








on a language-specific basis, by a variety of morphosyntactic and/or configurational
properties. This paper has addressed a situation which, insofar as the relative CP as a
whole is concerned, is morphosyntactically and configurationally ambiguous between a
restrictive and a maximalizing construal. More specifically, it has addressed the claim,
made in Carlson 1977, that special choices of local context for the CP-internal ‘gap’ of
relativization can effect resolution in favour of the maximalizing type. As far as I can
tell, such contexts have the same effects in other languages in which they are found, and
it thus makes sense to ask whether they amount to an encoding of the maximalization
subtype, and if yes, whether the encoding is effected by the CSYS.

The answer that emerges from this study is a clear no to both questions, and this,
because none of the contexts at issue ensures a maximalizing construal. At the same
time, some of these contexts do encode something, but what they encode is not a relative
subtype. Rather, the contexts discussed in sections 2.1-2.4. force the relative clause to be
a degree relative, that is to say, a relative in which abstraction applies to degrees. This
follows from the shared property of incompatibility with wide scope and D-linking,
which rules out abstraction over individuals and leaves abstraction over degrees as the
only possibility. However, degree relatives do not, contrary to what Carlson, Heim and
GL assumed, stand in a relation of proper inclusion to maximalizing relatives, but rather
in a relation of proper intersection. Whether they receive a restrictive or a maximalizing
construal depends not on the Carlsonian contexts under consideration per se, but on the
following blocking/licensing factors:

(A) Intersection is undefined for sets that are sortally mismatched.

(B) The operation of MAX is automatic for an implicationally defined set of degrees
that pertains to a single situation. When MAX applies in multiple situations, its multiple
outputs may be type-lifted by set formation, and the resulting set is not a target for re-
application of MAX.

As for the context in 2.5., it does not encode or force anything, as far as I can tell.
What it does is remove certain potential foci from relative clauses, and this increases the
likelihood that restrictive readings will be excluded by the following general principle:

(C) Comments must be informative.

In short, type-resolution is carried out by a combination of factors. The Carlsonian
contexts may be counted among these factors, provided it is recognized that their role is
an indirect one, and that the explanatory credit devolves first and foremost on the general
principles (A)—(C).
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