




(44) a. This is the boy whose mother we saw, and this is the boy {whase father, 
#whom} we saw. 

b. This is Bob, whose mother we saw, and this is Jack, {whase father, #whom} 
we saw. 

c. She wasn 't staring at what I brought along, but at whom I brought along. 

Now. if the non-topical part of a relative fails to contain a focus, it constitutes an 
uninformative commen!. and this state of aflairs results in infelicity. 

We may now return to the distinction in felicity between the indefinite vers ion of 
(40a) and (41). The infelicity of the indefinite version of (40a) cannot be fully reduced 
to that of the indefinite versions of (42a) because the full verb expect, unlike the modal 
eould, is presumably a carrier of lexical stress and thus a possible target of neutral 
sentence stress (in the sense of Cinque 1993). Still, due to its particular semantics, expect 
is not a natural target for implied focus contrast, and the indefinite version of (40a) thus 
does not make it sufficiently salient that more than one degree of warmth is relevant in 
the context of utterance; if sa, the marginality of this example is plausibly attributable to 
type mismatch. In (41), on the other hand, the focused items implicitly point to degrees 
of warmth th at were not fully/definitely expected, and this makes salient the existence of 
several possible situations with distinct degrees of warmth, thus eliminating type 
mismatch. I note that a comparabie result can be achieved by introducing an implied 
affirmative/negative contrast, as in (45a), or by replacing expect with surprise, which 
implies that a different situation was expected, as in (45b). 

(45) a. 
b. 

She greeted me with a warmth th at I did expect. 
She greeted me with a warmth that surprised me. 

I also note that in Romanian, where an affirmation is contrasted with its negation by 
stressing the verb (rather than by means of an auxiliary like do), the counterpart of the 
indefinite version of (40a) with contrastive stress on the verb is as good as (45a). Finally, 
the distinction in felicity between the indefinite versions of (40a) and (40b) is plausibly 
attributable to the fact that negation is a naturaJ implied focus of affirmative/negative 
contrast, and is thus in effect the counterpart of the auxiliary in (45a). - In short, the 
problem raised by the contrast between the indefinite versions of (40a) and (40b) yields 
to an analysis that jointly relies on the blocking role of type mismatch and on the 
licensing role of focus. 

3. Summary and conclusions 

Having shown in Section 2 that all the CP-internal contexts for relativization that were 
addressed are na more than filters for restrictive construais, let us now take stock of the 
results we have achieved, and ask where such results stand in relation to the theme of the 
Colloquium on Interface Strategies. 

In Grosu (ta appear a), it was argued th at the semantic subtypes of relatives are not in 
general pre-encoded by the CSYS; at most, choices of specific subtypes may be 'foreed' , 
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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 c_onfigurationally ambiguous between a 
restrictive and a maximalizing construal. More specifically, it has addressed the claim, 
made in Carlson 1977, th at 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 
teil, such contexts have the same effects in other languages in which they are found, and 
it th us 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, th at 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 th at are sortally mismatched. 

(8) The operation of MAX is automatic for an implicationally defined set of degrees 
th at 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 teil. 
What it does is remove certain potcntial 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 hy a combination of factors. The Carlsonian 
contexts may be counted among these factors, provided it is recognizcd th at their role is 
an indirect one, and th at the explanatory credit devolves first and foremost on the general 
principles (A)-(C). 
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