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Itisafamiliar lesson from physical theory that interactionsyield animportant probe
into structure. In the experiments of Rutherford almost 90 years ago, bits of matter
were projected together; the physical propertiesof their interactionsyiel ded evidence
for a nucleus, hidden in the heart of atom. In semantics, the results of Donald
Davidson in a famous 1967 paper might be viewed in a similar (although perhaps
less dramatic) light. Davidson proposed that when we combine verbs and adverbs
together, the logical properties of that interaction yield evidence for a semantic
nucleus in the heart of the clause - an event argument.

In recent years, the consequences of Davidson's "discovery” have been
elaborated by a number of different researchers across a variety of linguistic
domains. In this paper | want to suggest a further area of elaboration. Specifically,
| will proposethat interactions between nouns and adjectives yield evidence for an
event argument inside the nominal aswell. Furthermore, this position seemsto exist
inboth of the nominal projections countenanced by current linguistic theory: DPand
NP. Postulating this element sheds light, | believe, on some well-known facts of
adjectival modification. But as we will see, it also raises a large number of
interesting new problems concerning event modification inside the nominal and its
relation to event quantification outsideintheclause. I' Il begin by sketching thebasic
data that motivate the account.

1.0. The Intersective/Non-Intersective Ambiguity

The adjectivein (1a) iswell-known to be ambiguous between what' s usually called
an "intersective” and a "nonintersective” reading; these readings are paraphrased
informally in (1b,c), respectively:

(1) a. Olgais a beautiful dancer.
b. 'Olga is a dancer and Olga is beautiful’
c. 'Olga is beautiful as a dancer'/'Olga dances beautifully’

On the first reading, beautiful appliesto Olga; she herself is beautiful, even if her
dancing is awkward. On the second reading, beautiful applies to Olga qua dancer;
Olga's dancing is beautiful, even if she herself is unattractive.

The sort of ambiguity found in (1) arises with many other adjectives in
English, as shown by 2(a-e):
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(2) Kathrin is an intelligent student.
George is a skillful manager.
Yo-yo is a good cellist.
Bill is a diligent president.
Peter is an old friend.
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Thus, (28) can mean that Kathrin is a student and an intelligent person - the
intersective reading; aternatively it can mean that she isintelligent as a student or
that she studiesintelligently - the nonintersective reading. Likewise (2€) can mean
that Peter is a friend who is old or aged; or it can mean that Peter is a friend of
longstanding. And so on.

Logically speaking, one could give at least two different kinds of diagnoses
of the ambiguity found in (1) and (2). On the one hand, one might blame the
ambiguity on the adjective. Perhaps the adjective contains some hidden semantic
complexity that reveas itself in combination with a simple noun. Call this an
"A-analysis' of the phenomenon. Alternatively, one might ascribe the source of
ambiguity to the noun, so that the adjectiveis smple and it' s the noun’ s properties
that ultimately yield the ambiguous result. Call this an "N-analysis".

2.0. An A-Analysis (Siegel 1976a,b)

All analyses of the intersective/non-intersective ambiguity that | am aware of are
A-analyses. they assume nouns to be simple predicates of things, but assign
adjectives some hidden semantic and/or grammatical complexity.

Thebest known of the A-theoriesisthe"Double-Category” theory articul ated
by Muffy Siegel in her 1976 thesis, Capturing the Adjective.[1] Siegel proposes, in
essence, that the ambiguity in (1) and (2) reflects afundamental dichotomy holding
among adjectives in English. She suggests that there are actually two syntactically
and semantically distinct classes of items conflated by the traditional category AP.

The first class is that of predicatives (my terminology). These occur
underlyingly as predicates, although surface syntax may disguisethis. Semantically,
they are functions from entities to truth-values and are extensional. When they
combine with a noun, the semantic result is predicate conjunction, which can be
expressed through | -abstraction. Thisis the source of the intersective reading. An
example of the predicative classaged

CLASS | PredicativeAdjectives (t///e) (sick, infinite, portable, nude, tall, aged,...)

Example aged b aged'
agedfriend P | x[aged' (x) & friend'(x)] "Intersective Modification”



RICHARD K. LARSON

The second classisthat of attributives. These occur underlyingly as nominal
modifiers, although again surface syntax may disguise this to some extent.
Semantically they express functions from CN denotationsto CN denotations. They
combine with their nominal as function to argument and so, in the usual
Montagovian way, they invoke intensions. Thisisthe source of the non-intersective
reading. An example of the attributive clasoisner.

CLASS II Attributive Adjectives (CN/CN) (veteran, former, rightful, chief,)

Example former b former
former friend b former' (“Mriend')  "Non-intersectiveModification"

Although some adjectives are assigned exclusively to the predicative
category (aged) and others exclusively to the attributive category (former), alarge
number of forms are assumed to belong to both. Thisfor Siegel is the source of the
Intersective/non-intersective ambiguity: it's a simple case of homophony between
semantically distinct elements. Thus a single phonetic form like old actualy
corresponds to a"doublet" oldq/oldo; thisyields ambiguity for an example like old
friend:

"DOUBLETS" (beautiful, old, good, intelligent, difficult, diligent, firm, true

Example old; friend b | x[old1'(X) & friend' (X)]
oldy friend P oldy' (Mriend')

2.1. Some Features of the Analysis

As Siegel explicitly discusses, her analysis undermines the traditional category of
adjective: for her there simply isno unified class of el ementsbel onging to acategory
A.[2] Furthermore, Siegel’' sanalysis entails considerable duplication in the lexicon
of English. Asyou can see by the list of doublet examples, many forms appear in
both classes. In Siegel' s analysis, we have no choice but to view this as aform of
lexical accident. We must say that there are two syntactically and semantically
distinct items that happen to sound the same and (by and large) happen to occur in
the same positions. Thiskind of duplication isendemic to the analysis, and must be
assumed not only for English, but for all other languages as well. It seems fair to
regard this as a potential weakness of the theory.

On the other hand, the analysis hasthree important apparent strengths. First,
it captures the potential non-intersectivity of adjectives like beautiful - the fact that
abeautiful dancer need not be beautiful and adancer. Thisfollowsdirectly from the






