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Incremental Comparison
Introduction This paper develops an analysis of the semantics of incredreadings of the com-
parative morphemee#/-more To our knowledge, this construction has not yet been agdlysthe
literature. Incremental comparison witkr4s illustrated in sentences (1) and (2):
(1) Give me more cfiee. [context: you just gave me a cup offee and | drank it all]
(2) Five customers bought a laptop yesterday, and one meteroer bought a computer this morn-
ing.
In its incremental reading, the request in (1) is satisfiezhaf/the quantity of cfiee that | receive
is less than the quantity of ffee that | got before. In the same way, (2) is true even in calse on
one customer bought a computer this morning. A naive desamipf the semantic import of com-
parison in these sentences is that it contributes an asseéhtat some quantifgiegree associated
with an eventuality increments a quantdggree associated with a previous eventuality of the same
kind, without necessarily being superior to it. In this sgnd) and (2) can be contrasted with the
corresponding non incremental useeaof
(3) Give me more cfiee than you did last time.
(4) One more customer bought a computer this morning thatergksy.
The request in (3), for instance, can only be satisfied if thn@njty of cdfee that you give me is
greater than the quantity of fiee that you gave me previously. Adverbial incremental corapa
is also attested in English:
(5) It rained during two hours before the game, and it rairedesmore after it.
Incremental comparison is constrained by a number of factérst, the presence ofthanphrase
blocks incremental readings, as illustrated by the cohtrasveen (1) and (3). Secondly, incre-
mental comparison is not available with all sorts of pretisaas illustrated by (6), and even when
available, only one out of several conceivable ways to imemnat a degree might be attested, as in
(7)
(6) The water was quite warm 10 minutes ago, and it is warmer no
(7) The temperature rose by 4C yesterday afternoon, anddtisg to rise some more this after-
noon.
Absence of incremental comparisdf) entails that the water is warmer now than it was 10 minutes
ago — no incremental reading is available at all in this c&estricted incremental comparison:
(7) has an incremental reading according to which the teatper might rise by less than 4C this
afternoon. And it might even be the case that the temperé&ilirdown during the night, and rose
back again before now. However, it has to be the case thaethpdrature rises from the degree
it had reached yesterday afternoon — not from a lower degfesce, no incremental reading is
attested in which the temperature rose from 10C to 14C yassfemfternoon, and rose from 8C
to 10C today. In contrast, the non incremental comparisdi@)rallows a reading in which the
temperature rose from 10C to 14C yesterday afternoon, and®C to 12C today:
(8) The temperature rose more today than it did yesterdayrafon.
Analysis. A semantics of comparison in the style of Hackl (2000) anthH@001) is assumed.
DegPs headed by the non-incremental comparative morpkemdenote generalized quantifers of
degrees, of typ&(d, t), t). Nominal comparison relies on the insertion of a silent MANperator,
that denotes a parametrized determiner of heé&(e, t), ((e, t),t))). A specific lexical entryer;,c
is given for the incremental comparison operator, wieeig the mereological overlap relation and
& is the mereological sum relation (Krifka (1998)):
(9) [[€finc]] = AD(gvpy)dre: —ee’ A D(e’)(d). D(e)(d)A D(ese’)(d+d)
erinc combines with a relation between degrees and eventudlti@nd outputs a function from
a degread and an eventualite to the truth value 1ff D(e)(d) and D(ee’)(d+d’) is true. The
eventualitye’ and the degred’ introduced in the presupposition (underlined) must belveso
anaphoricallye’ is a particular eventuality made salient by the contextttogyewith its associated
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degreed’. Taking sentence (2) as an exampéeyould be a salient event of buying a computer
by d’ = 5 customers yesterday, and B€)(d+d’) would be the complex evente’ of buying

a computer byd+d’ = 6 customers yesterday and todayyeing the event of buying a computer
today byd = 1 customer. What is thus asserted is that the egesatisfies the relatiol® gy 1
with the degreel and can be summed witi to satisfyD 4.1, With the incremented degreia-d’.

The presupposition also requires tleedind e’ don’t overlap mereologically. In most cases, this
requirement will be statisfied by havimgande’ stand in a strict temporal precedence relation, but
in some casee ande’ can be cotemporaneous or simultaneous, as in the most éxegsading

of (11) where the two diierent states of John owning a house hold at the time of utteran

(11) John owns a house in Boston, and he owns one more housavirYdtk City.

Syntactic structure of incremental comparisons. -eri, is generated either as an adverb or as an
NP modifier. It can raise to the specifier of VP, where it can oo with a relatiorD g .1y, In
which case it leaves in its base position a trace that ispreéed as a degree variable of type d. (12)
and (13) are the LFs afohn ran (some) morandMore boys cameén their incremental readings
(whereran is assumed to have been shifted to the ghée, (v, t))))

(12) [vr€finc M [ve JOhN [ [y ran [ d ]]]

(13) [ve€rinc \d [vp [pp d [MANY boys]] [v came]]]

Absence of incremental comparison: With a than phraseThis follows directly from the type of
erinc. Assuming that than-phrases denote degrees, there is nmang position available for the
degree denoted by a than-clause in the lexical entsrigf. With predicates likdbe warm Such

predicates resist incremental comparison (cf. (6)) bexthey are anti-cumulative with respect to
their degree argument (cf. definition below). Considergagain, let us take two non overlaping
statess’ ands such that some body of water was warm to degtem s’ and that same body of
water was warm to degrekin s. We can form the sum & ands, sbs’. However, it is not the case
that the degree to which the water is warnsss’ is equal tod+d’, although there might be other
ways of measuring the temperature of the watesgig’ (for instance, taking the average @and
d’). The relevant notion of cumulativity is:

(14) D1y is cumulative ft Veve'vdvd' [D(e)(d) A D(e’)(d")] — [D(ede’)(d+d’)]

A predicate likebe d-warmis anti-cumulative:

(15) Dy vy is anti-cumulativeft Yeve'vdvd' [D(e)(d) A D(e’)(d")] — [-D(ewe’)(d+d’)]
Incremental comparison built with anti-cumulative redas Dg 1, always yield false proposi-
tions. Since er;,c is homophonous with non incrementalr,- which can yield true propositions
with anti-cumulative properties B..1,,, the use oferj,c with anti-cumulative [y, can never be
perceived.

Restriced incremental reading. The restriction on what incremental reading is availableases
like (7) directly follows from our analysis ofeti,. together with the meaning of verbs likese.
According to our analysis, a pair of eventuality and degesd) Guch thatD(e)(d) can increment
a pair of eventuality and degree’d’) such thatD(e’)(d’) only if the sum ofe ande’ satisfiesD

to the degreal+d’, D(epe’)(d+d’). Let D stand forxdxe.e is an event of temperature-rising to
the degree d In that caseD(ede’)(d+d’) entails that the temperature rose to the degre# in
epe’. This entails that the éfierence in temperature between the ené ahd the begining oé’
(6T[End(e)nit(e’)]) equalsd+d’. Since by assumption:

(16) 6T[End(e’YInit(e)] = d’ A 6T[End(e)Init(e)] =d

thendsT[End(e)Init(e”)] = d+d’ entails that the temperature at the begining efjuals the temper-
ature at the end a& (ie. 5T[Init(e)/End(e’)] = 0).
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