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0. Introduction

Interpretationclearly depend®n contet. Typically, contet restrictsthe rangeof interpretationthanksto
contet, ambiguityis resolhed,referencds determinedandvaguenesg constrained.This squibsuggests
thatundercertainveryspecificconditionscontet canenlageratherthanrestricttheextensiorof apredicate.
Thephenomenoim questions illustratedby the semanticontrastin (1):

(1) a. | amtheoldestof myenemies.
b. | amtheoldestof my children.
c. | amtheoldestof my siblings.

(1a)entails(presupposesctually—seghe discussiorbelow in section2) thatl amoneof my own enemies.
Similarly, (1b) presupposethat | am one of my own children,and thereforeis infelicitous, or at besta
contradiction(ignoring the possibility of time travel parado®s). (1c) oughtto bejustlike (1b):sincel am
no moremy own sibling thanl ammy own child, we shouldnaturallyexpect(1c)to alsobe infelicitousor
contradictory However, native spealersrobustly judge (1c) to be significantlymore acceptablehan (1b),
andcapableof beingtrue?

(1c)only makessensdf thespealeris consideredo be oneof the spealer’'ssiblings,sothatthetruth
conditionsof (1c) are equivalentto the truth conditionsof the sentencd am the oldestof my parents’
children However, unlike theentailmenthatl ammy own enemyin (1a),uttering(1c)doesnotcommitme
totheclaimthatl ammy own sibling. Somehav, thespealer of (1c)is exceptionallyallowedto temporarily
countastheir own sibling, just for the purposef comparingages,mmediatelyafter which the normal
irreflexive meaningof siblinghoodis restored.For the purpose®f this squib,let’s call this a PrRo TEMPORE
readingor lessfancily, atemporaryeadingsomethingaboutthelinguistic context providedby (1c)allows
siblingto temporarilymeansomethingdifferentthanit normallydoes.

Many authorshave suggestedhat specificconstructionsanaffect the interpretatiorof a predicatein
contet. ForinstanceKadmon(1990:312kamueghatsomedefinitedescriptionbehae asif they contained
descriptve contentbeyond whatis overtly expressedBuilding on Lewis’ (1979)notion of accommodation
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(discussetbelow in sectior?), Kadmonallowsfor thesemantiénterpolatiorof additionalrestrictve material
in orderto satisfytheuniquenespresuppositiomssociatewvith theuseof a definitedescription.Thusin an
appropriatecontet, adefinitedescriptiorlik e themancangive riseto truth conditionsequivalentto theman
| wastalkingto.

Like Kadmon,| will suggesthatthe pro tem readingof (1c) is a kind of accommodatiornriggered
by a presupposition.The main differencethat | would like to drav attentionto betweenthe pro tem
accommaodatiomliscussedn this squibandthetypeof accommodatioproposedy Kadmonandothersis
thatheretheprotemreadingresultsn anenlagemenbf the propertyratherthanarestriction.

Thusthe potentialinterestof the phenomenoiilustratedin (1) is thatit seemdo be a highly unusual
combinatiorof a construction-specifigresupposition-triggereaitcommodatiothatresultan enlagement
of theextensionof a predicateatherthanrestriction. Furthermoreasif in recognitionof theunnaturalness
of predicateenlagementunlike traditionalaccommodationthe effect of this type of accommodatioris
rescindedmmediatelyafterthesuperlatve hasbeenevaluated(i.e.,theeffectis temporary).

1. Reciprocal interpretationsof relational nouns

Clearly, somethingabout(1c)is differentandgivesspeciadispensatioffor (1c)to mearwhatit means.The
ohviousstartingpointis to investicatesemantiaifferencedetweernthemeaning®f thepredicateinvolved.
For instancesibling, but not children or enemiesis one of the relationalnounsthat Eschenbacl{1993)
classifiesascapableof areciprocalinterpretation.

(2) a. Thesisterwalkedin.
b. Thesistersvalkedin.
c. Thedaughtersvalkedin.

Eschenbaclbsenresthat (2a)is felicitousonly in a contet in which we feel thatwe know exactly whose
sisteris involved. Not surprisingly the plural usein (2b) can have a similar interpretationiet’s say that
we aretalking aboutWarrenBeatys sisterandRosannarquettes sister Thenwe canuse(2b)to describe
a situationin which Shirley MacLeanand Patricia Arquette (who are not relatedto eachother) enter
theroom.

But (2b) also hasa readingthat doesnot requireary specialcontext, provided that the readingis
reciprocalthatis, provided that the sistersareall sistersof eachother In this case gachwomansatisfies
the has-a-sistepresuppositiorwith respecto her siblings. It is not clearwhetherthis way of construing
relationalpredicatesonstitutesa bonefide ambiguity or whetherthe reciprocalinterpretatioris merelyan
especiallycommon corvenient,andtidy way for a situationto satisfythe presuppositionsf sentencebke
(2b); fortunatelywe do not needto resole this questiorfor our purposesere.

Other predicatespf coursemay not be consistentwith the possibility of a reciprocalreading. For
instanceconsidethedenotatiorof daughter It is notpossibleo find afinite setof daughtersuchthateach
memberof thesetis thedaughteof someotherwomanin thegroup. Thismakesareciprocalnterpretation
impossibleandindeed(2c) hasonly a discourse-controllethterpretation.

Aswewill seecompatibilitywith receving areciprocainterpretatiorseemso beanecessargondition
for a pro-temreadingto arise. Thusthe factthat the predicatechildrenin (1b) doesnot have a reciprocal
interpretationallows usto correctly predictthat (1b) doesnot have a pro tem reading. However, although
having areciprocakreadingmaybenecessarjor a protemreadingto bepossiblejt is not sufficient:



(3) Shestheoldestof herbrothers.

If (3) wereever felicitous, it certainlycould never be true,evenif we construebrother undera reciprocal
interpretationThusit takesmorethanjust a relationalnounundera reciprocalinterpretatiorto producea
pro-temreadingandwe mustlook furtherfor amorecompleteaxplanation.

2. Triggering a pro tem reading: accommodating a presupposition

Whatelsemustbe presenin orderfor a protemreadingto be possibleor necessaryNotethata sentence
like (1c)but formedwith acomparatie ratherthana superlatve doesnothave aprotemreadingi amolder
thanmysiblingsdoesnot involve ary suggestiorthat! amolderthanmyself. Thereforel will assumehat
thepresencef thesuperlatve is essential.

Superlatves denotepropertiesof individuals. Predicatinga superlatve property of an individual
presupposethatthatindividualis alegitimatememberof the setundegoingcomparison.

(4) a. Heisthestupidestriminall’ve ever met.
b. Heisn't thestupidestriminal I’ ve ever met.
c. Ishethestupidestriminall’ ve ever met?

In thesentencem (4),thesetundegoingcomparisons thesetof criminals. Thecrucialthingto noteis that
whetheror notthereferentof thesubjectof thesesentencebappenso bestupid,a useof ary of thesehree
sentencepresupposehatheis atleasta criminal. Thissuggestshefollowing hypothesis:

(5) Thesuperlatve applicabilitypresuppositiona useof a superlatve [A-estN] (e.g.,stupid-estriminal)
presupposethatary entity of which the propertydenotedoy the superlatve is predicatednustbein
the extensionof thenominalpropertyN.

I'm notawareof ary previousmentionof suchapresuppositiomssociatedith superlatves but itsexistence
is clearenough.As evidencethattheimplicationis a presuppositiomatherthananat-issueentailmentrecall
that the hallmark of presuppositionss that they remainconstantundernegation and questionformation.
Since(4a),its negationin (4b),andthe associateges/noquestionin (4c) all guaranteghatthe subjectis a
criminal,| concludethatwe areindeeddealingwith a presupposition.

If (5)isavalid assumptionthenauseof (1c)presupposethatthe spealeris amemberof therelevant
setof siblings. In addition,this is why (1a) entailsthat the spealer is their own enemy andwhy (1b) is
contradictory It alsoexplainswhy (3) is infelicitous:the presuppositiorthat the subjectis a brother(and
thereforemale)is inconsistentvith thegendemarkingon the pronounin subjectposition.

We cannow recognizethat the pro temreadingin (1c) senesasa way of satisfyingthe superlatve
applicability presuppositiofy extendingthe setof siblingsto includethe spealer. In otherwords,we can
view theprotemreadingasa form of accommodation.

(6) Lewis 1979:340:Accommodation: If at timet somethings saidthat requirespresuppositiorP
to beacceptableandif P is not presupposeilist beforet, then-eeterisparibusandwithin certain
limits—presuppositio® comesnto existenceatt.
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Accommodatioroftenresultsn addingentities(or atleastdiscourseaeferentsjo amodel. In thetraditional
example definitedescriptiongpresupposthe existenceof thedescribedentity. If a spealer assertshatthe
King of Franceis (or isn't) bald,andwe have no specificknowledgeto the contrary a cooperatie listener
will accommodatthe existencepresuppositioty behaing asif Francedoesndeedhave aking. In formal
terms thisamountgo addinganentity to thedomainof discoursénaving therequisiteproperties.

Unfortunatelythe conditionsunderwhich accommodatiomccurscanbefluid andelusie.

(7) a. My uncleisvisiting methisweek. (Presupposition:have anuncle.)
b. Sorryl'm late,my firetruckbrokedown. (Presuppositior:have afiretruck.)

As Prince(1979)obsenes,accommodatiofn (7a)is highly naturalandeffortless,evenwithout any reason
to believethatthespealerhasanuncle;however, it ismuchlesslik ely thatevena cooperatie listenerwill be
willing to postulatehatthe spealer possessesfiretruck. Thedifferencebetween(7a)and(7b), obviously,

is plausibility:it is muchmorelik ely thatthe spealer hasanunclethanafiretruck.

Evenif accommodatiors sometimesensitveto pragmatiglausibility, theremaybesituationsn which
accommodatiois automaticthatis, conventionalor grammaticizedKadmonsproposedccommodationf
uniquenespropertiesmentionedibore,isanexample. Asasecondxample guantificationapossessiesar-
guablyinvolve automati@accommodatiorwhenwe process sentencéik e Mostpeoplesdogssleepndoors,
thanksto theexistencepresuppositiomiueto the possessie, we automaticallyaccommodatéheassumption
thattheonly relevantpeoplefor thepurposesf quantificatiorarepeoplewhopossesdogs(seeBarker 1995,
chapterd for discussion).My claim hereis thatprotemreadingsareanothetinstanceof automaticaccom
modationassociateavith a specificclassof constructions.

3. Equivalencerelationsand quasi-equivalencerelations

Let'sreturnto themaincontrastetweer(1b)and(1c). Whatis therelevantdifferencebetweersiblinghood
andchildhood? Thefirst answerthata numberof colleaguefiave suggestetio me,andtheonethat| favor
myself,is that the siblinghoodbut not childhoodis tantamounto an equialencerelation—thatis, sibling
andsimilar predicatesrewhat! will call aquasi-equalencerelation,asdefinedimmediatelybelow.

A true equialencerelation is transitve, symmetric,and reflexive. Becausethe sibling relation is
anti-reflive, it failsto qualify asanequialencerelation. Thatis, noonecountsastheir own sibling (hence
I am my own sibling is a contradiction).However, when comparingthe sibling relation to the smallest
equialencerelationcontainingit, thereflexive pairsareall thataremissing.

(8) a. quasi-equialencerelation(sibling):
{<jm>, <mj>, <mt>, <tm>, <j,t>, <t,j>}
b. smallesequivalencerelationcontaining(a):
{<jm>,<mj>, <mt>, <tm>, <j,t>, <t,j>, <j,j>, <mm>, <
t,t>}

The extensionof the sibling relationis a quasi-equialencerelationin the sensedhatit lacksonly reflexive
pairsin orderto beatrue equivalencerelation. For instancethe possibleextensionfor sibling givenin (8a)
lacksonlythereflexivepairs < j,j >, <m,m>,and <t,t > in ordertobeacompleteequivalencerelation
liketheonegivenin (8b). More preciselyfor the purpose®f thissquib,a Quasi-EQuivALENCE relationis ary
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relationwhosereflexive closureis anequialencerelation.

If sibling denoteda genuineequivalencerelation,no accommodatiorwould be necessaryn order
for (1c) to be felicitous: sincethe spealer would be a memberof the setof the spealer’s siblings,the
superlatve presuppositiomentionedabose would besatisfied.Perhapshen,a protemreadings available
only whenthe propertyin questionis sufficiently closeto beingan equivalencerelation. In somesense,
guasi-equialencerelationsareascloseasyou cancometo anequivalencerelationswithout beingone.

Developingthis thoughtfurther, it is interestingthat,for whatever reasonpaturallanguageseemto
avoid expressingequivalencerelations. Of courseijt is possibleto constructa somevhatawkward equivar
lencerelationcompositionally For instancetheequivalencerelationgivenin (8b) might bethe extensionof
therelationcorrespondingp thestringhasthesamenumberof legsas but notethatthewordsexpressinghis
relationdonotevenform aconstituent.In fact,theremaynotbeany monomorphemipredicategxpressing
anequialencerelation exceptperhapgor thedegenerateaseof equationabe(assuminghatbehasasense
thatcanadequatelype expressedy theidentity relation,whichis trivially anequivalencerelation).

Thusnot only are predicatesienotingquasi-eqwalencerelations,like sibling, closeto equvalence
relations—thg maybe ascloseto anequialencerelationasit’ s possiblefor a nominalpredicateo get. If
naturalanguageallowednon-trvial lexical equivalenceelationspresumablgiblingwould beoneof them.
The hypothesisunderconsiderationthen,is thatit is this closenes$o anequvalencerelationthat makesa
pro-temreadingpossiblefor (1¢). For comparisonaddingreflexive pairsto thechild relation(i.e.,assuming
thatpeoplecountprotemporeastheirown children)doesmuchmoreviolenceto thecontentof thechildhood
conceptwhich givesa hint asto why (1b)doesnot have a pro-temreading.

Whataboutothertypesof nearequialencerelation?

(9) a. | amtheoldestof my correspondents.
b. | amtheoldestof my partners.

If Alice correspondsvith Bob (in the senseof exchangingemail),thenBob correspondsvith Alice; thus
therelationis symmetric. But if Alice correspondsvith Bob andBob correspondsvith Carol,thereis no
guarante¢hatAlice correspondwith Carol. Thismeanghatthecorrespondentklationdoesnotguarantee
ary degreeof transitvity. (9a) shavs thatsymmetrywithout a sufficientdegreeof transitvity doesnot give
riseto aprotemreading since(9a)soundsontradictory

(9b),on the otherhand,canhave a protemreading but only if the spealer hasmorethanonepartner
atthetime of evaluation. Thatis, (9b)canmeanonly thatthespealeris theoldestof hercurrentco-partners
in a specificventure andthe otherpartneramustbe partnerof eachother It cannotbe usedto expresshe
thoughtthatover theyearsthe spealer hasalwaysbeenolderthanhervariouspartners.

(10) a. Quasi-equialencerelations: siblings, colleagues,brothers,roommates,classmatesjovers,
partnersetc.
b. symmetricrelationsthat are not quasiequialencerelations:correspondentdriends, spous
es,etc.

Therelationalnounsin (10a)areboth symmetricandneartransitive (relative to ary specificsituation),and
giveriseto protemreadingstherelationainounsgn (10a)aresymmetricout notsufficientlytransitiveto count
asquasi-equialencerelationsanddo not give riseto protemreadings.

To summarizewe have thefollowing hypothesidor explainingwhenpro-temreadingsareavailable.
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(11) A superlatve applicabilitypresuppositiofasdefinedin (5) in section2 above) will be automatically
but only temporarilyaccommodateflistin casethe predicatedescribingthe comparisorsetdenotes
a quasi-equialencerelation R and the entity to which the superlatve is appliedis in the smallest
equialencerelationcontainingR.

Thusin (1c¢) (= | amtheoldestof mysibling9, thepredicatedescribinghecomparisorsetis siblings which
clearlydenotes quasi-equialencerelationR. Furthermorethereflexive closureof R containghe spealer.
Thereforg(11) correctlypredictsthat(1c)is capableof giving riseto a protemreading.

4, Other constructions

Doesthis pro tem effect generalizeto other constructions?That is, if we find a constructionin which
predicatingsomethingpresupposethe applicabilityof the predicatewill we detectprotemeffects?

Someothercomparatie constructionpresuppostheapplicabilityof theircomponenproperties.For
instanceif | claimthatl amaricherchesglayerthanyouare,l presupposéhatbothyouandl play chess.
Interestinglytheseconstructionslsoseemo give riseto protemreadings:

(12) a. Youwon'tfind ahappieroneof my colleagueshanme.
b. Youwon't find arichercolleagueof minethanme.
c. You'retheonly oneof your colleaguesvho caresaboutteaching.
d. You'retheoneof your colleagueshatl like (themost)

Thusfor instancg11la)and(11b)canbefelicitousandtrue eventhoughspealer cannotbe consideredo be
hisown colleague.

Onething that all of theseexampleshave in commonwith the prototypicalpro tem constructionis
thatthey all involve a partitive constructionseeBarker 1998for argumentghat oneof mycolleaguesand
colleagueof minearepartitives).

It is alsoworth notingthatthepredicatdn questiomeednot bea simplelexical predicate:

(13) a. | amtheoldestof [all my siblings].
| amtheoldestof my [malesiblings].
I amtheoldestof my [brothersandsisters].

You areby farthenicestof your[seniorcolleagues].

oo o

Theonlyrequirementsthattheresultingcomple predicaténavefor its extensionateveryworld-timeindex)
aquasi-equialencerelation,andthisis the casefor theexamplesn (13). Notethatalthough(13d)doesnot
entailthatthe addresseé&s her own seniorcolleaguejt doesentailthat sheis senior Thisis exactly what
we would expectgiventhe nearequivalencerequirementthe addresseenustbe a seniorcolleagueof her
seniorcolleagues.

If modificationdisruptshenearequivalenceproperty however, it alsodisruptstheavailability of apro
teminterpretationAssumethatthe spealer of (13)is oneof exactlyfour brothers:

(14) 1 amtheoldestof my threebrothers.
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Allowing thespealerto countasoneof hisown brotherseventemporarilyproduces setthatnolongerhas
cardinality3; this semanticonflict significantlydegradeshe acceptabilityof (14).

5. Conclusion

The surprisinglyhigh degreeof acceptabilityof (1c) suggestshat somenaturallanguagepredicatesuch
asthemeaningof sibling areat somedeepconceptualevel trueequivalencerelations. This aspecbf their
semantimatureis masledatarelatively superficialevel, perhapsn alignmentwith whatmaybeasystematic
(perhapsuniversal?tendeng for nominalrelationsto avoid reflexive denotations.Underthe stressof an
otherwisaunsatisfiabl@resuppositiorthisdeepenaturecanpeekthrough allowing expressionshatdenote
guasi-equialenceelationgo denotecompleteequivalenceelations—It only temporarilyjustlongenough
to evaluatethe expressiorthatgivesriseto the presupposition.

NOTES

YThanksfor commentsindadvicefrom ChriskennedyandPeterLasersohn.

1My characterizatioof theempiricalfactsmayturn outto betoo strong. A moreconserative claimwould
bethat(1c)is aninstanceof speakindooselyin thesensaliscussedby Lasersohr{1999). After all, we can
asserfasentencdik e Thetownspeoplare asleepevenwhena few isolatedsoulsremainawake, provide that
thefew peoplewho areawake cansafelybeignoredfor practicalpurposesPerhapsthen,(1c)is acceptable
becausd is closeenougho beingtruerelatveto somepragmaticstandard.Yetmerelyclassifying(1c)asan
instanceof speakindooselyis notenoughthechallengdor suchanapproachsto explainwhatin particular
malkes(1c)closeenoughto beingtruewhen(1b)is not. Thereadershouldconsidertheadditionalexamples
givenin (12)in sectiord beforemakingup hisor hermind aboutthe statusof (1c).
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