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Abstract This paper focuses on the interpretation of théah approximative adverpuasi‘almost’ by
primarily looking at cases in which it modifies tpamal connectives, a domain which, to our knowledge
has been largely unexplored thus far. Consideratfdhis domain supports the need for a scalar atcof
the semantics ajuasi(close in spirit to Hitzeman’s 1992 semantic asalyfalmos). When paired with
suitable analyses of temporal connectives, sudicaaunt can provide a simple explanation of théepas

of implication that are observed whgnasimodifies locational (e.cquando‘when’), directional (e.gfino
‘until’ and da ‘since’), and event-sequencing temporal connectfgasprima ‘before’ anddopo‘after’). A
challenging empirical phenomenon that is obserseddontrast between the modificatiorfind andda by
guasi on the one hand, and the modificationpoina anddopo by the same adverbn the other. While
quasi finoandquasi dabehave symmetrically, a puzzling asymmetry is oesgbetweemuasi primaand
qguasi dopoTo explain the asymmetry, we propose an anabfgisima anddopoon which the former has
the meaning of the temporal comparatpie presto‘earlier’, while the latter is seen as an atomiedicate
denoting temporal succession between events (Defe P2008).We show that the same pattern of
implication observed foquasi primais attested whequasi modifies overt comparatives, and propose a
pragmatic analysis of this pattetmat uniformly applies to both cases, thus proydiew evidence for the
claim thatprimais underlyingly a comparative. A major point ofghgaper is a discussion of the notion of
scale which is relevant for the semantics gufasi in particular, we show that the notion of Horn
(entailment-based) scale is not well-suited fordhiaig modification of temporal connectives, andttha
more general notion of scale is required in ordgsrovide a uniform analysis gliasias a cross-categorial
modifier.

Semantics is almost more pointless than art!
(Said to one of the authors of this paper by aveapeaker of English, after the author explairisciea
of research)

1. Introduction

This paper focuses on the interaction of the Italdgproximative adverfuasi‘almost’

with temporal connectives, a domain which, to ounowledge, has been largely
unexplored thus far. A range of empirical dataossidered, in whiclguasi co-occurs
with temporal adverbials headed by the temporaheotivesquando'when’, fino ‘until’,
da‘since’, prima ‘before’, anddopo‘after’. Starting from the consideration of sentesc
where quasi modifies temporal PPs, measure phrases, and sp®m&l we argue for a
semantic analysis @fuasiwhich is based on the claim that an ordered sattefnatives

(a scale) must be accessible doiasito be interpretable (Hitzeman 1992 and Penka 2006
make a similar claim foalmos). More specifically, we assume that the alterresgtiare
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generated through focus on some constituentvhich is the expression intuitively
modified by quasi and that the ordering of the alternatives is transed by the
semantics oft and by the context of utterance. The structurth@fpaper is as follows. In
section 2 we look at a number of sentences in whighasi modifies expressions of
different syntactic categories, and show that ttierpretation of these sentences makes
reference to a scale of some sort, intuitively @ymvg the meaning of approximation to a
limit point along the same scale. On this basis,pnpose to analyzquasias a scalar
adverb, and contrast it with other adverbials degoapproximation, such asl’incirca
‘about’ andpiu 0 mendgmore or less’, which do not trigger a scalar iptetation in the
same sense. Section 3 draws a parallel beteyeasiand the focus sensitive partidelo
‘only’, and suggests that the former is a focussgse particle as well. We show that not
only doesquasipass general tests of focus sensitivity, but mpeeiéically it patterns as
a focus-functional adverb, in the sense of Beav€i&k (2003). To this end, we use two
diagnostics that Beaver & Clark adopt for provingeus-functionality ofonly: the
expression modified bguasicannot be a phonologically weak element, and ihoabe
extracted through syntactic movement. In secti@ansémi-formal characterization of the
meaning ofquasi is proposed, in whichguasi requires that a constituemnt of its
containing sentence S be in focasintuitively providing a limit point, and that aae
SCG, of alternatives toa’s semantic value be available. On this preliminary
characterization, the meaning gluasi encompasses two components: (a) a focus
sensitive negation of the propositign expressed by S withoujuasi and (b) the
entailment of a proposition which is derived frgnby replacinga’s semantic value (the
limit point) with a lower ranked alternative whigh close to it on SE¢(see Sevi 1998,
Horn 2002, and Penka 2006 for similar two-composnamialyses adlmost Rapp & von
Stechow 1999 for its German counterp@ad). The meaning ofjuasiis distinguished
from the meaning of the non-scalar approximativeeduial all'incirca with respect to
each one of these components. In section 5 we d@msome potential counterexamples
to the claim thatquasiis inherently scalar, namely sentences in which ddgerb
modifies verbal and adjectival predicates, and vgei@ that these examples show scalar
interpretations as well. In section 6 we systenadlficlook at data in whichquasi
interacts with the temporal connectivgggandq fino, da, prima, anddopg and provide
empirical generalizations concerning the obsenféets of this interaction. One major
finding of this section is a puzzling asymmetryvioe¢n the interpretation gfuasi prima
andquasi dopowhich is unexpected if one thinks of the temparainectivegprima and
dopo as being mirror-images of one another. Section 7desoted to a critical
examination of previous semantic analyses propémednglishalmost and shows that
they cannot account for the empirical data thatwesidered in the previous sectioAs.
major result of this section is a discussion ofrib&on of scale which is relevant for the
semantics ofjuasi In particular, we show that the notion of Horrals¢ based on the
entailment relation (Horn 1972), is not well-suitied handling our data, and that a more
general notion is required if one is willing to pide a uniform analysis ajuasias a
cross-categorial modifier. Section 8 proposes métlly explicit account of the meaning
of quasiwhich directly builds on the semi-formal charaation from section 4. We
further provide formal analyses for the meaninggheftemporal connectives considered
in section 6; we follow Del Prete (2008) in providia non-uniform analysis f@rima
anddopg in order to explain the previously observed aswtmynbetweemuasi prima



andquasi dopo The proposed formal account fully explains theeimal generalizations
from section 6, with the exception gliasi prima whose interpretive pattern is only
partly explained within our semantic framework. &ly, in section 9 we provide a
pragmatic account of some interpretive effects #rat observed whequasi modifies
overt comparatives, and extend it to the examplepiasiprima. This extension directly
presupposes the analysispoima previously given, and provides further evidenaetie
claim that prima is semantically a temporal comparative. Section pt@sents the
conclusions and some open issues.

2. The scalarity ofquasi

In this section we focus on a contrast betweerativerbquasiand adverbial phrases like
all'incirca ‘approximately’ andpiu 0 menomore or less’. These expressions can all be
classified as adverbs that denote approximatiotuitively, they are used to convey
approximation to some value. Howeval|incirca andpiu o menadiffer from quasiin
an important respect.

Compare the sentences in (1) with those in (2).

(1) a. Leo e arrivato quasi alle 15.
‘Leo arrived at almost 3 pm.’

b. Leo é alto quasi 180 cm.
‘Leo is almost 180 cm tall.’

(2) a. Leo e arrivato all'incirca / piu 0 meno allg.
‘Leo arrived approximately / more or less at 3’pm.

b. Leo é alto all'incirca / piu 0 meno 180 cm.
‘Leo is approximately / more or less 180 cm tall.

Sentence (1a) in isolation is interpreted as inmgythat it wasot yet3 pm when Leo
arrived (i.e. the time of Leo’s arrivatecedes3 pm), and it further conveys that the time
at which Leo arrivedclosely approximates 3 pm (from the left, in a left-tohig
representation of the ordering of times from eatbeater). This situation is diagrammed
in Fig. 1a.

Fig. la

3 pm (e is a small interval)

:

Leo arrives

1 Huddleston and Pullum (2002) lump together adwvdikte almost approximately about andmore or

lessas modifiers that denote approximation (HuddlegidPullum 2002, pp. 431, 437). Their classification
is based on the similarities between these adJerhiith respect to their syntactic distribution,daon a
loose semantic criterion according to which thdyirdtoduce some degree of proximity to some vatue
the sentence meaning. However, the authors doewsh 20 make any fine-grained semantic distinction
betweeralmost on the one hand, argbproximately about/ more or lesson the other.



Sentence (1b) also has a scalar implication, nathalyLeo is not so tall as to get at 180
cm (i.e. the value of Leo’s height is below 180 cand it also conveys that Leo’s height
closely approximates 180 cm (from the left, in a left-tghti representation of the
ordering of lengths from smaller values to greateues)’ We give the relevant diagram
in Fig. 1b.

Fig. 1b

180 cm (e is a small interval)

e

Leo’s height

If we now look at the sentences in (2), we findféetent implicational pattern. Sentence
(2a) simply conveys that the time at which Leowerdi is close to 3 pm (it falls within a
certain interval surrounding 3 pm that counts aalsm the context of utterance), but it
does not say whether the arrival time approximatesn from the left or from the right.

We depict this situation as in Fig. 2a.

Fig. 2a

3pm
I
\_¢_/

Leo arrives
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Analogously, sentence (2b) simply conveys that dw@ight is close to 180 cm (it falls
within a small interval of length values which ientered on 180 cm), without saying
whether Leo’s actual height approximates 180 crmftoe left or from the right.This is
represented in Fig. 2b.

Fig. 2b
180 cm

Leo’s height

v

Therefore, we will say that both (1a,b) and (2ab)vey approximate information, but
still the sentences in (1) are more informativentttee corresponding sentences in (2), as
the former have a scalar implication that is miggnom the latter: as for (1a), this is the
implication that Leo arrivetefore3 pm (or equivalently, that it was not yet 3 pmenh
Leo arrived); as for (1b), this is the implicatitirat Leo’s height i®elow180 cm. On the

% The negativémplicatumand the component of close approximation that axelascribed to the meaning
of (1a,b) correspond to the “polar” and the “proalfrcomponent, respectively, into which Sevi (1988y
Horn (2002) analyze the meaningalfost In this paper, we assume that these two compsriene the
same semantic status. In particular, we analyzk astbeing entailments, and do not discuss the isbu
whether the polar component should rather be aedlyas a presupposition or an implicature (for a
thorough discussion of this issue &dmost see Horn 2002, 2008, Nouwen 2006, and Amaral 007

3 Approximative adverbs likall'incirca behave as those modifying expressions that Laser§b$99)
calls ‘slack regulators’



other hand, sentence (2a) leaves it unspecifiedhehéeo arrived before, after, or at 3
pm, and analogously sentence (2b) leaves it urfsgetevhether Leo’s height is below,
above, or just 180 cm: as far as the meaning @ktlsentences is concerned, any of these
possibilities could be the one that holds in actaets?

Evidence for the fact thajuasiconveys a scalar meaning, unl&iéincirca, is given
by the felicity contrast between (3a) and (3b):

(3) a. Gianni ha quasi 10 anni, ed € molto ectipatr questo.
‘John is almost 10 years old, and he’s really texcabout it.’

b.# Gianni ha all'incirca 10 anni, ed € molto &t per questo.
‘John is approximately 10 years old, and he’slyeatcited about it.’

In (3a), taken out of the blue, the first conjumaturally provides a propositional
antecedent to the demonstrative pronquesto(‘this’) in the second conjunct. Possible
resolutions of the anaphoric expression are ‘Hedally excited aboutis upcoming
birthday or ‘He’s really excited abouturning teri, while these interpretations are not
available in (3b). Only in (3a) does the first aomgt provide the information that Gianni
is not yetl0 years old and that he is close to becoming Hbsyeld: intuitively, the
modified expression for the age provides the lipaiint on a temporal path representing
the succession of a human being’'s ages. Thus,ioi8a) does the first conjunct provide
an appropriate antecedent for the continuatiohénsecond conjunct.

It must be pointed out that the direction of tleals required byjuasi (and almost
alike) is in general a context-dependent aspeaiti@fance interpretation. This is true
whenever the scale can be scanned in more thadi@ution. A typical example of such
context-dependency is provided by Sadock (1981} whtes that a sentence likés
almost 0° Celsiusnay be interpreted either as ‘It's 1° Celsius’asr’lt's -1° Celsius’,
“depending on whether, for example, there has pmnba heat wave or a cold snhap”
(Sadock 1981: 260). The difference in interpretatabtained in these two contexts,
however, is not due to the meaningatrhost but rather to a property of the temperature
scale itself. The meaning afmostremains the same, and in both situations it exptbi¢
direction of the scale introduced by the contexhéf¢as numerical values (as in the case
of temperatures) are compatible with both an asogndnd a descending order, a
temporal scale — such as is presupposed by (3a)uridirectional (unless the order of
time has been subverted in a fictional context).

4 Garcia-Medall (1993) proposes a distinction, fpaisish, between terms that just denote approximatio
and terms that also contribute scalar informatidis category of “neutral” approximatives subsumes
particles with a proximal meaning component butpotar component, such @amaq aproximadamente
unos mas o menqgsas in the following examples:
(i) Es como muy infantil.

‘He/she is like very childish.’
(i) El depésito esta aproximadamente lleno.

‘The deposit is approximately full.’
These approximative particles may modify a numexkgrression (as ilabia cerca de veint§here were
around twenty’), but also a predicate (as in thengples above), “sin que sea pertinente en absquigda
cercania se refiera a algo alcanzado o a algo pasmdo” ‘without it being pertinent at all whetttae
notion of closeness pertains to a value which heentreached or to one which has been surpassed’
(Garcia-Medall 1993:164).



It is worth noting thaguasiandall'incirca show the same difference also in contexts
where they modify spatial PPs. Consider the pairh@

(4) a. Leo sitrova quasi a Roma.
‘Leo is almost in Rome.’

b. Leo sitrova all'incirca a Roma.
‘Leo is approximately in Rome.’

Sentence (4a) presupposes that a spatial patHibetsa the context of utterance, and it
implies that Leo is between the source of the mlépath and Rome, quite close to
Rome but not yet in Rome. This is in contrast with meaning of (4b): in (4b), we do
not understand that the speaker presupposes thiag be a path along which Leo is
moving, and we can interpret the utterance simglyaavay to approximately specify
Leo’s current position in space. Sentence (4b) iespthat Leo is somewhere within a
small region surrounding Rome, but crucially Lealddbe out of Rome in any direction.
Let us elaborate on the point concerning (4a)'sygposition that a spatial path be given
in the context. In this connection, we observe teahtence (4a) could not be
appropriately used as an answer to question Q)inif(%) is naturally understood as
guerying where Leo is living is this period of tife. On the other hand, sentence (4b)
would count as an appropriate answer to the sarestiqu.

(5) Q: Dove sitrova Leo in questo periodo?
‘Where is Leo in this period?’

A: # Leo si trova quasi a Roma. [= (4a)]
‘Leo is almost in Rome.’

A’.  Leo sitrova all'incirca a Roma. [= (4b)]
‘Leo is approximately in Rome.’

The reported intuitions on these data provide engdethat in sentences whegeasi
modifies a (non-directional) spatial PP, a path inneésaccessible in the conversational
context. If sentence (4a) is uttered in reply tesjion Q, then the context for (4a) set up
by Q will not contain any path, and from this théelicity of the reply follows. But in the
same context an utterance of (4b) would count f&diGatous answer, sincall'incirca is
not scalar and does not trigger the presuppoditiaha scale be given in the context.

Further evidence thauasiandallincirca trigger different effects when they combine
with spatial PPs is provided by the felicity costsain (6a,b) and (7a,b) below.

(6) a. Il Papa e quasi a Roma, ma non c’e un’ceaigta per il suo arrivo.
‘The Pope is almost in Rome, but there is no tabewhich his arrival is
expected.’

b.# Il Papa e all'incirca a Roma, ma non c’e ua’prevista per il suo arrivo.
‘The Pope is approximately in Rome, but thereadime at which his arrival is
expected.’

Only in (6a) does the first conjunct convey theomnfation that the Pope is directed
towards Rome, because the lexical semanticgjualsi requires that some scale be
accessible, and in this case the most natural scalspatial path which is directed to and
ends in Rome. So, when the hearer gets to the deommunct, she will be able to
accommodate a referent for the definite iN&uo arrivo (‘his arrival’), i.e. the arrival of



the Pope in Rome, and the sentence is felicitaug6b), on the other hand, the first

conjunct does not require that a path directechtbending in Rome be given, so at the
point when the hearer gets to the second conjusitg faces a sentence which

presupposes something that is not given in the idisie context, and the sentence, taken
out of the blue, is infelicitous.

Now let us consider the contrast in (7a,b):

(7) a. Leo e partito da Roma ieri e adesso enalfta a Roma.
‘Leo left Rome yesterday and he is now approxilgateRome.’

b.# Leo é partito da Roma ieri e adesso e quasinaa.
‘Leo left Rome yesterday and he is now almostami.’

Sentence (7b) is only acceptable if the contexdienthat Leo is returning to Rome at the
time of speech, whereas (7a) does not place the saquirement on the context. This
requirement of (7b) is triggered by the occurrentguasiin the second conjunct, and
taken together with the implication that Leo is nmgvaway from Rome (which is
contributed by the first conjunct of (7b)), expkiwhy this sentence, uttered out of the
blue, is infelicitous.

Yet other evidence for the scalarity qfasias opposed tall'incirca is provided by
the contrast in (8a,b):

(8) a. La stazione ferroviaria € quasi in periferia
‘The railway station is almost at the peripherylod city.’

b. La stazione ferroviaria € all’incirca in perige
‘The railway station is approximately at the paepy of the city.’

Although both quasi and all'incirca may modify the spatial P periferia, the
implications are not the same. Crucially, witjuasi the location of the station is
described with respect to a spatial path that hasénter of the town as a starting point
and the periphery as the limit or endpoint. Fomegke, (8a) can be felicitously uttered in
a context in which the speaker wants to convey tthatrailway station is far away from
the center of the city, almost as far as the pemplin the example witlall'incirca, on
the other hand, the station is located within aomghat surrounds the periphery, with no
information about whether the station is betweendénter and the periphery or beyond
the periphery. Sentence (8b) could not be felighpwttered in the context described
above, becausall'incirca, unlike quasi does not make reference to any spatial path (
fortiori, it does not refer to a path departing from theteg.

For completeness, we also observe that those @aseslifferent, in whichquasi
modifies an inherently directional spatial PP. Aevant example is (9), containing a PP
headed byino (‘until’, ‘up to").

(9) Leo e arrivato quasi fino a Roma.
‘Leo went almost up to Rome.’

In this case, the requirement gfiasi that a scale be accessible is satisfied sentence-
internally, as the PP itsdlino a Romantroduces a path in the semantic representation.
The sentence thus has the meaning that Leo wemng &#he relevant path up to a spatial
location which was situated close to Rome and keitowith respect to the same path
(see Winter [2006] on the sensitivity alfnostto scale structure witto vs. until).



In view of the reasons given above, from now onrefer to the adverlguasias a
scalar adverb, intending to distinguish it from rsmalar adverbs such al'incirca and
pil 0 meno

3. Similarity betweenquasi and the focus sensitive particleolo ‘only’

There are some similarities betwegumasiand the focus sensitive particlesloin Italian
andonly in English, which might be exploited when one contesleveloping a formal
semantics account of the former. Whguasi occurs in a sentence S, it is intuitively
related to some constituent of S, in combinatiothwihich it forms amodifier-modifiee
structure. For example, in sentence (9) abmuasiis intuitively related to the Pf#no a
Roma with which it forms a modifier-modifiee structuré we replaceguasiwith soloin
(9), we get a sentence in which an analogous oeldietweersolo and the PP obtains,
i.e. solomodifiesfino a RomaThe sentence is given in (10).

(10) Leo e arrivato solo fino a Roma.
‘Leo went only up to Rome.’

The analogy between (9) and (10) is only with respe their “abstract” (modifier-
modifiee) structure, not to their meaning. Indesghtence (9) has the meaning described
above, and implies that Leo did not go up to Rowmtegreas (10) means that Leo did not
go any further than Rome, and implies thatlitego up to Rome and that he might have
gone up to some further point. The same similartgbstract structure holds between the
English translations of (9) and (10) reported abawve in both sentences an abstract
relation modifier-modifiee intuitively holds betweea certain word and the RB to
Rome Given these similarities betweepasion the one hand, argblo/ only on the
other, and given the common wisdom about the staftosly, according to which it is a
focus sensitive particle (Rooth 1985), we will ppep to look atquasi as a focus
sensitive particle too.

There is a set of semantic and pragmatic testscrabe used to establish whether a
certain particle is focus sensitive. In this sattiwe first present some that show that the
interpretation ofquasiis dependent on the placement of focus. Subseguemstimake
use of syntactic tests that Beaver and Clark (20@3k proposed to show the special
focus sensitive character ohly (for which they use the terfiocus-functionality. We
show that on these teqgsiasipatterns likeonly, thus providing evidence for the strong
focus sensitivity ofjuasi

Given the hypothesis thajuasi is focus sensitive, we expect to observe truth-
conditional effects of focus placement in sentereiis quasi exactly as we do observe
such effects in sentences wibimly. However,in Italian it is not possible to test such
effects by looking at a single sentence in whiclasihas a fixed position at the surface,
because of a preference holding in this languagéht focus sensitive particle to be to
the immediate left of the focused constitueAs a consequence, we can only check for

® This restriction takes into account the fact tmutence (i), in which there is no adjacency betveedo
andfino a Romais not a fully acceptable paraphrase of sentéijce

(i) ?Leo & solo arrivato fino a Roma.
Leo is only arrived until to Roma

(i) Leo & arrivato solo fino a Roma.



this kind of effects by considering minimal paifssentences which differ with respect to
the position ofquasiat the surface. This property of Italian is in ¢ast with languages
like English, which do not require adjacency bemvé®e focus particle and the focused
constituent, and do not have a preference fordpisn either. In other terms, in Italian
the prosodic prominence that typically marks fowil$ correlate with syntactic position
at the surface level. In (11a') and (11a") we giveinimal pair that shows the truth-
conditional effects of focus placement for Englsntences witlonly, and in (12) the
corresponding minimal pair for Italian. The Englisentence (11a) has two different
readings, depending on whether focus is placederveérbrun, as represented in (11a),
or on the PRIp to my houseas represented in (114").

(11) a. Leo almostran up to my house.
a'. Leo almost [rap]up to my house.
a". Leo almost ran [up to my house]

Focus on the verlbun results in a reading on which Leo went up to mydeoby a
moving pace which was almost the same as a rurpang, whereas focus on the &
to my houseesults in a reading on which Leo ran up to a fpwinich was close to my
house, without reaching my house. These two readiogrespond to the Italian
sentences (12a) and (12b), respectively:

(12) a. Leo ha quasi [corgdjno a casa mia. [= (11a)]
‘Leo went up to my house by a moving pace whicls wknost the same as a
running pace.’

b. Leo ha corso quasi [fino a casa mia] [=(11a")]
‘Leo ran up to a point which is close to my hous®] precedes it.’

Sentences (12a) and (12b) have different truthitiond, since (12a) is true in a scenario
in which Leo actually reached my house, wheread)(Mould not be true in this
scenario.

Focus structure is typically manifested in discesrs which a question is raised by
one of the interlocutors. In this connection, theegtion-answer pairs in (13) and (14)
provide further evidence for the focus sensitiatyjuasi.

(13) A: Leo ha guidato fino a Pisa ieri.
‘Leo drove to Pisa yesterday.’
Q: Dadove?
‘From where?’

A: Quasi DA MILANO.
‘Almost from Milano.’

Leo is arrived only until to Roma
‘Leo went only up to Rome.’

This fact is in contrast with what one observeEmglish. The two sentences (iii) and (iv) actualare
the interpretation on whiobnly modifiesup to Romgand are equally acceptable on this interpretation

(iii) Leo went only up to Rome.
(iv) Leo only went up to Rome.

® We follow the convention of marking focus on astituenta by means of the notation].
" The capitals in (13) and (14) are intended todaigrosodic prominence.



(14) A: Leo ha guidato da Milano ieri.
‘Leo drove from Milano yesterday.’

Q: Ok, ma fino a dove?
‘Ok, but where did he drive to?”’

A: Quasi FINO A PISA.
‘Almost up to Pisa.’

The constituent question in (13) has the pragneitect of introducing narrow focus on
the directional PP expressing the source of theirdrievent. This focused element is
what quasimodifies in the answer, and introduces a set efrditives to the source (the
city of Milano) of the spatial path correspondimgthe driving event. From this sgtiasi
selects a lower ranked alternative, i.e. a localtiaich is close to Milano on the path
connecting Milano to Pisa, and the answer sayslidatdrove from all the way to Pisa.
On the other hand, the constituent question in (&%) the pragmatic effect of placing
narrow focus on the directional PP expressing tha@ of the driving event, and this
focused element is modified lmuasiin the answer. The focused PP in the answer thus
provides a set of alternatives to the goal (thg oft Pisa), from whichquasiselects a
lower ranked alternative, i.e. a locatibmhich is close to Pisa on the path connecting
Milano to Pisa. Accordingly, the answer in (14) s#lyat Leo went from Milano tb The
crucial difference between the two cases is thahenformer the starting point is not
Milano, but a closer point on the path betweentweecities, and the ending point is Pisa,
whereas in the latter the starting point is Milaaod the ending point is not Pisa but a
location close to Pisa on the same path. This réiffee comes about because of the
different focus placements induced in the two amswey the preceding questions,
whence it follows thajuasiassociates with different constituents in the amswe

We show now that it is possible to take a stromgeition than treatinquasias focus
sensitive. There are syntactic tests showing doaisi is focus functional, in the sense
defined by Beaver & Clark (2003). On their viewfogus functional adverb is one that
lexically encodes a dependency on focus placenkenin this it follows that a focus
functional adverb cannot associate with “learfe(ghonologically weak elements) or
traces of movement, since these elements, duetoghonological properties, cannot be
focused. B&C look at the possible interpretatiohs@ntences in whicbnly co-occurs
with leaners and traces, and observe that thesenses never display readings in which
only modifies these elements. They conclude dmdy lexically requires that its argument
be focused, i.eonly is focus functional. We find the same restrictitimst B&C observe
for only on the interpretation of Italian sentences comtgiquasi The examples that we
consider are (15) and (16) for traeand (17) and (18) for leaners, which are well
represented by clitic pronouns in Italian.
The ungrammaticality of (15b) shows that it is possible to form a question in which
the argument ofluasiis extracted. In other termgyuasicannot associate with the trace of
guandoin (15b), and the sentence cannot be interpreteal @sestion about the tinte
which in (15a) is said to be such that Leo arrigedlmost.

8 The term “leaner” is originally from Zwicky (1982and means “prosodically dependent material”
Beaver & Clark 2003: 342).

Beaver & Clark (2003) only consider examples iriclitthe trace is due to relativization, whereasalge
consider an example involving a tracendfmovement, i.e. (15b).
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(15) a. Leo e arrivato quasi alle 15.
‘Leo arrived at almost 3 pm.’
b.* Quandee arrivato Leo quasi?.
‘When did Leo arrive almost?’

The ungrammaticality of (16b) shows that it is possible to form a relative clause in
which the argument afuasiis relativized. In other termguasicannot associate with the
trace offino a dovein (16b), and the sentence cannot be interpreteshging that the
placep such that Leo went almost upgas Rome.

(16) a. Leo é andato quasi fino a Roma.
‘Leo went almost up to Rome.’

b.* Il posto fino a doveLeo & andato quasi € Roma.
‘The place where Leo went almost up to is Rome.’

In (17a), quasi modifies the aboutargumentdi tutto (‘about everything’), and the
sentence means that we talked about almost evegyttn (17b), the phonologically
weak formne pronominalizes the@boutargument of the verlparlare (‘to talk’), but
guasicannot modifyne

(17) a. Abbiamo parlato quasi di tutto.
‘We talked about almost everything.’

b. Quasi ne abbiamo parlato.
‘We almost talked about it.’

The only possible interpretation of (17b) is tha¢ went close to talking about the
referent ofne, i.e. (17b) does not have the reading of (17a)oming to which we talked
about almost everything. The semantic contrast éetw(17a) and (17b) shows that, in
order to obtain the latter reading, the falloutphrasedi tutto must be used, rather than
the cliticne

A parallel example is (18b), with the locative icliti, which pronominalizes the goal
argumentin Alaska(‘to Alaska’) of the verbandare(‘to go’). Sentence (18b) can only
mean that we were close to going to Alaska. Ini@adr, it cannot mean that we went up
to a place close to Alaska, which is the interpieteof (18a)™°

(18) a. Siamo andati quasi in Alaska.
‘We went almost to Alaska.’
b. Quasi ci siamo andati.
‘We almost went there.’

The semantic contrast between (18a) and (18b) shibnvas in order to get the
interpretation in whiclguasimodifies the goal argument, the full BPAlaskamust be

19 This is parallel to the constraint holding in Beglfor the interpretation afnly with leaners discussed
by Beaver & Clark (2003: 353). As the authors sh@cannot mean that | discussed the entity retéio
by the leanetim with Sandy, and that | did not discuss anybodg ®lgh Sandy.

() I only discussed’im with Sandy. (Beaver & Cl&2R03, ex. [66])

The explanation they provide for this fact is thegtners cannot be focused, while the expressiorifiedd
by only must be focused. As a consequence, the only pessitdrpretations of (i) are interpretations in
which only associates either with the whole WRcussed’im with Sandy with the PRvith Sandy.
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used, instead of the phonologically weak focm To conclude, both (17b) and (18b)
show thafguasicannot associate with leaners.

In what follows, we build on the analogy betweprasiandsolo/ only and propose a
formal account ofjuasiwhich is based on some core ideas from focus séreahWe
assume that the interpretation of a sentence comgaguasi requires that a set of
alternatives be available from the context, whée dlternatives must be ordered on a
scale. More specifically, we make the standard rapsion that the alternatives are
triggered by focus on the modified expression (Robd®85, 1992), and we further
assume that they are semantic objects of the sgpseds the semantic value of the
modified expression. To exemplify, in the case aftence (1a), repeated below as (19),
we have focus on the temporal BRe 15 (‘at 3pm’), accordingly the set of relevant
alternatives will contain the semantic values ofperal PPs likalle 13:0Q alle 14:0Q
alle 14:58 etc.

(19) Leo e arrivato quasi alle 15.
‘Leo arrived at almost 3 pm.’

We will assume that, by default, any two alternedix, y, corresponding to PPalle X
alle Y, are ordered on a scale»as y or asy < x, according to whether the time denoted
by X precedes the time denoted Wyor vice versa. We return to the question of the
ordering between the alternatives in sections 67and

4. Semi-formal characterization of the meaning ofjuas

We will now specify the meaning contributionapiasiin a more explicit way.

(A) First of all, we take the meaning qtiasito be such that it entails negation of the
smallest sentence in whicjuasioccurs. We occasionally call this sentetiw prejacent
extending Horn’s (1996) terminology for sentencesdified by only. To put it more
formally, we assume that the entailment in (20)dkolFor our present descriptive
purposes, we make the simplifying assumption dqjuaisiapplies to a sentential argument
S (the prejacent), a constituent of which is foduse

(20) Quasi(Sgntailsnot(S)
For example, for sentence (19) above we have flenMiog entailment:
(20") Quasi(Leo € arrivato [alle 15] entails not(Leo € arrivato [alle 1B)

A clarification about the proper understandinghad hegation is in order. We intend that
the negation of the prejacent is also focus-sesesiand is not interpreted as the simple
logical operator-: it does not simply deny the truth of the prejdcdout, more
specifically, it denies the truth of the prejacémt the particular value of the focused
constituent. For example, in the case of (19), waat get the simple logical negation of
the proposition that Leo arrived at 3 pm, since tiiain negation would be compatible
with a situation in which Leo did not arrive at,ahd this is intuitively excluded by the

1 penka (2006) and Amaral (2007) independently pgeddo treat Englisalmostand Portuguesguase
‘almost’, respectively, as focus sensitive paricldowever, to our knowledge, the current papetaing

the first full-fledged account that builds on sumt approach. We are indebted to Cleo Condoravdi for
suggesting to us to develop a fomal analysiguafsibased on focus semantics.
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truth of (19). So, what (19) actually entails caa better expressed through the
paraphrase ‘Leo arrived but not at 3 pm’, which ek clear that what is denied is not
the fact that Leo arrived.

(B) In the second place, we take the meaningjudsi to be such that the focused
constituent, possibly with the support of the cosa&onal context, must provide a scale,
i.e. a set of alternatives with a linear order pramnd a value on that scale, which we call
limit or limit point*? For example, in most circumstances an utterantkeeofocused PP
alle 15 (‘at 3pm’) will provide a scale consisting of tearpl locations linearly ordered
from earlier to later, and it will always providesalue from that scale, i.e. 3 pm.

(C) Third, we take a sentengeasi(S)o entail a related sentence S’, where S’ expgesse
a proposition in which existential quantificaticimade over alternatives to the focused
constituent of S which are ranked lower than thetland situated close to it. How much
an alternative must be close to the limit in orderbe taken into account for the
guantification is a context-dependent issue. Thtaiknent relation is schematically
given as follows:

(21) Quasi(..4f]k...) entails (for somed < [[a]] & close(d, [[a]]))(...d...)

This assumption, in the case of (19), comes dovassoming that the entailment in (21’)
holds (for the sake of simplicity, here we assuim the alternatives provided by the
focused PRalle 15 are just time points, which are ordered by thatreh of temporal
precedence .

(21") Quasi(Leo e arrivato [alle 15] entails (for somed <r 3pm & closed, 3pm)) (Leo
e arrivato a)
No one of the properties (A)-(C) is shared by thdvberbials all'incirca
(‘approximately’, ‘around’) angbit 0 mend‘'more or less’).
(A" Allincirca(S) doesnot entail not(S)

For example, sentence (2a), repeated below asd@&3, not entail that Leo did not arrive
at 3 pm.

(22) Leo e arrivato all’incirca / pit 0 meno allg.1
‘Leo arrived approximatelyymore or less at 3 pm.’

Indeed, the following conversational exchange waultlbe acceptable:

12 70 our knowledge, the first scalar account ofrif@aning ofallmostwas provided by Hitzeman (1992).

On her accountalmostis a cross-categorial modifier which maps a categor a scale S onto another
category on S. A category is defined as a contiawsulpset of S whose members share a set of pexerti
For example, the interpretation of sentence (ipwe(equal to Hitzeman's example (11)) is such that
almostmaps the category of humans onto a contiguoug@aten the same scale which corresponds to
the set {Frankenstein, Dracula, ...}, and the foreegiegory is ranked higher than the latter on tladesc

(i) Frankenstein’s monster was almost human.

There are similarities in spirit between our pragoand Hitzeman'’s: both assume tlptasi (almos)
requires a scale, that the modified expression tesn® value on this scale (what we call limit ppiand
that quasi (almos) selects a value ranked lower than the limit paidwever, Hitzeman’s semantics, as
formulated in (16i,ii), p. 228, requires tt@tost Pdenotea maximally close alternative #1 As we shall
show later on, this is too strong a requirementHerinterpretation oduasi
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(23) A: Leo arrived around 3 pm.
B: # That's false, actually Leo arrived at 3 pm.

(B) Given a well-formed sentence All'incirca(Sp must not provide a scale with a
value from it.

This is most clear in the case of (4b), repeatéavbas (24), where the adveali’incirca
refers to the spatial P& Roma Here the underlying senteniceo si trovaa Roma('Leo
is in Rome’) describes the location of a persospace.

(24) Leo sitrova all'incirca a Roma.
‘Leo is approximately in Rome.’

Given the dimensional complexity of space, the dyde S does not provide any
privileged scaleper se Incidentally, this is why in the case of (4a)peated below as

(25), where the same surface sentence is the argurhguasi we must assume that a
certain path be otherwise salient in the contexutbérance in order to interpret the
assertion.

(25) Leo sitrova quasi a Roma.
‘Leo is almost in Rome.’

(C) As a necessary consequence of lacking thie-dicait selection property, a sentence
All'incirca(S) will also lack the third property:here are simply no alternative
values which are ranked lower than the limit, sitiere is no scale or limit in this
case.

5. Apparent non-scalar uses ofjuas

Now that we have clarified the reason for usingtdren ‘scalaradverb’, we will provide
more examples of sentences modified duasi where apparently there are no scalar
expressions in the sentence to contribute a soal@dmit point.

Consider the sentences in (26):

(26) a. Leo quasi dimostro il teorema.
‘Leo almost proved the theorem.’

b. Leo va di fretta, sta quasi correndo.
‘Leo is in a hurry, he is almost running.’

c. L'uomo quasi attraverso il confine.
‘The man almost crossed the border.’

Our claim is that the examples in (26) are by n@amseproblematic for the hypothesis
thatquasiis a scalar adverb. For each of the sentencesdRfiais possible to show that
a scalar structure is made available in the semagpresentation, as well as a limit point
from that scale.

In (26a), it is the accomplishment \dimostrare il teoremd'prove the theorem’) that
introduces the relevant scale and limit point. Bdleaccomplishment predicates are
properly analyzable as introducing a complex ewgnicture E, where E encompasses a
linear activity (a sequence of successive stepctdid to the proof goal, which specifies
the scale) and a telic point from therein (the fjngonsisting of the step at which the full
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proof is provided (see e.g. Rothstein 2004). Fergredicatalimostrare il teoremathis
is roughly represented in Fig. 3 (see Kennedy & Nty [2005] and Amaral [2006] on
the semantic restrictions afmos).

Fig. 3 (event structure @rove the theorejn

beginning stage stagg complete prooflimit point)

I I I |
N By

v

activity (scalg

To put it roughly, sentence (26a) says that in\anestructure like the one diagrammed
in Fig. 3, the agent got to a point which is beftre limit point of the full proof, and
close to this limit. It further says that the agéiat not get to the limit point, which comes
down to the entailment that a completion of theoptwy Leo did not occur in the world
of the utterancé® This type of reading of sentences like (26a), drctv the underlying
activity of the event structure is started but témination point is never reached, has
been described in the semantics literature ase afascalar interpretation, and has been
opposed to the so-called counterfactual interpoetafe.g. Rapp & von Stechow 1999),
on which not even the beginning of the activityeached, so that no part of the event
actually occurs. For example, on its counterfacint@irpretation, (26a) would be true in a
scenario in which Leo went close to the point aiclwhhe would begin to prove the
theorem, but he never actually started the prod.thihk that the counterfactual reading
of (26a) is at best a marginal one. In our intutibowever, to the extent that (26a) can
be judged to be true in the counterfactual scenésadnterpretation still requires that a
scale be contextually accessible, relative to whilehcomponent of approximation to the
limit point (the beginning of the proof) is evaladt in this case, a temporal scale
corresponding to a succession of the agent’s io@sntor to an underlying plan
entertained by the agent. So, our claim is thabfyosition scalar / counterfactual is not
a fundamental semantic distinction (at least falidh quas), as the counterfactual
interpretation is just a special case of the scakarpretation* one in which a scale is

13 1n cases like (19a), the limit point does not &xis actuality independently of whether the event
structure at stake is completely run through or mbfs is in contrast with cases like (i) below,ext the
actual existence of the limit point (the locatiohtle city of Rome) is independent of the circums&
whether Leo arrived in Rome or not.

(i) Leo é arrivato quasi a Roma.

‘Leo arrived almost to Rome.’
14 An anonymous reviewer points out that in Germanrethiss morphological evidence that the
counterfactual reading should be seen as a disjeading: examples of counterfactdast obligatorily
have the subjunctive, and thus differ from exampteshich the indicative is used, which can onlyéa
scalar interpretation (Rapp & von Stechow 1999)e @uould propose that theis a morphological
correlate of counterfactual readinigsitalian, namely the indicative imperfective péshperfetto), based
on the observation that a counterfactual consifig6a) is facilitated if the perfective fordimostrois
replaced by the imperfectivdimostrava Still, it would be empirically inadequate to ctaithat the
Imperfetto is the morphological hallmark of coufaetual readings. Our intuition is that the German
subjunctive clause (i) (from Rapp & von Stechow 9P8ould be translated equally well as an Imperfetto
and as a Passato Remoto (indicative perfectivg paktalian, as shown in (ii):

(i) weil David fast seinen Hasen erwurgt hatte [kub [counterfactual]
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still given, and the limit point on the scale ist maven by the culmination point of the
complex telic event, but rather by its inception.

The case of (26b) intuitively involves an orderiofgmoving-by-foot paces, ranked
from lower paces to higher paces, which pass thr@agne average standard of walking
pace and then go on to higher paces which ratharacterize running events than
walking events.

Sentence (26c¢) involves the achievement prediatitaversare il confinécross the
border. This predicate, unlike the accomplishm@®m dimostrare il teoremahat we
have considered in example (26a), does not int®@ucomplex event structure. In this
case, we don’'t have a sequence of stages and anatibn point, but rather a simple
transition point, namely the point correspondingttie transition from one side to the
other side of the border. The transition point dogshave any internal structure that may
be mapped onto a natural scale. As a consequdrescale which, on our account, is
necessary for the interpretation quiasiis not lexically provided in (26c¢), but it is still
recoverable on the basis of contextual informatecnessible at the point at which the
sentence is evaluated. Indeed, (26¢) could beitteigly uttered only in a context in
which it had already been established that thevaele man entered some step-wise
process (decisional and/or of physical actions)ctwhif completely run through, would
have lead to the achievement of crossing the botdesuch a context, (26¢) would be
true if the man reached a step in the processahsaiclose to the achievement of crossing
the border.

Finally, we consider an example in whigbasimodifies an achievement verb (as in
26¢) and this verb is under the scope of negation:

(26) d. Leo quasi non mi vide.
‘Leo almost didn’'t see me.’

‘(because) David almost strangled his rabbit.’
(i) (perché) David quasi strangolava [imp] / sgalv [perf] il suo coniglio.
Both the imperfective and the perfective version(i9f imply that David went close to achieving the
strangulation of his rabbit, and that he did natarsgle the rabbit. The conditions for talking of
counterfactual reading are satisfied in both caies:achievement event did not occur, which makes i
impossible for a part of this event to have ocalirr€hus, the perfective past is compatible with the
counterfactual interpretation gfiasi

Furthermore, the Imperfetto is compatible with acglasi Our intuition is that the German indicative
clause (iii) (from Rapp & von Stechow 1999) couldl thanslated equally well as an imperfective and as
perfective past clause in Italian, as shown in (iv)

(i) weil sie den Schlager fast grélten [indicat]v [scalar reading]
‘(because) they almost bellowed the song.’

(iv) (perché) quasi urlavano [imp] / urlarono [Jd& canzone.

Actually, our judgment is that there would be nsgible counterfactual reading of (iv), no matterettier
the imperfective or the perfective is used. Notat tthese sentences involve the (gradable) manmbr ve
urlare ‘bellow’, and are accordingly interpreted alongghdines: (a) the relevant people X phonically
produced the song, (b) along a scale of loudnek®eyagertaining to singing acts which ranges from t
value of singing in a normal tone to the limit valaf singing in a roaring tone, X went close to lihat
value, but (c) X did not attain the limit value.wWk accept this description as correct, we canladechat

it is a scalar reading which is involved in (iv)here the scale is plausibly determined by the &xic
semantics of the verb in combination with its direlgject.
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The case of (26d) is less straightforward, butl stiinageable consistently with the
previous examples. The intuitive meaning of (26dn doe expressed through the
following complex paraphrase: Leo actually saw e (ve have the standard entailment
that the prejaceriteo non mi vidéLeo didn't see me’ is false), but he was closeato
point at which he would not have seen me, withaet getting to that point. Hence, we
have here a counterfactual entailment similar ®dhe we have described for (26a): in
this case too the limit point (Leo not seeing mens$ out not to exist in actuality. It
seems then that we have all the typical ingredieftthe interpretation of sentences
modified byquasi However, it’s just not easy to pin down what tekevant scale is in
this case. We will assume that the scalar strudiere is related to a complex structure
determinable on the basis of speakers’ general latme regarding events of seeing an
individual, which encompasses the psychophysicatgss leading to the successful
achievement of events of seeing. The relevant sedlebe a series of disfavourable
events which would lead to a failure of the evehtLeo seeing me, if it were run
completely. The limit point on this scale is thémhte event whose occurrence crucially
makes the seeing event impossible. The sentennectineys that Leo was close to this
limit point on the relevant scalar structure, batrtever reached the limit, which entails
that he could actually see me.

6. Modification of temporal phrases byquasi

In this section we look at the interpretation ohteaces in whichguasi modifies a
temporal phrase introduced by a temporal connecvel we examine the semantic
patterns that result from the interaction betwdwsa tivo. A hypothesis as to what the
modifier-modifiee structure is which underlies tBentence will be made for each
example. For the present descriptive purposestetinelimit point will be used in a non
technical sense, to refer to some point in timecWig intuitively seen as the limit which
guasiapproximates. In particular, this term will not lieed to refer to the semantic value
of the focused constituent.

We focus on the temporal connectivaggando (‘when’), finché (‘until’), da quando
(‘since’), prima (‘before’), anddopo (‘after’). The reason for our choice is that these
temporal connectives exemplify paradigmatic typdstemporal relations between
eventualities, that we characterize in intuitiverte as follows:

- Quandais a locational temporal connective, as it denateslation that is essentially
used to locate an eventuality in time in a staiyw

- Finché and da quandoare directional temporal connectives, as theirction is to
specify the dynamic extension of an event acraoss,teither introducing an end time and
enabling description of the extension of an evemtfsome point in time up to this end
time (forward-looking directionality diinché, or introducing a source time and enabling
description of the extension of an event from s@uiat in time back to this source time
(backward-looking directionality afa quand®

- Finally, prima anddopoare temporal connectives of temporal sequencinthyegsare
typically used to serially order events in time.

6.1 Quando when)
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As an example of modification of a locational temgdoconnective byguasi let us
consider (27):

(27) Leo e arrivato quasi quando stavamo per partir
‘Leo arrived almost when we were about to leave.’

The intuitive interpretation of sentence (27) iattheo arrived shortly before a point in
time at which we would be about to leave. Thiepresented in Fig. 4.

Fig. 4
we are about to leave (8 is a small interval)

¢

Leo arrives

Our assumption about (27) is that its interpretati® generated on the basis of a
logical structure in whiclgquasimodifies the whole temporal phrase occurring teight.
Thus, we assume that the focused constituent ihif2the AdvPquando stavamo per
partire (‘when we were about to leave’). Accordingly, a ectatic representation of
(27)’s logical structure, in the format adoptedéattion 3 above, will be as follows:

(27") Quasi(Leo € arrivate fluando stavamo per partire])

Notice that the interpretation of (27) is charaet by an approximation to a limit point
from the left, where the limit point is the tempolacation introduced by thquande
clause. We recall that this is the standard effleduced byquasiin sentences with
locational PPs likalle 15(‘at 3 pm’), as was observed in connection withregke (1a)
from sect. 2.

6.2 Fino + a + NP / finché + Suftil)

Corresponding to the English temporal connectivatify Italian has both the
prepositional elemeriino, which generally takes nominal complements intoaduby
the prepositioma ‘at’ (but alsothat-clauses andvhenclausesintroduced by the same
preposition), and a conjunction propgnché which only takes clausal complements. In
(28a,b) we give an example with the prepositiomo and another one with the
conjunctionfinché

(28) a. Leo hafumato quasi fino a mezzanotte.
‘Leo smoked almost until midnight.’

b. Fai cuocere lentamente le cipolle quasi finobw si disfano.
‘Let the onions cook almost until they melt down.’

Intuitively, the interpretation of (28a) is thatd.event on smoking up to a point in time
which was shortly before midnight, while the intexfation of (28b) is that you must
keep on cooking the onions up to a point whichhisrily before the point at which they
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would melt down™® These interpretations are represented in Fig. g Rig. 5b,
respectively.

Fig. 5a

midnight (e is a small interval)

g

v

Leo smokes

Fig. 5b

the onions melt down (8 is a small interval)

d

v

you cook the onions

We assume that the interpretations of (28a) ant))(a8 generated on the basis of
logical structures in whiclyuasi modifies the temporal phrase occurring to its right
Accordingly, the abstract structures of these see will be as follows:

(28a") Quasi(Leo ha fumateflno a mezzanotte])
(28b") Quasi(Fai cuocere le cipollefinché non si disfano])

The semantic pattern that arises from the inteapicet of (28a,b) can be described as
follows: the effect triggered byuasi when it modifies afinchéphrase is one of
approximation to a limit point from the left, whetiee limit point is the temporal (or
eventive) goal introduced by théinchéclause. One can hypothesize that the
approximation from the left is due to the inherdimectionality offinché which requires
a movement along the time axis from the past tduhee, i.e. from the left to the right.
When we interpret ‘A finché B’, we consider an Aeetuality which stretches rightward
from some point in time up to a future point in érat which a B-eventuality holds, more
precisely, we look at an A-eventualag stretching rightward from some point in time up
to a future B-point. A description along these $inghould make it clearer that the
relevant facts involve a perspectival stance oretrent, which is linguistically encoded
by finché In actual facts, an eventuality does not strdtmiwards any more than it
stretches backwards.

Sentences (28a,b) can be paraphrasedmas-sentences. This is shown in (29a,b):

(29) a. Leo ha smesso di fumare poco prima di nmexriEa
‘Leo stopped smoking shortly before midnight.’

b. Fai cuocere lentamente le cipolle e interrotapcottura poco prima che si
disfino.

15 We observe that the negative partiaen ('not’) in the complement clause fifiché in (28b) is an
expletive negation which is licensed by the tempoomnective,and has nothing to do withuasi. For
example, in sentence (i), which is obtained by reingpquasifrom (28b) the particlenonis still present.

(i) Fai cuocere lentamente le cipolle finché nodisfano.
‘Let the onions cook until they melt down.’
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‘Let the onions cook and stop cooking them shdsdfore they melt down.’

It is worth noting that thdinchésentence in (28b) has a non-veridical interpretati
according to which the onions will not melt dowrhig nicely corresponds to the non-
veridical reading oprimain (29b), which is the paraphrase we have prop&se@8hb).

6.3 Da + NP / da + [quando S]g(nce)

Corresponding to the English temporal connectivects, Italian has the prepositional
elementda, which takes both nominal anghenclause complements. Besides this
preposition, one also finds a conjunction propdacché which is syntactically and
morphologically similar tofinché and takes clausal complements. Unlikaché
however,dacchéis no longer in use in contemporary ltalian, thuesswill not consider it.

In (30a,b) we give examples afa with a NP complement and with w&henclause
complement.

(30) a. Viviamo qui quasi dal 2000.
‘We have lived here almost since 2000.’

b. Viviamo in questa casa quasi da quando fu witetr
‘We have lived in this house almost since it Wwast.’

The interpretation of (30a) is that the state af loing here stretches backward up to a
point in time which is shortly after 2000 (see Fog. below), while the interpretation of
(30b) is that the state of our living in this howteetches backward up to a point in time
which is shortly after the building of the housedd-ig. 6b below).

Fig. 6a
2000 now
g .,
We live here
Fig. 6b
the house is built now
€

We live in the house

We assume that the intuitive interpretations ofaj3@nd (30b) are generated on the
basis of logical structures in whicuasi modifies the temporal phrase occurring to its
right. A representation of the abstract structwfethese sentences is given in (30a’,b").

(30a") Quasi(Viviamo quig[dal 2000])
(30b") Quasi(Viviamo in questa casaf quando fu costruita))

The semantic pattern that arises from the inteaicet of (30a,b) can be described as
follows: when it modifies a temporal phrase headlsdda (or da quandd, quasi
determines an effect of approximation to a limiinpdrom the right, where the limit
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point is the temporal (or eventive) source intraetlby the complement of the temporal
connective. This is in contrast with what we habserved concerning the modification
of temporal phrases wittpuando(or with the locational prepositiom ‘at’) and withfino

/ finché in all those cases, we have seen that the sthnefiect of quasiis to
approximate a limit point from the left, i.e. theleavant ordering of the temporal
alternatives is from earlier times to later tim¥gith quasi da instead, the relevant
ordering is from later times to earlier times, Battwe have the reversed temporal scale.
We hypothesize that the approximation from the trigha direct consequence of the
inherent directionality ofla quando which requires a movement on the time axis from
the future to the past, i.e. from the right to k. When we interpret a sentence ‘A da
guando B’, we consider an A-eventualag stretching backwards from some point in
time down to a source point at which a B-eventydiilds As a consequence, in (30a,b)
the implied temporal relation between the main sdaaventuality and the limit point is
the reversed one with respect to what we found elfor (27) (involving the locational
temporal connectivequandg and for (28a,b) (involving the directional temporal
connective fino / finchd, and can be roughly characterized as “shortlyeraft
Accordingly, it is possible to give tldoposentences (31a,b) as paraphrases of (30a,b).

(31) a. Siamo venuti a vivere qui poco dopo il 2000
‘We came to live here shortly after 2000.’

b. Siamo venuti a vivere in questa casa poco dbpdu costruita.
‘We came to live in this house shortly after it waslt.’

There are sentences in whigaasioccurs in the surface position betwedsm and
guandg which we think are worth describing. One suchuradly occurring example
from the web is given in (32):

(32) [...] frequento il Blog di Grillo da quasi quamde nato e ne sono rimasto
ampiamente soddisfatto per la qualita dei tentiatise dal modo controcorrente di
affrontarli. (http://www.meetup.com/beppegrill@ste/members/3614767/)

‘I have been using Grillo’s Blog almost since iasvborn and | have been very
satisfied with it for the good quality of the topiand the nonconformist way of
dealing with them.’

The intuitive interpretation of (32) is that thetlaar of the comment has been using the
Blog since a time which shortly follows its creatidhis is the same pattern that we have
described folguasi da (quandg)i.e. approximation to the limit point from theyhi. In
spite ofquasi being to the immediate left ajuandg we do not find the pattern that
characterizes modification afuandephrases byquasi namely approximation to the
limit point from the left. We take this fact as @gnce for the claim thaguasiis
modifying the whole temporal phrase headedday quandoin (32), rather than the
expression occurring to its immediate right atghgace. This is also evidence that there
is no categorical requirement in Italian for theus adverb to be immediately to the left
of the focused constituent. We will return to tpmint when we consider the modifier-
modifiee structure in sentences witbpo(‘after’).

6.4 Prima (before)
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According to traditional descriptive grammars, taeical itemprima, corresponding to
English before has both the status of a prepositional elemerticlw takes NP
complements introduced by the preposittbrat’, and the status of a conjunction proper,
which takes either finitehatclause complements (introduced bke or infinitival
complements introduced byli. We will not consider examples with nominal
complements, so we will just focus on usegpoma as a conjunction. For each of the
sentences in (33), we give the corresponding Bmdianslation, along with an English
paraphrase expressing what we take to be theiugunteaning of the sentence.

(33) a. L’avventura olimpica di Tommaso Rocchirdt& quasi prima di cominciare.
‘The Olympic adventure of Tommaso Rocchi ended atrbefore it started.’
[intuitive meaning: ‘The Olympic adventure of T. €dhi lasted for a short time
/ ended shortly after it started.’]

b. Fausto Coppi impar0 a pedalare quasi prima di iamgast camminare.
‘Fausto Coppi learned to bike almost before henke@dito walk.’
[intuitive meaning: ‘Fausto Coppi learned to bikatg early / shortly after he
learned to walk.’]

c. Oggi ho cominciato a lavorare quasi prima argesse il sole.
‘Today | began to work almost before the sun fose
[intuitive meaning: ‘Today | began to work quitarly / shortly after the sun
rose.’]

By looking at the interpretation of the sentenae$33), we see that all these sentences
share a common semantic feature: they convey thenimg that the matrix event
occurred quite early, earlier than one would haygeeted. Sentence (33a), adapted from
a naturally occurring example, refers to the follogvcontext: the Italian soccer player T.
Rocchi played two matches at the beginning of ®@82Beijing Olympics, and then he
had to discontinue his participation in the gamesaise of an injury due to a previous
accident. Given this context, the intuitive intexfation of (33a) is that the Olympic
adventure of T. Rocchi ended earlier than expedted,its duration was shorter than
expected. Sentence (33b), on the other hand, espreted as meaning that the cycling
champion Fausto Coppi was a precocious biker. Kiné33c) is interpreted as saying
that today | started my work very early. For eatthese sentences, the temporal relation
actually holding between the main clause eventtaadgubordinate clause event is likely
to be the relation expressed afger. In the case of (33a), we can be certain, from our
world knowledge, that the end of the adventure algtwccurred after the beginning of
the adventure, though the meaning of the senteiitesquire that the end occurreshly

a little bit after the beginning. In the case of (33b), itesywplausible, still in view of our
world knowledge, that F. Coppi actually learnedbtke after learning to walk, but the
meaning of the sentence will constrain the formveméto have occurreshortly after the
latter. Concerning (33c), it is less determinatev libe actual situation is, since in this
case we do not have background knowledge that makesrongly unlikely that
somebody may begin to work right at the time that $un rises. Still, in this case too, it
is probable that the speaker started her work #fiersunrise, and the meaning of the
sentence will impose the restriction that the beigig of the work occurredhortly after

the sunrise.
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A likely assumption is that the intuitive interpagons of (33a,b,c) are generated on
the basis of logical structures in whighasimodifies the temporal phrase occurring to its
right. A representation of the abstract structufehese sentences is given below.

(33a’) Quasi(L’'avventura di Tommaso Rocchi e fifitarima di cominciare])
(33b") Quasi(Fausto Coppi imparo a pedalapgifa di imparare a camminare])
(33c") Quasi(Oggi ho cominciato a lavoragprima che sorgesse il sole])

The semantic pattern that arises from the intempicet of (33a,b,c) is not as easy to
describe as the ones previously considered. Icdke of temporal phrases wigbandq
finché andda quandoit is always clear what intuitively counts as ttimit point”: the
temporal location denoted by S fpmando $the temporal goal denoted by S fioché $
and the temporal source denoted by Sdarqguando SOnce the limit point has been
established, it is easy to state the generalizatiahout the approximation facts:
approximation to the limit is from the left wituandoandfinché while it is from the
right with da quandoHowever, in the case of temporal phrases heagediina, it is not
so clear what counts as the limit point. We cancedain that it cannot be the time
denoted by the clausal complement S (let us cadl time ts), since the semantic
interpretation ofprima che Salready excludess, and this means that, in principlg,
could be the alternative value which satisfigmsi prima che $ a particular case. This
point can be understood more easily if we repregenintuitive meaning gbrima che S
as the open intervalo; ts), as in Fig. 7.

Fig. 7
S = the adventure starts
(-0, ts)
@ """ | g
- 1

before the adventure starts ts

This representation makes it clear tiabelongs to the complement pfima che $
hence it could count as a verifying alternativedaasi prima che ;Smore exactly, from
this representation we understand thatis the maximum value among the scalar
alternatives toprima che $and assuming density for the order of times wehéar
understand that there is no time precedgihat can be designated as the limit point. We
can conclude that the casepoima che Ss different from the previous ones in that there
exists a maximum value for the alternatives andetiiee no temporal entity that can play
the role of the limit. This situation seems to énthat for prima che Sthere is a
maximally close alternative, which is the maximuaiuets.

6.5 Dopo @fter)

The lexical itemdopg which corresponds to Englishfter, has traditionally been
described as having both the status of a prepositlich takes NP complements and the
status of a conjunction which takebkat-clause complements. In (34a-c) we give
examples of both constructions. These examples iéllssirate different patterns of
modification that one can observe in sentencesagangquasi dopo

23



(34) a. Il pubblico romano si mostra affettuosissioon numerosi applausistanding
ovations quasi dopo ogni canzone.
‘The Roman audience shows itself very affectionbte means of many
applauses and standing ovations almost after escary.’

b. Quasi dopo trenta giorni ho fatto un test di gramizh ed é risultato negativo.
‘Almost after thirty days | did a pregnancy tasd it was negative.’

c. | film di guerra si estinsero o quasi dopo Eiwer Stone ebbe esaurito il suo
interesse per il Vietham.
‘War movies got extinct or almost after OlivenB8¢ had exhausted his interest
for Vietham.’

In these examples there is no direct relation betweuasi and dopqg quasi being
intuitively related to some scalar expression odgogrelsewhere in the sentern@d.et us
consider each of these sentences in turn.

In (34a),quasiis intuitively related to the universal N#gni canzond'every song’),
which is the complement afopa This sentence has a distributive interpretatadmost
every song is such that applauses and standingoosdbllowed it. Heregquasiplays its
usual role as scalar adverb: (34a) entails thetiegaf the prejacent (i.e. it is not true
that the Roman audience shows itself affectiongtenbans of applauses and standing
ovations after every song), and it also entails @éRistential quantification over lower
ranked alternatives (for some quantifi® which approximates the strength of the
universal quantifier, it is true that the Romaniande shows itself affectionate by means
of applauses and standing ovations afpesong). The fact thaquasiis related toogni
canzonein (34a) is confirmed by the following observatioifi we insert quasi
immediately to the left of the universal NP, sot@gorce the former to take scope only

8 There are some cases in whiphasiseems to modifgopq as in the following example (an excerpt
from a nursery rhyme that we found on Google (htipvw.rimaiolo.it/Ballata_dei_dodici_mesi.htjnl

(i) Nasce col freddo e col gelo Gennaio
Fuoco scoppietta e si vuota il granaio
Mentre a Febbraio che € il mese piu corto
Il sole tramonta quasi dopo che & sorto

‘January comes with the cold and the frost
crackles the fire and the barn empties out
while in February which is the shortest month
the sun sets shortly after it has risen.’

Intuitively, quasiis related tadopoin (i). However, from the global interpretation thie text, one can see
thatquasihere shows the meaning of the modifieco (‘a little’), which is different from the meaningf
the scalar adverQuasi For one thingquasiin (i) does not entail the negation of the prejadéhere is no
entailment that on February the sun does not et @fhas risen), and it can rather be charaadris
denoting a small quantity of time. Relatedly, ipyie do not obtain the same interpretation thathaee
observed witlquasi prima(which, as we have seen, is understood as ‘shalftiy’). A hypothesis that one
might entertain is thajuasiis lexically ambiguous between two interpretaticthg ‘a little’ interpretation
being a secondary one, which surfaces in a fewscéisehe following we will ignore this interpreian of
guasi However, we do not intend to say that the avditgbof this interpretation is of no interest to
semantics, as it might turn out that the same pnédation were also accessible for the correspgndin
approximative adverbs in other languages.
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on the latter, we obtain a sentence with the sareaning as (34a). This is shown in
(34a):

(34) a'. Il pubblico romano si mostra affettuosissicon numerosi applausistéanding
ovations dopa@uasiogni canzone.
‘The Roman audience shows itself very affectienéity means of many
applauses and standing ovations after almost esgary.’

A further observation which is crucial for the cathatquasibears no direct relation to
dopoin (34a) is the following: if we replace the unisal NP in (34a) with the NRolte
canzoni (‘many songs’), we end up with a bad sentencewimch quasi remains
uninterpretable. This is shown in (35a):

(35) a. ?Il pubblico romano si mostra affettusisit® con numerosi applausi e standing
ovations quasi dopo molte canzoni.
“? The Roman audience shows itself very affectenlay means of many
applauses and standing ovations almost after namyss

Indeed, whilequasican modify universal NPs, it cannot modify NPs wiltle determiner
molti, as shown by the contrast between the good sentdacascoltato quasi ogni
canzong(‘l have listened to almost every song’) and theial® oneHo ascoltato quasi
molte canzon(‘l have listened to almost many songdf)we removequasifrom (35a),
the result is a perfectly sensible sentence. Tbhisfiens that the anomaly of (35a)
depends on the dangling occurrenceuwdsi which does not find any suitable expression
in the sentence to modify: it seems that what asta “licenser” foquasiin (34a) is the
semantics of the universal NP, whereas, as the alyaoh (35a) shows, there is nothing
in the semantics afopoitself which can licensgquasi'’

In (34b),quasiis intuitively related to the Measure Phrase (NtBhta giorni(‘thirty
days’), which occurs to the right dbpa Accordingly, we have the interpretation that a
period of almost thirty days had passed from soomextually salient event, when the
subject did a pregnancy test. In this sentence daasi plays its usual role as scalar
adverb, as it entails the negation of the prejaestit is not true that the subject did a
pregnancy test after thirty days) and the exiséérgquantification over lower ranked
alternatives (for some numerical valnewhich is smaller than the number thirty and
close to it, it is true that the subject did a pragcy test aften days). In this case too, we
can change the surface position of the adverb,i@s®tt it to the immediate left of the
MP trenta giorni without bringing about any change in the meamhthe sentence.

(34) b'. Dopo quasi trenta giorni ho fatto un test di grawvizia ed € risultato negativo.
‘After almost thirty days | did a pregnancy testlat was negative.’

A further observation, crucial for the claim thguasidoes not bear a direct relation to
dopoin (34b), is the following: if we replace the M® ([34b) withdiversi giorni(‘several
days’), we end up with a deviant sentence, in wigighsiremains uninterpretable. This
is shown in (35b):

17 one might observe that the relation of modificatibetweenquasi and ogni canzonen (34a) is
evidence against the hypothesis that in Italiamtlogified constituent must be to the immediate triftits
modifier in surface structure. Indeed, examples (i84a,b) show that it would be inappropriate tk ¢d a
rule of grammar prescribing such a relation betwieens adverb and focused constituent. We sugbest t
in languages like Italian there is only a prefeeefar this relation.
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(35) b.?Quasi dopo diversi giorni ho fatto un test di gdariza ed e risultato negativo.
‘“? Almost after several days | did a pregnancyaesl it was negative.’

Indeed, whilequasi can modify numeral phrases likeenta giorni it cannot modify
similar phrases with the determindiversi This is shown by the contrast between the
good sentencHEo lavorato per quasi trenta giorifil worked for almost thirty days’) and
the bad oneHo lavorato per quasi diversi giorr(fl worked for almost several days’).
Notice that if we removeguasifrom (35b), the resulting sentence is perfectigeptable.
Hence, the anomaly of (35b) depends on the dangloogrrence ofjuasi which does
not find any suitable expression in the sentenaaddify. So, it seems that what licenses
qguasiin (34b) is the semantics of the MRenta giorni while there is nothing in the
semantics oflopowhich can licensguasi as shown by the anomaly of (35b).

On an alternative analysis for (34b) that one magisiderguasiwould modify not
the MPtrenta giorni but the composition aflopo with this MP. On this analysis, the
modified expressiordopo trenta giorni(‘after thirty days’) would provide the right
boundaryR of a time interval whose length is thirty days and whose left boundstie
time of a contextually salient event, agdasiwould approximatdR, from the left. The
truth conditions obtained on this analysis wouldte same as if we assume thagsi
modifiestrenta giornj in spite of the differences in the underlyinggasses of semantic
composition. This alternative analysis, howevennca be extended to example (34a)
because of the distributive interpretation of thévarsal NPogni canzoné'every song’),
whose contribution to the meaning of the sentersetotally different from the
contribution of trenta giorni in (34b). For one thing, whilelopo trenta giorniis
interpreted as ‘after an intervalwhose length is thirty days’, the phradepo ogni
canzoneis not interpreted as ‘after an intenialvhich includes the temporal trace of
every song’. This would rather be the interpretattbdopo tutte le canzorfiafter all the
songs’), as in sentence (36):

(36) Ci sono stati applausi quasi dopo tutte lezoai.
‘There were applauses almost after all the songs.’

This sentence can be true if there were applausigsomce, namely shortly before the
right boundary of the minimal interval that inclgdée running times of all the songs.

In sum: while an analysis in whiauasimodifiesdopo trenta giorniwould predict the
same meaning as one in whigbasi modifiestrenta giorni an analysis in whicljuasi
modifiesdopo ogni canzondoes not yield the intuitively correct interpreteti We will
assume an analysis of (34a) in whaphasi modifies the NP complemewgni canzong
which is then scoped out of thkepophrase in order to get the distributive interptieta
‘almost every song is such that there were apptaasd standing ovations after it
Furthermore, there is a reason to reject the aisalysvhichquasimodifiesdopotrenta
giorni. If this were the case, we would miss an explanatif whyquasicannot modify
the composition oflopowith a finite clause. The reasoning is as follomsdopo trenta
giorni and indopo che Gianni e uscitgafter Gianni left’) the temporal interpretatios
the samedopodenotes a relation of succession between itsredtargument (the matrix
clause event) and another time/event. This otmee/g@vent is the right boundary of the
thirty days long interval in the former case ane time of the event of Gianni leaving in
the latter case. Hence, if the interpretation of two dopophrases has the same
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structure, there is no way to explain why the farro@n be modified byuasiand the
latter cannot, as shown by the uninterpretabilft{3a@):

(37)*Ci  sono stati applausi quasi deope Gianni € uscito.
There are been applauses almost after that Gmteit

Sentence (37) cannot mean that there were applafteesa time point which is before
the time at which Gianni left. But if we assumetthaasiis modifyingtrenta giorniin
(34b), we expect the reading of this sentence tmHtained through selection of an
alternative intervaly: whose length is less than thirty days. The intégbi@n which is
obtained is that the subject did a pregnancy tiést the right boundary aty, which is
intuitively correct. The reason for the contrastween (34b) and (37) is that in the
formerthe phrasdrenta giorniprovides a limit point on a scale, tlgutasican modify,
but in the latter the complement claudee Gianni € uscit@oes not provide any limit
point on a scale.

In (34c), quasi is related to the matrix achievement predicsiteestinsero(‘got
extinct’) and the interpretation of the sentencéhest war movies got near to extinction
after Oliver Stone lost interest for Vietham. Omgere, the role ofjuasihere is the one
described in section 4 above: (34c) entails theatieg of the prejacent (it is false that
War movies got extinct after Oliver Stone exhaudteddinterest for Vietnam) and the
existential quantification over lower ranked altgimes (for some scalar alternati@e¢o
the state of being completely extinct, charactbtizaas a state of rareness close to
complete extinction, it is true that War movies gub S after Oliver Stone exhausted his
interest for Vietnam). In accordance with the abobservation, we can placgiasito
the immediate left of the predicadeestinserpso as to make the relation of modification
between the adverb and the predicate more tranmgparethe surface, and by this
operation we do not bring about any change in nmggrsis shown in (34c’):

(34) c'. I film di guerra quasi si estinsero dopw ©liver Stone ebbe esaurito il suo

interesse per il Vietham.
‘War movies almost got extinct after Oliver Stdred exhausted his interest for
Vietnam.’

In conclusion, the vast majority of examples wgtiasi dopahat we found exemplify
patterns of modification in whicljuasiis related to some scalar expression occurring
elsewhere in the sentence. This is in striking i@sttwith the interpretation of sentences
with quasi prima where we observe a very productive pattern inctviquasi modifies
the temporal connectiverima, thus triggering reversal of the temporal relatiogfore’,
and giving rise to the meaning that we have desdrdbove for the sentences in (33).

7. Previous semantic analyses aefmost

In this section we critically consider two previoasalyses that have been proposed for
almostin the formal semantics literature, nam@&gvi (1998) and Penka (2006). Both
proposals are stated in a formally explicit wayisThill make it easier to confront them
with our data and criticize them on empirical ahédretical grounds. We start from
Sevi's (1998) proposal.
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7.1 Sevi’'s (1998) account

Sevi works out his analysis within a model-thearétamework in which the evaluation
of sentences is made relative to indices from eality ordered, discrete detindices are
the formal counterparts of circumstances of evalnat-or his purposes, Sevi assumes
that the set can be a set of possible worlds, a set of stasdafrgrecision for resolving
vagueness, or a set of time intervals. Further,stitd is assumed to be contextually
determined. The basic idea is thaimost operates on aspects of circumstances of
evaluation, hence on indices. In this respabfostis semantically similar to a modal
operator. The analysis is presented as follows $ex¢ 1998, 65-66):

(38) Let A be a formula, a discrete set, and < a three-place relation uahfor every
i* O1, < Is a strict partial order dn(i; < i, is read a$, is closer ta* thaniy).

[almost Al =1iff [[A]" =0&O'OO"0 @ 2i"zi* - i'<yi" &[A]]"
=1)

(in words:Almost Ais true ini* iff Ais false ini* and there is a maximally close
such tha# is true ini)

Notice that both a negative and a positive clausepeesent in the semanticsalmost

the negative clause (the first conjunct of tledinien3 says that the prejacent proposition
A s false in the current indeX; the positive clause (contained in the seconduurjof
the definien$ says that is true in some alternative indéexvhich is maximally close to
i*. Following Horn’s (2002) terminology, we call tlee€lausespolar and proximal
component, respectively. The polar component ofi Sevresponds to the negative
entailment thatquasi has on our analysis, as it was informally sketciredect. 4,
paragraph (A), while his proximal component is aptoally close to the proximality
entailment thatquasi has on our analysis, as it was informally sketciredect. 4,
paragraph (C). Notice further that Sevi’'s semarigeses it underspecified whether the
closest index is before or after* in the linearly ordered sét This information is often
obtained as a consequence of the polar componerdnjunction with some semantic
properties of the particular sentence at issueekample, consider the sentemanny is
almost bald This contains a vague predicdtald. For such sentences, Sevi’'s assumption
is that their evaluation is made relative to addettandards of precision (in the sense of
Lewis 1979), linearly ordered from stricter stamtfato more relaxed standards. The
polar component says that ‘Danny is bald’ is fatetative to the current precision
standards*, while the proximal component says that ‘Dannlgakl’ is true relative to the
closest standard. From the polar component and the structure ofstteof precision
standards, it follows that the closest standandust be less strict thast, hence we get
the information that the closest index in this casest be after the current index in the
linearly ordered set of precision standards.

The crucial difference between our analysis andi'Sey dependent on the way the
proximality condition is implemented. Here, we wdlbstract away from the fact that
Sevi's analysis quantifies over indices of evalbmtin the metalanguage, instead of
guantifying - as ours does - over scalar altereatigtetermined in the object language.
The aspect that we will uniquely focus upon is thguirement that thelosestindex to
the original index of evaluation be consideredheathan just some index close enough
to it. We will argue that Sevi's semantics is inquiate if applied to our data, and that its
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inadequacy is due precisely to this feature “sefleetclosest index”. Preliminarily, we
make an observation about the application of Seagsount to uses almostin the
temporal domain. The only example that Sevi exijidonsiders, for whose analysis the
setl is identified with a set of time intervals, is annce similar to (39). Its analysis is
given in (40):

(39) By three o’clock we had (already) almost\ad in Paris (we landed a few minutes
later).
[adapted from Sevi’'s example (46), from Sevi 19987]

(40) The sentence ‘We are in Paris’ was not tiu& a three o’clock, but it was true in
the closest (contextually relevant) time interval

More specifically, Sevi’'s assumption is thah this case is a set of time intervals with a
partial ordering of closeness to the reference tidere the assumption thiats a set of
time intervals is made plausible by the presenca c#ference time, introduced by the
time adverbiaby three o’clock This feature of the example at hand makes itiplesto
analyze (39) along the lines of (40): the prejacé& are in Paris’ was not true at the
reference tim¢* = 3pm, but it was true at the closest time intetvBlotice that from the
polar component and from the structure of the @uwfsevents in time (which is such
that, if we had not yet arrived in Paristdiut we had arrived in Paris gtthent must be
beforet’), we obtain the further information that the clostste t must be after the
current evaluation tim# in this case.

However, as soon as we look at the simplest onesm@rmour data, we realize that it is not
possible to apply Sevi’'s analysis to them via teguanption that the set of indicks a
set of time intervals. Take example (41), whicheadp (1a) from sect. 1:

(41) Leo e arrivato quasi alle 15.
‘Leo arrived at almost 3 pm.’

This involves a perfective clausego e arrivato‘Leo arrived’, with no underlying
reference time. Alsayuasiis semantically related to the RFe 15in (41), not to the VP.
These features of the example at hand make it isiiplesto analyze it in the same way as
(39) above. For one thing, it would make no semseay that (41) entails that the
prejacentLeo € arrivato alle 13vas not true at a reference time intetvahnd that it was
true at the closest time interval, the reason b#iag there is no reference time involved
in the interpretation of (41): the intuitive rolétbe prejacent of (41) is simply to assign a
temporal location to a past event of Leo’s arrifad in its English gloskeo arrived at
3pm), and not to say that an event of Leo’s arrival lbacurred by a certain reference
time (as in the English perfect sentehe® had arrived by 3pnThe conclusion is that
the only way to apply Sevi's analysis to (41) isdssuming that the set of indides a
set of possible worlds. Given this assumption,essrd (41) is straightforwardly analyzed
along the following lines:

(41") The sentence ‘Leo arrived at 3pm’ is not tiu¢he worldw*, but it is true in the
closest (contextually relevant) wond

However, the maximality requirement expressed ia $iecond conjunct of (41") is
troublesome. Indeed, what does it mean that thiesea ‘Leo arrived at 3pm’ is true in a
world w which is the closest tar*? We propose to read this condition as requirirag th
the time at which Leo arrived w* is a time which is thelosesttime to 3 pm. This
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imposes a discrete order on the set of times,are.order in which 3 pm has an
immediately preceding time. This is an unwelcom@seguence. Now, it might be
argued that this order is discrete from the pointiew of the practical interests of the
conversational participants, without any commitmenthe discreteness of physical time.
It is likely that this would be Sevi’s reply, as éeplicitly assumes that the set of indites
is contextually determined, so that it would beunat for him to argue that the
contextually determined set of worlds in this caseuld be related to a set of
contextually relevant time intervals. But even gtog the claim that the order of times
is discrete in this pragmatic sense, there is atillempirical problem for the proximal
component of (41). One could truthfully utter (4@)refer to a past situation in which
Leo arrived at 2:55 pm, while he was expected tveaat 2:30 pm. So, the question that
we raise is the following: in what sense the aléxue worldw at which Leo did arrive at
3 pm would be theclosestworld to the actual worldv* (at which Leo arrived at
2:55 pm)? Wouldn't this impose an inadmissible fepeagmatically inadmissible) order
on times according to which 2:55 pm would be theetimmediately preceding 3 pm?
The maximality requirement of Sevi’s analysis iscatroublesome for the treatment of
quasi prima(and, more generally, for the treatment qpfasimodification of overt
comparatives — see the discussion in sect. 9 bel®@ehsider example (42), which
repeats sentence (33b):

(42) Fausto Coppi imparo a pedalare quasi primaplarare a camminare.
‘Fausto Coppi learned to bike almost before henledto walk.’

As in the case of (41), we assume that Sevi’s aimaban be applied to (42) by taking the
set of indiced to be a set of possible worlds. Given this asswnpthe truth conditions
of (42) will be as in (43):

(43) The sentence ‘Fausto Coppi learned to bikerkedie learned to walk’ is false in the
world w*, but it is true in the maximally close word

In this case, the maximality requirement would atgy imply that the equative relation
"as early as" holds at the actual index Indeed, what does it mean that the sentence
‘Fausto Coppi learned to bike before he learnedvadk’ is true relative to a worlav
which is the closest ta*? This requirement seems to imply that Fausto Claapned to
bike inw* right at the same time at which he learned to walk*. So, Sevi’s semantics
rules out the ‘less-than’ interpretation that wedfin the actual data.

7.2 Penka’s (2006) account

Penka (2006) aims at providing a semanticsaionostas a cross-categorial modifier,
although the focus of her paper is on modificattdbtNPs and the respective restrictions,
as exemplified by the contrast between (44a) aAd)(@enka’s [1a] and [1b]):

(44) a. Almost every student passed the exam.
b.* Almost a / some student passed the exam.

Penka proposes a semantics domoston which this adverb behaves similarly to focus
sensitive particles likenly andeven Like the latteralmostrequires an alternative set C
consisting of propositions in which the modifiechetituent has been replaced by objects
of the same semantic type. Following Hitzeman (}9%2nka assumes thatmost
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requires an ordering of the alternatives in C, rignt@equires a scale. A further, crucial
assumption is that the required scale is a Hormescemmely a scale based on the
entailment relation. In other terms, on Penka'sppeal the alternatives are not
introduced through focus on the modified expressiphut are lexically associated with
a. Our diagnosis is that this feature of Penka’ppsal is due to its restriction to cases of
NP modification. Indeed, with quantifying deternrisidike every the scale isome<
several< many< most< every with numeral determiners likene hundredon their ‘at
least’ interpretation) the scale is ninety-eight< ninety-nine< one hundredCrucially,

in both cases any element on the scale is enfaylddgher ranked elements. As we shall
see in a moment, the restriction to lexically pd®d, entailment-based scales severely
reduces the empirical coverage of the analysisjmgakimpossible to extend it to some
important cases (e.g. sentences in wlatthostmodifies locational time adverbials, or
VPs of various sorts). Penka takes scalar altemestio be propositions, rather than sub-
propositional constituents of any semantic typesefitence in whichlmostmodifies an
expression P entails a related sentence withlmnbstin which P is replaced by a value
close by, but lower on the scale associated withhe. lexical entry that is proposed for
almostis the following (the relational symbot” in the definiensis used to refer to a
suitable relation of closeness between propositiaiternatives on the relevant scale):

[[ almost ]] =Aw.Ap.~p(w) OO [g=p OgqWw)] (Penka 2006: 279)

As in Sevi's semantics, there’s no requirement that alternative introduced by the
existential quantifier be ranked lower than thejgmentp. However, unlike in Sevi
(1998), given that the alternatives are always redidy entailment, the negative clause
‘= p(w)’ always entails that the positive clausgw) must be true of an alternativg
which is ranked lower thap (i.e. q is logically weaker thamp). We also notice that
another point of differentiation between Penka’'d &evi’'s proposals is that the former
gives up the maximality requirement, i.e. the ensilly quantified alternative is not
required to be maximally close fin this case. We have seen that maximal closeness
gives rise to empirical difficulties. Therefore, w&pect Penka’s account to fare better
than Sevi’'s with respect to those situations inclvhihe maximality requirement gives
rise to troubles.

The major problem with an account that, like Peskassumes Horn scales is that it
cannot provide an explanation for the reading otesgces like (41), repeated below as
(45):

(45) Leo e arrivato quasi alle 15.
‘Leo arrived at almost 3 pm.’

As we saw above when discussing Sevi's accountesea (45) could be true in a
scenario in which Leo arrived at 2:55 pm. This nse#imat the proposition that Leo
arrived at 2:55 pm would be the alternative to phaposition that Leo arrived at 3 pm
that would satisfy the proximal component. Howewes immediate to see that the latter
proposition does not entail the fornf&rThis example shows a general shortcoming of
the account under consideration: whre@mostmodifies a locational time adverbial, the
relevant alternatives can by no means be orderebbdigal strength, as the semantic

18 For a discussion of the challenges that dataistihd pose to accounts afmostrelying on entailment-
based scales, see Nouwen (2006).
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function of such time adverbials is to locate aarg\at a particular time, and to deny that
an evene s located at a timedoes never entail thatis located at a time prior tanor,

for that matter, at a time posterior o An account based on Horn scales has also
problems with sentences like (26b,c), repeatedvwak (46) and (47), respectively:

(46) Leo quasi non mi vide.
‘Leo almost didn't see me.’

(47) Leo va difretta, sta quasi correndo.
‘Leo is in a hurry, he is almost running.’

On the one hand, sentence (46) could be true inuatien s in which Leo walked
towards me without seeing me until he was half migtan me, so in this case it seems
that the alternative to the proposition that Ledndi see me is the complex proposition
that we have just used to characteszk is clear, however, that this complex propasiti

is not entailed by the proposition that Leo didsg€e me. On the other hand, sentence (47)
could be true in a scenario in which Leo is walkiagt. Thus, the proposition that Leo is
walking fast would be the alternative to the propos that Leo is running that would
satisfy the proximal component. But the latter msipon does not entail the former,
since, no matter whpis, the proposition thatis running does not entail the proposition
thatx is walking fast.

The above discussion makes it clear that we nemdan broader notion of scale, in
which the ordering between the alternatives magfldifferent kinds (Hirschberg 1985).
Relevant examples are the temporal ordering otadar alternatives iquasi alle 3pm
or the sequence of steps leading to the culmingi@nt in the complex event structure
of an accomplishment predicate, asquasi dimostro il teoremdcf. Amaral 2006,
Winter 2006, Caudal and Nicolas 2005). Another cas@oint is the case of “rank
orders” (Horn 1972, 2002), i.e. ordered sets lildead, moribund, sick> and <full
professor, associate professor, assistant profesatich provide the relevant scales for
the interpretation of sentences like (48) and @&pw. A characteristic of a rank order
<Y, X>is that Y unilaterally entails X, i.e. the stronger term does not entail thentaft
lower ranked alternatives, but rather their fatsiftyJohn is dead, it is not the case that
John is a moribund, and if John is a full profesgohn is not an associate professor. In
this case, intuitively, the only possible orderingtween the scalar terms involves a
temporal progression that is correlated with a gean status?

(48) Gianni e quasi morto.
‘Gianni is almost dead.’

(49) Gianni é quasi professore ordinario.
‘Gianni is almost a full professor.’

Sentence (48) would be true in a situation in whgshnni is moribund, and (49) would
be true in a situation in which Gianni is an asateciprofessor, but neither nsoribund
entailed bydead nor isassociate professantailed byfull professor

19 “Dead it should be noted, does not entail keas) dying nor doeslying (or moribung entail (at leas}
sick but if an entity is dead &, twe can infer the existence of an earlier timeé< 0 when the entity was
dying” (Horn 1972: 51).
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We have also seen that a predicate whose lexiozrsiics does not provide a scale,
like the achievement predicaéiraversare il confing'to cross the borderin (26f) from
sect. 5, can be coerced to a scalar interpretatlten modified byquasi An interesting
example is provided by color terms. The lexical nieg of the predicatbianca‘white’
does not provide a scale. Sentence (50) is ambgywsuthere are (at least) two natural
scalar representations that can be contextualieved, as made explicit by the possible
continuations in (50" and (50"). In (50", theegiicatebianca is interpreted as the
endpoint of a process by which the initial colortioé door has faded. The predicate is
interpreted here as the culmination point of thiscpss, i.e. the state of the door having
no color. The other interpretation is that of (@ccording to which most parts of the
door have been painted white, but not its wholdaser (i.e. it is not entirely white yet).
Here, the mereological structure of the door presid homomorphic mapping to stages
of the complex event of painting the whole doorteni

(50) La porta e quasi bianca.
‘The door is almost white.’

(50" La porta € quasi bianca, pero c’e ancoraalipcolore nella parte inferiore.
‘The door is almost white, but there is still @ldi bit of color in the part below.’

(50") La porta € quasi bianca, pero rimangono @nda dipingere i lati.
‘The door is almost white, but the sides still thée be painted.’

Therefore, it seems too strong a requirement that dcale selected byuasi be
provided by the modified expression in terms ofa@arHscale. Admittedly, in some cases,
the ordering between the alternatives may be intgrly given by the lexicon (as in
the case of quantifiers), but it doesn’t have tdHgecase: the scalar representation can be
provided by the discourse or extra-linguistic catitéo meet the requirement qgliasi
that a scale be available. The general conclusems to be that scalar representations
other than Horn scales have to be considered. iitadiraent-based scale is just one type
of scale that may be selected by the semantidatsirs ofquasi

We have shown thajuasiis essentially scalar. A consequence of our adcsua
critical reconsideration of some claims from theyious literature oalmost We believe
that the distinction between a scalar and a cofauteral interpretation oélmostis ill-
posed, as so-called counterfactual usesalofost are still instances of the scalar
interpretation conceived in general terms, so ¢banterfactual uses are not a disjoint set
of uses but rather a subset of the scalar onesafather thing, scholars have been
focusing on a very restricted set of phenomena tlgnasodification of quantificational
NPs byalmost and a consequence has been that only a spggicdf scale has been
considered as relevant to the semanticalwfost namely Horn scale. But, as we have
shown in previous sections, Horn scales are no¢rgérenough to account for the whole
range of data.

8. Semantic analysis of the previous data

We assume an event semantics framework. Verb paedic as well as adverbial
modifiers, project an argument position for evehtieas at LF, which is abstracted over
by the A-operator (Davidson 1967; Parsons 1985, 1990; Land@000). Adverbial
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modification is handled by means of predicate segetion, that is to say, tikeabstracts
AezV(...e...) andAez.Adv(...e...), which correspond to the verbal and to the dulaér
projection respectively, are combined so as tadyiké derived abstrage:.[V(...e...) [
Adv(...e...)]. A default operation of existential closure magA-abstractAez.¢(e) onto
the existentially quantified formulaked(e). Temporal phrases are adverbial modifiers,
and are treated accordingly as intersective madifids forquasj we assume that it is a
cross-categorial modifier which takes a focusedstitrenta as argumenand yields the
logical conjunction of two elements: the negatidritte proposition resulting from the
application of the semantic valueafand a proposition resulting from the applicatidn

a lower ranked alternative to the semantic value. e assume a semantics for focused
expressions along the following lines: the semawtatribution of a complexad]
consisting of an expressi@n(a being of some syntactic category) and a focuysdn]a

is analyzed as an ordered pair,<&;> in which the first coordinate is the semantiaueal
of a and the second coordinate is a set of alternatvas all of the same semantic type
asa’', which are ordered according to some linear imi&f We refer to such ordered
pairs ad-pairs. On this semantics, the specific contribution ofu®can be analytically
identified with the set of alternatives to the satravalue of the expression bearing
focus. We do not see the linear order on the ateres as part of the semantic
contribution of focus, but rather as contextuallgtedmined. Given the above
assumptions, we propose the interpretation doasi given in (51) below. On this
interpretationquasitakes two arguments: the first argument id-gair, and the second
argument is the semantic value of the part of #regence which is not in focus. The
pair, of course, is such that its first coordingethe semantic value of the focused
constituenk, while its second coordinate is the set of altéwea to the semantic value of
x provided by focus, that are ordered in a contditualevant way.

(51) [[ quasi]] =A<P<ys, S>. A% 7 P(x) 0 Q- 0 S[Q <s P O close(Q, P) 0 Q(x)]**

The equation (51) is not a lexical entry, gshere is a variable over types, not the name
of any particular type; this is in accordance to assumption of the cross-categorial
status ofquasi

8.1 Modification of AT-adverbials

20 A two-place relation R is said to timear (or alinear ordey if it satisfies the following conditions (see
Landman 1991: 84):

(cl) OxR(x X) (reflexivity)

(c2) OxOy[[R(x,y) Ox#y] » = R(y, X)] (antisymmetry)
(c3) OxOyOz[[R(x, y) OR(y, 2] - R, 2] (transitivity)

(c4) OxOy[R(x, y) OR(Y, x) Ox=Yy] (connectedness)

For our purposes, it does not matter whether tladioa that orders the focus-alternatives is reflexi.e.
whether it satisfies condition (c1). In what fells, we adopt the notations<to refer to the linear order
defining a scales, instead of adopting the notatiogs’, thus suggesting that we considsrict (i.e. non
reflexive) linear orders. However, our notationdloice is uniquely due to practical convenience, and
nothing essential in our proposal hinges on therapsion that the relation ordering the alternatiies
strict linear order rather than a reflexive lineader.

2L This equation could be seen as a set of lexin#ies, one for each of the possible values of the
variable {' ranging over semantic types.
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We start from the case in which a locational tindeexbial is modified byquasi For
convenience, we refer to such adverbialsAdsadverbials. The class @&T-adverbials
will include time adverbials headed lyuando ‘when’. We provide compositional
analyses for the sentences (1a) and (27), repbaiedv as (52) and (53), respectively.
Along with each sentence to be analysed, we progidsecification of the relevant
aspects of its LF representation. In the LFs belimeused constituents are written in
boldface. On our analysig&T-adverbials have semantic values of type <E, t>,they
denote functions from events to truth-values. Adowly, the scalar alternatives to the
semantic value ofalle 15 (‘at 3 pm’) will be objects of type <E, t> too. The
interpretations of the temporal prepositiarf'at’) and the temporal connectivgando
(‘when’) that we assume are specified below.

(52) Leo e arrivato quasi alle 15.
‘Leo arrived at almost 3 pm.’

(52") O[p Leo & arrivato fqp quasi[aqve alle 15]]
[[a]l=At.Ae.1(e) Ot
[[le 15]] = 3pm
[ alle 15]] =Ae. 1(e) O 3pm
[[ alle 15]] = <Ae. 1(e) O 3pm,S>
[[ quasialle 15]] = (A<P<gts, S. Aee. =P(e) U Q<> S[Q <s P O closg(Q, P) O
Q(e)])(<Ae. 1(e) U 3pm,S>)
= Aez. ~(Ae. 1(e) O 3pm)E) U <=0 S[Q <s (Ae. 1(e) I 3pm) [
closg(Q, (Ae. 1(e) 0 3pm)) 1 Q(e)]
= Aes.~1(e) O 3pmI Qe -1 S[Q <s (Ae. 1(e) 1 3pm) U close(Q,
(Ae. 1(e) O 3pm)) L Q(e)]
[(B52)]]=1 iff [e[arrive( Leo)d=1(e) O 3pm 0 Q- S[Q <s (Ae. t(e) [
3pm)Oclose(Q, (Ae. 1(e) O 3pm)) 0 Q(e)]]

For the modifieralle 15 we assume that the relevant sc8lencludes the following
values, ordered in the specified way:

(Ae.1(e) 0 12pm) < (Ae.1(e) O 1pm) < (Ae. 1(e) O 2pm) < (Ae. 1(e) O 3pm)

The ordering rule underlying this scale is that thiection Qe. 1(e) O t) precedes the
function Qe t(e) O t) if and only if t temporally precedes. In other words, our
assumption is that the relevant scale of altereatalues to [[ alle 15 ]] is determined by
a linear order which is defined on the basis ofrtatiral relation of temporal precedence
between time$? In light of this, we can rewrite the truth-condits for (52) given above
in the following simplified way:

22 We do not claim that this assumption is empiljcatliequate for handling just any case in whjclasi

modifies anAT-adverbial, as we in fact know of some exceptiazes whose interpretation can only be
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[[(B2)]]=1 iff [elarrivee Leo)d~1(e) O 3pmOLL [t < 3pm0 closet, 3pm) L
1(e) O 1]]

This analysis correctly predicts that sentence (52jue iff there is an event of Leo’s
arrival which occurred before 3 pm, at a time clas& pm (in a contextually relevant
sense of ‘close’).

Let us now consider sentence (53), given along ustLF (53'):

(53) Leo e arrivato quasi quando stavamo per partir
‘Leo arrived almost when we were about to leave.’

(53") O[p Leo e arrivato fqvp quasi[adve quando [p stavamo per partire]]]]
The compositional derivation of (53)’s truth comalits is reported below.

[[ quando ]] =AP<e - Aev. T, [P(e;) DR(1(ey), T(ex))]*
[[ stavamo per partire ]] 2e;. [Pasté;) [ be-about-to-leave(, we)]

[[ quando stavamo per partire ]] AR« Ae. [ [P(e) O R(t(e), 1(e))])(Aer.
[Pasté;) [1be-about-to-leave(, we)])

Aew. (B [(Aer. [Pasté) O be-about-to-leave(, we)])
(e2) OU1(en) O 1(e)]

Ae.. [ [[Pastg;) O be-about-to-leavef, we)] [
T(e1) O 1(e2)]

[[ quando stavamo per partire]] = <Ae,. [e [[Pastey) O be-about-to-leaveg, we)]
Ot(e) O (e)], S
[[ quasi[agve quando [p stavamo per partire]] ]] =
= (A<P<gt, S. Aee. 7P(e) 0 Me- U S[Q <s P O closg(Q, P) U
Q(e)))(<Ae.. [k [[Pastey) O be-about-to-leavet, we)] O 1(e) O
1(e)], S)

dealt with on the alternative assumptibat the relevant scale be determined on the lodsie relation of
temporal succession (i.e. the converse relatioh vaspect to the natural order of temporal preceglen
We discuss one such exceptional case later onsrséietion. We qualify cases of this sort as “exioepl”
since, as far as we can tell, they are very rahne. Most common pattern in the interpretation dfacsture
quasi+ AT-adverbial is the one which is captured by the mggion that the relevant scale be determined
on the basis of the relation of temporal precedetinz is the pattern in which we get the implicatihat
the event occurbeforethe time denoted by th&T-adverbial. We cannot provide any other reasoritfisr
pattern being so widely and solidly attested besithe greater naturalness of the relation of teaipor
precedence, compared to its converse relationr Aftetemporal precedence is the relation whité diur
natural experience of the flow of time from the qmet towards the future, whereas we do not have an
experience of the time flowing from the presentkbiato the past.

In the interpretation ofjuandg ‘R is an open parameter whose possible values améexially
determined relations between time intervals. Thiy walue of R’ that we will consider here is the sub-
interval relation. This restriction depends on fhet that wheneveguasimodifies awhenclause, the latter
has imperfective aspect (this fact is morpholodycabert in Italian, but it has a manifestationEnglish
too, sincewhenclauses modified bglmostare stative) - a fact that we do not try to expiainhis paper.
We assume that it is the presence of the impevieeispect in thevhenclause that determines instantiation
of the relational parameteR" through the sub-interval relation.
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= Ae. -(Ae.. [ [[Pastg;) O be-about-to-leave, we)] O 1(ey) O
1(e)])(e) 0 kw0 S[Q <s (A\ew. [ [[Paste) O be-about-to-
leaveg,, we)] O t(e) O 1(e)]) U close(Q, (Aer. [k, [[Paste,) [ be-
about-to-leavet, we)] O t(e) U 1(e2)])) U Q(e)]

= \e -[k [[Paste) O be-about-to-leave, we)] 0 1(e) O 1(e)]) O
Q-0 S[Q <s (Aey. [k, [[Paste;) [ be-about-to-leavef, we)] O
1(er) O 1(er)]) O close(Q, (Aesr. [, [[Paste,) [ be-about-to-leave,
we)] U1(er) U 1(e2)])) D Q(e)]

[(B3)]]=1 iff O [Pasté) O arrivel;, Leo) O -k, [Pasté) O be-about-to-
leaveg,, we) O t(e) O 1(er)] DQ O S[Q <s (Aey. [, [Pastey) O
be-about-to-leaveg, we) [ 1(e;) O t(er)]) O close(Q, (Aep. [k
[Pastéy) [0 be-about-to-leavef, we) [ 1(ey) U 1(e2)])) T Q(t(e))]]

We assume that the alternative valueadp (e, [Pasté;) [ be-about-to-leave§, we) [
1(e1) O 1(ey)] are of the kind in (54):

(54) Aer. [ [Pastey) U S() Ut(er) U 1(e)]

Here ‘S’ denotes a contextually recoverable preadi¢hat is true of some eventuality
causally related to the state of us being aboued&we in the referred situation; for
example, S could be true of the eventuality of esd preparing our suitcases, or of the
eventuality of us having just left. If the S-eveailtty precedes the state of us being about
to leave, we have the ordering given in (a). If S8weventuality follows the state of us
being about to leave, we have the ordering inltbhoth formulas ‘s’ denotes temporal
precedence, which is the ordering relation thag¢meines the scale in this case:

(@) Qe [ [Paste) O SkE) Ot(er) U 1(e)]) <s (Aer. [ [Pasté,) [ be-about-to-
leavel,, we)1(er) O 1(e)])

(b) (Aei. Ok, [Paste;) O be-about-to-leavef, we) O 1(ey) O 1(e)]) <s(Aer. [k, [Pastey)
OSE2) Ut(er) U 1(e2)])

Now we can simplify the truth-conditions given abder (53) in the following way (the
iota-term iey[Pastg;) [ be-about-to-leavef, we)]’ on the right-hand side of the
biconditional denotes the maximal state of us beimgut to leave):

[(B3)]]=1 iff [ [Paste) O arriver, Leo) O -k, [Paste) [ be-about-to-
leaveg,, we) O 1(e) O 1(e)] O T [t <7 T(1ex[Pasté,) [ be-about-to-
leaveg,, we)]) O closef, t(1e;[Pasté,) [Ibe-about-to-leaveg, we)]))
Dt(ey) O H]]

The analysis predicts that sentence (53) is trfuanfevent of Leo’s arrival occurred in
the relevant situation, whose temporal trace predéle time of our being about to leave
and was close to it.

8.2 Modification of directional time adverbials
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The next step is to analyze directional time adedstwith da ‘since’ andfino ‘until’. On
our proposalda denotes a relation between a timnand an eveng, for which the
temporal trace oé includes the left-closed interval whose left boismiland whose right
bound is the reference timg. The timetg is an open parameter whose value is
contextually assigned. Given thainceadverbials always modify sentences whose
temporal interpretation requires that a referenoe be specified (sentences with perfect
tenses in English, and with imperfective aspedtafan), the open parametgy in the
lexical entry ofdawill be assigned the reference time of the matemtence. Notice that
once a given value is assigneddpthe denotation aflais a partial function: it is defined
only for those times such that precedesg. The partiality of the functiodenoted byda
will make it possible to account for the infelicibf an utterance lik®©bama has been
President of the US since 20f#de right at this moment (Februaf$y2009).

We analyze sentence (30a), repeated here asafbyjiven along with its LF (55):

(55) Viviamo qui quasi dal 2000.
‘We have lived here almost since 2000.’

(55") O[p Viviamo qui [ppquasi[ppdal 2000]]

[[da] =\t Ae 1(&) O [t tr)

[[ il 2000 ]] = 2000a.d.

[[ dal 2000 ]] =Ae. 1(e) 00 [2000a.d.1r)

[[ dal 2000]] = <Ae. t(e) O [2000a.d.1g), S

[ quasidal 2000]] = (A<P<es, S>. Aex. ~P(€) 0 Q-0 S[Q <s P O close(Q, P) O
Q(e)]) (<Ae. 1(e) 0 [2000a.d.1r), S>)

= Aes. n1(e) O [2000a.d.,tg) O Q- U S [Q <s Ae. 1(e) O
[2000a.d.1r) O close(Q, Ae. 1(e) O [2000a.d.1r)) 0 Q(e)]

[[(B5)]]=1 iff [Ce[live(e, we, hereld-1(e) O [2000a.d.now) O Q O S[Q <sAe.
1(e) O [2000a.d.,tr) O close(Q, Ae. 1(e) O [2000a.d.,tr)) [
Q(t(e)I]

We assume that the alternative valueseor(e) [1 [2000a.d.1r) are of the kind in (56):

(56) Ae. t(e) O [tam, tr)

We further assume that the lower ranked alternstare such that 2000a<k ta; <t tr.
This assumption implies that the scale of the mdtives forda is determined by the
succession relation between times (ke. the timety; in any lower ranked alternative
must follow the limit time 2000a.d.Now we can simplify the truth-conditions given
above for (55), in the following way:

[(B5)]]=1 iff [Cellive(e, we, here)1-1(e) O [2000a.d.now) O [ [t >r 2000a.d ]
close(, 2000a.d.x1t(e) O [t, now]]
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Sentence (55) is predicted to be true in the casehich there is an eventuality of us
living here which stretches backward from the pnésiene up to some point in the past
which closely follows the time 2000a.d.

Concernindino ‘until’, we propose an analysis on which it denade®lation between
a timet and an eveng, for which the temporal trace efincludes a right-closed interval
whose right bound is and whose left bound is a timig which we identify with the
inception ofe. The fact that the left bound of the interval cainbe identified with the
reference timeg, while in the case o$incewe could identify the right bound of the
relevant interval withtg, depends on the fact thaintil-adverbials, unlikesince
adverbials, modify sentences whose temporal indgiion does not require a reference
time (sentences with imperfective aspect in Italahich typically require a reference
time, do not allow for modification byuntil-adverbials). Until-adverbials modify
sentences with perfective aspect, and the opemedeati.¢ in the lexical entry ofino
will be assigned the inception time of the matwemt. Notice that once a given value is
assigned tdince), the denotation dfino is a partial function: it is defined only for those
timest such that follows tince). The partiality of the functiodenoted byino will make it
possible to account for the infelicity of an uttera like George W. Bush was President
of the US until 2000

Let us now consider sentence (28a), repeated bato@h7), whose LF is given in
(57):

(57) Leo ha fumato quasi fino a mezzanotte.
‘Leo smoked almost until midnight.’

(57") O[p Leo ha fumatodrquasi[ppfino a mezzanotte]]

[ fino]] = At. Ae. 1(e) O (tince), t]

[[ fino a mezzanotte ]] Ae. ©(€) O (tince), 12:00am]

[[ fino a mezzanotte]] = <Ae. 1(€) U (tince, 12:00am],S>

(A<P<gts, S>. Aee. 2P(e) U Qe U S[Q <s P O
close(Q, P) D Q(e)])(<Ae. 1(e) T (tince, 12:00am].S>)
Aee. = 1(€) U (tince), 12:00am]0 Q0 S[Q <s Ae. 1(e)

O (tinee, 12:00am] O close(Q, Ae. 1(€) U (tince),
12:00am]) Q(e)]
[GB7)]I=1 iff Oe[smokedg Leo)—1(€) U (tince, 12:00am]d [Q O S[Q <sAe.
1(e) U (tincee, 12:00am]I close(Q, Ae. 1(e) O (tince), 12:00am])]
Q(t(e))]

We assume that the alternative valued¢ot(e) O (tince), 12:00am] are of the kind in
(58):

(58) Ae. T(e) 0 (tinc(e), talt]

We also assume that the lower ranked alternatik@such thatinee <r tar <r 12:00am.
This assumption implies that the scale of the adteves foruntil is determined by the
precedence relation between times(ke. the timet,; in any lower ranked alternative

[[ quasifino a mezzanotte]]
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must precede the limit time 12:00amM)ow we can simplify the truth-conditions given
above for (57), in the following way:

[G7)]1=1 iff Oe[smokedg Leo)I-1(€) T (tinge, 12:00am]d [T [t <y 12:00amL]
close(, 12:00am)It(e) O (tince), t]

The analysis predicts that sentence (57) is traeijucase in which there is a past event
of Leo’s smoking which stretches forward from iteeption time up to a subsequent
point in time which closely precedes midnight.

Given the semantics dfa andfino that we have proposed, it follows that the refatio
defining the relevant scale must be temporal ssimesfor the former and temporal
precedence for the latter. Indeed, suppose thatetbeant scale for the interpretation of
(55) were defined by the relation of temporal pdesee <. The truth-conditions that we
would get for (55) are given by the following fortau

(59) [k [live(e, we, here)d =t(e) O [2000a.d.,now) [0 [T [t < 2000a.d.] closef,
2000a.d.X11(e) O [t, now]]

But this formula is necessarily false, no mattewwhwe instantiate the existentially
guantified variablet': given thatt(e) does not include [2000a.chpw), it follows that
1(e) will not include [, now) either, for anyt preceding2000a.d., as any such interval [
now) will be a proper super-interval of [2000a.aow).

A parallel argument can be run against the hypahtbait the scale underlying (57)’s
interpretation is defined by the relation of tengdauccession+ It is then possible to
establish that, in the case of (55) and (57), wdrdering relation is relevant can be
determined on the basis of the negation of thededpart, as only one choice of order
turns out to be logically compatible with this nega. This consequence of the semantic
analysis oda andfino is empirically adequate, as it conforms to ounvjrags observation
that whenquasimodifiesda (respectivelyfino), it triggers an effect of approximation to a
limit point from the right (respectively from theft).

In contrast, we observe that there is nothinghm semantics of locational (nor in
that of quandg proposed in section 8.1 above which forces tHecten of a scale
defined by temporal precedence. In this case, ttherimg relation could also be temporal
succession, and we would still get satisfiable htzainditions. This prediction is
empirically correct, as an analysis that forceec@n of a temporal precedence scale for
sentences in whichuasimodifies anAT-adverbial would be unable to explain a possible
reading of (60) below, i.e. the reading in whiclolfell after the beginning of the race.
This reading is made salient by the context praviokelow.

[Context: Leo was one of the participants in theerdne started the race but fell out of his
bike very soon.]

(60) Leo é caduto dalla bici quasi all'inizio defjara®*
‘Leo fell out of his bike almost at the beginniofgthe race.’

8.3 Modification of BEFORE-adverbials

24 Thanks to Andrea Bonomi for pointing out this xde to us.

40



We turn now to the case qtiasi primaWe assume a decompositional analysipraha
as the comparative of the degree prediqagsto (following Del Prete 2008), and we
further assume thajuasi modifies the comparative markeiu (a determiner of type
<<d,t>, <<d,t>, t>> - d being the type of degreés),quasi-piuis the modifier-modifiee
pair in sentence (33a), which we repeat below &k (6

(61) L'avventura di Tommaso Rocchi € finita quasima di cominciare.
‘The adventure of T. Rocchi ended almost befostatted.’

The LF representation of (61) is as follows:
(61" [[Quasipiu] 1[di PRG; cominciared;-presto]} 2[I'avventura e finitad,-presto]]
The lexical entry that we assume for the deternpners the following:

[ pit ] = AP<q &> AQ<q > [ [=P(d) 0 Q(d)]

Given these assumptions, our analysis makes tteviag predictions. In the first place,
we compute the negative entailmentagsi as in (62):

(62) [[Quasi[piu] 1[di PRGQ cominciared;-presto]} 2[I'avventura € finita d,-presto]]
entails
not [[[piu] 1[di PRQ cominciared;-presto]} 2[I'avventura e finitad,-presto]]

The truth-conditions for the entailed LF in (62f axpressed by the formula in (63),
which is logically equivalent to (64):

(63) - [d [~k [begané, the-adventure)l prestog, d)] O [k [finishedf, the-adventure)
Oprestog, d)]]

(64) Od [k [finished, the-adventure])l prestog, d)] — [k [begané, the-adventurel)
prestog, d)]]

Formula (64) says that for any timef an event of the adventure finishing occurred,by
then an event of the adventure beginning occuryetdals well. In other words, the end of
the adventure did not precede the beginning ofathenture, i.e. the adventure actually
took place. This proposition is actually part of theaning conveyed by (61).

In the second place, we compute the scalar entailwfequasi To do this, we need to
specify a set of scalar alternatives. We have asduimt the alternatives are determined
by focus on the modified expression, whichpia in this case. Accordingly, the set of
alternatives will contain semantic objects of tlans type apiu, i.e. <<d, t>, <<d, t>,
t>> (this is the type of relations between setdegrees). What objects of this type might
count as scalar alternativespii? For concreteness, we focus on a couple of objeats
we assume as weaker alternativegitd on the relevant scale. These are the relations
between sets of degrees given in (65):

(65) a. AP<g- AQ<ap>- Ud [P(d) - Q(d)]
b. AP<q > AQ<q > LH[P(d) U -Q(d) O ' [d=d' Uclosed, d) 0Q(d")]]

The relation (65a) is the semantic value of theatige markertanto quanto(‘as much
as’), while the one in (65b) is the semantic valfithelesseomparativeun po mend‘'a
little less’). For example, consider the senten(®8a,b) below. They have the LFs
(67a,b), and their truth conditions are composéliynderived in (68a,b), respectively.

41



(66) a. Leo e arrivato tanto presto quanto.Te
Leo is arrived as-much early as Teo
‘Leo arrived as early as Teo.’

b. Leo é arrivato un p0O meno presto di Teo.
Leo is arrived a little less early of Teo
‘Leo arrived a little less early than Teo.’

(67) a. [tanto quanto 1[Teo é arrivatpatesto]} 2[Leo € arrivato gipresto]
b. [un po meno 1[Teo e arrivate-presto]} 2[Leo e arrivato gpresto]

(68) a. [[tanto quanto ]] AP AQ<q > Ld [P(d) — Q(d)]
[[ 1[Teo € arrivato gpresto] ]] =Ad. (e [arrived(e, Teo) prestoé, d)]
[[ 2[Leo e arrivato gtpresto] ]] =Ad. (e [arrived(e, Leo) ] prestoé, d)]
[[(67a)]] =1 iff Od [k [arrived, Teo) Oprestog, d)] - [k [arrived(,
Leo) O prestog, d)]]

b. [[unpomeno]] = AP« AQur [CH[P(d) O -Q(d) O ' [d=d' O closef,
d’) 0Q(d)]]
[[ 1[Teo e arrivato gpresto] ]] =id. (ke [arrived(e, Teo) prestog, d)]
[[ 2[Leo e arrivato gpresto] ]] =Ad. (e [arrived(e, Leo) [ prestog, d)]
[[(67b)]]=1 iff [ [Ce [arrived, Teo) O prestog, d)] O -k [arrived(,
Leo) O prestog, d)] O ' [d = d' O closed, d) O e
[arrived(e, Leo) prestog, d)]]]

Sentence (66a) is predicted to be true if and dnfgr every timet, if Teo’s arrival
occurred byt then Leo’s arrival occurred bl too. In other words, Leo’s arrival is
predicted to have occurred no later than Teo'valriOn the other hand, sentence (66b)
is predicted to be true if and only if there isSradt such that Teo’s arrival occurred by
Leo’s arrival did not occur bty and for some time which is shortly aftet, Leo’s arrival
occurred byt'. Both these predictions are empirically correct.

Now, the equativéanto quantas a weaker alternative to the comparaipue in two
senses: besides being a lower ranked alternatipaitm the scale that we assume, it is
also logically weaker thapiu, since a sentence of the fox tanto P quanto ¢x is as
much P ay’) is asymmetrically entailed by the correspondiognparativex € piu P di y
(‘x is more P thary). Besides this, the equative also seems to bg ukrse to the
comparative: i is not taller thary, it seems that the closest of the weaker alteresiis
thatx is as tall ay. On the other hand, thessecomparativaun pd menas also a weaker
alternative to the comparatiyeu (although not in a logical sense, as a sententheof
form x € un pd meno P di‘xis a little less P thayi is not entailed by the corresponding
comparativex e piu P di yx is more P thay’), but it is not as close to the comparative
as the equativeanto quantds, given that the scale we assumpiis> tanto quantc> un
po meno

At this point, it would be natural to think that iwases ofquasi modifying a
comparative, the semantic value of the equativeldcdae used to instantiate the
existential quantifier over alternatives. Indeedthng follows from the semantics that
would prevent the equative from being the verifyaitgrnative value. However, what we
observe is that the intended meaningési(x € piu P di y)and in particular ofjuasi(A
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prima di B) always involves the relatialittle less As far as the semantics proper goes,
this fact remains unexplained. In section 9 we tgva pragmatic account of this fact.
Before concluding this sub-section, we notice thatanalysis just proposed fguasi
prima differs from the analyses that we have proposedherocational and directional
temporal connectives in one important respect.tRerlatter, we have assumed that the
constituent modified byuasiis the entire temporal phrase, while for the formverhave
assumed thatuasi modifies just the comparative morpheme underlyprgna. The
reason for this asymmetry is straightforward, gieen account of the meaning gfiasi
as long agjuasifinds a constituent X that belongs to a naturalescas is the case with
piu, the semantic requirement gfiasiis satisfied andjuasican modify X without need
to further compose X with other constituents. Theational and directional temporal
connectives, on the other hand, do not belong joretural scale, and, unlikgu and
prima, they cannot be uttered in isolation (i.e. withdbeir internal complements).
Hence, it is only from the composition of the temgdoconnective with its internal
argument that a set of scalar alternatives caetoeved.

8.4 Modification of AFTER-adverbials

We have seen thauasican modify adopcaadverbial if it contains a MP or a universal
NP complement, as in sentences (69a,b) below -hwigigeat (34a,b) from section 6.1.5.
On the other hand, sentence (69c) is unacceptahtd,it cannot have a symmetrical
interpretation with respect to the sentence witma given in (33a) in section 6.1.4.

(69) a. Il pubblico romano si mostra affettuosissioon numerosi applausi quasi dopo
ogni canzone.

‘The Roman audience shows itself very affectienéity means of many
applauses almost after every song.’

b. Quasi dopo trenta giorni ho fatto un test di gramizh ed é risultato negativo.
‘Almost after thirty days | did a pregnancy testlat was negative.’

c. ?L’avventura e cominciata quasi dopo che igfin
‘“? The adventure started almost after it ended.’
[it cannot mean ‘The adventure started very lpte.’

We have seen that in (69gyasi intuitively modifies the quantified NP (QNRgni
canzong‘every song’) which provides the complementdofpa On the analysis we are
going to propose, the lexical itequasiand the QNRogni canzoneare parts of a unique
constituent, {p quasi [ ogni canzone]], which is discontinuous at surfsitecture. This
constituent is of the same syntactic category amdasitic type as its sub-constitueg [
ogni canzone]. Specifically, we assume that it ties semantic type of a generalized
guantifier over events. Following Heim and Krat¢E998), we also assume that phrases
denoting generalized quantifiers undergo QuantifRaising (QR) at LF, leaving a
coindexed trace behind. A straightforward consegea@f our assumptions is thamasi

will move along with the QNFRgni canzonen the course of the derivation of (69a)’s
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LF.>> Since a single instance of QR takes place, tmget single generalized quantifier
expression, only one trace will be generated, theet being of the same type as the
objects over which the generalized quantifier iBreel. In this case, we will end up with
a trace of the type of events. Given the abovenagsans, the LF of (69a) will be as in
(70):

(70) [Quasi ogni canzong]l Il pubblico romano si mostra affettuosissimo con
numerosi applausi dopdq]]

For the sake of simplicity, we change (70) to thsier to handle representation (71):
(71) [Quasi ogni canzong] [ci furono applausi dopotj ]

On the analysis that we propose fwpq it denotes a relation of temporal succession
between events. Two events, & are connected by the relation at issue when the
temporal trace of the first completely follows themporal trace of the second, in
symbolst(e;) > 1(e). The relation pis a strict partial order defined over the setimoie
intervals |, and it satisfies the condition in (42} is the strict total order of temporal
succession defined over the set of time instants T)

(72) i> i iff OxOy [xOi OyOir - x>1Y]

The lexical entry that we assume fiwpois given in (73) below. The first argument of
the function which interpretdopois instantiated by temporal measures, which we inode
as equivalence classes of time intervals in anaasvivay: two intervals are members of
the same temporal measure iff they have the samge The first argument gives the
measure of the intervale,) - T(e1) which separatege,) from 1(e;).?° The functor {t’ in
(73) denotes a function which maps any time infeordo its temporal measure. We
assume that the measure-argument is optional, euthke two event-arguments. The
reason for having an optional measure-argumertarsémantics alopois the existence
of sentences like (69b), in which the MP to théarigf dopoarguably realizes an extra-
argument of the temporal connective, which has dodistinguished from its internal
event-argument’ 28 We further assume that in cases in which the nresangument is

5 Notice that we are not assuming thatsiis moved by some independeat hocoperation, which

would operate independently from the general rfil®R. What we are assuming instead is that the evhol
constituent {r quasi [jp ogni canzone]], which happens to be discontinuadbeasurface, is targeted by a
single instance of QR in the derivation of the LF(69a), by which both the modifieguasi and the
modifieeogni canzonare moved at the same time.

26 \we say that an intervalseparates two intervalg i; wheni, n i3 =0 andi; is the minimal intervai*
such thati¢ O (i, O ig)) O I.

Evidence for the claim that the Mienta giorniin sentence (i.a) realizes an argumentabq rather
than functioning as a modifier of the temporal cextive, is provided by the contrast between (i.ajij
(ii.a,b):

(i) a. Gianni e arrivato dopo trenta giorni.
‘Gianni arrived after thirty days.’

b. Gianni € arrivato trenta giorni dopo.
‘Gianni arrived thirty days after.’

(i) a.* Gianni € arrivato prima trenta giorni.
‘Gianni arrived before thirty days.’

b. Gianni é arrivato trenta giorni prima.
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not provided by the context (either linguistic oxtra-linguistic), the value of the
temporal measure variablg' ‘in (73) is set to zero by default, having theeeff of

trivializing the conditiorp(t(ey) - t(e1)) = s.
(73) [[dopo ]] =As. Aew. A& 1(€2) > T(er) U p(T(e2) - T(e1)) 2 S
The derivation of the truth-conditions for LF (4&)displayed in (74):
(74) [[ ogni canzone ]] AQ<k,  Le[song€) — Q(e)]
[[ ogni canzon€]] = <AQ<E, . [le [songE) — Q(e)], S

[[ quasiogni canzong]] = (A<O<gps, t5 S AP<g> 7OP) U I ccgop 0 S
[0 <s ©0 closg(ll, ©) OO(MP)D(AQ. [e
[song€) - Q(e)], S>)
= AP.-0e[songf) - P(e)] DM OS[O <sAQ. Oe
[songe) - Q(e)] O close(d, AQ. (e [songE) —
Q(e)) U (P)]
[[ 1 (ci furono applausi dopot] ] ]] = Aes. [k, [applausest) L 1(e) > 1(e3)]

(ML) AP. =Oe [songe) - P(e)] O OS[O <sAQ. [e [songe) —
Q(e)] U closed, AQ. Ue [song€) - Q(e)]) U U (P)])(Aes. [y
[applausest) L T(ez) > T(€3)])

= -[e[songe) - [k [applausest) O 1(ex) > t(€)]] UL O S[O
<sAQ. Ue [song€) -~ Q(e)] Uclose(d, AQ. Le [song€) — Q(€)])
00 (Aes. e [applausesp) D1(er) > 1(e3)])]

For the case at hand, we can fairly assume thatdhlar alternatives togni canzonere
the generalized quantifiers on the following Hocals:

(75) Qualche canzone < molte canzoni < ogni canzone

‘Gianni arrived thirty days before.’

Sentence (ii.a) is simply ungrammatical, in paftctrenta giornicannot be interpreted as a modifier of
prima in (ii.a), hence the sentence cannot get thepntgation that Gianni arrived thirty days before th
contextually relevant event. By contrast, thishis hatural interpretation of sentence (ii.b), inchtrenta
giorni is immediately to the left gbrima: in this position trenta giorniis interpreted as a modifier of the
temporal connectivel herefore, iftrenta giorniwere interpreted as a modifier @époin (i.a), yielding the
interpretation that Gianni arrived thirty days aftee relevant event (which is the interpretatidtid]),
we would have no explanation for why it cannot tieripreted as a modifier pfimain (ii.a), yielding the
corresponding interpretation that Gianni arriveidyhdays before the relevant event.
%8 Besides sentences such as (69b), in which onlyPaobkturs to the immediate right dbpg there are
also sentences in which both a MP and a clausableonent occur after the temporal connective, as
exemplified in (i):
(i) Gianni e arrivato dopo trenta giorni che ¢ parteo.

‘Gianni arrived after thirty days from when Ledtle

In sentence (i) all the arguments of the functidricl interpretdopoare overtly realized: the measure-
argument by the MP to the immediate right of thageral connective, the internal event-argumenthay t
clause to the immediate right of the MP, and thtermal event-argument by the matrix clause.
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It is plausible that the proximal component will hestantiated by the semantic
denotation oimolte canzonin this case. Assuming an interpretation for (NP like the
one specified in (76), we get the truth-conditigngen in (77) for LF (71).

(76) [[ molte canzoni ]] AQ. e songe) IQE)} > Ke songe) O-Q(e)}

(77) -UOe [songe) — [k [applausest) O 1(e) > 1(€)]] O Ke: songe) O [k
[appthuses{z) O1(e) > 1))} > Ke songg) O -k, [applausest) O 1(e;) >
(e}

Our analysis predicts that sentence (69a) is fraed only if the following conditions
obtain: (a) not every song was followed by applaug®lar component), and (b) there
were more songs followed by applauses than sonlgsvied by no applauses (proximal
component). Notice that application of QR to thenptex QNPquasi ogni canzonalso
allows us to represent the distributive interpietatof (69a), according to which for
almost every songthere occurred applauses by the audience after

Let us now consider (69b), repeated below. Thigniexample in which the internal
event-argument oflopo is provided by the context, i.e., the sentencentisrpreted in
contextc as meaning that the speaker did a pregnancy test tays after the everd
occurred -e being an event maximally salientan

(69) b. Quasi dopo trenta giorni ho fatto un test di granirh ed € risultato negativo.
‘Almost after thirty days | did a pregnancy testlat was negative.’

We have seen that in (69tiasiintuitively modifies the MRrenta giorni(‘thirty days’)
occurring to the right of the temporal connectiVvée assume that the modified MP
realizes the measure-argumentdafpa We propose a semantics for MPs likkenta
giorni in which they denote generalized quantifiers ovempgoral measures. The
interpretation otrenta giorniis given in (78), in which ‘M’ denotes the typetemporal
measures and'is a variable of type M.

(78) [[ trenta giorni ]] FAAP«u . [5[P(s) 0 s= 30-days]

This is based on the idea thegnta giornibehaves as the indefinite descriptiomlasso

di tempo di trenta giorni(‘a time period of thirty days’), whence the exisial
guantification over temporal measures. As for (69¢ assume thajuasiand trenta
giorni are parts of a discontinuous constituent [quasnftx giorni]], which has the same
semantic type as its sub-constituent [trenta gjor@. it denotes a generalized quantifier
over temporal measures. As such, [quasi [trentenfjaundergoes QR, the result being
an LF like (79):

(79) [Quasi [trenta giorni]]1[ho fatto un test di gravidanza dop&*]
Part of the semantic composition for sentence (&98hown in (80):

(80) [[ quastrenta giorni ]] = (A<O<«mts, t> S APems. "OP) U [ camps - 0 S
[0 <s© Oclosg(, ©) OO (P)D(<AP<y . 5 [P(S)
s> 30-days],S>)

= )\P<M,t>. = EB [P(S) D S=2 30'dayS]D EI] <M,t>,t> D S
[0 <sAP<yts. [5[P(s) Os = 30-days]C close(U,
APy t>. [B[P(s) Os= 30-days])J 0 (P)]
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[[dopoti€*]] = (As. Aew. Aex T(er) >T(er) D p(T(e2) - T(er)) 2 5)(9(ta)) (%)
= hex (&) >1(e") Tu(t(er) - 1(€)) 2 g(ta)
[ ho fatto un test di gravidanza dopd] =
= [k [l-did-pregnancy-test) Clt(e) > 1(e*) Ou(t(e) - 1(e*)) = g(ty)]
[[ 1[ho fatto un test di gravidanza dop]] =
= As.[ke[l-did-pregnancy-test) Ll t(e) > t(e*) O u(t(e) - 1(e*)) = 9

[(79)]] =1 iff -k [k [I-did-pregnancy-tes) O 1(e) > 1(e*) O p(t(e) -
1(e*)) = 5] Os = 30-days]U [ cems 1> 0 S[O <s AP<mts. [5
[P(s) O s = 30-days]U close(J , AP<us. [ [P(s) O s = 30-
days]) O O (As. [k [I-did-pregnancy-tes) [ 1(e) > 1(e*) O
H(t(e) - 1(e?)) 2 s))]

Assuming that the alternatives tieenta giorniform a scale like in (81), in which the
ordering is determined by the measure of the tinterval, in such a way that lower
ranked alternatives have time intervals of smaliee, we can rewrite the truth conditions
for (79) in the simplified form given in (82).

(81) APwuis. [(5[P(s) Os= 28-days] <AP«yt. [B[P(s) Os= 29-days] <AP<«uts. [5
[P(s) Os= 30-days]

(82) -[5 [k [I-did-pregnancy-test) [ t(e) > t(e*) O p(t(e) - 1(e¥)) = 5] O s= 30-
days]0[hn < 300 close(, 30) [ [k [k [I-did-pregnancy-tesd) [l t(e) > 1(e*) O
H(t(e) - t1(e*)) = 5] Os= n-days]

Our analysis predicts that sentence (69b) is tfuand only if the following two
conditions hold: (a) there is no temporal measuseleast as great as 30 days such that
an event of the speaker doing a pregnancy tesiislthe contextually relevant evegit

by the measurs, and (b) there is a temporal meassieelittle bit less than 30 days such
that an event of the speaker doing a pregnancyfaéetvs the contextually relevant
evente* by the measurs.

As shown above, the acceptability of examples (@®a) (69b) can be accounted for
by the presence, in the complementlopq of a lexical item that denotes a value on a set
of scalar alternatives and hence may combine itasi On the other hand, the
semantics ofdopo does not meet the selectional restrictionsqoési the relation of
temporal succession between events denotedbpy does not provide a limit value on
any natural scale. Our claim is that the unaccdptalbf * quasi dopobelongs to the
same type of semantic anomalies gsiasi sporcoalmost dirty’ and yuasi qualche
‘almost some’, that have been discussed in detdihe literature omlmost(Hitzemann
1992, Morzycki 2001, Penka 2006).

9. The pragmatics ofguas with comparatives
Instantiation of the existential quantifier througie equative’s semantic value would

give rise to the consequence thaasi(x e piu P di ygan be true in a scenario in which
is exactlyas much P ag Indeed, we would have the entailment tha not more P than
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y, and the further entailment thatis as much P ag. The conjunction of these two
entailments is the proposition thais exactlyas much P ag Whether this is empirically
adequate is an issue that has to be decided byntpak the actual use of comparatives
modified byquasi We will consider the cases gfiasi piu alto(‘almost taller than’) and
quasi pit lontand‘almost further away than®’ Consider the sentences in (83):

(83) a. Il fratello del mio ragazzo, che € due anni pitvgite di lui, equasi piu alto di

lui, & forse mezzo centimetro piu basso e Gianmn{d ragazzo) odia questo
fatto. Odia il fatto che suo fratello sara presto alto di lui e “lo guardera
dall'alto”, come dice Gianni. E’ gia stato superata una ragazza e ora suo
fratello minore sta per diventare piu alto di lui.
‘My boyfriend’s brother, who is two years youngéah him, is almost taller
than him, he is maybe half a centimetre shorterGiadini (my boyfriend) hates
this. He hates the fact that his brother will nog thller than him and “look
down on him” to quote Gianni. So he has been beapelny a girl and now his
brother is growing taller than him’.

b. (Context: S and H are planning a bike ride fildaho Alto)

S: Andiamo a Santa Cruz in bici!
‘Let’s go to Santa Cruz by bike!

H: No, é lontano...
‘No, it's too far away...’

S: OK, allora andiamo invece a Berkeley!
‘OK, let’s go to Berkeley instead!

H: Ma che cosa dici?! Berkeleyg@&iasi piu lontanoche Santa Cruz!
‘What are you saying?! Berkeley is almost fartheay than Santa Cruz!

In these examples the modified comparative convkgsconverse of the comparative
relation denoted by e piu P di yin (83a)x & quasi piu alto di ys understood as
meaning thak is a little bitshorterthany, and in (83bk é quasi piu lontano di pneans
that x is a little biless farthan y. This fact parallels what we have previpudiserved
about the interpretation gfuasiprima.

Consider now the constructed examples in (84), iobta from the modified
comparatives in (83) by replacing the comparatiwveghemepiu with the equative:

(84) a. Il fratello del mio ragazzo, che € due anni piuvgioe di lui, equasi alto
quanto lui, &€ forse mezzo centimetro piu basso e Giaihmip ragazzo) odia
questo fatto.

‘My boyfriend’s brother, who is two years youngkah him, is almost as tall as
him, he is maybe half a centimetre shorter and @i&my boyfriend) hates
this.’

b. Berkeley &quasi lontano quantoSanta Cruz!

2% The modified comparative of adjectives li#to ‘tall’ and lontano ‘far’ is a good test case for our

purposes its use is often accompanied by numesgtahates of the compared objects’ height and mtista
values, and this makes it easier to determinertlie-tonditional meaning of these expressions. doee,
even if no numerical value is given in the surrangddiscourse context, it is often clear from owrhd
knowledge what the relation actually is betweenhiights or distances of the compared objects.
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‘Berkeley is almost as far as Santa Cruz!

The puzzling fact is that both the modified equadivand the modified comparatives are
true in a scenario in which the relation ‘x is albss P than y’ holds. For example, (84a)
means that Gianni's younger brother is a bit ledlsthan him, and (84b) means that
Berkeley is a bit less far away from Palo Alto th@anta Cruz. If we replaced the

modified comparatives in (83) with the correspogdmodified equatives in (84), leaving

the surrounding contexts unchanged, we would olzialerent discourses, conveying the
same factual information as the original ones.

The interpretation “x is a little bit less P thahiy what we can reasonably expect for
the examples in (84) on the basis of our theoreisaumptions: given the assumption
that quasi modifies the equativeanto quanto(‘as much as’), we predict that a weaker
alternative to the equative must be selected, dmehnis close to the equative on the
relevant scale, and it is straightforward to seat tthe most natural candidate for
instantiating the quantifier over alternativeshis telatiora little bit less

The question that we raise at this point is: whysfdeakers use the constructopmasi
piu ‘almost more’in order to convey the meanirglittle bit less instead of making the
(theoretically more obvious) choice of using th@stouctionquasi tanto quanttalmost
as much as'?

As far as the semantics proper goes, our predigitimatx is almost P-er than lgas a
different meaning thar is as much P as Y his prediction follows from our analysis, and
it must follow from any compositional analysis bEte constructions, as in the two cases
the limit points are different: the limit point the semantic value of the comparative
morphemepiu in the former case, and the semantic value of goateve morphem&anto
guanto in the latter case. As a consequence, we havéa-ctariditionally different
prejacents (see [85a] and [85b])

(85)

(@ [[xisalmosP-erthany]] =1 iff

(i) ~O[-Py,d) OPKd)] (polar component

(i) [Recdts<<dtot>>[R < AQ<d> ASca > L [-Q(d) O S@)]) U close(R, XQ. AS. [d
[-Q(d) OS)]) OREAd. Pfy,d))(Ad. P,d))] (proximal
componernt

(b) [[ xisalmoses muchPasjj=1 iff

(i)  -~Od[P(yd) - P(x,d)] (polar component

(“) m<<d,t>,<<d,t>,t>> [R < ()\Q<d,t>. )\S<d,t>- Od [Q(d) - ad)]) ] C|OS€(R, AQ AS. Od
[Q(d) - Sd)])) IRAd. PE,d))(Ad. P,d))] (proximal
component

Despite this truth-conditional difference betweehe ttwo forms, the modified
comparative uasi piy is used in scenarios where the semantic valub@scale which
is selected is a “less than” relation (a lower ehklternative to the equative form), and
not the “as much as” relation. According to ourlgsig, a “less than” relation is not ruled
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out as a possible interpretation of the modifiechparative, as it is a semantic alternative
which is ranked lower than th@u comparative relation on the relevant scale. What is
puzzling is thechoiceof the modified comparative given that (i) the emepl data do not
show examples in whichuasi(x e piu P di)yis used to convey thatexhibits a certain
property P to a degree that equals the degree itthwlexhibits that property, and (ii) the
intended meaning ajuasi(x e piu P di)ycorresponds to the same semantic alternative
which would be obtained by the interpretationqoiasi as a modifier of the equative.
Hence, the similarity of meaning in context betweeis almostP-er than yandx is
almost as much P asig a phenomenon whose explanation cannot be givgruiely
semantic terms.

Whereas modification of the equative form dpyasiis felicitous and understandable
in an out-of-the-blue context, the usequfasi(x € piu P di)yis not felicitous in such a
context. To exemplify: you can compare the heiglitsvo people whose pictures have
just been shown to you and to your interlocutoishying “Person A is almost as tall as
Person B”, and this would be true as long as Pefst a bit less tall than Person B.
However, in the same situation it would be strafiggeyou to say “Person A is almost
taller than Person B”. Although in the exampleshwgjtiasi(x € piu P di)ythe verifying
semantic alternative is a ‘less than’ relation, ckhis the same verifying alternative for
guasi(x é tanto P gquanto),ythe conditions of usefor the two expressions are not
equivalent, as the felicitous use of the modifiedimparative imposes contextual
restrictions not shared by the modified equativeother words, the set of contexts in
which the modified comparative can be felicitousbed is a proper subset of the set of
contexts in which the modified equative can be used
In (86), we present a description of the constsaim the contexts in whidjuasi(x € piu
P diy) occurs, and then we look at the analyses ofthenples presented above.

(86)
(a) There is a contextually-shared assumption thafig quasi piu P di B(where
A and B are terms that can have a descriptive atnteccording to world knowledge
the standard of comparisdd is P to a higher degree thaxin a contextually-
determined sub-scale of property P. This assumptgonbe generated either in the
local context (it can be specific to the commonugia of a community of speakers or
to the epistemic or deontic models of the participan a conversation, as in [83a]),
or it can be generated in the global context (ettat we know about beginnings and
endings of events, as in [33a)).

(B) The unmodified comparative (i.A. € piu P di B expresses a relation which is
not expected by the speaker. In other words, undenal circumstances, the speaker
would expect the converse relation to hold betw&andB.

The reason for considering that the context pravaleestriction to sub-scales of property
P in condition @) stems from the fact that the degree to which B ishould not be
assumed to bkigh in absolute term3.o exemplify, in (87) below A igjuesto bambino
‘this child’ and B, the standard of comparisongigest’'uomdthis man’. The expectation
associated with the corresponding sortal terchdd andman), with respect to height, is
that in general a man be taller than a child. Tkagle is felicitous in this context
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precisely because the unmodified comparative egpeea relation that goes against this
expectation (according to conditiop)).

(87) (Context: Describing a boy who is very tall.)
Questo bambino guasi piu alto di quest'uomo.
‘This boy is almost taller than this man.’

However, the sortal termomo(‘man’) is not necessarily mapped onto a high degin
the scale of the property denoteddlip (‘tall’); in fact, if the standard of comparison is
provided by the sortal tergiraffa ‘giraffe’, as in (88) below, the relative positioh the
termuomois now ranked lower than the positiongifaffa on the scale of height. These
examples show that the expectation stated in dondit) is restricted to a contextually-
relevant sub-scale of P.

(88) (Context: Describing a man who is very tall.)
Quest’'uomo @uasi piu altodi una giraffa.
‘This man is almost taller than a giraffe.’

The representation of the relative positions d¢bild, man andgiraffe on the scale of
height is given in Figure 8, for (87) and (88):

bambino uomo giraffa SGCheight

I I I >
»

SGheighttt SGheight(2)

Fig. 8: Relative positions of the sortal terfmembing uomoandgiraffa on a scale of
degrees of height

In (87) and (88) we are “zooming in” on differerdrpons of the scale of height: the two
boxes in Fig. 8 represent the contextually relegaiscales, Sghyyand SGeight(2) for
examples (87) and (88), respectively. The posibbruomq which is the standard of
comparison in (87), is high on the sub-scaleegkg) but not on the sub-scale &)
Hence, the assumption about A and B stated in tondi) is relative to a sub-scale of
the whole scale of the property in question. Thigadt a strange feature of our proposal,
as different forms of contextual restriction haveeguently been invoked in the
determination of standards of comparison (cf. Kelyri999 a.o.).

The degree to which B is P on a contextually-redésaub-scale need not be high in the
actual world. Rather, the expectation about theetetp which B is P can be relativized
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to a certain model, the model assumed by the sp@akbe conversation. In (83a), the
value of Gianni’'s height need not be high in aboterms (i.e. Gianni does not have to
be tall, in average): the expectation that should be tallethan his younger brother
simply holds in the speaker's model (and the speakpresumably reporting Gianni’s
opinion, hence this assumption is shared by Gianni)

Furthermore, the relative expectation about thexdsted of comparison B stated in
condition @) should be understood as pertaining either to gnags of sorts of
individuals or to individual concepts, not necesgao the particular individuals referred
to. This is exemplified by (83a): the relative pimsis of the expected degrees of height
for the terms of comparison are provided by theasaerms, which introduce two
comparison classes: younger sons, by virtue of tgpe, areceteris paribusexpected to
be less tall than their elder siblings. In thise;abe particular individuals referred to are
considered not for their individual properties, buther as instantiations of the
comparison classes whose respective degrees diftlagyunder comparison.

The difference between the relation expected onbtses of world knowledge and the
relation that holds in the actual world (stateccandition (3)) may be explored in two
ways, according to the information structure of diecourse (depending on whether the
topic of the utterance is A or B): (i) the degreenthich A is P is higher than expected,
i.e. the degree to which A is P in the actual wasltbo close to the degree to which B is
P; (ii) the degree to which B is P is lower thapeoted , i.e. the degree to which B is P
in the actual world is too close to the degree tictv A is P¥ In either case, the
underlying structure that allows for the two pos#ibs is the same: under normal
circumstances, B is expected to be P to a highgnedehan A.

To make this more concrete, we spell out the siracof the contextual restrictions on
guasiwith comparatives in a stepwise manner for th@iptes examples containirguasi

30 Given the appropriate information structure caonds, the formquasi(A € piu P di Bcan be used to
convey that the degree to which the individualanse of B is P in the actual world is low with respto
the expectation about a high degree of P-nessressitp the sortal properties it instantiates. Tikis
exemplified in (i) forquasi primaand in (ii) forquasi piu alto

(i) (Context: in a bicycle tour, the Italian tedfared very poorly, arriving close to the last piosit
occupied by the team of Cameroon. Cameroon doefiana any tradition in bicycle competitions,
unlike the team of Italy. Intended meaning: théidtes arrived very late, or later than expected.)

| Camerunesi sono arrivati quasi prima degli daili
‘The bikers from Cameroon arrived almost befoeeIthlians.’

Here the point of the utterance is not that thenteé Cameroon arrived earlier than expected, biltera
that the Italians arrived very late, i.e. laterrttexpected given their general performance in inaonal

biking competitions. The Italian performance ighe foreground, while the performance of Camersan i
the background. Another constructed example witbwart comparative is given in (ii):

(i) (Context: a very small pet is seen by theayge. In general, dogs are expected to be taldar grass.
[This example is a case of expectation relativeraperties of sorts.])
Oh, guarda il cagnolino! L’erba & quasi piu alidud
‘Oh, look at the little dog! The grass is almaatdr than him!’

However, the two patterns described in this seci@nallowed precisely by the general schema i {88
remains constant: either the foquasi(A € piu P di Bjs used taconvey that the degree to which Ais P is
higher than expected, or that form is used to cpnivat the degree to which the individual that amsiates

B is P is lower than the expectation pertaininghi sortal properties of B. Examples (i) and (@hstitute
different ways in which the general schema mayxpoited by the information structure of the discsri
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piu alto ‘almost taller than’ andjuasi piu lontandalmost farther away’. Starting with
(83a), we apply the schema in (86) as follows:

(i) The assumption about Gianni's degree of heightas it should be greater than the
degree of height of the sibling, given that Giaisrthe eldest brother (conditioal).
This assumption is valid in the model assumed leysieaker, Gianni’s girlfriend,
who is reporting on Gianni’'s assumptions. Crucialhe assumption is not that the
degree of Gianni's height is great in absolute sefithe assumption is that sieould
beandwould like to behe tallest brother (this is the desirable sitratccording to
his point of view).

(i) In this model, the expected relation is that foy gounger siblingx, x is less tall
than Gianni, the eldest sibling. The unexpectedtiaal is thaix is taller than Gianni
(condition B]).

According to the factual information provided in3€§, Gianni’'s younger brother is
“maybe half a centimeter shorter”, i.e. the younigeather is just little bit shorter than
Gianni. Notice that the younger brother is in fiess tall than Giannibut the difference
in height between the two brothers, given the agsiom in (i), is not contextually
significant. Interestingly, in this case the contertails the reason why the difference is
perceived as unimportant. given the observed ratgrowth, the younger brother is
expected to reach the height of the elder brotben £“his brother is growing taller than
him™).

The intended meaning of the modified comparativ€8®a) is that the degree to which
the younger brother is tall is too high, sinceppeoximates the value of Gianni's height
to such an extent that their difference is of ngngicance, hence contravening the
desired expected relation that the eldest siblegpbler than the younger sibling.

The scale for (83a) is schematically given in Big.
Fig. 9

Gianni's degree of height

(eis a small interval)

8 »

younger brother’s degree of height

As for (83b), the structure we assume is the fathouw

() In the local context of (83b), the participantstie dialogue share the assumption
that Santa Cruz is farther away from Palo Alto tBankeley (conditiond] in [86]).

(i) Given H’'s reply to S’s suggestion of going to Saftaz, there is a contextual
expectation that S will suggest a place closerdlm RAlto than Santa Cruz for the
destination of a bike ride. In other words, whategdace S is going to suggest in the
continuation of the dialogue, the expectation & ihverifies the propertgloser to
Palo Alto than Santa Cruzcondition B] in [86]).

Berkeley is closer to Palo Alto than Santa Cruzatoextent that is contextually
irrelevant, i.e. Berkeley ia little bit closerto Palo Alto than SC, but the difference in
distance between Palo Alto and these two possikiirgitions is insignificant
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according to the contextual measure, hence theceegbeelation stated in (ii) is not

met. The intended meaning of the modified compeeaitn (83b) is that Berkeley is

still too far away from Palo Alto to H: the degreewhich Berkeley is far from Palo

Alto is remarkably high, and so it is close to thegree to which Santa Cruz (the
standard of comparison) is far from Palo Alto. Titended meaning crucially builds

on the assumption, which has been establishedsrctimtext, that Santa Cruz is far
to a high degree.

Fig. 10
degree of distance between Santa Cruz and Palo Alt (8 is a small interval)

e

»
|

degree of distance between Berkeley and Palo Alto

A crucial component of thpragmatic licensing conditions gtiasiwith comparatives is
the unexpectedelation denoted bthe unmodified comparative (stated in conditi).[
The pragmatic effect ofuasimodification of the comparative is an assessment of
closeness (the intervalin the schematic representations of the scale)lisainexpected
relation. Importantly, the assessment of closerniesfises the use of a relation that
conveys the inverse of the truth-conditional dgxn of the situation. In the scenarios
described above, the unexpected relatioes not hold in the actual worlBerkeley is in
fact a bit less distanfrom Palo Alto than Santa Cruz, not more distaant®anta Cruz;
Gianni’s younger brother ia bit less tall tharGianni, not taller than Gianni. However,
the difference that holds in the actual worldcentextually irrelevant, given the
perception of closeness to the unexpected or umdeselation: in the case of (83b), both
rides are considered long by the speaker and inake of (83a) the rate of growth of the
younger brother leads the speaker to expect teatitiexpected relation will hold in the
near future.

9.1 The pragmatics ofquasi prima

We have shown that modification of overt compaesivbyquasiis felicitous only in
contexts that meet the restrictions spelled ouf88). In this section, we return to the
examples ofjuasi primapresented before and we show that the contexeéstigtions on
modification of prima by quasi are the same. In the casedfasi prima the relevant
property is earliness. This property is providedthy lexical semantics qdrima, under
the analysis that we have proposed above.

Consider example (33a) above with its full contastin (89):

(89) Finiscequasi prima di comminciare I'avventura olimpica di Tommaso Blui¢
unico fuoriquota della formazione di Casiraghipédirsistere del dolore al ginocchio
destro ha convinto i medici dello staff azzurro adeguire controlli piu
approfonditi. Si pensava inizialmente ad un infordudi tipo muscolare, che aveva
costretto I'attaccante della Lazio a rinunciara gra d’esordio contro I'Honduras.
Poi la buona prestazione offerta al cospetto delee&@(con tanto di gol) aveva
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fatto ben sperare sulle possibilita di recupero, lmaiadiografia ha evidenziato
un’infrazione della testa del perone. Niente che possa essere recuperato in poco
tempo, ma sufficiente per mettere la parola finessgno olimpico del laziale, che
gia domani, dopo aver sostenuto i compagni nelle gaontro il Camerum,
dovrebbe rientrare a Roma
(Source;_http://www.calciopro.com/flash-news/olirgi-2008-rocchi-torna-a-caga/

‘The Olympic adventure of Tommaso Rocchi ends atnoefore it starts. The
persistence of the pain in his right knee convinteel doctors to do a more
thorough examination. Initially they thought it wasmuscle injury, which forced
the Lazio forward player to give up the initial wlaiagainst Honduras. But then the
good performance he showed against South Koreav@re scored a goal) made the
staff hope that he had fully recovered. But thelemce from the X-ray showed a
fractured fibula. Nothing that cannot be recovered short period of time, but
enough to put the word “end” on the Olympic dreainthe player. After having
helped his team mates in the game against Camehneocshould return to Rome as
early as tomorrow.’

We apply the schema in (86) to (89), and assumefdliewing structure for the
contextual constraints on the usegohsi prima

0] The standard of comparison B, the beginning of Rbe@dventure, is early
to a high degree relative to A, the running timetlod Olympic adventure
(condition ()).

(i) The expectation provided by the global contexhat for any ending event x
of an Olympic adventure, x should be less early thdeginning event of the
same adventure (conditiof)J. Hence, the unmodified comparative (e@ds
more early than it starjsexpresses a relation which is not expected by the
speaker.

In (89), the ending of Rocchi’s adventure is oalit less earlythan the beginning of the
adventure. For the expected duration of an Olynguleenture, the actual difference
between the degrees of earliness is irrelevant. iltesnded meaning of the modified
comparative in (89) is that the ending of Rocclatdventure happened too early, i.e.
earlier than expected.

As illustrated above, the assumption stated in itmmd(a) is relative to a contextually-
determined sub-scale. The need to relativize tossabes can be made apparent by
considering example (33b), repeated below as {(#e, we are comparing the degree of
earliness formparare a camminarédearning how to walk’, term B in the schema ir6)8
and the one fomparare a pedalardearning how to bike’, term A in (86).

(90) Fausto Coppi impar0 a pedalare quasi primaplarare a camminare.
‘Fausto Coppi learned to bike almost before henke@d to walk.’
[intuitive meaning: ‘Fausto Coppi learned to bigeite early / shortly after he
learned to walk.’]

The expectation associated with B is not aboutt#gree of earliness of learning how to
walk in absolute terms, but rather about the degfezarliness of learning how to walk
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when compared to learning how to ride a bike. Undermal circumstances, the
expectation is that people learn how to walk ptiorlearning how to ride a bike.
However, if the terms of comparison are differehg expectation about the position of
learning how to walk in the earliness scale mayhgeaas shown by (91):

(91) Pietro a imparato a camminare quasi primengarare a gattonare.
‘Pietro learned how to walk almost before he ledrhnew to crawl.’

In (91), learning how to walk is compared to an\igt learning how to crawl, that takes
place at an earlier stage of development, undenalocircumstances. So, in this context
learning how to walk is expected to be rankad on the contextually determined sub-
scale of SGariness The relative positions afattonare(‘to crawl’), camminare(‘to walk’),
and pedalare(‘to bike’) on SGarinessare given in Figure 11. The contextually-relevant
sub-scales for examples (90) and (91) are repreddnyt the small box (S&iness() and
the big box (SGariness2), respectively:

SCearliness

1%

pedalare | camminar¢ gattonar

SCearliness(l)

v

SCearliness(Z)

Fig 11: Scale of degrees of earliness for the dietsz gattonare, camminare, pedalare

The contextual restrictions that we have preseatedonditions on the felicitous use of
the modified comparatives provide a way to empilycdest our account of the
pragmatics ofjuasiwhen it modifies both overt comparatives gumona. Just like in the
cases presented in section 9, we predictdhasi primacan only be felicitously uttered
in a context in which the discourse participantsuase a high degree of earliness in a
contextually-determined subscale for the subordieatnt, and in which the unmodified
expression expresses a relation of earliness bateeents which is unexpected by the
speaker. The prediction, then, is tlgalsi primamay only occur in contexts satisfying
these conditions. This can be tested by constigietkamples in which the expected order
between the two events is the one expressed byrthmdified sentence. As shown in
(92), once we make this manipulation, the usguafsi primais not felicitous:
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(92) #F. Coppi impard a camminare quasi prima gidrare a pedalare.
‘#F. Coppi learned to walk almost before he ledrweride a bike.’

(92) does not meet conditiofl)(in (86). Furthermore, there is no general expextiaf a
high degree of earliness that is associated with éwentuality denoted by the
complement oprima, i.e. learning how to ride a bike in this casestaded in condition
(a) in (86)3' So, our analysis correctly predicts the infeli@fy(92).

By the same token, we can contrast the felicit@esaf (93) vs (94). Imagine that we are
talking of a child who is a genius, and we say:

(93) Pietro imparo a scrivere quasi prima di impa@parlare.
‘Pietro learned to write almost before he learteespeak’.

We predict (93) to be felicitous as both conditigmsand ) in (86) are satisfied, while
(94) is predicted to be infelicitous.

(94) #Pietro imparo a parlare quasi prima di impageascrivere.
#Pietro learned to speak almost before he leatoedite’.

Under normal circumstances, the expected relateiwden the degrees of earliness of
learning to speak and learning to write is thatftirener is higher on the scale than the
latter. Hence, (94) is infelicitous because the adified relation {mpard a parlare
prima di imparare a scrivejds the one that is expected, violating conditiphin (86).

10. Conclusions

In this paper, we have provided a semantic analykiguasithat relies on two main
assumptions: (ijuasiis focus-sensitive, and (ii) a linearly ordered setlternatives to
the semantic value of the focused constituent rhesaccessible for the adverb to be
interpretable. These two assumptions can be sulisunmder a more fundamental claim,
according to whichgquasiis inherently scalar. As a test-case, sentenceghinh quasi
modifies temporal phrases of various sorts haven bmmsidered, and compositional
analyses of the relevant data have been given.

The interaction ofjuasiwith temporal connectives has proved to be a goopirecal
ground to study the scalarity gtiasi as it has shed light on the general notion ofesca
which is required for a uniform analysis of thisvarb. In this connection, focus on
modification of quantificational NPs in the prevsliterature has had the consequence
that only a specific type of scale has been comst@s relevant to the semantics of
almost namely a Horn’s entailment-based scale. Howewer,have shown that the
notion of entailment-based scale is not generaligin@o account for the whole range of
data. Although previous works @imosthave relied on the claim of its inherent scalarity

3 Although one might argue that the expectation altbetearliness relation between learning how to

ride a bike is certainly culture-specific, one bé& tmilestones in children development is the tiromtpat
which they learn how to walk, not when they leaomwto bike.
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(especially Hitzeman 1992 and Penka 2006), to oowkedge the current paper is the
first attempt to largely explore the consequendeabat claim by looking at a wide range
of naturally occurring data.

Our analysis has been applied in a formally explkeay only to cases ofjuasi-
modification of temporal phrases; however, it cam faturally extended tguasi-
modification of expressions from other syntactidegaries. In particular, as was
discussed in sect. 5, it can be brought to dedl thibse cases which have been described
as counterfactual uses alimostin the previous literature, as opposed to scalas (s.g.
Rapp & von Stechow 1998). From the perspective wf proposal, the distinction
counterfactual / scalar is ill-posed, as countéui@cinterpretations can be shown to be
just a particular case of the scalar interpretation

As for the contrast in acceptability betwesrasiprima andquasi doponot only does
our accountprovide further evidence for a non-uniform semarmalysis of the two
connectives, but it also opens up another domainapfiry not addressed in the previous
literature, namelyguast modification of comparatives. We show that a faticount of
guast modification of comparatives requires both a seiicaand a pragmatic analysis.
Crucially, the contextual constraints we have idexat for the modification of overt
comparatives byguasi are the same as the ones observed withsi prima hence
supporting a unified account of the felicitous n$guasiwith semantic comparatives.
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