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1 Introduction

• The construction: The interpretation of the positive (unmarked) form of gradable adjectives
can be relative to a certain ‘purpose’ or ‘goal’ made clear by the context. This purpose can
be overt:

(1) a. ‘War and Peace’ is a slightly long book to read in one day. AIC
b. John is a bit tall to drive this car. Funct-Stnd

(1-a): ‘attributive-with-infinitive’ construction (AIC) (Fleisher 2008, 2011);
(1-b): functional standard’ (FS) construction (Kagan and Alexejenko 2010; Bylinina 2012).

• Meaning: (1-a) means that the length of W&P exceeds the degree compatible with the
purpose of reading it in one day, or is ‘inappropriate’ given the purpose (similarly for (1-b)):

(2) a. ‘War and Peace’ is longer than it may/can be given a purpose of reading it in one day.
b. John is taller than he may/can be given a purpose of him driving this car.

(1) are roughly synonymous with the too-construction (3), which encodes precisely this ‘inap-
propriateness’ semantics with respect to a particular purpose:

(3) a. ‘War and Peace’ is too long to read in one week.
b. John is too tall to drive this car.

• Ingredients:

– An unmarked form of a gradable adjective (long; tall)

– An infinitival clause (for John to read in one day; to drive this car)

Question: How can the semantics of inappropriateness be derived from these ingredients?

• More detailed questions:

– How does the purpose affect the standard of comparison involved in the interpretation
of these constructions?

– Is this effect a pragmatic or a more directly compositional one?

– Should the ‘modal comparative’ paraphrase in (2) have any structural and semantic
consequences – i.e. should the analysis of AIC and FS construction be isomorphic to the
existing analyses of the comparative constructions with modal standards?
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– How similar or different are these constructions with the too-construction?

• The answers to these questions depend on the right structure that should be assigned to
sentences in () – in particular, the status of the infinitival clause.

• The existing analysis of AIC (Fleisher 2008, 2011) suggests a purely pragmatic relation be-
tween the purpose and the standard; the syntax of FS construction hasn’t been analysed so
far;

• I look at AIC in more detail and argue against Fleisher’s conclusion: the properties of the
infinitival clause in AIC are unexpected if they are not structurally related to the DegP;

• The claim I am going to make:

– The infinitival clause in the AIC denotes a degree interval;

– It is an argument of the positive morpheme POS;

– For example, for John to read in one day denotes an interval with the maximum point
at 200 pages, if John can read max 200 pages a day;

• Plan:

– Start with AIC and the puzzle it poses;

– Discuss and reject an existing analysis of AICs as regular infinitival relative clauses;

– Motivate and formulate a degree analysis of the AIC infinitival clause;

– Propose that these infinitival clauses can serve as the standard in the positive construc-
tion;

– Look for ways to extend the analysis to FS construction.

2 Infinitive in the attributive construction: The puzzle

(4) a. ‘Middlemarch’ is a long book to assign. (Fleisher 2008, 2011)
b. Bob is a short guy for the Lakers to draft.

Is this just a silent too? No:

• First, differential measure phrases are licensed in too-construction but not in AIC:

(5) a. This is 100-pp too long a book for me to read in one day.
b. *This is (a) 100-pp long (a) book for me to read in one day.

• The gap is obligatory in the infinitival clause in AIC, while only optional in too-construction:

(6) a. Middlemarch is a long book [ to assign ].
b. *Middlemarch is a long book [ to assign it ].
c. Middlemarch is too long a book [ to assign (it) ].

Thus, a silent too is not a solution. One has to build the analysis from the basics, starting with the
question about how the semantics arises from the interaction of the ingredients of the construction:
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• Positive (unmarked) gradable adjective in the attributive position (long, short);

• Infinitival clause (to assign, for the Lakers to draft) in some unclear relation to the rest of the
sentence;

On the face of it, the AIC infinitival clause has hybrid properties – it seems to intuitively act like
a standard of comparison (degree complement) but looks like a plain infinitival relative clause:

(7) a. ‘War and Peace’ is a longer book [than Pnin is]. comparative
b. ‘War and Peace’ is a long book [for John to read]. AIC
c. ‘War and Peace’ is a book [for John to read]. relative clause

These two parallels potentially correspond to two different analyses of AIC:

• An infinitival clause in AIC has the semantics of a standard of comparison and is a complement
of a degree head, as in (7-b);

• Or it’s a plain infinitival relative clause, as in (7-c) – in this case, the effect on the standard
of comparison in AIC has to be derived by some additional mechanism (Fleisher 2008, 2011).

Two possible analyses
of the effect of the infinitival clause on the standard in AIC:

• A pragmatic analysis (infinitival clause is a relative clause) (Fleisher 2008, 2011)

• A structural analysis (infinitival clause is a degree complement) This talk

3 AIC: The pragmatic analysis (Fleisher 2008, 2011)

(See Appendix for more details)

• Main claim: infinitival clauses in the AIC are regular relative clauses attached to the lowest
NP, thus the following two sentences have basically the same structure no matter if the
gradable adjective is there or not:

(8) a. W&P is a [NP book [CP for John to read]]. relative clause
b. W&P is a long [NP book [CP for John to read]]. AIC

(9) DP

NP

NP

CP

for John to read

book

(AP)

(long)(DegP)

(POS)

a

• No direct syntactic or semantic relation between the infinitival clause and the DegP/AdjP;

• Fleisher argues that this interaction can be emulated using pragmatic mechanisms of salience;
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• ⟦book for J to read⟧ ≈ the set of books that are good for John to read

• book for J to read makes this set of books salient enough in the context to affect the calculation
of the standard for long: in (9), to count as long, the object needs to exceed the standards for
books that are good for J to read rather than for books in general;

• The mechanism at play is, according to Fleisher, similar to what’s going on with DPs like a
tall boy: the NP boy also doesn’t interact with the DegP directly, but makes the set of boys
salient enough to affect the standard for tall (according to some analyses, indirectly restricts
the domain of the adjective);

• This is a bit of an oversimplification of Fleisher’s analysis, but all the crucial ingredients are
here (see the Appendix for details).

4 Problems with Fleisher’s pragmatic analysis

I will argue not only against the particular implementation, but against a more fundamental choice
that underlies it. I am going to say that the infinitival clause cannot be considered an (NP) adjunct
without any direct compositional relation to the degree head. Counterarguments:

1. The inference patterns observed in AICs are not compatible with Fleisher’s predictions;

2. NPIs are not expected to be licensed (but in fact they are);

3. AIC infinitivals and infinitival relatives differ in syntactic distribution
(the former show island sensitivity);

4. AICs and regular infinitival relatives show different modal force;

5. The head NP is not needed at all (a shaky one);

6. AICs but not regular relatives license low degree modifiers;

4.1 Inference patterns

If the AIC construction is reduced to the simple attributive adjective plus an infinitival relative
clause modifying the NP, it gives the wrong predictions in terms of inference patterns in these
constructions:

(10) a. John is a tall boy. → John is a boy.
b. ‘War and Peace’ is a long book for John to read. ↛

‘War and Peace’ is a book for John to read.

4.2 NPI licensing

Regular infinitival relative clauses and infinitives in AIC differ in the acceptability of NPIs. Take the
same minimal pair (10) again. In (11-a) but not in (11-b) NPIs are licensed, which is unexpected
under the view that the two share the structure and semantics:

(11) a. W&P is a long book [for anybody to ever read]. AIC
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b. ??W&P is a book [for anybody to ever read]. Relative Clause

I will readdress NPI licensing in AICs later. What is crucial at this point is the contrast between
the regular infinitival clauses and the AIC that the existing theory fails to predict.

4.3 Syntactic distribution

• AIC infinitival clause but not the regular relative clause is acceptable when the host DP is in
the subject position:

(12) a. [DP A book for John to read] is on the table.
b. [DP A long book for John to read] is on the table. ≠ too long

(12-b) is not ungrammatical, but fails to have the too reading. It means that there is a long
book on the table, and it is a book for J. to read.

• In the object position, the judgements for the ‘inappropriateness’ reading are a little bit
unclear:

(13) a. The professor always assigns a book to read in one day.
b. (?)The professor always assigns a (slightly) long book to read in one day.

• I don’t know why (13-b) is (?) under the too reading, but importantly there is a clear contrast
between (13-b) and (12-b) – the latter strikingly unacceptable with the too reading.

For very similar observations on too-fronting and the discussion of tentative factors that are
at play see (O’Connor 2012):

(14) a. ??Too lazy a student failed the test. (?? fronting in a subject)
b. ?I failed too lazy a student. (? fronting in an object)
c. John is too lazy a student. (✓ fronting in a predicate)

• I suggest that the too reading is absent in (14-b) because it occurs in a syntactic island (in
this case, subject island). Look at definite description islands:

(15) a. John talked about a / the book to read during the spring break.
b. (?)John talked about a long book to read during the spring break.

(? under the too reading)
c. #John talked about the long book to read during the spring break.

≠ too long

The contrast between (15-b) and (15-c) is somewhat blurred due to slightly degraded status
of AIC in the object position.

• Definite vs. indefinite DPs in a predicative position of a copular construction is much clearer,
but has side effects – potentially different semantics:

(16) a. ‘War and Peace’ is a/the book for John to read during the spring break.
b. ‘War and Peace’ is a long book for John to read during the spring break.
c. #‘War and Peace’ is the long book for John to read during the spring break. ≠ too long

This is unexpected under Fleisher’s analysis, as for him the ‘inappropriateness’ reading and
the ‘regular’ reading are just one and the same reading.
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4.4 Modal force

There is a difference between AIC and regular infinitival clauses in the available modal force.

• As observed in (Hackl and Nissenbaum 2012), infinitival relatives are generally ambiguous
between universal and existential modal readings:

(17) He has come up with many problems for us to work on.
= problems we must / can work on

a. ...so we’d better keep at it until they’re all solved. (= must)
b. ...if we want to work on a problem. (= can)

• In contrast, existential modal force is the only available option in AICs:

(18) War and Peace is a long book for John to read in one day.
= The length of W&P exceeds the length a book can / may have given a purpose of John
reading it in one day.
≠ The length of W&P exceeds the length a book must / has to have given a purpose of
John reading it in one day.

The absent universal reading would be ≈ enough.

• The link between too and an ∃ modal in the standard of comparison, and between enough and
a ∀ modal (von Stechow 1984; Heim 2001; von Stechow et al. 2004):

(19) a. The paper is longer than allowed. (= above the required maximum)
b. The paper is longer than required. (= above the required minimum)

(20) a. max{d ∣ the paper is d-long in w0 } ≻ than allowed
max{d ∣∃w ∈ Acc: the paper is d-long in w }

b. max{d ∣ the paper is d-long in w0 } ≻ than required
max{d ∣∀w ∈ Acc: the paper is d-long in w }

(21) a. ⟦The paper is too long⟧ ≈ The paper is longer than it can be. (Meier 2003, a.o.)
b. ⟦The paper is long enough⟧ ≈ The paper is longer than it must be.

• The absence of the enough-reading in (37) can now be seen as an instance of the absence of
modal force ambiguity in AICs – unlike in regular infinitival relatives.

4.5 The lack of head NP (FS construction)

• Infinitival clauses contributing to the ‘inappropriateness’ reading don’t really need a head NP
to host them – as in the FS construction:

(22) ‘War and Peace’ is a bit long to assign.

• This is incompatible with the view that the infinitival clause is a relative clause that needs to
combine with the head NP.

• One could postulate a zero head NP in (22), suggesting that this infinitival clause still serves
as a relative clause, modifying this empty NP:
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(23) ‘War and Peace’ is a bit long [ ∅NP to assign ].

• This would face a difficulty explaining why the presence of the gradable adjective is crucial
for the sentence to be grammatical:

(24) ??‘War and Peace’ is [ ∅NP to assign ].

• Evidently, all that is needed for the ‘inappropriateness’ reading to arise is an infinitival clause
and a gradable adjective.

• Caveat: This argument is only valid as long as we assume the same analysis for AIC and the
FS construction. I return to this question later.

4.6 Low degree modifiers

• Adjectives in AICs are primarily relative gradable adjectives (Kennedy and McNally 2005;
Kennedy 2007).

• Degree modifiers such as very, slightly, completely, almost etc. motivated a classification of
gradable predicates w.r.t. scale structure (the assumption being that this is what degree
modifiers are sensitive to):

(totally) open: ○—————○

lower closed: ●—————○

upper closed: ○—————●

(totally) closed: ●—————●

• Relative adjectives lexicalize a totally open scale, while absolute adjectives lexicalize scales
that have at least one closed end (Kennedy and McNally 2005);

• One of the tests for relative vs. absolute adjectives is the incompatibility of the former with
low degree modifiers such as slightly or a bit:

(25) #/(?) slightly / a bit tall / long / short / wide...

• (25) is not ungrammatical, but it is acceptable only under a certain very particular interpre-
tation – precisely the ‘inappropriateness’ reading (Bylinina 2012; Solt 2012);

• This effect cannot be easily accommodated under the non-compositional view that Fleisher
formulates.

The facts discussed above strongly suggest that an alternative analysis is needed, along less
pragmatic, but more structural lines.
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5 The analysis

5.1 Outline

• The infinitival clause in the AIC denotes a degree interval;

• For example, for John to read in one day denotes an interval with the maximum point at 200
pages, if John can read max 200 pages a day;

• It is an argument of the positive morpheme POS;

• The gap in the infinitival clause results in ellipsis similar to Comparative Deletion.

5.2 Degree infinitival clause: Inspiration, parallels and hints

My analysis groups the infinitival clause in the AIC together with a wider class of clauses that
define a degree or set of degrees – most famously:

• Standard clauses in comparative constructions (Bresnan 1973; Hackl 2000; Lechner 2001, 2004;
Bhatt and Takahashi 2008, a.m.o.);

• So-called ‘amount relatives’ (Carlson 1977; Heim 1987; Grosu and Landman 1998).

5.2.1 Standard clauses in comparative constructions

A standard of comparison in English is introduced by than, which can take either a DP or a CP:

(26) a. John is taller [ than Mary ].
b. John is taller [ than Mary is ].

Many analyses argue for a ‘radical reduction’ in (26-a), while (26-b) involves VP-ellipsis (Bresnan
1973; Hackl 2000; Lechner 2001, 2004; Bhatt and Takahashi 2008):

(27) a. John is taller [ than Mary is d-tall ].
b. John is taller [ than Mary is d-tall ].

There are arguments against an ellipsis analysis of (26-a), but this is not directly relevant. Impor-
tantly, than can take a clausal complement, and some part of that clause gets elided, as in (27-b).
Practically all the existing analyses of clausal standards of comparison involve degree abstraction
in the standard clause, as in (28-b):

(28) a. John is taller than Mary is.
b. ⟦than Mary is⟧ = λd. Mary is d-tall

• Thus the than-clause in (28-a) denotes the set of degrees such that Mary is d-tall. More on
the overall semantics of comparative constructions in the next section.

• The analysis involving abstraction of a degree variable from within a clausal structure is a
standard way of treating constructions involving quantificational degree morphology. Another
example of the same kind is degree questions (for more details see Rullmann 1995; Beck and
Rullmann 1997, a.o.):

(29) a. How tall is John?
b. LF≈ How [λd. John is d-tall ]
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5.2.2 Amount relatives

The difference between the quantificational degree constructions and the AIC is the lack of degree
morphology in the AIC. In this AIC is close to ‘amount relatives’ (Carlson 1977; Heim 1987; Grosu
and Landman 1998):

(30) a. It will take us the rest of our lives to drink the champagne that they spilled that
evening.

b. LF≈ It will take us the rest of our lives to drink the λd they spilled d-much champagne
that evening.
A. the amount of champagne
#B. the actual champagne

How do the two different interpretations differ structurally? The question boils down to the status
of the gap:

(31) [DP the [NP champagnei [CP that they spilled i on the floor ] ] ]

Let’s look at the options. What can a gap be? Different theories of relative clauses have different
answers to this question:

• A head-external analysis (Chomsky 1977):

– Operator movement from the base position of the gap to the edge of the CP;

– The CP modifies the head NP that is base generated externally to the CP;

– The head of the relative clause and the gap are not parts of the same movement chain:

(32) DP

NP

C′

Opi [ that John read ti ]

NP

book

D

the

• A head-external analysis has a matching version (Sauerland 1998, 2000, 2002):

– Both the external and the internal head have some structure;

– The material in the CP-internal copy is elided under identity with the external head:

(33) DP

NP

CP

C′

that John read ti

NP

booki

NP

book

D

the
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• A head-internal analysis (Vergnaud 1974; Kayne 1994; Bianchi 1999; Sauerland 1998, 2000,
2002; Bhatt 2002):

– The head NP originates inside the relative clause CP and then moves out, leaving a trace
behind;

– The CP directly serves as a complement of the determiner;

– The head NP and the gap are part of the same movement chain;

– Potentially, the head NP could reconstruct in its base position at LF and be interpreted
inside a CP in the position of a trace:

(34) DP

CP

C′

that John read ti

NP

booki

D

the

• The head-internal and head-external structures are not competing analyses – rather, relative
clauses show regular ambiguity (Carlson 1977; Heim 1987; Sauerland 1998, 2000, 2002).

• Back to amount relatives: the amount readings have been taken as a reason for a relative-
clause-internal representation of the head – so that the degree abstraction would happen inside
the relative clause.

• Compatible both with a raising analysis and under a matching analysis:

(35) DP

CP

CP

C′

that they spilled d-much ti

λd

NP

champagnei

D

the

• I will use this analysis of amount relatives as an inspiration for my analysis of infinitival clauses
in AICs – namely, I will assume that the AIC infinitival clause contains some interpretable
unpronounced material that would provide a degree variable to abstract over:

(36) a. ‘War and Peace’ is a long book for John to read in one day.
b. LF≈ ‘W&P’ is a long book λd for John to read a d-long book in one day.
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5.2.3 Hint: Reconstruction data

• Recall the modal ambiguity of infinitival relative clauses (Hackl and Nissenbaum 2012):

(37) He has come up with many problems for us to work on.
= problems we must / can work on

a. ...so we’d better keep at it until they’re all solved. (= must)
b. ...if we want to work on a problem. (= can)

• (Hackl and Nissenbaum 2012) argue that the two modal readings are not just subject to free
variation or pragmatic strengthening/weakening effects;

• can-readings of infinitival relatives involve reconstruction of the head NP into its base position
inside the infinitival clause and its interpretation in the base position.

How can we see if there’s reconstruction? We can force a reconstruction- or anti-reconstruction
environment:

• A reconstruction environment is a (syntactic) context that excludes the head-external analysis
of the relative clause and thus eliminates the ambiguity that relative clauses generally possess.

• An anti-reconstruction environment excludes the head-internal analysis.

• Example: Condition C of the Binding Theory (Chomsky 1981, Buring 2005 a.m.o.) precludes
referential expressions (R-expressions) from having a c-commanding antecedent.

(38) *Hei likes Johni.

• Whenever an R-expression in the head of a chain triggers a Condition C violation w.r.t. a
pronoun that c-commands only the tail of the chain, this means that the R-expression is
lexically represented in the tail position (Chomsky 1993):

(39) a. *Which argument of Johnis father did hei defend?
b. [Which] did hei defend [argument of Johni’s father].

• Hackl and Nissenbaum (2012) observe that when reconstruction is precluded by Condition C
violation, the can reading is not available for the infinitival relative clauses:

(40) a. There are many [books about Johni] for himi to read. (= must, *can)
b. *[for himi to read ⟨books about Johni⟩]

• If reconstruction is allowed, the can-reading reemerges:

(41) a. There are many books about him for John to read. (can reading available)
b. [for Johni to read ⟨books about himi⟩]

• Many speakers report a parallel contrast in AICs: in the environment where infinitival-clause-
internal interpretation is forced, the ‘inappropriateness’ reading is available, unlike in an
anti-reconstruction environment:

(42) a. This is a [long book about the history of his country] [for John to read]. ≈ too
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b. [for Johni to read ⟨ a long book about the history of hisi country ⟩]

(43) a. This is a [long book about the history of John’s country] [for him to read]. *too
b. *[for himi to read ⟨ a long book about the history of John’si country ⟩]

• The ◇ modal force (can-reading) is dependent on the availability of the infinitival-clause-
internal NP interpretation.

• I do not commit myself to a particular explanation for the dependency between modal force
and reconstruction (see Hackl and Nissenbaum 2012 for discussion)

• But crucially reconstruction is a necessary condition for the ‘inappropriateness’ reading to
arise and thus a part of AIC.

5.3 The analysis: degree infinitivals denote a degree interval

• Idea: AIC makes crucial use of the gradable predicate inside the infinitival clause – in par-
ticular, of the degree variable that the gradable adjective makes available. The d argument
of the gradable predicate that is part of the reconstructed NP is abstracted over, quite like
in amount relatives discussed above. At this point, the semantic type of the infinitival clause
would be a set of degrees ⟨dt⟩:

(44) ⟦for J. to read a long book today⟧ = λd.◇ J. reads a d-long book today

• Degree interval or degree? One could go for an analysis that involves maximisation at the
edge of the infinitival clause:

(45) ⟦for J. to read a long book today⟧ = max(λd.◇ J. reads a d-long book today)

The result would be a single degree such that it is a maximum length of a book that John
can read today.

• The maximisation of different plural objects has been proposed to be part of semantics in a
variety of constructions, like plural anaphora (Evans 1980; Kadmon 1987), questions (Groe-
nendijk and Stokhof 1982), free relatives (Jacobson 1988). For a comprehensive discussion
see (Rullmann 1995). Here is a denotation of a free relative clause as discussed in (Jacobson
1995):

(46) ⟦what we liked⟧ = max(λx. we liked x).

• Maximisation in the domain of degrees in particular has been claimed to be at work in seman-
tics of amount relatives (Grosu and Landman 1998) and the standard clauses in comparative
constructions (von Stechow et al. 1984, Beck 2010):

• I will also need maximization at the edge of the inifitival clause, common not only in the
semantics of standard expressions (Beck 2010 a.o.), but also as part of semantics of free
relatives (Jacobson 1995):

(47) ⟦what we liked⟧ = max(λx. we liked x).

• The choice between type d and dt seems random at this point, but I discuss it more later.
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5.4 The infinitival clause as part of AIC

Recall the discussion about whether AICs can be seen as structurally and semantically isomorphic
to comparative constructions:

(48) a. ‘War and Peace’ is a long book [for John to read]. AIC
b. ‘War and Peace’ is a longer book [than ‘Pnin’ is]. comparative

• The proposal is to deepen the analogy between the AIC and the comparative construction
and treat the degree infinitival clause as a standard phrase. Unlike in the existing pragmatic
analysis of the AIC (Fleisher 2008, 2011), I suggest that the analysis of (48-a) as parallel to
(48-b) is a viable, intuitive and empirically justified option.

• I start spelling out the details by reconsidering the classic denotation for the positive mor-
pheme (modified from Kennedy 2007):

(49) ⟦POS⟧ = λG⟨d,et⟩λxe.max(λd.G(d)(x)) ≻ s

• We need to somehow introduce the standard clause as an argument of POS.

• Let’s take a look at the existing analyses of more and see how they make use of the standard
of comparison.

• There are two standard denotations for a comparative morpheme that are very often found in
the literature – a 2-place more and a 3-place more (Heim 1985; Bhatt and Takahashi 2008;
Merchant 2009, a.m.o.):

(50) a. ⟦more2⟧ = λD⟨dt⟩λD′⟨dt⟩.max(D′) ≻ max(D)

b. ⟦more3⟧ = λseλG⟨d,et⟩λxe.max(λd.G(d)(x)) ≻ G(s)

• The denotation in (50-a) makes more2 very similar to the generalised quantifiers in the
individual domain – stating a relation between two sets:

(51) ⟦more than five⟧ = λP⟨et⟩λQ⟨et⟩.∣P ∩ Q∣ > 5

• I propose that the denotation for more2 is exactly what is needed to cover the AIC data,
and we should have POS2 as below:

(52) ⟦POS2⟧ = λP⟨dt⟩λQ⟨dt⟩.max(Q) ≻ max(Q)

• I leave maximisation as part of the semantics of POS2 to keep a parallel to Generalized
Quantifiers;

• Thus the type of the degree infinitival clause is dt;

• POS2 needs to move out of its base position to get its interpretation, which results in the
following structure:
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(53) IP

IP

IP

VP

DP

bookAdjP

longd

is

DP

War&Peace

λd

DegP

CP

λd′. for John to read a d’-long book

POS

(54) ⟦‘War and Peace’ is a long book for John to read in one day⟧ =
⟦POS2⟧(⟦for J. to read long book⟧)(⟦‘War and Peace’ is d-long book⟧) =
max(λd. W&P is a d-long book) ≻ max(λd′. for John to read a d′-long book)

6 Consequences and connections

• AIC and the infinitival relative clause construction end up different constructions;

• island-sensitivity of the ‘inappropriateness’ reading is naturally explained under an analy-
sis that involves DegP movement. The same restriction is known to hold for comparative
constructions:

(55) a. ??[A taller man than John] entered the room.
b. *I bought [the more expensive ring than John did].

• NPI licensing in AICs is expected if the AIC infinitival clauses are standard-denoting expres-
sions, quite like than-clauses in comparative constructions, where NPIs are licensed as well
(Hoeksema 1983; von Stechow 1984; Heim 2006, a.m.o.):

(56) ‘War and Peace’ is longer [than any book you would ever want to read].

• The gap in the infinitival clause in AICs is under this analysis the result of ellipsis with the
properties very similar to Comparative Deletion – a defining property being its obligatoriness
(Bresnan 1973, 1975; von Stechow 1984; Heim 1985, a.m.o.):

(57) John saw a longer whale than (*a long whale) was ever seen.

The gap is obligatory in AICs as well:

(58) *‘War and Peace’ is a long book to assign it / a (long) book.

• The lack of modal ambiguity in AICs is, as already pointed out above, in line with the
connection made in (Hackl and Nissenbaum 2012) between the infinitival-clause internal in-
terpretation of the head and the existential modal force of this infinitival clause.

• Scoping POS motivated independently (Schwarz 2010):

(59) Mia [has an expensive hat] for a 3yo.
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7 Extendability to FS construction

One of the two constructions that have been introduced at the beginning of the chapter was the
‘functional standard’ (FS) construction, shown here again in (60):

(60) a. ‘War and Peace’ is slightly long to read in one week.
b. John is a bit tall to drive this car.

The defining properties of this construction are the predicative position of the gradable adjective
and a low degree modifier that very often accompanying the adjective – in fact, the low degree
modifier is obligatory for many speakers:

(61) a. ?‘War and Peace’ is long to read in one week.
b. ?John is tall to drive this car.

The term ‘functional standard’ comes from (Kagan and Alexejenko 2010), who use it for certain
uses of the Russian degree modifying adjectival suffix -ovat. The following is their key example:

(62) Takije
such

kabluki
heels

dlja
for

menja
me

vysok-ovat-y.
high-ovat-PL.NOM

‘Such heels are somewhat too high for me’

(Kagan and Alexejenko 2010) treat the FS reading as a peculiarity of lexical semantics of -ovat,
but it is clear that these readings are a much more general phenomenon. In particular, the same
reading arises in AICs.

• FS: One could think of a parallel solution – with the gradable predicate interpreted inside the
infinitival clause and then somehow elided under identity:

(63) a. This book is (a bit) long for John to read in one day.
b. ⟦for John to read long x in one day⟧ =

λd.∃x.◇ John reads [x, d-long] in one day

This solution is problematic for FS:

• The underlying structure comes out ill-formed: ⟦for John to read long in one day⟧;

• The degraded status of the FS sentences without a lot degree modifier would be a mystery.
Low degree modifiers are completely optional (though possible) in AICs:

(64) a. ‘Middlemarch’ is a (slightly) long book to assign.
b. Bob is a (somewhat) short guy for the Lakers to draft.

Solution might be to allow the infinitival clause to be of type ⟨et⟩ in some special cases (≈ a set
of books that are good to read). This would do the trick:

(65) ⟦POS3⟧ = λS⟨et⟩λP⟨d,et⟩λx.max(P (x)) ≻ max{d∣∃x ∈ S ∶ P (x)(d)}

The problem is that if this POS3 is available, it should be available for AIC as well – then why
island constraints and reconstruction? It has to be available as a last resort only.
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8 Issues

● Does POS now look too much like a comparative now? How do we exclude 2 m from becoming
an argument of POS?
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Appendix (Fleisher 2008, 2011): The analysis of AIC

The main claim: the infinitival clause in AIC is a regular infinitival relative clause. Thus the
structure of AIC (66-a) would be very similar to the structure of the same sentence without the
adjective:

(66) a. ‘Middlemarch’ is a long book to assign. (nominal) AIC
b. ‘Midllemarch’ is a book to assign. infinitival relative clause

Fleisher argues for a structure for (66-a) that involves a regular infinitival relative clause to assign
that attaches to the lowest NP:

(67) DP

NP

NP

CP

to assign

book

AP

longDegP

POS

a

• No direct relation between between the infinitival clause and the DegP or the AdjP.

• The ‘inappropriateness’ interpretation arises due to interaction between POS and the inherent
modality of the infinitival clause.

How the semantics of inappropriateness comes about according to (Fleisher 2008, 2011)?

• A modified entry for POS is needed. This is the usual POS:

(68) a. ⟦POS⟧ = λG⟨e,d⟩λxe.G(x) ≻! s
b. ⟦POS long⟧ = λxe.long(x) ≻! s

This is POS with the domain restricting predicate R:

(69) a. ⟦POS⟧ = λG⟨e,d⟩λxe.G(x) ≻! s(λye ∶ R(y).G(y))
b. ⟦POS long⟧ = λxe.long(x) ≻! s(λye ∶ R(y).long(y))

R corresponds to the notion of CC, which is known to affect the standard – (Siegel 1976), see
also (Kennedy 2007) using domain restriction for CC for-phrases:

(70) ⟦[AP tall for a basketball player ]⟧ = λx ∶ basketball player(x).tall(x)

There’s a difference between CC for-phrases and the head nominal in the attributive construc-
tion (Kennedy 2007):

(71) Kyles car is an expensive BMW, though its not expensive for a BMW. In fact, its the
least expensive model they make.
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Picking the head noun as the R is not obligatory, so the domain restriction is not strictly
speaking semantic, but rather pragmatic.

• This is how the semantics of the simple attributive case would work. Before R gets its value:

(72) ⟦‘Middlemarch’ is a long book⟧ = ⟦POS long book⟧(⟦‘Middlemarch’⟧) =
long(Middlemarch) ≻! s(λxe ∶ R(x).long(x)) ∧ book(Middlemarch)

After R gets its value from the head NP book, which is normally the case:

(73) long(Middlemarch) ≻! s(λxe ∶ book(x).long(x)) ∧ book(Middlemarch)

Thus the sentence Middlemarch is a long book is true iff Middlemarchs length significantly
exceeds the standard of length for books, and Middlemarch is a book.

• Adding the infinitive clause:

(74) NP⟨e, t⟩

NP⟨e, t⟩

CP⟨e, t⟩

Opi [to assign ti]

N⟨e, t⟩

book

AP⟨e, t⟩

A⟨e, d⟩

long

DegP⟨⟨e, d⟩, ⟨e, t⟩⟩

POS

• Assuming a placeholder semantics for the infinitive for a moment: λyeλxe.to-assign(x)(y)

• As a further convention, the semantics of the PROarb subject of the infinitival clause is rep-
resented with the individual constant a

(75) a. ⟦book⟧ = λx.book(x)
b. ⟦Opi [to assign ti]⟧ = λx.to-assign(x)(a)
c. ⟦book [Opi [to assign ti]]⟧ = λx.book(x) ∧ to-assign(x)(a)

• Combining: book to assign is picked as R:

(76) ⟦Middlemarch is a long book to assign⟧ =
⟦POS long book to assign⟧(⟦‘Middlemarch’⟧) =
long(Middlemarch) ≻! s(λx ∶ R(x).long(x)) ∧ book(Middlemarch) ∧

to-assign(Middlemarch)(a) =
long(Middlemarch) ≻! s(λx ∶ book(x) ∧ to-assign(x)(a).long(x)) ∧

book(Middlemarch) ∧ to-assign(Middlemarch)(a)

• Now unfolding the semantics for to assign to make clear the ‘inappropriateness’ effect. Fleisher
assumes that the infinitival clause lies in the scope of a silent bouletic modal.
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(77) ⟦[CP PROarb to assign]⟧ =
λwsλxe.BW(w)(assign)(x)(a) <!BOUL(w) sw(λye.BW(w)(assign)(y)(a))

BW in (77) stands for the ‘best world’ function that picks out the world most compatible
with the ordering source, boul(w), in which a given proposition is true. <! indicates the ‘is
significantly more compatible with’ relation between worlds with respect to a given ordering
source, indicated by the subscript (cf. the use of the symbol ≤ in Kratzer 1981). Finally, the
function sw is a standard-identification function that gives as its output a world rather than
a degree.

Paraphrased in English, the truth conditions in (77) state that the infinitival CP to assign
denotes the function f such that f(w)(x) = 1 iff the world most consistent with boul(w)

in which one assigns x is significantly more consistent with boul(w) than the standard for
most-consistent-with-boul(w) worlds in which one assigns something.

(78) ⟦book [Opi [PROarb to assign ti]⟧ = λwsλxe.book(w)(x) ∧
BW(w)(assign)(x)(a) <!BOUL(w) sw(λye.BW(w)(assign)(y)(a))

Overall, Fleisher’s semantics for AICs states that the length of ‘Middlemarch’ significantly exceeds
the length of books that might reasonably be assigned. This, Fleisher claims, is the source of the
inappropriateness reading. For him, this is the same as saying that there is something unusual,
unexpected, or inappropriate about the book’s length for the purpose at hand.


