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Abstract

Should events be conceived of as primitive or should theydmmmhposed into
more basic elements with certain syntax? This talk presesus evidence for the
latter view: If events are represented as contradictorpgsitional meanings repre-
senting their pre- and post states, a uniform analysis ¢éiceeventive and certain
too- comparative constructions is possible; this is wantedrgstaking parallels be-
tween the two types of structure. The analysis goes someamayng other, toward
explaining ‘repetetive/restitutive’ asymmetries familfrom eventive constructions
(von Stechow 1996) but similarly arising ino- comparative constructions.

1 Introduction
1.1 Eventsasprimitivesor aspre- and post states

The assumption of Davidsonian variables makes for a singpleesentation of the logical
form of natural language sentences encoding events. Angapiantification over events,
a sentence lik©tto flew a spaceship to Masan be translated into a logical form as in

(2):
(1) Je & flight(e) & with-spaceship(e) & to-Mars(e) & PAST(e)

The format in (1) immediately tells us what entailments thetence as a whole gives rise
to — (1) simply entails the conjuncts it is made up of. If thare event variables, the ease
with which we appear to talk about events as well as referemthkvith anaphora is no
mystery, and so on (see, e.g., Casati and Varzi 1996).

This paper does not develop alternative means to arriveeatittues connected to the
assumtion of event variables just mentioned (but see e.gd@avdi and Beaver 2004).
Its purpose is to add evidence to the view that events arerimitpe but have a certain
decomposable structure, similar to what has been proposedthors like von Wright
1965 or Dowty 1979. According to these authors, events akyreomposed of states
connected by operators. Abstracting from def@iito flew a spaceship to Matsoks as
in (2) on the decompositional approach:

(2) 3tt = AT(Mars, Otto, spaceship, t) & AT(Mars, Otto, spaceship&t’ >t

*I would like to thank Magdalena Schwager and Ede Zimmermahna kelped me get clearer about
scopal issues. Shortcomings are my responsibility.
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A famous argument that the representation of events shaulashin (2) and not as in
(1) comes from patterns with the presupposition triggeadgerbagain In eventive
predicationsagainmay trigger a presupposition that the event as a whole cedlefore

or that merely the ‘resultant state’ held before. These lagerépetitive and restitutive
readings respectively thagainmay give rise to, cf. (3) (presuppositional meanings are
written in spaced type where this enhances readabilityje e ‘certain’ below (3-b) —
itis the same door talked about in the assertion that figurtieei presupposition triggered
by wiederunder the restitutive readirg:

(3) Otto closed a door again

a. there was an earlier door-closing repetitive
b. there was a certain closed door earlier restitutive

The reading thatgain gives rise to is syntactically conditioned, as can be se¢h wi
its German counterpawvieder. If wiederoccurs to the left of the direct object in an
agentive structure, only a repetitive reading is availaltfet occurs to the right of the
direct object, it naturally triggers a restitutive readagwell (the repetitive reading being
hardly available in this particular case).

4) a. OttohatwiedereineTur geschlossen
Ottohasagain a doorclosed
there was an earlier door-closing repetitive
b. OttohateineTur wiedergeschlossen
Ottohasa dooragain closed
there was a certain closed door earlier restitutive

Von Stechow 1996 offers an analysis of the pattern justtiiied. According to it, the
presupposition thaviedertriggers is computed on the basis of its c-command domain;
in structures like (4-a)wiederhas in its scope the structure encoding both the pre- and
the post state of the event in question; in structures likie)(4t has in its scope only the
structure encoding the event’s post state.

The Davidsonian approach to event representation hasngotbisay about the repeti-
tive/restitutive pattern, simply because it does not regmépre- and post states seperately
—there are only events as a whole on the Davidsonian approach

1.2 Argument and Plan

1.2.1 too-comparatives

Comparison involves looking at different things or statésftairs. In the case afoo-
comparatives, the two things or states of affairs cannotdrse qf the same situatioh.
Consider an example:

(5) Otto found the water too warm.

LIt seems to be possible for quantifiers, therefore, to biréhlates occurring in presuppositions. Cf.
Brandt (to appear) for some discussion of related issues.
2We use the terntoo-comparativelso for constructions involvingnot)... enough.
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Interpreting (5) involves looking at a non-actual situatiooughly, (5) conveys that the
water is warm to a degree d that is above (or below, if wengte.enougha degree d’
such that if the water were warm to degree d’, it would be appate for Otto’s purposes
(cf. von Stechow 1984 and Meier 2003 on the counterfactualitoo-comparatives). For
too-comparatives, it is obvious that their interpretation imes reference to incompatible
situations (e.g., something cannot be both acceptably veemintoo warm at the same
time).

If it can be shown that the structuretoio- comparative constructions is like that of even-
tive constructions, the decompositional approach to eegmesentation is supported. The
decompositional approach says that the linguisticallgvaht representation of events is
in terms of pre- and post-states holding at different timesis is just the obvious for-
mat for the representation tdo- comparatives, widening the concept of times to indices
(situations/‘worlds’) at which certain states of affaidd¢hand abstracting from the unidi-
rectionality of time.

1.2.2 Constructions and scope of again

The point of the paper is to argue that repetitive/restituisymmetries familiar from
eventive constructions arise in a parallel fashiotoio- comparative structures. Consider
(6) and (7), exemplifying the ‘dative experiencer congiut that will be the focus of
investigation here and illustrating the kind of asymmetgyave interested in:

(6) a. ..weil wiedereinemWarlord Millionen in die Finger kamen
...becausagain a warlord-DAT millions in thefingerscame
b. ..weil einemWarlordMillionen wiederin die Fingerkamen

..becausa warlord millions again in thefingerscame
...because a warlord got hold of millions again’

(7) a. ..weil wiedereinem dasWasserzu warmwar
...becausagain someone-DAThe water toowarmwas
b. ..weil einem wiederdasWasserzu warmwar

...becaussomeone-DATagain the water toowarmwas
‘because someone found the water too warm again’

Considering first the eventive case in (6), the intuitivéedtdnce between (6-a) and (6-b)
is this: for (6-a) to be felicitous, a presupposition has ¢tdithat an event of a warlord
getting hold of millions occurred before. There has to be dowd that went from poor
to rich at an earlier time. For (6-b), in contrast, it is enluigthere is an earlier time at
which a warlord had millions — the warlord in question coubtyé been born rich, for
example. In structures like (6-b), only the post state of\aneof a warlord getting hold
of millions is presupposed.

We argue that the contrast between (7-a) and (7-b) is phratléhis point, the difference
can be described as follows: for (7-a) to be felicitous, ¢heas to have been someone
at an earlier time whose standard regarding water temperédand some purpose) was
exceeded by the actual water temperature. This individaralbe different from the one
involved in the actually asserted meaning. For (7-b), intast, the prominent reading
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is that there is an individual whose standard is such that# exceeded by the water
temperature at an earlier time and is exceeded by the wat@erature at a later time (the
‘assertion time”) as well. In (7-ayiedertakes scope over the standard of the individual
in question as well as over the degree to which the individigalially experiences the
water temperature. In (7-b), in contrast, the individufded about in the presupposition
and assertion appears to remain constant (but cf. sectiefowlfor qualification): there

is an individual with a certain standard regarding waterterature (and some purpose),
and this standard is exceeded at an earlier as well as ar éitag¢e

Just aswiederin eventive constructions may take scope over pre- and patstssor just
post states, it may take scope over standards and actuakediegtantiations or just over
actual degree instantiationstimo- comparative structures. This is expected if at the rel-
evant level of representation, pre-states in eventivetoactsons correspond to standards
in comparative constructions, and post-states corresfmactual degree instantiations.

1.2.3 Overview

The structure of the paper is as follows: section 2 presdm@sonstructions that will
be the empirical focus of investigation and briefly summnesithe main aspects of their
analysis developed elsewhere (Brandt 2003, to appear}tio8e& introduces a simple
representational format that will be suitable for the psbere. The format is developed
with simple (but non-transparent) comparative constomdifor illustrative purposes, it
is then shown how it applies to the productively occurringd@nore transparentpo-
comparative and eventive constructions in focus. Secti@omprises the analysis of
repetitive/restitutive asymmetries in both types of cangton. Section 5 concludes.

2 Background

| have argued earlier that there is a particular ‘cipientdpation’ structure that is shared
by a range of productively occurring constructions tygic&aturing dative arguments
in German (Brandt 2003, to appedr)For the purposes of this paper, | will focus on
constructions as given in (8).

(8) a. Otto ist die Suppe *(zu) salzig
Otto-DAT is thesoup-NOM(too) salty
‘Otto finds the soup too hot’
b. Otto ist die Suppe *(zu Boden) gefallen
Otto-DAT is thesoup-NOM(to ground)fallen
‘The soup fell to the ground to Otto’s misfortune’

Example (8-a) illustrates thi®o- comparative construction, (8-b) illustrates the eventive
construction. | will not review here in any detail the argumseleading to the view that
(8-a) and (8-b) indeed share a common structure. At coredhstructions share a dative
subject (‘cipient’) with analagous properties; they feitkomprise a theme and a (degree)
location argument, presence of the latter being a necessadition for the licensing of

3See the summary and review of my dissertation that appea®tOT 7:9/10 for quick reference.
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the dative subject, as the examples already indicate. Tinetgte | have argued to underly
both (8-a) and (8-b) is given in (9).

9) tP
—_ /\
cipient ¢
VP/AP
D/NP
—_
theme /\
PP/DegP
PRO P/Deg
theme
P/Deg ZP
| —_
to(o) the garden
much

The main idea behind (9) is that cipient datives are licersedubjects of particular
predicates. The core properties of the predication stractte the following:

e the VP/AP encodes a propositional ‘thingatloc’ meaningregponding to there
being something at a certain location

e a presupposition is projected from the VP/AP predicatedbatesponds just to the
negation of thingatloc

¢ the category ‘little t’ establishes a predication relati@tween the predicate and the
dative cipient subject — it abstracts over a variable fordipgent to bind (a super-

location of the (degree) location argument) and existéntidoses the thingatloc
meaning

¢ the dative cipient argument accommodates (‘binds’) theyppositional meaning
projected from the predicafe.

A feature of the analysis that is important here is that tleg(ele) location argument is
definite with respect to the cipient, acting as the subjeqpreflication. This is most
obvious in the case of theo- comparative structure, consider (10-a) vs. (10-b):

(20) a. DieSuppeistzu salzig
the soup is toosalty

“Merger of the cipient argument therefore leads to a fullgiiptetable structure. Combined with Chom-
sky’s 1999 proposal that structure that can be interpretest not be kept in syntax, this gives a basic expla-
nation of why the theme argument situated in VP/AP canndadrdatal syntactic relations (the traditional
‘A-relations’) with material situated above the cipient. @e references cited.
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b. DieSuppestdemOtto zu salzig
the soup is the Otto-DAT too salty
‘Otto found the soup too salty’

Interpreting (10-a) involves comparing the actual degoegttich saltiness is experienced
to a standard that comes with the utterance situation: tio@kadegree of saltiness is above
a certain degree (range) defining appropriate saltinegar@ag soup and some purpose)
— it is the speaker or a group comprising the speaker thategefimat the appropriate
degree is. In (10-b), in contrast, it is the cipient refertdiat defines appropriate saltiness
— the standard needed to interpret the- comparative comes with the cipient referent.
Similarly (but harder to pin down) in the eventive constioict

(12) a. DieSuppé¢fiel zuboden
the soup fell to ground
‘the soup fell to the ground’
b. DieSuppefiel demOtto zuboden
the soup fell the Otto-DAT to ground
‘the soup fell to the ground to Otto’s misfortune’

The location at which the soup ends up in (11-a) is defined wagipect to some loca-
tion set in the utterance context; it could be the locatiomamfaforementioned agent or
container but also e.g. the location of the speaker. In (1it-I$ the cipient that sets the
location with respect to which the location at which the seaps up is defined; in the
usual case (abstracting from telekinesis and the like)jlithg a location on the cipient

referent’s vertical axis.

It is crucial for the discussion to follow that the meaningaamting to the actual (degree)
location of the theme is encoded below the cipient, in fatdtwehe theme that binds a
PRO element in the PP/DegP respectively; therefore, thBdj® already comprises all
the variables involved in the ‘thingatloc’ meaning.

The negated thingatloc meaning, projected from the prégliga available only at the
stage where the cipient is merged — it is the cipient that arsctor binds) the negated
thingatloc meaning (cf. section 3.2 for elaboration).

Itis, in sum, the part of structure comprising the cipieratttncodes the complete event
(a change from ‘not: theme at location’ to ‘theme at loca)i@amd the comparison as a
whole respectively (‘not: theme at (degree-) location’tteeime at (degree-) location’).

3 Representation

3.1 Wieder

Taking events to be made up from pre- and post-states, tétee and restitutive read-
ings associated witlviedercan be represented as follows:

SLess perspiciously but more explicitly, the repetitive aastitutive readings respectively look as fol-
lows:

() a I -pit) &pt) &t <t"&t"t CET& -p(t)&p(t) &t <t&t,t CLT
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(12)  wieder/again:
a. ET—p”)&pt’)&t" <t"&LT: —p{) &pH) &t <t repetitive
b. ET:p(t") &LT: —=p(t) &p(t) &t <t restitutive

If wiederapplies to a structure encoding a complete event, it trgygepresupposition
that at an earlier time, a change from a state of not p to agtateurred. If it applies to
a structure just encoding the post-state of an event, gerga presupposition that at an
earlier time, the post state of the event held.

3.2 Too-comparatives

If I say Mir ist schlecht(Me-DAT is sick, ‘I feel sick’), | assert that the degree aoflaness
that | experience is above some standard of well-beingijtcaitkness standard’. Taking
d’ to be the degree to which | actually experience sicknesgsdamy sickness standard,
we have:

(13) E'd’, dstandard d’ > dstandard

If | say Mir ist wieder schlech{'l feel sick again’), | assert the above and commit myself
that there was an earlier time where | felt sick as well. A stnay of writing this is (14):

(14) ET:EId’, dstandard & d’ > dstandard & LT: Eld', dstandard d’ > dstandard

Standards determining what is appropriate with regard teesproperty, thing instantiat-
ing that property (and purpose in question) are differendfiberent individuals; however,
we do not take standards as associated with particularithdiis to change at unreason-
able rates. Our expectations are that standards thatdudils have are stable. Therefore,
(14) can be written as follows under normal circumstances:

(15) Eldstandm"d &ET: Eld d > dstandard &LT: Eld' d’ > dstandard

There are a range of superficially simple predicates licendative cipients in German
(and similarly in a variety of languages); these predicat®sally speak about bodily
and/or sense experience (beigk beinghot/cold, tasty, (un)pleasant

Arbitrary scalar predicates productively license the tamtsion under investigation to
the extent that a degree element ltke or (not...) enoughs involved — the degree ele-
ment makes it explicit that we are talking about exceedimg¢d reaching) individuals’
standards with respect to some thing, property and purpasdar as the semantics is
concerned, | assume that nothing changes. Thi®-acomparative likehe water was
too warmhas truth conditions as sketched in (£6):

(16)  The water was too warm
Idstandara,d” & AT (water,dsiandara,1) & AT (water,d,i’) & d > dsandarg &1 > T

b. JtttUpM)&t CET& -pt)&pt) &t <t&t,t C LT

5\We now writei for ‘index’ instead oft for ‘time’ as in the eventive case. The ordering can be taken t
correspond to preferability.
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There are duals in the domain of comparison; all of the falhgexpress that the actual
degree of warmth diverges from what we call the standard:

(a7) a. the water was too warm

b. the water was not cold enough
c. the water was too cold

d.

the water was not cold enough

All of (17) license the cipient construction; it does not teatwhether the actual degree
exceeds the standard or vice versa. The condition relegantdient licensing is simply
that the standard and the actual degree diverge. More dnera can therefore write
the portion of meaning mattering for cipient licensing as tentradictory meanings, one
corresponding to the standard and one to the actual instimti

(18) dstandard: _‘AT( X, d1 I )
dactual: AT(X!dJ,)

The cipient defines the range of degrees of potential prppestantiation, the degrees
to which the pertaining individual can experience the ins&ion of some property (its
‘quality space* (Quine 1960)); in particular, the cipiemtermines the standard with re-
spect to which comparison takes place. For brevity, we whieindividual that deter-
mines the degree range and standard as an index on the di@arf@minding us that
standards are more or less fixed over time for particulaviddals, the interesting por-
tion of meaning a sentence lik&em Otto war das Wasser wieder zu waf@tto found
the water too warm again’) translates into can be writtemg&9):

(19) dIx-AT(water, d,, i) &ET: AT(water,d,, i) &LT: AT(water,d’,,i)

The eventive cases we are talking about are unaccusatitiedogation arguments. A
sentence lik®em Otto kamen Millionen in die Fing€Otto got hold of milions’) trans-
lates into (20), where | ranges over locations (associatettirxe cipient, written again as
an index on the location variable).

(20) IX-AT(mllions, |, i) &AT(millions,,i")&i <7

Depending on whethaviedertakes scope over both the pre- and the post-state or just the
post state, we get (21-a) or (21-b) respectively:

(21) a 3XET:-AT(nmillions, |, i) & AT(millions,|,,i') &i <7

&LT: "AT(m I lions, |, i’ ") &AT(millions,l,,i”) &i" <i”
b. IXET:-AT(mllions,|, i) &LT: AT(millions,l,,i")

3.3 A noteon presupposition, wiederand negation

Under the analysis presented here, the different readivags/tedergives rise to depend
on whether or not it has in its scope the dative cipient arquirtteat accommodates the
negated thingatloc meaning, projected from the VP/AP agsymposition.
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That wieder may indeed take scope over meanings that have themselvaspposi-
tional status can be seen in the following examples feajutia aspectual verdinfangen
(‘start’):

(22) Erhat wiederangefangeseineFrauzu schlagen
hehasagain started his wife to beat
‘He started beating his wife again’

a. ET: he went from not beating his wife to beating his wife & B went
from not beating to beating his wife

b. ET: he beat his wife & LT: he went from not beating his wifeoeating his
wife

Aspectual verbs likstart or stoppresuppose that what is started or stopped has not been
(start) or has beenstop) the case beforaliedemay trigger a reading according to which
there was an earlier starting or stopping (going from p-poor v.v.) or just a reading
according to which what is started or stopped was (not) tise tefore. Interestingly,
negation appears to help to get the ‘narrow’ reading:

(23) Er hat nichtwiederangefangeseineFrauzu schlagen
Hehasnot again started his wife to beat
a. ET: he beat his wife. LT: he did not go from not beating hiewo beating
his wife

The ‘repeated starting’ reading does not appear to be exdlird(23); however, the nat-
ural reading that (23) has is the one according to which therathat was started was in
process at an earlier time.

It is well known that negation creates islands, e.g. for ttaps of existential quantifiers
that are otherwise amazingly free as respects scope tatfinB€inhart 1997). Negation
appears to have a scope-trapping effectviederas well.

4 Repetitive/Restitutive asymmetries

In section 3 above, a simple format for representation ofr¢laelings thatviedergives
rise to was developed. Still earlier in section 2, the cipgructure was sketched, the im-
mediately relevant point being that the actually assetiedjatloc meaning (loc standing
for locations as well as degrees) is encoded in the VP/APenthi# negated thingatloc
meaning corresponding to the pre-state and standard tesbgcs associated with the
cipient argument.

This section is devoted to showing that repetitive/restiéreadings wittwiederarise in
the eventive and comparative structure in an analogougfashA problem is that while
post states are independent portions of meaning (they stretates), this is not so for the
portion of meaning encoding actual property instantiatiothe too- comparative struc-
ture. Too-comparatives always have to be interpreted with respecstaralard; special
means are necessary therefore to bring out the scope asgyrim#te too-comparative
structure.
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41 Eventives

Consider again the repetitive/restitutive pattern in thenéive case:

(24) a. ..weil wiedereinemWarlordMillionen in die Fingerkamen
...becausagain a warlord millions in thefingerscame
b. ..weil einemWarlordMillionen wiederin die Fingerkamen

...becausa warlord millions again in thefingerscame
‘...because a warlord got hold of millions again’

For (24-a) to be felicitous, there must have been an eax@mtef a warlord getting hold
of millions. For (24-b) to be felicitous, it suffices if a caim warlord had millions before.
The truth/felicity conditions for (24-b) are given in (25):

(25) Ix(warlord(x)) & ET:-AT(m I lions,loc,,i’) &
LT: -AT(m I l'i ons, | oc,, i) & AT(millions,loc,,i") &i <7

In (25), the presupposition triggeredwederisET: AT(m | | i ons, | oCyuriora, 1),
the one triggered by the predicate-8T(m | | i ons, | 0Cyur0ra, 1) - Adding the lat-
ter presupposition to the presupposition triggeredvigderand furthermore quantifying
over warlords seperately at ET and LT, we have the repretsemtaf the repetitive read-

ing.

While the first reading one gets for (24-b) is indeed the n@sie one, a repetitive reading
appears available as well, especially if one plays with $odatroducing negation helps
to single out the restitutive reading, though, cf. (26):

(26) ...weil  keinemWarlordwieder Millionen in die Finger kamen
...becausao warlord millions again in thefingerscame
‘...because no warlord got hold of millions again’

The reading that (26) gives rise to is just as the one in (2&g@ that we have a negative
existential quantifier now; there is no warlord such that he millions after the event
that had millions earlier. Negation appears to preveetlerfrom taking scope over the
cipient and hence from taking scope over the negated ‘thimgjaneaning corresponding
to the pre-state that is accommodated/bound by the cipient.

4.2 Too-comparatives

It is helpful to consider the examples that follow within sagos. Imagine that there
is a friendly contest between the German and the Palestir@tional swimming teams.
The contest is held in Palestine/Israel for the second tiheeteams are the same. Due
to circumstances, the water in the Palestinian pool is wathas the German swimmers
are used to. The German coach has reason to be worried thatdlyibe a disadvantage
for his team.

Under the first scenario, one of the German swimmers faileesecond contest. The
German coach comments apologetically:
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(27) a. EswarwiedereinemSchwimmer dasWasserzu warm
it wasagain a swimmer-DATthe water toowarm
b. EswareinemSchwimmemwiederdasWasserzu warm

it wasa swimmer again the water toowarm
‘A swimmer found the water too warm again’

Both comments presuppose that at the first contest, a swiraitet as well; the differ-
ence between (27-a) and (27-b) is that there is a clear tegdemterpret (27-b) such that
it was in fact one and the same swimmer that failed at bothestgitagain, however, intu-
itions become somewhat elusive after some consideraspecglly if the focus structure
is changed.

Under the second scenario, none of the German swimmerafdlile second contest. The
German coach comments triumphantly:

(28) a. EswarwiederkeinemSchwimmer dasWasserzu warm
it wasagain no swimmer-DATthe water toowarm
b. Eswar keinemSchwimmemwiederdasWasserzu warm

it wasno swimmer again the water toowarm
‘No swimmer found the water too warm again’

The scope difference between (28-a) and (28-b) is clear283a) to be felicitous, it must
have been the case at both contests that there was no swimméound the water too
warm. In contrast, (28-b) is felicitous if at the first cortgbere was in fact a swimmer
that found the water too warm (and hence failed). Let us laa this comes about.

As in (27-a),wiederhas wide scope with respect to the cipient argument in (28fsgre-
fore, we get the reading sketched in (29):

(29) ET:—3x (swimmer(X) ... & LT:=3x (swimmer(X)...

In (28-b), the cipient has wide scope with respectvieder, negation trapsvieder be-
low the quantifier.Wiedertherefore cannot take scope over the standard, itself apres
position (the negated thingatloc meaning) that is repteskeat the level of the cipient
argument. Since we are talking about one and the same individze can ‘pull out’
the propositional meaning defining the cipient’s standtat, is, give it wide scope with
respect to both ET and LT (cf. discussion in section 3.2):

(30) - 3Ix(schwimmer(x)) & AT(wat er, deg,, i ) &ET: AT(wat er, deg,, i)
& LT: AT(water,deg,,i)

The translation of (28-b) says that there is no individudhvai certain standard as regards
(acceptable) water temperature such that at an earliep(dsipposition) time and at a
later (the assertion time), the actual degree to which wataperature was experienced
exceeded the standard. (30) is however perfectly compatiith there being an individ-
ual that found the water too warm at an earlier time but notlatea time. In contrast to
(28-a), (28-b) does not exclude this situation.
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5 Summary

| have argued that an analysis of eventive soacomparative cipient constructions along
the lines of (31) can account for ‘repetitive/restitutivela@guities’ familiar from the even-
tive domain but similarly arising itoo- comparative constructions:

31
(31) tP
NEG tP
XP t
— t PP/DegP
cipient
—AT(t henme, gr ound/ nmuch) /\
wieder PP/DegP

theme to(o) ground/much
AT (theme,ground/much)

In (31), the actually asserted meaning is encoded in the PPitAays that there is some-
thing at a certain (degree) location, corresponding to thet ptate in the eventive case
and to the actual degree instantiation in the comparatise.c@he pre-state (event) and
standard (comparison) is represented at the level whe@plent is merged. Iviederis
prevented from taking scope over the cipient, it triggersssppposition only correspond-
ing to the post-state and actual degree instantiation céigply. Negation as amalgamat-
ing with the cipient quantifier in German appears to creatd @an island forwieder.

In eventive structures, post-states are essentially smgnt portions of meaning. The
interpretation ottoo- comparative structures, in contrast, always involvesregfee to a
standard. It is for this reason that repetitive/restigiagymmetries are harder to detect in
the latter case; it must be insured, in particular, that thieot referent is the same in the
presupposition triggered hyiederand in the asserted meaning. Negation achieves this
and brings out the analogy.

More work is needed on distinguishing kinds of presupposgiand their interaction
with syntactic structure. A core feature of the analysis leygd here is that syntactically
present argument expressions may act as accommodatdes#bfar presuppositions pro-
jected from predicates.
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