C, then we can eithg conceive of a recursion
of these three heads, as in (25a), or a more extended series foinctional heads,
as in (25b), with absolute (and apparently coincidental) homophony and synonymy
between potential speciers of A, D and G; B, E and H; and C, F ard I:
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(25) a. A
(shape) B
(colour) C
(nation.) A
(shape) B
(colour) C
(nation.) A
(shape) B
(colour) C
(nation.) NP
b. A
/\
(shape) B
(colour) C
(nation.) D
(shape) E
(colour) F
(nation.) G
A
(shape) H
(colour) I
(nation.) NP

By this point, however, there is already massive redundancyn the representation.
We should expect such redundancy to grow further in the casefdscott (1998), where
similarly free relative ordering of many of the categories $ found in google searches.
Furthermore, the nature of all these extra functional headsraises several questions.
The two most obvious are: how could we account for the multipk identical functional
heads in (24); or how can we account for the homophony and symymy between
members of the classes of potential speci ers for distinctdnctional heads in (25).
Both of these are critical questions, and | believe there is a satisfactory answer to
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either. In that case, adjectives are at least not generally peci ers ordered by their
relationship to a xed sequence of di erent functional heads, as Cinque and Scaoitt,
among others, would propose.

Consideration of Cinque (1994) and Scott (1998) also o ersdrther support to the
move away from conceptually based classi cations of adjedtes. Cinque's hierarchy
is one third of the size of Scott's, primarily because it incudes what appears to be
a \dustbin" category, "Quality’. Scott's exclusion of this category leads to a massive
expansion in the size of his functional hierarchy, but alsom the heterogeneity and
apparent arbitrariness of that hierarchy. Despite his decanposition of Cinque's “size'
into four or ve categories (split either side of “speed' with no explanation), the
superordinate term “size' still has to be included, in orderto allow for more general
adjectives such as "big'. Similarly, several categories aronly tentatively included,
for example, “evidential', in order to deal with cases with wwo apparent “subjective
comment' adjectives (‘a reallyf famous boring / boring famousg book’) | although,
as Scott acknowledges, this is not a problem restricted to te “subjective comment'
category (other examples include “d thick fat / fat thick g book' | both “width' |
and "afmodern new / new moderrg kitchen' | both "age’). "Wetness' and "depth’
appear to be only tentatively included because they seem qté anomalous as heads
of quasi-functional projections (Scott notes that "The prdblem with proposing new
categories is, of course, where does one stop?. .. Does theally mean one should even
go so far as to posit a \WetnessP" for example (') ?' [Scott D98, fn. 21]). Other
proposed adjectival categories are excluded from the hierahy, for no clear reason
(di culty', as proposed by Dixon 1982, or “physical defect', after Hetzron 1978). Of
course, as Scott acknowledges, it is verging on the ridicules to propose to include
such categories in a hierarchy, because it makes obvious theery bitty nature of
the proposal, but leaving them out drastically weakens the enpirical coverage of his
system. Such problems appear to be inevitable in a system wbh bases its adjectival
classes on conceptual criteria.

If attributive adjectives are not speci ers in a Cinquean model, then there are
three major possibilities under standard conceptions of phase structure: either they
are speciers in an NP-shell structure'?, they are heads taking NP complements,
following Abney (1987), or they are adjuncts, in the sense gffor example, Chom-

sky (1995, 1998), where adjuncts have a distinct structuralrelationship with their

121 distinguish speci ers in shell structures from speciers of a Cinquean functional hierarchy,
because speci ers in shell structures are all in a Spec{headrelationship to the samefunctional head,
and so the nature of this head cannot be used directly to motiv ate ordering restrictions, as it is in
Cinque's model.
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sisters from that of non-adjuncts. This latter proposal is, in itself, controversial in
the current syntactic climate. The Linear Correspondence Aiom of Kayne (1994)
provides a highly restrictive theory of phrase structure, in which a specier is an
adjoined position. However, multiple adjuncts in the same pojection would lead to

the following con guration:

(26) P (Kayne 1994, p.22)
A
L P
K M P
NN
k Q R S
|

This con guration is illegal under the LCA, because the two adjoined phrases, L
and M, asymmetrically c-command Q and K respectively, underKayne's de nition
of c-command, and so there is no way to determine the relativerder of the terminals
k and g, and the representation is illegal.

Moreover, in Brody's (2000) Mirror Theory, there is simply no way to express an
adjunction relationship: there is only one primitive relation, which is speci er-head,
and this relationship is biunique.

All three analyses, of attributive adjectives as true adjuncts, as heads, or as
speci ers in an NP-shell structure, have their adherents, ad there are also many
hybrid proposals. This is unsurprising, given the diversity of theoretical standpoints
concerning the syntactic and semantic nature of a speci erhead, complement and
adjunct. | will argue below for a hybrid analysis, with potentially better empirical
coverage than any one of these three analyses alone.

It should also be noted that considering other types of analgis does not entail
walking away from the notion of a highly articulated functio nal sequence in the
DP. It is quite possible to conceive of attributive adjectives merging within one of
a number of functional projections, which would restrict potential adjective orders,
while the nature of these structures would remove the restition on one phrasal
slot per functional head. As well as the structural nature of attributive adjectives,

then, this thesis will examine the in uence, or lack thereof of a nominal functional
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sequence on adjective orders. | will return to these endeawss below, having rst

detailed some further basic assumptions about attributive adjectives.

2.3 The semantic basis of attributive adjectival modi cati on is not
set intersection

A common view of the semantics of intersective adjectives ishat, like nouns, they
are of property-denoting type he,ti13. So, as the word “car', in isolation, denotes the
set of entities that have the property of being cars, so "reddenotes the set of entities
that have the property of being red. An intuitive way of captu ring the semantics of
the Adj{N group ‘red car', then, is as the intersection of these two sets (hence the
name \intersective" adjectives).

We now have two reasons to be sceptical about this claim. Fity, we saw in
section 2.1 that there is no clear divide between adjectivesvhich are interpreted
absolutely and adjectives which are interpreted relative b the noun they modify
(subsectively). It is not clear that the model of set intersection is particularly well
suited to subsective modi cation, as subsective modi ers ae only really meaningful
relative to a comparison class, and so don't independently édnote a set which can
intersect with the set denoted by the property expressed in he noun. This is even
more clearly true in the case of modal adjectives, because,save saw above, not
everything denoted by an Adjmegai {nOun compound is in the denotation of the noun
in isolation.

Secondly, set intersection is an associative function, ands such, there is no clear
way to represent the scope e ects discussed in section 1.2.5If, simplifying, the
syntax for (5a) were as in (27), and adjectival modi cation were set intersection, we
might expect the semantics of the Adj{Adj{N group to be as in (28):

(27) chicken
chopped chicken
frozen chicken

(28) x: [chopped) & [frozen(x) & [chicken(x)]]]

Given the associativity of set intersection, however, thissemantics is identical to

the bracketing in (29), which bears no relation to the c-comnand relations among

Here, and throughout this thesis, | ignore issues of intensionality and extensionality, for clarity
of exposition.



2 DP STRUCTURE AND ADJECTIVE SYNTAX AND SEMANTICS 21

the constituents, or even, essentially, the unbracketed (8), in that the order in which

the elements are conjoined is irrelevant to the eventual deatation of those elements:
(29) x: [[[chopped)] & frozen(x)] & chicken(x)]

(30) x: chopped) & frozen(x) & chicken(x)

As set intersection is associative, any bracketing of conjoed elements represent-
ing c-command relations among constituents is inadequate saa representation of the
scope relations among these elements that we saw in (5), asdtorder in which the ad-
jectives are merged a ects the interpretation, but the order in which set intersections
are performed has no e ect on the eventual set denoted.

We have, then, two good reasons to reject set intersection a& basis of adjectival
modi cation 1. Instead, | propose to generalise a standard representatioof modal

adjectives (in (31)) to cover all attributive uses (as in (32), for example):
(31) a. problem

apparent problem

b. x: [apparent[problem(x)]]

(32) a. car

red car

b. x: [red[car(x)]]

This semantic representation, already present in Kamp (19%) and other works in
the categorial grammar tradition but frequently ignored by more recent authors, fol-
lowing e.g. Higginbotham (1985), straightforwardly re ects scope e ects. However,
a primary reason why such a representation is often adoptedor modal adjectives
only is that it disrupts traditional patterns of inference: we cannot infer "apparent'
or ‘problem' from “apparent problem’, yet we arguably want to be able to infer “red'
and “car' from ‘red car'.

We must, however, note that these two inferences are rather icerent from each
other. | propose, given the suggestion in section 2.1 abovehat even the seman-

tics of \intersective" adjectives is relativised to the noun group it modi es, that an

14 0thers are discussed in Kamp (1975).
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automatic inference from x: [Adj[N( x)]] to Adj( x) is undesirable, and that such an
inference is inductive / abductive in nature. No-one is serbusly going to suggest that
“white wine' is white, for example.

This is even more clearly the case in the following French exaples from Waugh
(1977):
(33) Un mangeur furieux | Un menteur furieux

An eater furious | A liar furious
"An angry eater' | "An angry liar'

(34) Un furieux mangeur | Un furieux menteur
A furious eater | A furious liar
"A manic / compulsive eater' | A manic / compulsive liar'

(35) Ce mangeur / menteur est furieux
This eater / liar is furious
“This eater / liar is angry' 6 “This eater / liar is manic / compulsive'

These examples show that ‘furieux' can occur with ‘'mangeurand ‘menteur" in
either pre- or post-nominal position. However, when used pedicatively, for example
in a copular construction as in (35), it only has the meaning @&sociated with the
post-nominal position. This, then, is a clear (and quite praductive) case where the
semantics of an adjective used predicatively or attributively di er signi cantly: we
apparently can't deduce Il est furieux' from "Il est un furieux mangeur', and so any
model of such inferences as automatic is problematic.

As for the fact that we must not be able to infer “problem' from “apparent problem'
(not even inductively / abductively), we must note a di eren ce in the denotations of
modal and non-modal adjectives. This is that, while non-modl adjectives modifying
a noun always return a subset of the denotation of that nourt®, this is not the case
with modal adjectives, which return a subset of a superset costructed on the basis of
the intension of the (Adj{)N group they modify (as a step towards a generalisation
over the dierent types of modal adjective discussed in (10). The impossibility
of inferring "problem' from “apparent problem' then follows straightforwardly from
the semantics of "apparent’, while nothing in the semanticsof non-modal adjectives
prevents such an inference.

| therefore suggest that neither of these problems with paterns of inference

presents a serious threat to the representation in (31{32),which | adopt. | will

15 Though not necessarily a proper subset, given the possibilty of non-restrictive interpretations
of adjectives, as discussed in Cinque (2003) and in section 4.2 below.
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return later to a formalisation of exactly what this representation means, but, rst,

I will turn my attention towards the structure of noun phrase s.

2.4 Noun phrases contain referential indices (but these are not xed
at the level of the noun)

Baker (2003) argued convincingly for a fundamental di erence between verbs, nouns
and adjectives, in that only verbs license speciers, only wuns bear a referential
index, and adjectives do neither. | adopt a modi ed version d his proposed referential
index here, to distinguish between common nouns and other ements of typehe,ti.

The bipartite referential index consists of a unique index br each nominal, plus
an index shared with another element of the discourse (a verdd argument position, or
an antecedent nominal, for example), as a guarantee of a cezin discourse coherence
and an enabler of referent tracking through the discourse. tlis argued, convinc-
ingly, that the semantic correlate of the referential index, a “criterion of identity,
whereby [nouns and only nouns] can serve as standards of saness' (Baker 2003,
p.95), makes nouns uniquely suited among the lexical categies to being used for
referent tracking through a discourse, as this essentiallyinvolves presupposing that
two expressions refer to the same element, which is only pabde if there is some
“standard of sameness'.

Baker presents the referential index as an inherent part of he N°, but acknowl-
edges in a footnote that it is possible for his proposal to acammodate Marantz's
(1997, 2001) postulated category-neutral lexical layer: My work can. . . be harmonised
with. . . Marantz's by saying that | have given the theory of th e grammar ofn, a and
v, rather than N, A and V' (Baker 2003, fn.2, p.269). It is a position more along
those lines that | intend to adopt here, in the sense that | prgpose a structurally-
based de nition of the referential index, partially equivalent to Marantz's n. The
convincing arguments in Marantz (1997, 2001) for a categonfree lexical root should
make us wary of associating any speci cally nominal featurs (such as the referential
index) with the lexical root.

More importantly, though, it is clear that the referential i ndex, as presented by
Baker, is not only a property of the noun root. This is seen mosclearly in the case
of modal adjectives, as discussed in section 2.3. Here, angferential index xed at
the level of the N° root will clearly run into problems, as not everything which can
be referred to by an Adjmoga {N Structure is in the denotation of the noun alone (as
discussed with reference to (10) above).
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In this case, we must divorce the notion of the referential idex from the lexical
item, and move towards a more dynamic notion of reference. Sgi cally, the model
of attributive adjective modi cation | want to present is on e whereby merging an
adjective is, in most cases, equivalent to creating a new nomal property by com-
bination of the AdjP and its sister phrase. | will sketch the mechanisms behind
this combination below, after presenting a modi cation to Baker's version of the

referential index.

2.4.1 The referential index is not atomic

As things stand, there is something dubious about a structual reworking of the
referential index, precisely because it is bipartite, introducing two indices, and these
two indices have quite di erent (perhaps complementary) functions. One index is
uniquely assigned to each nominal, and de nes a standard ofasneness on the basis
of the lexical semantics of the nominal; and one index is shad with some other
index elsewhere in the discourse, and must not, therefore,dunique.

As well as the semantic distinctions between these two indies, there is the syn-
tactic oddity of associating two variables with a single functional head. There is, as
far as | am aware, nothing forbidding this in principle, but a biunique relationship
between variables and functional heads appears to be at leaan emergent general-
isation, both in the DP and in the clause. This is explicit in Borer (2001), and is
also becoming familiar from more mainstream articulated chusal phrase structure
theories, where it may be proposed, for example, that mergig a \verbalising" head
provides a slot for apatient argument, and merging a \causativising" head provides
a slot for an agent argument, while higher heads may be related to tense, aspeaacl
or modal variables, for example. It seems that a one-to-onedlation between func-
tional heads and variables is a plausible and restrictive wiking hypothesis, and one
which | will develop in the appendix.

In that case, we should consider separating the atomic refential-index-bearing
n suggested above into two separate heads. Specically, | ppose the following

provisional DP structure:
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(36)

Det

Ref/\

Same NP

Here, between the determiner layer and the lexical layer, wénave two functional
heads. Firstly, there is Samé&. This is closest, functionally, to Marantz's n. It
immediately dominates, and closes o, the lexical layer; aml it is uniquely nominal.
In terms of Baker's conception, this head assigns a unique dex to its sister that
determines a standard of sameness.

Secondly, there is Ret. This is the second element of Baker's referential in-
dex, and operates as a regulator of discourse coherence byaaling referent tracking
through the discourse. This head is close, in other respectso the KI © of Zamparelli
(2000): it is the point at which modi cation of the nominal pr operty ends, and so
arguably the lowest level at which we can plausibly introdue the notion of a Kind,
in the sense of Carlson (1977). This amounts to equating the @ssibility that a con-
stituent can serve as a referent to be tracked through the disourse, with Carlson's
intuition that a bare plural is ‘the proper name of a kind of thing' (Carlson 1977,
p.iii). This seems correct, given that a noun alone can servas a Kind, in Carlson's
terms, as can an Adi{N group. In an Adj{N group, the noun alone would have been
admissible as the proper name of a Kind, but instead, the propr name of the Kind
in question was not xed until after the adjective had merged. It therefore seems
reasonable to associate the notion of a Kind with a distinct gntactic position, and
to note that what is new at that level is the \naming" function : if naming is a way
of bringing something into the discourse, then it is reasonhkle that the level at which
a Kind is named should also be the level at which referent traking at the discourse
level becomes possible.

Ref® is not, however, uniquely nominal, as there are elements, sl as pronouns
and CPs, which can be readily enter into the type of anaphoricrelation which is key

to the notion of referent tracking, but which do not have any nominal structure6.

16 The structure of a pronoun could then be, perhaps, as follows:
(37)
Det Ref

Alternatively, we may not wish to claim that pronouns have th eir own referential index, and instead
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Before turning to the interaction of this structure with adj ectives, | will rst

adopt a further proposed articulation of the structure of noun phrases.

2.5 FRurther DP-internal functional structure

Since Abney (1987) proposed that noun phrases are actually Ps, increasing the
apparent similarity between nominal and clausal functiond structure, standard con-
ceptions of the clause have involved an increasingly artidated functional sequence.
Similarly, within the DP, several papers have proposed thatthe D > N proposal is
not empirically su cient. Many papers have proposed a split DP layer!’, but rel-
atively few have paid much attention to the functional structure of the lower DP.
At least in English and French, this lower eld is where any direct (in the sense of
Sproat and Shih 1991) attributive adjectival modi cation p resumably occurs, and so
this is where the DP-internal functional structure has most interest for this paper.
One detailed and plausible proposal for this lower functioral structure is found

in Borer (2001). The structure she proposes is as follows:

(38) DP (Adapted from Borer 2001, book I)

e /CL\
<e>pv NP

Borer proposes that the NP layer, where all non-functional exical items are intro-

that they are interpretable solely through their de nite de terminer layer, with its presupposition of
an antecedent with a Ref° layer, with which it could be anaphorically linked. There ar e clear links
in such a sketch to Cardinaletti and Starke (1994), although my proposed noun phrase structure is
opposed to theirs in other ways. | have no proposal for the relationship between Ref® and CP-related
functional structure.

szabolcsi (1994) has Det dominating Num; Zamparelli (2000) h