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Toward a supralexical analysis
of the repetitive/restitutive ambiguity

Marjolein Wietske Talsma
Rijksuniversiteit Groningen

Syntactic decomposition theories of argument structure take predicates to
be syntactically complex, consisting of a root and one or more functional
heads. Traditionally, these functional heads have been used as potential
attachment sites for adverbs, such as the repetitive adverb again, giving rise
to the repetitive/restitutive ambiguity. In this paper, I question the
assumption that these functional heads provide sublexical attachment sites
based on theoretical and empirical objections. Taking both the scope of the
adverb and effects of focus into account, I present a supralexical approach
to the ambiguity. Discussing novel data of two Dutch repetitive adverbs as
well as a repetitive verbal prefix, I argue that again has a default restitutive
reading that becomes repetitive if the adverb scopes over the object or if
focus is placed on the adverb. This research has implications for syntactic
decomposition approaches to argument structure.

Keywords: argument structure, repetitive/restitutive ambiguity, causatives,
syntactic decomposition

1. Introduction

Within the field of argument structure research, there is a line of research taking
predicates to be syntactically complex structures (see, for example Borer 2005;
Harley & Noyer 2000; Ramchand 2008). These theories take predicates to be a
combination of a root, containing the conceptual information of the predicate,
and one or more functional heads, specifying the predicate’s event structure (con-
taining temporal and spatial information). These theories have been successful in
accounting for alternations in argument structure, such as the causative/inchoat-
ive alternation (1), without the need to rely on separate entries in the Lexicon.1
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(1) a. John breaks the vase.
b. The vase breaks.

In this alternation, the object the vase in the causative (1a) can become the subject
of the inchoative (1b). In both the causative and inchoative, the vase is undergoing
the breaking event. (2) gives the tree structure for the causative break in (1a).2

(2)

In the inchoative (1b), the causative layer of the predicate is missing, resulting in a
tree structure as in (3). Both (1a) and (1b) thus contain the same root, but differ in
their event structure.

(3)

distribution of roots and their ability to be embedded under certain functional heads. A discus-
sion of these objections is outside the scope of this paper.
2. Syntactic decomposition theories differ in the specifics regarding the functional heads that
make up the event structure. The trees presented in (2) and (3) are a generalized representation
of the predicate break under the syntactic decomposition theories.
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One argument often put forward in support of syntactic decomposition theories
is based on modification of causatives by repetitive adverbs, such as again.3 It is
a well-known fact that modification of a causative by the repetitive adverb again
gives rise to an ambiguity (4) (see, for example Beck 2006; Neeleman & van de
Koot 2019; Pylkkänen 2008; von Stechow 1996). The repetitive reading is a repeti-
tion of the entire event. The restitutive reading is a restitution of a previous state.

(4) John opened the door again.
(Repetitive reading)→ John opened the door before.

(Restitutive reading)→ The door was open before.

Under the syntactic decomposition approach, the predicate’s functional heads
each provide a potential attachment site for the repetitive adverb, accounting for
the different readings of again in (4). If the adverb attaches high in the internal
structure of the predicate, the adverb is repetitive. If the adverb attaches low in the
internal structure of the predicate, the adverb is restitutive. This approach there-
fore relies on the ability of the repetitive adverb to take sublexical scope over parts
of the predicate.

The syntactic decomposition approach is not accepted by everyone, as it
closely resembles the generative semantic practices of decomposition. However,
even if one accepts syntactic decomposition as a way to account for argument
structure, it does not automatically follow that we should allow adverbs to attach
sublexically. Sublexical attachment of adverbs would assume an interaction
between the sublexical and the supralexical level, which is problematic under
approaches making use of layered derivations (for example Zwart 2009) or mul-
tiple spell-out (for example Uriagereka 1997). I will therefore explore if we can
account for the ambiguity in (4) without resorting to sublexical attachment sites
for the repetitive adverb.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, I provide a more detailed
background regarding the behavior of repetitive adverbs modifying causatives.
In Section 3, I discuss the syntactic decomposition approach to argument struc-
ture in relation to the ambiguity in (4) in more depth. I provide observations
that the syntactic decomposition approach cannot account for. Section 4 contains
a short discussion of structure building approaches within the Minimalist Pro-
gram (Chomsky 1993, 1995). I show why the approach in Section 3 cannot be sus-
tained under these views of structure building. I then use Section 5 to sketch how

3. Adverbs such as again, give rise to the repetitive/restitutive ambiguity and as such, the name
“repetitive adverb” does not cover every aspect of the meaning of again. When I use the term
“repetitive adverb”, I refer to the adverb and all its potential readings, including those that are
not repetitive.
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a non-decompositional approach to the ambiguity in (4) could work. I argue that
again has a default restitutive reading that can become repetitive if the adverb
scopes over the object or if the adverb bears focus. In instances where scope and
focus make contradicting predictions regarding the interpretation of again, scope
renders the effect of focus ineffective. When discussing this supralexical account,
I present novel evidence from two Dutch repetitive adverbs, weer and opnieuw
(both ‘again’), as well as from the Dutch repetitive verbal prefix her- ‘re-’. These
repetitive elements all show a difference in behavior in allowing for a repeti-
tive/restitutive ambiguity when modifying causatives, shedding new light on the
observations in (4). Finally, Section 6 contains the conclusion.

2. The repetitive/restitutive ambiguity of again

In this section, I present an overview of relevant observations regarding the ambi-
guity in (4). There seem to be two major factors at play, the scope of the adverb
(discussed in Subsection 2.1) and focus (discussed in Subsection 2.2).

2.1 The effect of scope

Interestingly, the ambiguity in (4) is not always present. When we compare (4) to
(5), we see that by attaching the adverb again higher in the structure, in a position
where it scopes over the verb and the object, the restitutive reading disappears
(von Stechow 1996).

(5) John again opened the door.
a. → John opened the door before and did so again
b. # → The door was open before and John opened it again

This effect also holds for Dutch.

(6) Frank
Frank

heeft
has

de
the

deur
door

weer
again

geopend.
opened

‘Frank opened the door again.’
a. → Frank opened the door before and did so again
b. → The door was open before and Frank opened it again

(7) Frank
Frank

heeft
has

weer
again

de
the

deur
door

geopend.
opened

‘Frank again opened the door.’
a. → Frank opened the door before and did so again
b. # → The door was open before and Frank opened it again
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In (6), we see that weer ‘again’ does not take scope over the object de deur ‘the
door’. This scope is the equivalent of that in (4) and we therefore observe the
same repetitive/restitutive ambiguity. In (7), weer takes scope over both the verb
geopend ‘opened’ and the object de deur. This scope is the equivalent of that in (5)
and as such, the restitutive reading in (7b) is no longer available. We can therefore
conclude that if the repetitive adverb does not scope over the object (henceforth
the postobjectival position), the adverb is ambiguous, whereas if the repetitive
adverb scopes over the object (henceforth the preobjectival position), only the
repetitive reading remains.4

2.2 The effect of focus

Another factor that affects the ambiguity in (4) is focus. Focus can be used to
disambiguate the sentence (Beck 2006; Neeleman & van de Koot 2019). Placing
focus on again yields a repetitive reading, whereas placing focus on the verb yields
a restitutive reading (Neeleman & van de Koot 2019).5 Example (8) contains a
repetitive context, hence the acceptance of the repetitive sentence in (8b). Since
the repetitive reading asymmetrically entails the restitutive reading (if someone
opened the door before, the door must also have been open before), the restitutive
(8a) is also acceptable in this repetitive context.

(8) Repetitive context: When we got to the restaurant, the door was closed. John
opened the door for us. Once we had taken our seats, it blew shut again. After
dinner, we were getting ready to leave the restaurant and…
a. John opened the door again.
b. John opened the door again.

In the restitutive context in (9), we see that only the restitutive sentence with stress
on the verb is acceptable (9a). The repetitive (9b) is no longer acceptable.

(9) Restitutive context: When we got to the restaurant, the door was open. Later
that evening, the waiter closed the door. After dinner, we were getting ready to
leave the restaurant and…
a. John opened the door again.
b. # John opened the door again.

4. The terminology preobjectival and postobjectival is uncommon. However, as I argue in
Subsection 5.2 the relevant factor in accounting for the effect of scope is the position of the
adverb relative to the position of the object and as such I feel these terms best capture this rela-
tionship between the adverb and the object.
5. Note that Beck (2006) argues that focus on the verb yields both the repetitive and the resti-
tutive reading. I will leave this aside for now, but return to it in Section 5.
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As is the case with the effect of scope of the adverb, Dutch also shows the same
disambiguating effect of focus as English. In the repetitive context in (10), the
Dutch equivalent of (8), both the restitutive (10a) and the repetitive (10b) are
acceptable.

(10) Repetitive context: When John left the office yesterday, he opened the window.
However, when he entered the office this morning, he found it closed by the
wind. Wanting some fresh air, he opened the window again.
a. Jan

John
heeft
has

het
the

raam
window

weer
again

geopend.
opened

‘John opened the window again.’
b. Jan heeft het raam weer geopend.

In the restitutive context in (11), we see that only the restitutive (11a) is acceptable.
The repetitive (11b) is not appropriate in this context.

(11) Restitutive context: When John left the office yesterday, the window was open.
However, when he entered the office this morning, he found it closed by the
wind. Wanting some fresh air, he opened the window again.
a. Jan

John
heeft
has

het
the

raam
window

weer
again

geopend.
opened

‘John opened the window again.’
b. # Jan heeft het raam weer geopend.

The question arises what happens when focus is placed on a different part of the
sentence. Neeleman & van de Koot (2019: 9–10) argue that these sentences are
always repetitive. However, as illustrated in (12) below, this is not always the case.

(12) A man and his wife both die of old age and become zombies. The government,
interested in the zombification process, orders a special agent to take the hus-
band to a research facility dead or alive. The agent takes a gun, aims for the
husband, but misses and instead she ends up killing his wife again.

Example (12) contains a restitutive context, as the husband and wife have only
been dead before, not killed. As we have seen above, in (8) and (11), restitutive
contexts are only compatible with restitutive sentences, not with repetitive sen-
tences. She ends up killing HIS WIFE again is therefore a restitutive sentence with
focus placed on the direct object. We can therefore conclude that focus on the
verb yields a restitutive reading, as does focus on the object. Focus on the repeti-
tive adverb yields a repetitive reading.
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3. Syntactic decomposition

As already mentioned in the introduction, one approach to argument structure
takes predicates to be syntactically complex (see, for example Borer 2005;
Pylkkänen 2008; Ramchand 2008). Under these analyses, predicates consist of a
root, containing the conceptual information of the predicate and a combination of
one or several functional heads, specifying the event structure (i.e. the temporal
and causal structure of the predicate). The event structure is also responsible for
the predicate’s argument structure.

These functional heads provide attachment sites for the adverb again.
Depending on the position of the adverb, and the scope related to that position,
the adverb is interpreted as either repetitive or restitutive. In (13), I present a gen-
eralized representation of the predicate open under the syntactic decomposition
theories. It consists of the root √open and the functional heads Result, Become
and Cause. Again can attach in the ResultP, scoping over only the Result head.
In that case, again is restitutive. If again attaches higher, in the CauseP, it scopes
over all the functional heads in the structure. This results in a repetitive reading
of again.6

(13)

6. These theories take again to attach as a right branch element. In Section 5, I argue against
this view and take adverbs to be left branch elements (Cinque 1999).
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It follows from the syntactic decomposition approach that preobjectival again in
(5) is only compatible with a repetitive reading. In (5), again takes scope over the
predicate as a whole and therefore also over all three functional heads: Result,
Become and Cause. This scope is similar to that of again attached in the CauseP,
which gave us the repetitive reading in the first place.

However, this approach is unable to account for the effect of focus
(Subsection 2.2). Focus is generally understood as a process of F(ocus)-marking
of a syntactic node (Jacobs 1991). Under the standard decompositional account for
the ambiguity in (4), we would expect focus to have no effect. To account for the
effect of focus, one would have to either argue that focus determines where the
repetitive adverb merges (such that focus on the verb forces again to merge in the
ResultP and focus on the adverb forces the adverb to merge into the CauseP), or
that certain focus patterns are only compatible with a certain scope of the adverb
(such that the verb can only bear focus if the repetitive adverb is attached in the
ResultP and the adverb can only receive focus if it is attached in the CauseP).
This would call for a theory of scope and focus that does not yet exist and does
not fit our current understanding of focus.

There are several other predictions the syntactic decomposition approach
makes that are not borne out.7 For the purpose of this paper, I want to briefly pay
attention to examples of the type in (14).

(14) Ik
I

pak
take

een
a

glas
glass

van
of

de
the

plank
shelf

en
and

zet
put

het
it

weer
again

terug.
back

‘I take a glass of the shelf and put it back again.’

In (14) we have a restitutive context, where the glass is returned to its state of being
on the shelf. However, there is no part of the semantics of terugbrengen ‘to put
back’, nor of terug ‘back’ that has on the shelf as a result.8 Therefore, the restitutive
reading of (14) cannot be due to sublexical modification of the predicate by weer.

4. Structure in the Minimalist Program

In this section, I present a short discussion of structure building within the Mini-
malist Program (Chomsky 1993, 1995). The aim of this section is not to give a com-

7. See Neeleman & van de Koot (2019) for a discussion of predictions regarding other types
of modifiers and predictions regarding the existence of an “intermediate” reading, where again
scopes over the become head to the exclusion of the cause head.
8. Note that Dutch is a verb second (V2) language and moves the verb from the VP to a position
directly following the first constituent. Before V2, weer ‘again’ scopes over the verb.
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plete overview of views on structure building within the Minimalist Program, but
rather to point out some relevant views to consider when discussing the potential
attachment sites of repetitive adverbs.

Many minimalist approaches to structure building allow for material to be
created in a separate (parallel or earlier) derivation (for example Uriagereka 1997;
Zwart 2009). Let us call these theories that rely on networks of derivations layered
derivation approaches. Material formed in a separate derivation is not accessible
to operations in the main derivation, conform the preminimalist Lexical Integrity
Hypothesis (see, for example Di Sciullo & Williams 1987). Elements formed in pre-
vious derivations include, for example, complex subjects and predicates.

This brings us to the potential attachment sites for repetitive adverbs. If pred-
icates are created in a separate derivation, their internal structure is no longer
accessible at the supralexical/sentential level. This means that there is no way to
attach the repetitive adverb within the complex structure of the predicate at the
stage of the sentential derivation. An option would be to attach the adverb in the
derivation where the predicate is built. However, Merge can only create relation-
ships between the elements within the same derivation and as such again would
not be able to refer to the predicate’s arguments at the sentential level, including
the object it often refers to. We can therefore not resort to sublexical attachment
sites for the adverb under a layered derivation approach.

5. Toward a supralexical analysis of the repetitive/restitutive ambiguity

Having established that the syntactic decomposition approach to predicates has
some problems when it comes to accounting for the ambiguity in (4), especially
in the light of minimalist theories relying on a layered derivation approach, I use
this section to explore the question if we can also account for the repetitive/resti-
tutive ambiguity without relying on sublexical attachment sites for the repetitive
adverb. To emphasise the impossibility to attach the repetitive adverb sublexically,
I call this approach the supralexical analysis of the repetitive/restitutive ambigu-
ity. I discuss the meaning of the adverb, the effect of scope and the effect of focus.
I argue that we can indeed account for this ambiguity without resorting to sub-
lexical attachment sites, by taking again to be restitutive, unless the adverb scopes
over the object or bears focus.

5.1 The meaning of the adverb

Let us start with the meaning of the repetitive adverb. There are two options:
either there is one adverb associated with both the repetitive and the restitutive
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reading, or there are two adverbs, one for the repetitive reading and one for the
restitutive reading.

If there were two forms of again in our Lexicon, one repetitive and one resti-
tutive, we could argue that each of these agains has restrictions on where it can
merge (see, for example the two positions for again in Cinque 1999). This would
account for the effect of scope, as discussed in 2.1, if only repetitive again can
merge in a preobjectival position. However, this would still leave us with the
question of why focus then affects which of the two agains can be merged into
the structure (see Subsection 2.2). While an argument that only repetitive again
can bear focus could potentially be made, the argument that focus on the verb
eliminates the possibility of merging repetitive again into the structure would
potentially be much harder. Furthermore, from a theoretical point of view, having
multiple lexical items in the Lexicon when one also suffices is not in line with the
Minimalist Program. In other words, if we can argue that there is only one again,
that option is conceptually superior.

I will therefore argue in favor of the other option: there is only one again
associated with both the repetitive and the restitutive reading. Again, we have two
options: either both the repetitive and the restitutive reading are a part of the basic
semantics of again, or one of the two readings is derived from the other, meaning
that only one reading is part of the basic semantics of again. I take the restitutive
reading to be the default reading of again and weer ‘again’. The restitutive read-
ing is always a part of the repetitive reading, making it the more basic one of the
two and therefore the default. This is supported by (14), where weer is interpreted
as restitutive, even though a repetitive reading would be acceptable in that con-
text. Furthermore, intuitively, the presupposition of again is simply the restitutive
proposition that the door was open before. In other words, the restitutive reading
is the one that holds true of the world in all instances, regardless of negation (15).

(15) John didn’t open the door again.
→ The door was open before.

This raises the question where the repetitive reading of again and weer comes
from. I take the repetitive reading to give a more specific account of how the resti-
tutive reading came to be. So in (4), the repetitive reading tells us why the window
was open before (because John opened it before). Note that the restitutive reading
is still a part of the repetitive reading. There are several factors that can require
the more detailed repetitive reading, such as scope and focus.9 I discuss these fac-
tors in the following subsections.

9. World knowledge is a potential third factor that can require a repetitive reading. This could
be the explanation for the repetitive reading in (4). I leave this issue for further research.
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Weer is not the only repetitive adverb with a default interpretation. For exam-
ple, opnieuw ‘again’ is inherently repetitive and as such cannot occur in the resti-
tutive context in (16).

(16) Restitutive context: When John left the office yesterday, the window was open.
However, when he entered the office this morning, he found it closed by the
wind.
He wanted some fresh air and…
a. ?Jan

John
heeft
has

het
the

raam
window

opnieuw
again

geopend.
opened

‘John opened the window again.’
b. # Jan heeft het raam opnieuw geopend.

Example (17) illustrates that opnieuw is acceptable in a repetitive context.

(17) Repetitive context: When John left the office yesterday, he opened the window.
However, when he entered the office this morning, he found it closed by the
wind.
He wanted some fresh air and…
a. Jan

John
heeft
has

het
the

raam
window

opnieuw
again

geopend.
opened

‘John opened the window again.’
b. Jan heeft het raam opnieuw geopend.

The examples below further illustrate the default repetitive reading of opnieuw.
In the context in (18) there is a unique event introduced and as such, a repetitive
reading is completely unacceptable. As a result, only weer can be used as a repeti-
tive adverb, not opnieuw.

(18) A day after the defence, it is discovered that the PhD student committed fraud.
The committee for research integrity asked to investigate the case decides that
the PhD student is not entitled to the title of “dr.” and should return his
diploma.
a. De

the
frauderende
fraud.committing

promovendus
PhD.student

heeft
has

zijn
his

bul
diploma

weer
again

moeten
have.to

inleveren.
return
‘The fraud committing PhD student had to return his diploma.’

b. #De
the

frauderende
fraud.committing

promovendus
PhD.student

heeft
has

zijn
his

bul
diploma

opnieuw
again

moeten
have.to

inleveren.
return
‘The fraud committing PhD student had to return his diploma.’
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We can therefore conclude that again has a default restitutive reading, as does
Dutch weer. Opnieuw is inherently repetitive. The syntactic decomposition analy-
sis would have difficulty explaining why opnieuw disallows the restitutive reading
without relying on an arbitrary division of adverbs regarding their ability to take
sublexical scope. Assuming a default reading for both weer and opnieuw, as I do in
this paper, accounts for the lack of ambiguity with opnieuw without a problem.

5.2 The effect of scope

Having established that again has a default restitutive reading, I turn to the effect
of scope and focus. Let us first look at (19).

(19) Beck (2006: 298)John again opened the door.

In (19), the observations in Subsection 2.1 and Subsection 2.2 make different pre-
dictions. Based on the observations about the effect of scope in Subsection 2.1, we
expect (19) to be repetitive, since the adverb occurs in a preobjectival position.
Based on the observations about the effect of focus in Subsection 2.2, we expect
(19) to be restitutive, since focus on the verb triggers a restitutive reading. As (19)
is repetitive, the effect of scope is stronger than the effect of focus. I therefore first
turn my attention to the effect of scope.

I argue that the relevant factor is the position of the adverb relative to the sur-
face position of the object. Let us first take a look at the word order in Dutch (20).

(20) [weer(1)
again

[het
the

raami
window

[weer(2) [VP
again

geopend ti]]]]
opened

Following Cinque (1999), I take adverbs to be left branch elements. Weer ‘again’
can occur in two positions, a higher (weer(1)) and a lower weer(2) position. The
object is first merged inside the VP before undergoing a case-motivated shift
upwards (Vanden Wyngaerd 1989). In the surface order, the repetitive adverb
scopes over the shifted object in weer(1) (the structure for (7)) but not in weer(2)
(the structure for (6)). I conclude that the repetitive reading in (7) is the result of
scope of the adverb over the shifted object. If the adverb does not scope over the
object, the adverb retains its default restitutive reading.

In English, postobjectival again is located at a clause-final position. This raises
some questions regarding the left branch position of the adverb in English. How-
ever, as Koster (2000) argues (see also Cinque 1999: 78), in English the entire VP
moves up (as opposed to just the object in Dutch), resulting in a surface order
where again follows the VP (21).

(21) [again(1) [[VP opened the door]i [again(2) [ti]]]]
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Again therefore occupies the same positions as Dutch weer. And similar to the
Dutch case, again only scopes over the object in again(1) not in again(2). The same
analysis of Dutch, that scope of the adverb over the object results in a purely repet-
itive reading of the adverb, therefore also holds for English.

Note that the relation of importance here is that of the adverb and the shifted
object. The shifted object is per definition part of the supralexical level of the sen-
tence, which supports the objections to a sublexical approach from Section 4.10

5.3 The effect of focus

This brings us to the effect of focus. As argued above, focus plays a role in deter-
mining the interpretation when the repetitive adverb does not take scope over
the object. I claim that just like scope of the adverb over the object, focus on the
adverb is one of those factors forcing the more specific repetitive reading. When
focus is placed on the verb, it prohibits factors such as world knowledge, to trig-
ger the repetitive reading.11 The exception to this is scope of the adverb over the
object, which is not sensitive to the effect of focus. In all other focus patterns, the
default restitutive reading of the adverb remains, although other factors, such as
world knowledge can still allow for the repetitive reading to occur.

Let us look at another repetitive element, the derivational verbal prefix her-
‘re-’. Her- always scopes over only the verb and cannot be stressed. Since neither
scope, nor focus can force a repetitive reading, it is unsurprising that verbs pre-
fixed with her- are not compatible with a repetitive reading, as is shown in (22).

(22) Bob and Carl had their wedding last Tuesday. Unfortunately, the minister offi-
ciating the wedding made an administrative error, so they had to repeat the
entire thing today.
a. Bob

Bob
en
and

Carl
Carl

zijn
are

vandaag
today

weer/opnieuw
again/again

getrouwd.
married

‘Bob and Carl married again today.’
b. #Bob

Bob
en
and

Carl
Carl

zijn
are

vandaag
today

hertrouwd.
remarried

‘Bob and Carl remarried today.’

As is shown in (23) below, her- is compatible with a restitutive context, where the
married status of my grandma is restored.

10. I want to thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing out that the proposed analysis is
superior to the ‘polysemy’ accounts (for example Jäger & Blutner 2000), which have trouble
accounting for the effect of scope of the adverb.
11. Contra Beck (2006), who takes focus on the verb to also yield the repetitive reading.
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(23) Twee
two

jaar
year

nadat
after

mijn
my

opa
grandpa

overleden
passed.away

is,
is

is
is

mijn
my

oma
grandma

hertrouwd.
remarried

‘Two years after my grandpa passed away, my grandma remarried.’

This strengthens the claim that the repetitive reading is the result of either scope
or focus.

Further research into how this effect of focus works is needed, taking into
account not only the focus-bearing element, but also its deaccentuating effect on
other elements.

6. Conclusion

In this paper I questioned the analysis of relying on sublexical modification to
account for the ambiguity that occurs when a causative is modified by a repet-
itive adverb, as often proposed by syntactic decomposition approaches to argu-
ment structure. I argue that mixing the sublexical level with the supralexical level,
as these approaches do, is undesirable given certain views on structure building
in the Minimalist Program.

I explored the possibility of resolving the ambiguity purely at the supralexical
level. I have proposed an analysis where the repetitive adverb has a default resti-
tutive reading. The repetitive reading is a more specific reading that is introduced
when the adverb scopes over the object or when focus is placed on the adverb. If
the verb bears focus, it prevents world knowledge, but not scope, to introduce a
repetitive reading. These generalizations shed a new light on the relevant factors
and their interaction with each other in accounting for this ambiguity.

I have discussed three repetitive elements of Dutch: the adverbs weer, opnieuw
(both ‘again’) and the verbal prefix her- ‘re-’. Only weer is associated with both
the repetitive and the restitutive reading. Opnieuw is purely repetitive, something
that does not easily follow from a syntactic decompositional approach. Her- can-
not bear focus, nor can it scope over the object. As a result, it is always restitutive.
The behavior of all three repetitive elements follows from the analysis presented
in this paper.

Further research providing a thorough explanation of why scope and focus
have the effect they have is needed, but I hope to have convinced the reader
of both the possibility and the necessity to account for the repetitive/restitutive
ambiguity without resorting to sublexical modification of the predicate.
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