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NEGATION IN MODERN GREEK

ABSTRACT

This thesis attempts to provide a unified account of
negation in Modern Greek. It is composed of three parts. In
the first part (chapter I) we present the distributional cha-
racteristics of Modern Greek negative particles, examine their
syntactic status and propose a set of rules of negation. In
the second part we concentrate upon two well known and largely
discussed problems of the syntax and semantics of negation,
namely, the negative-raising hypothesis (chapter II) and the
relation between quantifiers and negation (chapter III). We
argue that the negative-raising approach should be abandoned
in favour of another, purely semantic, analysis of the rele-
vant verbs; and that the analyses of the English any proposed
by Quine and Vendler can be extended, respectively, to the
emphatic and non-emphatic forms of the corresponding Modern
Greek indefinite. Finally, in the third part (chapter IV and
Appendix) we deal with the problem of the scope of negation
in general. We claim that entailment-based accounts of negation
scope are too strong and become problematic if tested against
their own predictions. Another approach, dependent on the
distinction context-free/context-bound instances of negation,
is defended, instead: it is argued that there are two types of
negation, namely, ‘ordinary’ (context-free) and ‘contradiction’
(context-bound) negation, corresponding to, and being ana-

lysable in terms of, two different levels of linguistic



vii

description, the level of Sentence Grammar and the level of
Discourse Grammar, respectively; that the cancellation of
presupposition, which has been feeding the entailment-based
accounts of scope, is possible only under contradiction
(context-bound) negation, belonging thus, together with
other "anomalies", to the domain of Discourse Grammar; and
that the entailment analysis of negation seeks to account

for discourse phenomena in semantic terms.



CHAPTETR I

THE SYNTAX OF NEGATION IN MODERN GREEK

0. Introduction

Since Klima (1964)'s monumental analysis of negation in
English, negation has been one of the most extensively dis-
cussed and debated topics of linguistic analysis. In a number
of papers Jackendoff, Lakoff, Lasnik, Kempson, and others,
presented significant insights into the characteristics and
the nature of negation phenomena. With the exception of Las-
nik, however, the principal concern of those works has been
the semantics of the scope of negation. Thus Klima's analysis,
despite its age, remains a unique example of strictly syn-
tactic analysis in the framework of transformational grammar.

In this chapter we intend to present the negative par-
ticles in Modern Greek (MG) and to examine their structural
characteristics, their interrelations and their status in
terms of general syntactic distinctions like sentence negation
and constituent negation. That is, we intend to examine the syn-
tactic aspects of negation in MG. At the present, then, our con-
cerns will be basically those of Klima and we shall try to

follow the main lines of his account of negation.

1. The negative particles in MG

There are three different, both in form and in distri-

bution, negative particles in MG: 8é(n), mi(n) and 6xi. Be-

low, however, we shall give theoretical recognition to a

fourth negative particle, mi, on the grounds of its phonolo-



gical and distributional characteristics.

To begin with, consider some examples with 5é(n)
and mi(n):
(1) a. o jdnis 8én érxete spiti.
‘art.’John not comes home.

(John does not come home).

b. &én pernd o jdnis stis eksetdsis tu.
not passes ‘art. John in-the exams his.

(John does not pass in his exams),

c. && mas ayapln,
not us love (they).

(They do not love us).

(2) a. o jdnis na min ér8i spiti.
‘art! John ‘subjunctive marker’'not comes home.
(John should not come home).

b. (na) min pandreftis ti maria.

3

(*s.m)) not marry (you) ‘art: Mary

(You should not marry Mary).

c. (na) mi fiyis.
(*s.m.’) not leave (you).

(You should not leave). I

As it can be seen in (1) and (2), the presence or absence of
the final /n/ of both 86(n) and mi(n) is determined in fact

by the phonological features of the first segment of the fol-
lowing word. Thus, if the latter is [+continuous], as in (lc)
and (2c), the final /n/ does not normally occurj cf. also

8¢ féviji (He does not leave), 86 xorizi (He does not divorse),

and na mi fiji (He should not leave), na mi xorisi (He should




not divorse). On the other hand, if the first segment of the
following word is [~continuous ], as in (1lb) and (2b), or
[ﬁggﬁéj , as in (la) and (2a), this /n/ normally occurs.

This is not, however, an exclusive characteristic of
56(n) and mi(n). It is part of a general phenomenon in MG.
We may compare the double forms of the articles to/ton [accu-
sative masculine ] and ti/tin [accusative femininel, for example:

to filo (the friend [accus.]) / ton dndra (the man [accus.] ),

ti xard (the joy [accus.]) / tin eftixfa (the happiness [ac-

cus.] ). 68(n) and mi(n) then simply exemplify, and reinforce,
the general principle that governs the occcurrence of the final
/n/ in MG.

Let us nov give some examples of the third negative

particle, 6xi, and what we shall consider as a fourth nega-
tive particle, mi:

(3) a. ©6xi kata pdno tus.

not against them.

b. d6xi eména.

not me.

(4) a, mi kata pdno tus.

not against them.

b, mi eména.

not me.

(4a-b) apparently contradict our explanations for the final
/n/ of the forms 6é(n) and mi(n): this /n/ does not occur in
either example, although the phonological environment favours
its occurrence (see e.g. (2a) and (2b)). And, what is more

striking, (4a) and (4b) become ungrammatical if wve substitute



min for mi. Consider (4'):

(4') a. *min kata pdno tus.
b, *min eména.

Clearly, min is unacceptable in (4'a-b), although in general

nothing prevents final /n/ from occurring if the following

+VvVOoC,

or [ -cont.] , as we saw in
-cons.

segment has the features [
our discussion of (1) and (2). Does this mean that there is
counterevidence for the otherwvise well-motivated (ef. (2))
association of the final /n/ of mi(n) with the general prin-
ciple that governs the occurrence of the final /n/ in MG?
Does it question the principle itself? Or, are there any
grounds for arguing that mi in (4) exemplifies a fourth ne-
gative particle, different from mi(n)?

There is some evidence for a positive answer to the
last question. The structures that (1) and (2) exemplify
are different from the structures we have in (3) and (4):
the latter lack a verb form, whereas the former do not. What
is interesting for our discussion is that min is not accept-
able in the structures which lack a verb (compare e.g. (2a)
wvith (4'b)). What is even more interesting, however, is that
86(n), which shares with mi(n) structures containing a verb

form, is equally unacceptable in structures lacking a verb,

as (3') clearly shows:

(3') a. *&én kata pédno tus.

not against them.

b, *8én eména.

not me.

This means that mi(n) cannot occur in structures in which



8é(n) cannot occur as well; conversely, its canterpart mi
(cf. (4)), as well as 6xi (cf. (3)), is acceptable in such
constructions.

We can fairly safely conclude, therefore, that mi is
a fourth negative particle that does not share the morpho-
syntactic and phonological characteristics of mi(n), and
should not be confused with the forms of the latter that
lack (under certain conditions) their final /n/. mi, as
far as distribution and use are concerned, appears to be
closer to 6xi, rather than to mi(n), on the one hand, and,
on the other hand, seems as different from the latter,

(n), as it is from 8é(n).

[

m

On the basis of these observations we shall proceed

with the distinctions shown by the line below

8é(n) mi(n)

v

6xi mi

starting with the examination of the upper horizontal pair.

1.1 86(n) vs. mi(n)

1.1.1 The distribution of 8é(n) and mi(n)

As it may have already been noticed during the dis-
cussion of our data so far, there is a parallelism in dis-
tribution between 8é(n) and mi(n). Not only do they occur
in structures containing a verb form, but also share the

same position in the sentence: they both occur in pre-~



verbal position.

In this section we shall discuss the distributional
characteristics of these two particles in some more detail.
In particular, we shall see first that 8é(n) and mi(n) cannot
intervene between a clitic and the verb form it accompanies,
i.e. they invariably precede the phonological word of the
verb; also, that, unlike in English, they necessarily pre-
cede the forms of the auxiliary. In the second part of the
section we shall see some important differences between
the environments in which they may occur.

Let us begin with the distribution of &é(n). Consider

the following examples:

(5) a. &én (tu) yrédfume (tu jéni).
not (to-him) write (we) (to John).

(We do not write (to John)).

b, &é 8%a (tu) yrédfume/yrdpsume (tu jdni).
not will (to-him) write [imperf./perf.] (ve)

(to John).

(We will not write (to John)).

c. &én (tu) éxume yrédpsi (tu jéni).
not (to-him) have (we) written (to John).

(We have not written (to John)).

d. &é 8%a (tu) éxume yrdpsi (tu jéni).
not will (to-him) have (we) written
(to John).

(We will not have written (to John)).



As (5) shows, 8é6(n) may occur in the following environments:

(86(n)) (future marker $a) (clitic) (Aux) Verb.

Consider now examples with mi(n):

(6) a. na min (tu) yrdfume/yrdpsume (tu jdni).
‘subjunctive marker’ not (to-him) write
[imperf./perf. ] (we) (to John).

(We should not write (to John)).

b. na min (tu) éxume yrdpsi (tu jdni).
‘s.m.’ not (to-him) have (we) written
(to John).

(We should not have written (to John)).

It can easily be seen that, like 8é(n), mi(n) precedes

clitics and the Auxiliary:

na (mi(n)) (clitic) (Aux) Verb.

However, although the two particles under consideration
share the same position in the sentence, they do not seem to
share the same environments as well. Thus, (a) 8é(n) can
collocate with the future marker 8a, whereas mi(n) cannot;
and (b) mi(n) is normally preceded (see, hovever, the next
paragraph) by the subjunctive marker na, whereas the latter,
na, cannot co-occur with 8é(n). Compare (5b) and (5d) with

(7a-b), and (6a-b) with (8a-b):
(7) a. *mi 8a (tu) yréfume/yrdpsume (tu jdni).
b. *mi 8a (tu) éxume yrépsi (tu jdni).
(8) a. *na &én (tu) yrdfume/yrdpsume (tu jdni).

b, *na 6én (tu) éxume yrdpsi (tu jdni).



As the difference in acceptability between (7a-b)-(8a-b)

and the corresponding sentences in (5)-(6) shows, there

are systematic differences between the environments of &é(n)
and the environments of mi(n). Given now that na is the
marker of subjunctive! and that the Future tense cannot

occur after na, we can suggest that mi(n) is the negative
particle of subjunctive, while 6é(n) is the negative particle
of indicative. This suggestion gains support from the fact
that the absence of na renders negative sentences containing
mi(n) unacceptable. Compare e.g. (9a-b) with (6a-b), on the

one hand, and (5a&c), on the other:
(9) a. *min (tu) yrdfume/yrédpsume (tu jéni).
b. *min (tu) éxume yrdpsi (tu jdni).

The occurrence of mi(n) then appears to be dependent on
its being preceded by the subjunctive marker na.

There are, though, some sentences with second person
verb forms which apparently contradict this conclusion.

Consider (10):

(10) a. (na) min (tu) yréfis/yrdfete (tu jéni).
(‘s.m.’) not (to-him) write [imperf.] (you
sing./pl.) (to John).

(Don't write (to John)).

b. (na) min (tu) yrdpsis/yrédpsete (tu jéni).

! See e.g. Lightfoot (1979:290, footn.): "I take 'sub-
junctive’ to be co-extensive with the néd forms, but some gram-
mars distinguish special subjunctive endings even for Modern
Greek". For a more detailed discussion see Warburton & Velou-

dis (in preparation).



(*s.m.”) not (to-him) write [ perf.] (you

sing./pl.) (to John).

In its short form, with na deleted, (10), unlike (9a-b), is

éécéﬁ%ééigijhe Céuﬁgéfevidenéé wvhich sentencesiéﬁchﬂés (iO)
seem to demonstrate, however, is only apparent. We have good
reasons to say that, although it may not appear in the surface,
the subjunctive marker invariably is part of the underlying

structures of sentences with mi(n) preceding 2nd person forms.

First, in general na may precede mi(n) in such sentences.
There is no difference in acceptability, and meaning, between
the version of (10) e.g. which lacks na and the version which
does not. The only difference between sentences with mi(n)
preceding 2nd person verb forms and parallel structures with
other than 2nd person verb forms is that the presence of the
subjunctive marker in the surface is obligatory in the latter
(cf. the difference in grammaticality between (10) and (9)).

Second, sentences with 2nd person forms like (10b) above
are acceptable without na only if they are preceded by the
negative particle mi(n); that is, the presence of na is obli-
gatory in the positive counterparts of sentences like our (10b).
Cf. the anomaly in (11b) below, which superficially seems to

be the positive counterpart of (1lla) ( and of (10b) lacking

na):

(11) a. min (tu) yrdpsis/yrdpsete (tu jdni).
b, *(tu) yrdpsis/yrdpsete (tu jdni).

Finally, the suggestion that the subjunctive marker is
invariably present in the underlying structure of sentences
like our "exceptional” (10a-b) is further fortified by the

fact that the forms preceded by mi(n) but not by na belong to
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a very restricted class: not only are they unexceptionally
2nd person (singular or plural) but they must also be in the
Present tense. Consider the anomaly in (12), despite its

2nd person:

(12) *min (tu) éxis/éxete yrdpsi (tu jdni).
not (to-him) have (you sing./pl.) written

(to John).

Compare it with (9b), on the one hand, and (10b) (as well as
(11a)), on the other.

We can in general maintain, therefore, that the pre-
sence of the subjunctive marker is decisive as to the accept-
ability of the negative particles under discussion: na con-
stitutes the proper environment for the occurrence of mi(n),
on the one hand, and excludes the occurrence of 86(n), on
the other hand. In other words, 8é(n) and mi(n) are in
complementary distribution: the second does not occur

in the environment (indicative) in which the first does,

and vice versa. Even in cases like those in (13):

(13) a. &én érxese noris.
not come [imperf.] (you) early.

(You do not come early).

b, min érxese noris.

(You should not come early).

8é(n) and mi(n) cannot, according to what we have seen, be said
to share the same environment: of the two superficially similar
verb forms in (13), only the second may be preceded by the

subjunctive marker.! Cf. the difference in acceptability

' For a different analysis of the distribution of the
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between (13'a) and (13'b) below:

(13') a. *na (6én) érxese noris.

‘s.m.’ (not) come [imperf.] (you) early.

b. na (min) érxese noris.

1.1.2 Some apparent counterevidence

We have maintained above that 6é(n) and mi(n) are in
complementary distribution. In this section we shall discuss
some constructions which (superficially) question, if they
do not contradict, this distributional differentiation: they
seem to allow 3é6(n) to co-occur with mi(n), on the one hand,
and to be preceded'by the subjunctive marker na, on the other.
We shall try to show that such constructions do not in fact
conflict with our well-established observations on the dis-
tribution of &é(n) and mi(n).

Consider the following examples:

(14) a. fovame (ha) min é&r8i.

(I am afraid that he may come).

b. fovame (na) mi 8én &rdi.

(I am afraid that he may not come).

Warburton (1970:98-100) argues on semantic and syntactic
grounds that the particle mi(n) in sentences like our (l4a-b)
is different from the negative particle mi(n).

First, she points out, the presence of mi(n), unlike
that of pa, is obligatory in this sort of structures, i.e.

after verbs of fear; cf. the ungrammaticality of (l4'a) e.g.:

negative particles under consideration see Antonopoulou (1975).
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(14'a) *fovdme (nha) érdi.

And in general, if the subject of the main verb is not
identical with the subject of the complement verb, sentences
wvith the structure of (1l4'a) are ungrammatical. The impli-
cations of this are obvious: in order to say that mi(n) in
sentences like (l4a) is the negative particle mi(n), one
would have to accept the peculiar restriction that comple-
ments such as that in (14a) be ungrammatical unless they

are '"negated". This obviously would be an ad hoc and by no
means natural restriction. This is not, however, the only
problem here.

Second, what is more important, a sentence like (lé4a)
above cannot be interpreted as a negative sentence: it means
something different in general; cf. the difference in meaning
between our translation of (l4a), i.e. "I am afraid that he
may come'", and what might be a translation of the negation
of its complement, i.e. "I am afraid that he does not come'.
As Warburton notes, the suggestion that mi(n) in sentences
like (l4a) is not negative gains additional support from
the fact that the complement clause min ér8i in (1l4a) has

the negative form mi 8én ér8i; cf. (l4b), repeated here:

(14b) fovdme (na) mi 8én érdi.

It is obvious now that if one insisted that mi(n) in sentences
like (14b) (and (l4a)) was the negative particle mi(n), one
would have to explain (a) why complements like that in (1l4b)
need a second negative particle, 8é(n), to be negated, (b) on
what grounds they allow the co-occurrence of two mutually
excluded, as we have seen, negative particles, as well as

more general semantic problems like (c¢) why the "negative"
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operator mi(n) and the negative operator 66(n) do not
neutralize each other or on what grounds the two operators
are equal to one.

mi(n) in (l4a-b), therefore, has different function
from, and should not be confused with, our negative particle
mi(n); and examples like (14b) do not in fact constitute
counterevidence for our analysis so far: their mi(n) could
be characterized as (cf. Warburton, ibid.:100) "a special

type of particle which follous verbs of fear" or pre-

caution.

There is a possible way of testing this conclusion.
As we saw above, constructions like that of (l4'a) are
ungrammatical if the subjects in the complement and the
main clause are not identical. Take nov a parallel con-

struction with two identical subjects such as (15a) below:

(15) a. fovéme na &extd to &dro.

I-am-afraid to accept the gift.
h., fovdme na mi dextd to &dro.

What is interesting here is that the negation of the com-
plement of the grammatical (15a) would give the structure
demonstrated with (i5b). This structure, however, is iden-
tical with structures like (l4a). If then the conclusion
of the previous paragraph is correct and there are two

distinct mi(n)'s , we would expect (15b)(and in general

structures featuring verbs of fear, na mi(n),and identical
subjects in the main and the complement clauses) to he
ambiguous between two interpretations of mi(n), i.e. as

a "special type of particle which follows verbs of fear"
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and as a negative particle. This prediction is borne out,
(15b), unlike (l4a), is ambiguous between the readings
"] am afraid lest I might accept the gift" ("special’ mi(n))

and "I am afraid not to accept the gift" (negative mi(n)).!

1.1.3 &&(n)/mi(n) and MG mood

Our discussion so far has shown that a major difference

between 86(n) and mi(n) concerns their distribution: mi(n)

occurémin se%tences vhich are characteriiéd by thérgféggﬁée,rr
and in certain cases (see e.g. (2b-c)) the optional presence,
of the subjunctive marker na, while 8é(n) is acceptable in
structures that do not contain it, and cannot be said to con-
tain it in underlying structure. Obviously, this means not
only that MG employs at least two different ‘moods’ in inde-
pendent clauses, i.e. indicative, which is normally used in
the expression of statements, and subjunctive, which is used
in the expression of directives, but also, wvhat is more inte-
resting for our discussion here, that there are two different

in form negative particles, mi(n) and &é(n), which by being

! In general if the subject of the main verb is cor-
referential with the subiject of the complement and the
latter is positive, i.e. it does not contain 5é8(n), the
onus of disambiguation rests with stress; thus, heavier
stress on the verb of fear connects the utterance vith
the negative-mi(n) interpretation, whereas heavier stress
on the verb of the clause connects it with the non-negative-

mi(n) interpretation.



15

restricted to occur in sentences with subjunctive mood (mood
may be a sentence category which gravitates onto the verb as
an ending or a particle) and indicative mood, respectively,
reflect the same distinctions as to mood. In other words,
although nothing would prevent MG from employing only one ne-
gative particle and leave the distinctions in question to the
verb group, there exist two distinct negative particles, 8é(n)
and mi(n), each bound to one of the moods in question, and
thus redundantly reflecting distinctions that have already

been grammaticalized in other ways.'

We can now maintain that it might be due to this bound-
ness of 86(n) and mi(n) to indicative and subjunctive, res-
pectively, that the third mood that MG grammaticalizes, the
imperative, displays a peculiar restriction: in general impe-
rative forms cannot be negated (hence we have not met this
mood in our examples so far). Cf. the ungrammaticality of:

6én} {trexe.

(16) a. * {min trékse.

{[imperfj
[perf.]
(Don't run).

not run }(you).

1 Although in the second person (plural or singular),
vhere na is optional (see 1.1.1 above), the formal distinction
$6(n)/mi(n) is not so redundant. Provided that na is absent,
in 8én érxese/(na) min érxese e.g. (cf. (13) and (13')) the
only thing that shows the latter to be subjunctive is the

choice of the negative min. In these particular cases the
occurrence of the one instead of the other negative particle
in fact helps in making mood distinctions vhich are not as
clearly marked by the verb form in MG as they were in Ancient

Greek.
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b, * (25 {gzige} to molivi.
not take {;Ziirf'} (you) the pencil.

(Don't take the pencil).

Compare them with the corresponding indicative and sub-

junctive versions:

(17) a. 8én tréxis.
not run (you).

(You do not run).

b. &én pérnis to molivi.
not take (you) the pencil.

(You do not take the pencil).

(18) a. (na) min {Eiiii?é.}
(*s.m.’) not run {;Zg?ff'} (you).
(You should not run).
b. (na) min {E§£2is} to molivi.
(*s.m.’) not take {;Zﬁi?f'} (you) the
pencil.

(You should not take the pencil).

It is sentences like (18a) and (18b) that normally negate
the corresponding imperatives:

tréxe.
trékse.
imperf.}
perf.

(19) a. {
run 1

pérne

pdre } to molivi.

b. |
mperf

i
take {perf.

*} the pencil.

expressing the prohibitions that the sentences in (16)
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cannot.

We can, therefore, complete our characterization of
the distribution of 8é(n) and mi(n) as follows: they are
in complementary distribution, each bound to a different

mood (indicative for 8é(n) and subjunctive for mil(n)).

1.1.4 &é(n)/mi(n) and sentence negation

Complementary distribution and boundness to different
moods are not the only characteristics that mark the rela-
tionship between 8é(n) and mi(n). As ve saw above (section
1.1.1), these two particles share the same position in the
sentence, both occurring before the verb. The question that

now arises is whether sentences exemplifying 8é6(n) or mi(n)

could be said to constitute instances of what is called ‘sen-

tence negation’, or, more generally, what kind(s) of negation

56(n) and mi(n) exemplify. We will base our discussion of

this question on syntactic grounds, making use of purely syn-

tactic criteria, parallel to those in Klima (1964), and avoid

reference to semantic data, since an analysis of negation
phenomena on the basis of semantic distinctions or semantic
criteria would not only "demand the unwarranted assumption
that semantic categories are always matched by grammatical
ones" (Klima ibid.:247), but also neglect major syntactic

characteristics or restrictions.

1.1.4.1 The definition of sentence negation in MG

Klima (ibid.:270) defines as instances of sentence
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negation the structures which permit the either- conjoining,

the neither- tag, the question tag without not, and the

negative appositive tag not even. Thus the sentences that are

enclosed in and... either, the source sentences in neither-

tags or question tags without not, and the basic sentences
in appositive tags not even in the following examples (bor-
roved from Klima) are considered instances of sentence ne-
gation in his analysis:

(20) a. They stayed away, and wve didn't return,

either.

b. Writers will never accept suggestions, and

neither will publishers.

c. Writers will never accept suggestions,

will they?

d. Writers will not accept anything, not even

suggestions.

Below we shall try to show on parallel grounds that the
examples of 8é(n) and mi(n) we have been discussing can be
defined as instances of sentence negation in MG.

Our definition of sentence negation in MG 1is based on
three, more or less parallel to those in Klima (1964), syn-

tactic criteria:

1. The occurrence of dte ke (neither and)- conjoining.

9. The occurrence of question tags without 8é(n) or mi(n)
and

3, The acceptability of the emphatically stressed forms

of indefinite quantifiers (or quantificational adverbs) .
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That is, we consider the source sentences in dte ke- con-

joining or question tags without 8é(n) or mi(n), as well as

the sentences where the occurrence of the emphatic form of
indefinites causes no anomaly, as cases of ‘sentence nega-
tion’. As the application of these criteria on our (la) and

(2a) will show, the presence of either 86(n) or mi(n) is

the necessary and sufficient condition for a sentence to
be an instance of what we defined as sentence negation.

Consider the application of our first criterion:

(21) a. o jdnis &én érxete spiti, Ute ke o pétros.

t 13

art.’ John not comes home, neither and

N ’

art.’ Peter [nomin.].

(John does not come home, neither does

Peter).

b. o jédnis na min ér8i spiti, dte ke o pétros.

’

‘art.’” John ‘s.m.’ not comes home, neither

t b

and ‘art.’ Peter [nomin.].
(John should not come home, neither should

Peter).
(22) a. *o jénis érxete spiti, dte ke o pétros.
b. *o jdnis na ér8i spiti, dte ke o pétros.

See next in (23) and (24) below the application of our
second criterion (i.e. the permissibility of question tags

vithout 8&(n) or mi(n)):

(23) a. o j4nis 8én érxete spiti, érxete?

t ’

art.’ John not comes home, comes?

(John does not come home, does he?).
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b. o jdnis na min ér%i spiti, na ér8i?
‘art.’ John ‘s.m.’ not comes home, ‘s.m.
comes?

(John should not come home, should he?)
(24) a. *o jédnis érxete spiti, érxete?
b. *o jénis na ér8i spiti, na ér8i?‘

Consider, finally, the applicability of our third
criterion (i.e. the acceptability of emphatic indefinite
forms (capital letters in our examples)): 2

KANIS

(25) a., 8én érxete {kanis

} spiti.

not comes anyone home.
(None comes home).

KA

b, na min érd8i {ka

NIS .
nis} spiti.

s.m.’ not comes anyone home.

(None should come home).

p KANIS e s

(26) a. *érxete {kanis} spiti.
. ¥KANIS er s

b. na ér$i { kanis} spiti.

See also (27) and (28):

! gur criterion 2. concerns the so-called ‘checking’
question tags (see Lyons 1977:764), and not the ‘copy’ tags,
wvhich are different in both syntactic and conversational -
contextual terms and might allow constructions like those in
(24).

2 The differences between the emphatic and unemphatic

forms of indefinites are extensively discussed in chapter III.
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POTE

poté} spiti.

(27) a. 6&én érxete {

not comes (he) ever home.
(He never comes home).

POTE

poté} spiti.

b. na min ér8i {

*s.m.,' not comes (he) ever home.
(He should never come home).

gglg} spiti.

c o: ¢¥POTE ey
na ér8i { poté} spiti.

(28) a. *érxete {

We may, therefore, say that, as our examples in (21)-
(28), and many parallel constructions, show, the occurrence

of either 8é(n) or mi(n) in a sentence guarantees its being

an instance of what we have defined as sentence negation.
In addition, the difference in acceptability between (21)
and (22), (23) and (24), (25) and (26), as well as (27) and
(28), suggests that these two particles have the same gram-
matical relationship with the constructions that our three
criteria above are based onj and, furthermore, that it is
on the basis of thisrelationship that sentences containing

86(n) or mi(n) differ in acceptability from their counter-

parts that lack these particles. In other words, the dif-
ference in acceptability between pairs of examples like

those above suggests that sentences containing the particles
under consideration are opposed in some particular syntactic
ways to all the other sentences where they do not occur. This
makes it possible for us to see on what syntactic grounds

our two particles which have been considered so far as ‘nega-

tive’ can be labelled as such, and permits us to classify
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an arbitrary element of any sentence as negative or not
negative,

To recapitulate our discussion thus far, wve have
maintained on purely syntactic grounds that 8é(n) and mi(n)
are both negative particles which are in complementary distri-
bution and exemplify sentence negation. Belowv we shall be
following the common practice of representing sentence
negation with neg, considering this neg as a grammatical
formative. Some justification for our decision here will be
presented in our discussion of the lexical insertion rules

for &6(n), mi(n) and the other two negative particles, in the

end of this chapter.

1.1.4.2 mi(n) and non-finite verb forms

As we have said, the contrast 8é(n)/mi(n) reflects

the contrast indicative/subjunctive in MG. There is, however,
a use of mi(n) not discussed in the previous sections, which
has nothing to do with the grammaticalization of mood and

is not parallel in distribution with 8é(n).

Consider the following pairs:

(29) a. (*na) min éxondas i8éa ja dla aftd o jénis
tin pandréftike.

(*s.m.’) not having idea about all these

L3 13

art.’ John her married.
(Becaﬂse he knew nothing about all these

John married to her).

b. *8én éxondas idéa ja 4la aftd o jdnis tin

pandréftike.
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(30) a. ksekinisa ti duljd (*na) min ksérondas
pés pjdnun to sfiri.
started (I) the job (‘s.m.’) not knowing
how hold (they) the hammer.
(I started that job without knowing how

to hold the hammer).

b. *ksekinisa ti 8uljé 8én ksérondas pds

pjdnun to sfiri.

As (29) and (30) clearly show, forms like éxondas or kse-
rondas cannot in general be preceded by the marker na and
do not reflect the distinction indicative/subjunctive. Ne -
vertheless, despite its apparent differences from the in-
stances of mi(n) considered in the previous sections, our
mi(n) here is not to be regarded as completely unrelated to
them. We have good reasons to argue that, although having
nothing to do with the subjunctive, this mi(n) cannot be
differentiated from the already known one.

First, both mi(n) in (29a) and (30a) and the (sen-
tence negation) instances of mi(n) considered so far
precede verb forms. The only difference is that the mi(n)
under consideration invariably precedes non-finite verb
forms, (non-finite) gerunds. These, however, are verbs
in some sense, and it can be argued that they will be
presented as such in deep structure: non-finite forms like

min éxondas and min ksérondas in (29a) and (30a), respe-

ctively, cannot be considered either as nominals, for all
verbs exemplify such non-finite forms, or as participles,

because,unlike participles, such non-finite forms are never
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used as adjectives; for instance, they cannot occur after
the copula or be preceded by the article.!

Second, what is more important, instances of mi(n)
preceding gerunds are shown to correspond to what we have
called sentence negation if tested in terms of our criteria
of sentences negation. Consider the applicability of two

of these criteria in (31) below:

(31) a. pire tin ipotrofia mi(n) éxondas to
endiaféron dte ke tin proé-
$esi na tin aksiopiisi.

got (he) the scholarship not having the
interest neither and the

intention to it use,

(He got the scholarship although he did
not have the interest nor the in-

tention to use it).

1 Cf. the difference in acceptability between our non-
finite verb forms (a. sentences) and the corresponding par-~

ticiples (b. sentences) in the following pairs:

(i) a. *fénete na ine ikanopidndas.
b, fénete na ine ikanopiiménos.

seems (he) to be satisfied [masc. ].

(ii) a. *i mi(n) éxondas eryasia na apomakrind8dn.
b. i mi éxondes eryasia na apomakrindun.

the non having work should stay away.
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KANENA}

b. pire tin ipotrofia min éxondas { _ .

KAMIA

kamia} prédesi na

endiaféron ke {
tin aksiopiisi.
got (he) the scholarship not having any

interest and any intention to it use.

The mi(n) under consideration here, therefore, cannot
be separated from the mi(n) we have been discussing in the
previous sections: as it has been suggested above, they both
precede verbs in deep structure, and, as the applicability
of our criteria of sentence negation has shown, they both
exemplify sentence negation. It is worth noting at this point
that our suggestion that mi(n) in (29)-(31) corresponds to
wvhat we have called sentence negation does not result in an

unnecessary burden of our grammar: non-finite gerunds like

éxondas in (29) and (31), as well as ksérondas in (30) would

be treated as verbs in deep structure, in any case. We can
modify then our determination of the distribution of 8é(n)
and mi(n) as follows: $é(n) precedes indicatives, while mi(n)
accompanies subjunctives and gerunds. The following Table
demonstrates the main syntactic characteristics of these two

negative particles (" +" means "co-occurs with"):
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Table 1. The characteristics of 8é(n) and mi(n)

86 (n) mi(n)

+ indicative + subjunctive / + gerund

sentence negation

1.2 6xi vs. i

In the preceding sections we discussed the characte-
ristics of the distribution of the particles 8é(n) and mi(n)
and the type of negation they can be associated with. In the
following sections we shall consider the other two particles,
6xi and mi. In particular we shall examine the environments
in which they may occur and the types of negation they exem-

plify. We shall proceed with a rough distinction between

6xi/ in elliptic sentences and éxi/mi in full sentences.

il—"

1.2.1 6xi/mi in elliptic sentences

The examples we saw in our discussion of 5é(n)/6xi and
mi(n)/mi in the outset indicate that ¢xi and mi occur in en-
vironments in which 8é(n) and mi(n) cannot. See, for instance,
the difference in acceptability between the constructions in

(3) and (4) and the corresponding constructions in (3') and



(4'), repeated here:

(3) a. 6xi

not

b. 6xi

not

27

kata pdno tus.

against them.

eména.

me.

(3') a. *8én kata pdno tus.

b, *&én eména.

(4) a. mi kata pédno tus.

not

against them.

(4') a. *min kata pdno tus.

b. *min eména.

The unacceptability of (3') and (4') is explicable: as we

said in our discussion of &é(n) and mi(n), they invariably

precede the (phonological word of the) verb; therefore,

(3'a-b) and (4'a-b) are unacceptable because they both make

use of &&(n) and mi(n), respectively, and lack a verb form.

Compare, e.g., (3') and (4') with (32) and (33), respe-

ctively:

(32) a. &én
not

(He

b. &8én
not

(He

érxete kata pdno tus.
comes (he) against them.

does not come against them).
akdi eména.
listens (he) to-me.

does not listen to me).
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(33) a. na min érxete kata pdno tus.
‘s.m.’ not comes (he) against them.

(He should not come against them).

b, na min akdi eména.
‘s.m.’ not listens (he) (o) me.

(He should not listen to me).

v

In this section we shall see whether in general ¢xi and m

cannot precede verb forms, and are thus in complementary

distribution with the pair 8é(n)/mi(n). It will be shown

that 6xi and mi in constructions like those in (3) and (4)
not only cannot precede verb forms but also cannot even co-
occur with them in a sentence.

Consider the following examples of dxi and mi in pre-

verbal position:
(34) a. *6xi érxete kata pdno tus.
b. *&xi akdi eména.
(35) a. 7?na mi érxete kata pdno tus.
b. ?na mi akdi eména.

(34a-b) are definitely anomalous. (35a-b), on the other hand,
are less unacceptable. This, however, can easily be explained.
The phonological difference between mi and mi(n) is not as

clear as that between the other two particles, éxi and &8(n):

when it precedes a verb beginning with a continuous consonant,
e.g., mi(n) is not normally different in form from mi. We
can reasonably, therefore, suppose that the slight diffe-
rence in acceptability between (34) and (35) is due to the

fact that mi in the latter can easily be confused with,
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and be understood as, the mi version of the particle mi(n).
We can thus suggest that in general ¢gxi and mi cannot precede

verb forms.

This suggestion is furthermore strengthened if we exa-

mine pairs like the following:

(36) a. *épjasan 6xi to jéni.

’

arrested (they) not ‘art.’ John [accus.].

b. &én épjasan to jéni.

1]

not arrested (they) ‘art.’ John [ accus.].

(They did not arrest John).

(37) *(na) akdte mi to jdni.

jab]

listen (you) (to) not ‘art.’ John [accus.].

b. (na) min akdte to jéni.

T ?

not listen (you) (to) ‘art.’ John[ accus.].

(You should not listen to John).

As the difference in acceptability between (36a) and (37a), on
the one hand, and (36b) and (37b), on the other, shows, 6xi

and mi not only cannot be immediately followed by verb forms but
also cannot occur in structures containing verb. That it is the
presence of the verbs épjasan and akdte that turns (36a) and
(37a), respectively, ungrammatical is obvious from the accept-

ability of the corresponding elliptic (36'a) and (37'a):
(36'a) 6xi to jéni.
(37'a) mi to jdni.

We can therefore conclude that 6xi/m; in the constructions

examined here are in complementary distribution with 5é(n)/mi(n):

the latter invariably precede the (phonological word of the)

verb, while the former cannot occur in structures containing a
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verb form.

1.2.1.1 6xi/mi and sentence negation

We have seen that 6xi and mi differ in distribution
from 86(n) and mi(n). Does this mean that they differ in
the kind of negation they exemplify , as well? Below we check
the éxi and mi constructions we have been discussing against
our Ute ke- conjunction criterion of sentence negation.! We
shall see that these elliptic constructions exemplify what
wve have called sentence negation.

Consider (38):

(38) a. {§§i} ti marfa Gte ke to jdni.

€ s

not ‘art.’ Mary [accus.] neither and ‘art.

John [ accus. ] .

b. {ﬁ;l} apo to j4ni dte ke apo ti maria.

not from ‘art.’ John neither and from ‘art.

Mary.

(38) obviously shows that 6xi and mi in such constructions

are to be considered as instances of what we have defined as
sentence negation. The constructions, however, are elliptic:
they apparently do not contain verb, This means that (38)
suggests that non-sentences exemplify sentence negation. There
is, though, an obvious solution for this seemingly contra-
dictory fact: we can hypothesize that our éﬁl— and mi~ con-

structions are full (negative) sentences in the underlying stru;

! Obviously our question tag criterion is inapplicable

since the constructions under consideration are elliptic.
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cture. There are some facts which independently point to the
necessity of such a solution.

First, many pairs of reduced and unreduced positive
sentences derivationally related like e.g. (39aB) and (39bB)

in the following pieces of discourse:

(39) a. A: pjén épjasan?
wvhom arrested (they)?
(Whom did they arrest?)

B: ti maria.

€ H

art.’ Mary [accus.].

b. A: pjén épjasan?
B: épjasan ti maria.

s

arrested (they) ‘art.,’ Mary [accus.].

are obviously paralled by pairs like (36b) and (36'a), or
(37b) and (37'a). If then we are to connect derivationally
positive sentences like (39bB) with (39aB) (see e.g. Williams
1977), on what grounds could we refuse to connect deriva-
tionally negative sentences such as (36b) and (37b) with
reduced forms like (36'a) and (37'a), respectively? If,
therefore, we did not adopt the hypothesis in the end of
the preceding paragraph, we would unjustifiably dismiss
an important generalization.

Second, an analysis which does not connect deriva-
tionally the unreduced with the reduced negative forms
above cannot explain naturally the peculiar fact that MG
employs two different negative particles, 6xi and mi, in
the same positions and syntactic environments in constructions
lacking a verb form. In particular, the parallel use of two

different in form negatives in the relevant constructions
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could not apparently be explained on either syntactic
(:
(:

paragraph) relegated to different meanings or illocu-~

Al

i and are parallel in distribution) or semantic

Os
X
IEZ

are not to be directly (see the following

e

xi and

=

"

On

tionary forces, e.g.) grounds. On the other hand, this
parallel use can easily be explained along the lines of
our analysis: it could be argued that éxi and mi in the
elliptic constructions under consideration simply pre-
serve, and reflect, the distinction between (underlying)
negative sentences with 8&(n) and negative sentences
wvith mi(n), where these negative particles redundantly
grammaticalize the distinction indicative/subjunctive.
Finally, the hypothesis that full negative sentences
underlie our 6xi- and mi- constructions is also sup-
ported by a semantic fact. There is in general a paral-~
lelism in the illocutionary force that éxi- constructions
and the corresponding negative sentences with 5é(n) are
normally assigned; for example, (36b) and the reduced
(36'a) can be uttered as statements or as directives,
according to the particular contextual characteristics
that accompany their utterance. Similarly, mi- construc-
tions and negative utterances with mi(n) are invariably
assigned the illocutionary force of directives; thus the
utterances of (37b) and (37'a) above have always the force
of a command, request, threat, etc. What is interesting
now is that both mi- and dxi- constructions parallel ne-
gative sentences with mi(n) and 8é(n),respectively, as

to distinctions concerning illocutionary force, d e s -
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p i te the fact that in general negative particles are
not bound to illocutionary force: as we saw above, it is
the mood that can be said to correspond to a large extent
to particular types of illocutionary force. The puzzling
fact that éxi~- and mi- elliptic constructions can denote
different illocutionary forces (and, in particular, those
that utterances with 8¢(n) and mi(n), respectively, carry)
can naturally be explained if the constructions of dxi
and mi in question are considered as reduced forms of ne-
gative sentences containing an indicative (preceded by 8é(n))
and a subjunctive (preceded by mi(n)), respectively.

On these grounds we can, I think, maintain that ¢xi-
and mi- elliptic constructions are transformationally de-
rived from underlying (unreduced) negative sentences con-
taining 8é(n) and mi(n), respectively.

There is a problem, however, which we have not touched
so far: the derivational connexion between negative sentences
and the corresponding éxi-/mi- elliptic constructions we
argued for presupposes the operation of some transformations
wvhich we have not identified. We can say at this point that
Verb(Phrase)- deletion, and in particular Verb(Phrase)- dele-
tion under identity, will be one of the transformations in-
volved. Consider the following piece of discourse (compare

it with (39a)):

(40) A: pérni leftd apo ton pétro ke apo ti
maria.

receives (he) money from ‘art.’ Peter

b

and from ‘art.’ Mary.



B: éxi apo ton pétro.

not from ‘art.’ Peter.
(40B) is equivalent in meaning with (40'B) below:

(40'B) 8én pérni (leftd) apo ton pétro.
p p

not receives (he) (money) from ‘art.’ Peter.

vhere the Verb(Phrase) is preserved; the only difference be-
tween the two B. sentences is that the Verb Phrase is

missing in the first. We can also say that the Verb Phrase
deleted is not recoverable from (40B): it is recoverable from
a preceding seﬁtence. This obviocusly means that the occurrence
of elliptic negative (as well as positive (cf. (3%9a))) con-
structions such as (40B), (36'a) or (37'a) is context-de-
pendent; more generally, that the elliptic constructions we
have been discussing here belong to the domain of ‘discourse
grammar’, rather than to the domain of ‘sentence grammar’. We
shall return to the discourse grammar of negation in the

final chapter.

1.2.1.1.1 6xi- constructions in ala(but)- and ke(and)-

conjunctions

We have said that elliptic éxi~ (and mi-) constructions
originate as negative sentences and that their Verb(Phrase)
constituents are deleted under identity with the Verb(Phrase)
constituents of preceding sentences., Here we consider a case of

6xi- constructions (mi is not normally used in these constru-
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ctions) in which the V(P) is deleted under identity with a V(P)
occurring in the same, and not the preceding,rsentence.
This will give us the opportunity to see an instance of
V(P)- deletion under identity within the framework of sen-
tence grammar. Also, what is more important, it will provide
us with some independent evidence for our suggestion above,
that full negative sentences underlie our elliptic 6xi-
(and mi-) constructions.

Consider the following examples:

(41) a. épjasan ti maria {aéa} éxi to jéni.

arrested (they) ‘art.’ Mary {Zﬁg} not

€ ’

art.’ John [ accus.] .

(They arrested not John but Mary).

b. o jdnis pérni leftd apo ti maria {iéa}

6xi apo ton pétro.

s

A3 H

art.’ John receives money from ‘art,

b

Mary {Zgg} not from ‘art.’ Peter.

(John receives money not from Peter but

from Mary).

That the second parts of the conjunctions in (4la) and (41b)
exemplify the same 6xi as the one we have been discussing
can easily be seen. The two éxi- constructions in (41) have
an apparent similarity in structure with our elliptic éxi-
constructions of sentence negation; compare them with (36'a)

and (40B), both repeated here:

(36'a) 6xi to jéni,

not ‘art.’ John.

(408B) 6xi apo ton pétro.

’

not from ‘art.’ Peter.
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Besides, what is more important, ¢xi- constructions on the
right of ala (and ke) are subject to the same constraint
as our elliptic éxi- (and mi-) constructions of sentence
negation. As we have seen above, 6xi (and m{) in elliptic
constructions of sentence negation cannot co-occur with a
verb. (42) below shows that this is the case in the second

part of ala- (and 53—) conjunctions containing dxi:
(42) a. *épjasan ti maria {Eia} épjasan éxi to jéni.

arrested (they) ‘art.’ Mary {Zzg} arrested

(they) not ‘art.,’ John.

b. *o jdnis pérni leftd apo ti maria {Eia} pér-

ni (leftd) 6xi apo ton pétro.

*art.’ John receives money from‘art.’ Mary
{Zﬁg} receives (money) not from ‘art.” Peter,

Given that nothing prevents the occurrence of the same V(P)
on both sides of ala (and ke), as examples like (42') below

make clear

(42') a. épjasan ti maria falay s épjasan to jéni.
ke

t

arrested (they) ‘art.” Mary {Zgg} not arre-

sted (they) ‘art.’ John.
(They arrested Mary {:ag} they did not arrest
John).

b. o jénis pérni leftd apo ti maria {Eéa} &én

pérni apo ton pétro).

t b

art.” John receives money from ‘art.’ Mary

b

{Zﬁg} not receives from ‘art.’ Peter.

we can suggest that the anomaly in (42) is comparable with

that in the elliptic (36a), repeated here,
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(36a) *épjasan déxi to jéni.

and that the éxi's they exemplify are not structurally dif-
ferent but obey the same constraints.

This suggestion, however, has some obvious consequences.
We have seen above that elliptic ¢xi- (and mi-) constructions
exemplify what has been defined as sentence negation. If now
6xi in the second part of ala- (and ke-) conjunctions like
(41a-b) is not different from éxi in elliptic constructions
of sentence negation, then it too must be derivationally con-
nected with the negation of an underlying full sentence.

That this is in fact the case can easily be seen. The
6xi- constructions in (41) are intuitively correlated with
the negative sentences in (42'); they are considered seman-
tically equivalent in the same wvay as ( 40B ),e.g., is, in
the context of (40A), considered semantically equivalent
with (40'B). If, then, we sought to account for the generation
of éxi- constructions in (4la-b) etc. in terms of a set of

Phrase Structure rules having, roughly, the form

(43) NP > NP {aklea} (6xi) NP
PP+ PP {akla} (6xi) PP

ke

etc.

we would face some serious problems. In the first place,
rules of "phrasal conjunction" (to use Partee (1970)'s term)
like those in (43) are typically postulated to account for
conjunctions that are not analysable into semantically equi;
valent unreduced forms. On the other hand, éxi- constructions

in ala- and ke- conjunctions are analysable into intuitively
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correlated analytic forms. It would be unjustifiable
therefore to seek to account for such constructions in
terms of (not universally accepted (see Partee, op. cit.:
154, footn. 1)) rules of phrasal conjunction postulated to
accommodate otherwise unrelated structures.

A second problem that the adoption of the Phrase
Structure rules in (43) would involve would be the genera-
tion of éxi in unreduced (:containing a verb form) sen-
tences. More precisely, if 8xi in (41) is not due to the
reduction of an underlying negative sentence on the right
of ala or ke but to the expansion of a certain category in
the sentence, then the well established constraint on the
occurrence of éxi (and mf) in MG will be violated: &6xi
will be generated in a full sentence. This, as far as I
can see, makes the special rules in (43) suspect and que-
stions the solution they offer.

Finally, our suggestion that the 6xi- constructions
in ala- (and ke-) conjunctions are in fact reduced (nega-
tive) sentences is also supported by the fact that they
share an idiosyncratic characteristic of the corresponding
unreduced forms. In general, we cannot have the same V(P)
negated on both sides of ala- conjunctions in MG. Cf. the

anomaly in (44), e.g. (compare it with (42')):

(44) a. *8én épjasan ti maria ala 8én épjasan
to jdni.

t

not arrested (they) ‘art.’ Mary but not

arrested (they) ‘art.’ John.
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b. *8én pérni leftd apo ti maria ala &én

pérni leftd apo ton pétro.

b

not receives (he) money from ‘art.’ Mary

I

but not receives (he) money fron ‘art.

Peter.

If now it is true that the 6xi- constructions under consi-
deration derive from underlying negative sentences, we would
expect that there would be no corresponding reduced (i.e.
featuring 6xi) forms of the anomalous (44a-b). The anomaly
in (45) below (compare it with (41)) shows that this is in

fact the case:

(45) a., *8én épjasan ti maria ala 6xi to jdéni.

€ ’

not arrested (they) ‘art.’ Mary but not

L3 !

art.’ John [accus.].
b. *8én pérni leftd apo ti maria ala d6xi
apo ton pétro.

’

not receives (he) money from ‘art.’ Mary

’

but not from ‘art.’ Peter.

The reduced forms (45a-b) corresponding to (44a-b) are also
excluded, d e s p i t e the fact that the second V(P) is
missing, and thus the conditions for the application of

the relevant constraint are not completed. Given now that
ala- conjunctions do not suffer from an inherent inability

to have negatives in both their first and their second parts
cf. e.g. (46a-b)

(46) a. &én épjasan ti maria ala 6é 3a arjisi

na jini ke aftéd.

not arrested (they) ‘art.’ Mary but not

will take-so-long to happen and this.
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(They did not arrest Mary but this will

not take too long to happen too ) .

b. &én pérni leftd apo ti marfa ala &én ton
pistévun.

not receives (he) money from ‘art.’ Mary

but not him believe (they).

(He does not receive money from Mary but

they do not believe him).

wve can say that it is not accidental that the elliptic forms
in (45) are subject to the same constraint as the analytic
forms in (44),

We can reasonably then maintain that elliptic 6xi- con-
structions in ala- (and ke-) conjunctions, like their twin
single constructions, are in fact reduced negative sentences.
The transformational rule now that is responsible for this
reduction might be called Equi-V(P) deletion: it deletes the
V(P) in one of the two sentences of the conjunction under
identity with the V(P) of the other sentence; for example,
it deletes the verb on the right of ala/ke in (42'), while
the neg in the reduced part of the conjunction takes the
form 6xi, and not 8én, since the latter is restricted to
precede verb forms. We shall see some more details about this
in our discussion of negative rules in MG later on;

To recapitulate our consideration of éxi/mi thus far,

in elliptic constructions these interchangeable ! negatives

! With the exception of ala- and ke- conjunctions, where
mi is normally unacceptable, as we noted in the beginning of

this section.
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cannot precede, or even co-occur with, verb forms (see 1.2.1)
and can reasonably be associated with what we have defined
as sentence negation (see 1,2.1.1 and 1.2.1.1.1). These

characteristics of éxi/mi are clearly demonstrated with

the follouing Table (" - " means "cannot co-occur with"):
Table 2. 6xi/mi in elliptic constructions
- verb (a)
sentence negation (b)
interchangeable ! (c)

1.2.2 6xi/mi in full sentences

We devoted the preceding three sections to the dis-
cussion of elliptic éxi- and mi- constructions. In the
sections to follow we consider instances of éxi and mi
occurring in full sentences and try to show that they
exemplify what has been called ‘constituent negation’.

We shall distinguish between two cases of constituent
negation, exeplified by an 6xi which occurs in noun phrases
and is interchangeable with mi, and an 6xi which precedes
quantificational adverbs or adverbials and is not inter-
changeable with mi. We shall try to associate them with

two different sources.

! See the footnote on the previous page.
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1.2.2.1 Two cases of constituent negation

1.2.2.1.1 6xi/mi occurring in noun phrases

The main structural characteristics of the éxi and
mi of sentence negation in the elliptic constructions dis-
cussed in the preceding sections is that they cannot co-
occur with a verb form. To this characteristic we can add
a second, equally obvious one: these particles invariably
precede the other category, or categories, of the constru-
ction; in a construction with an NP, for example, they al-
vays precede the whole category, occurring before the ar-
ticle, or, in general, the specifier of the N. Cf. (36'a)

and (37'a), both repeated here:

(36'a) 6xi to jdni.

not ‘art,’ John.
(37'a) mi to jéni.

There is, however, another syntactic environment, not dis-
cussed so far, that both particles, éxi and mi, have in
common. These new instances of 6xi and mi occur i n noun
phrases of f u 1 1 (:preserving the verb) sentences.
Below we shall try to distinguish between such instances
of 6xi and mi and the already known instances of 6xi and
mi in terms of both their structural characteristics and
their syntactic status.

Consider the following examples:
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(47) . tis {2§i} éndimes duljés tis protimdn.

m

the non honest jobs them [clitic ] prefer
(they).

(They prefer the not honest jobs).

b. jirise 8j6 {E?l} emborikd film mazi tu.
shot (he) two non commercial films with
him.

(He shot two not commercial films with him).

c. pandréftike ena {;§l} ynosté i8opid.

married (she) a non famous actor.

(She married to a non famous actor).

d. ton fértosan me polés {g;l} sovarés

katiyories.
him charged (they) with many non serious
accusations.
(They charged him with many not serious

accusations).

There are some obvious differences between these instances
of 6xi and mi and their instances in the elliptic constru-
ctions considered previously.

First of all, the instances of ¢xi and mi that (47a-d)
demonstrate are not affected by the presence of the rele-
vant verb phrases. They do not seem to be subject to the
same restrictions in occurrence as their twins in elliptic
constructions of sentence negation. Compare, for example,

the grammatical (47a) and (47b) with the starred (48a) and
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(49a), which are the analytic (:retaining the verb) forms
that correspond to the elliptic 6xi- and mi- constructions

in (48b) and (49b), respectively:

(48) a. *{%%'} tis éndimes suljés tis protimdn.
mi
not the honest jobs them prefer (they).
b. {;?1} tis éndimes 8uljés.

(49) a. +*jirise {°%¥'} 8j6 emboriké film mazi tu.
mi

shot (he) not two commercial films with
him.

b. (9%¥%) 5j6 emborika film.

But this is not the only structural difference be-
tween the instances of 6xi and mi in (47) and their instances
examined in the preceding sections. As (36'a), (37'a), as
wvell as (48) and (49) above shou, 6xi and mi in elliptic
constructions always precede the specifier, staying outside
the boundaries of the noun phrase. On the other hand, the
6xi and mi we are examining in this section fall within the
boundaries of the noun phrase. As (47) clearly shovs, they
are preceded either by the definite article, or by the in-
definite article, by quantifiers, expressions of degree
(numerals, etc.), and in general by items vhich are referred
to as ‘specifiers’ of the noun.

There are then two structural characteristics that
differentiate the new instances of ¢6xi and mi from 6xi and
mi in elliptic constructions of sentence negation: unlike
the latter, the former may occur in unreduced (:preserving

their verbs) sentences and cannot precede the specifier.
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The question that now arises is what the syntactic

status of these newv instances of éxi and mi might be. We

shall argue below on both syntactic and semantic grounds that
they exemplify what is called ‘constituent negation’.

It can be convincingly shown that the instances of
é6xi and mi under consideration do not exemplify sentence
negation. They clearly fail to pass our sentence negation
test (see 1.1.4.,1). This test, remember, is composed of three
criteria: a negative can be said to exemplify sentence ne-
gation if its sentence allous lte ke (neither and)- con-
joining (ecriterion 1.), can be followed by a question tag

without 6&é(n) or mi(n) (criterion 2.), or can acceptably

contain emphatically stressed forms of indefinite quanti-
fiers or quantificational adverbs (criterion 3). Consider
nowv the anomaly that the application of these criteria on
(47a), e.g., causes:
(50) a. *tis {rf]’lfi} éndimes Suljiés Ute ke tis
vrémikes tis protimdn.
the non honest jobs neither and the
dirty them prefer (they).

KAMIA 6xi
*{kamié} {mi

any non honest job it prefer (they).

b. } éndimi 8uljd tin protimdn.

c. *tis {3§i}éndimes duljés tis protimdn, tis
protimdn?
the non honest jobs them prefer (they), them
prefer (they)?

(50c) shows that sentences like (47a) do not allow the forma-
tion of a ‘checking’ tag (criterion 2.), while (50a) shows that

(47a) does not acceptably co~-occur with dte ke- conjunction
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(criterion 1.); (50b), finally, demonstrates that both the em-
phatic and the non emphatic indefinite forms of quantifiers
are not acceptable in (47a) (criterion 3.).

The previous paragraph simply leads us to a negative con-
clusion: the 6xi and mi under consideration do not exemplify
sentence negation. There are, though, at least two pieces of
additional evidence which positively show that they in fact are
instances of constituent negation.

The first piece of evidence is syntactic, As it has been
pointed out above, the ¢éxi and mi in question are invariably
preceded by the specifier of the NP; that is, these negative
particles generally occur in, and structurally belong to, the
NP, negating the immediately following part of this constituent.

The second piece of evidence is semantic. If the éxi and
mi under discussion are in fact instances of constituent ne-
gation, then their occurrence in constituents that cannot
normally be negated, like e.g. proper names, would result in
anomaly. Probably, it is exactly this sort of anomaly that

(51b) below displays:

dxi .
(51) a. {mi } ti maria.
not ‘art.’ Mary [ accus. .
{tin dxi
ti mi

met (he) ‘art.’ non Mary [ accus.] .

b. *sindndise } maria.

More analytically, provided that the structure that (51b)
exemplifies is not in general ungrammatical (cf. (47) above),
the anomaly in (51b) is clearly semantic. This fact now, i.e.
that (51b), unlike (5la), is semantically anomalous, not

only backs our structural differentiation between instances

of éxi and mi like those in (51), but also subscribes to our
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characterization of 6xi and mi preceded by the specifier
as instances of constituent negation. In particular, given

that anomaly would be unavoidable if the negative particle

I

vere interpreted as "negating" a proper name, 6xi and
in the acceptable (5la) cannot be regarded as '"negating"
such a constituent; on the other hand, the anomaly in (51b)
suggests that this is what exactly its instances of 6xi and
mi do. Since now the two expressions in (51) differ only in
the position of the negative, it is reasonable to argue

that only instances of éxi and mi preceded by the specifier
are assigned a ‘constituent negation’ interpretation.

We can maintain then on the basis of both syntactic
and semantic evidence that 6xi and mi occurring in NP's are
in fact instances of constituent negation; and, more gene-
rally, that MG exemplifies not only sentence negation, but
also constituent negation.

Before turning to the consideration of another use
of 6xi not discussed so far, it would be useful to summa-
rize the main syntactic characteristics of the different
instances of 6xi and mi examined in this and the preceding
sections. Table 3. below helps us to contrast ¢xi/mi in
elliptic constructions with é6xi/mi occurring in NP's, and
both with the new use of &éxi to be discussed in the following
section (" -" and "+ " mean, respectively, "cannot co-occur

with" and "can co-occur with'"):
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Table 3.
6xi/mi in elliptic constructions 6xi/mi in NP's
- verb . + verb (a)
sentence negation constituent negation (b)
interchangeable! interchangeable (c)
precedes specifier is preceded by (d)
specifier

1.2.2.1.2 6xi occurring in quantificational/quali-

ficational adverbs or adverbials

The general conclusion of the preceding section, that
MG exemplifies constituent negation as well, gains additional
support from a use of éxi not discussed previously. This 6xi
has a very restricted distribution, is not interchangeable
with mi, and displays constituent negation.

Look at the following examples:

(52) vléponde 6xi poli sixnd.
meet-each-other (they) not very frequently.

(They meet each other not very frequently).

I With the exception of ala- and ke- conjunctions.

See 1.2.1.1.1 above,
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(53) tus 6éxete 6xi d6so prépi dermd.
them receives (he) not as must (it) warmly.
(He receives them not as warmly as he

should).

As these examples demonstrate, the 6xi we are examining here
(a) does not necessarily occur in NP's in general, and (b)
is not preceded by specifiers, unlike the pair dxi/mi of
constituent negation considered in the previous section.
This 6xi favours another syntactic environment: it normally
occurs in quantificational adverbs or adverbials; on the
other hand, as we saw in our discussion of the pair éxi and
mi of constituent negation, they occur after the specifier
of NP, and in general fall within the boundaries of NP.
Henceforth we shall call the latter ‘NP- ¢xi (and mi)’

and the 6xi occurring before quantifiers,etc., ‘Quant- 6xi’
(*Quant’ has an extended sense here: it is intended to in-
clude quantificational or qualificational adverbs or ad-
verbials and in general items or phrases that can be inter-
preted as such). There is, finally, another structural
difference'which also distinguishes our Quant-¢xi here from
the pair éxi/mi in the preceding section: (e) 6xi in (52)
and (53) is not interchangeable with mi in general. Consider

(52') and (53') (compare themwith the mi versions of (47)):
(52'") *vyléponde mi poli sixnd.
P
(53") *tys 8éxete mi 6so prépi Sermd.
P

Obviously this final structural characteristic of our

wi here differentiates it from its twin in the pair 6xi/mi
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of sentence negation as well, which is interchangeable with
mi in their elliptic constructions. If now we add to this
that our Quant- éxi, like the 6xi (and mi) of constituent
negation, occurs in unreduced sentences (cf. (52) and (53)),
and thus is not subject to the major constraint that chara-
cterizes the distribution of ¢éxi/mi in elliptic constructions,
ve can fairly safely conclude that it is structurally diffe-
rent from the 6xi (and mi) of sentence negation as well. The
Quant- 6xi then is structurally distinct from the other in-
stances of 6xi discussed in the previous sections.

Let us now come to the syntactic status of this 6xi.
We have noted a characteristic that connects it with the pair

xi/mi of constituent negation and differentiates both from

the

O

xi/mi of sentence negation: they can freely co-occur

On

with a verb form, while the 6xi/mi of sentence negation is

bound to occur in elliptic (: lacking a verb) constructions
exclusively. Does this suggest that the Quant- 6xi as well

is an instance of constituent negation?

Our negation test can be helpful at this point: if
sentences containing Quant- éxi fail to pass this test, they
do not exemplify sentence negation. In (54) and (55) below
ve examine (52) and (53), respectively, against the criteria

of sentence negation:

(54) a. *vléponde 6xi poli sixnd dte ke emis.
meet-each-other (they) not very frequently

neither and we,
P POTE,y . e o
*
b. *vléponde {poté} 6xi poli sixnd.
meet-each-other (they) ever not very

frequently.
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c. *vléponde d6xi poli sixnd, vléponde?
meet-each~octher (they) not very frequently,

meet-each~other (they)?

(55) a. *tus &éxete 6xi dso prépi Sermd dte ke o
jénis,
them receives (he) not as must (it) warmly

¢

neither and ‘art.’ John.

KANIS

kanis} éxi éso prépi Sermd.

b, *tus &éxete {
them receives anyone not as must (it)

warmly.

c. *tus déxete O6xi dso prépi Sermd, tus Séxete?
them receives (he) not as must (it) warmly,

them receives (he)?

The a. sentences above show that the gﬁiruhder consideration
cannot satisfy our criterion 1., while the b. and c. sentences
make clear that it cannot satisfy, respectively, criteria 3.
and 2., either. There is strong syntactic evidence then that
the instances of d¢xi we are considering here do not exemplify
sentence negation. Of course, this does not necessarily show
that our Quant- dxi is an instance of constituent negation.

There is, though, some positive evidence pointing to such an

intéfpretafion.
First of all , this (uant- dxi invariably precedes
particular categories, i.e. quantifiers and guantificational
(or even qualificational) adverbs or adverbials. This pro-
bably suggests that there is a particular connexion between
them and the negative, a connexion that might be described

as constituent negation.



52

Secondly, although it would hardly be a convincing
piece of evidence to say that the semantic content of
certain quantificational adverbs or quantifiers occurring
in Adv phrases allows a negative element to be interpreted
as more or less integrated into them, we can note that the
negative is intuitively understood as reversing the polarity
of the quantity that the quantificational adverb, etc., ex-
presses: that is, if it expresses high quantity; the dxi
that immediately precedes reduces it, whereas if the quantity
is low, this 6xi increases it. And there is a way of testing
this intuition: if it is correct, then it is natural to ex-
pect that the more neutral in meaning (or the more central
in the quantitative hierarchy) the quantificational adverb
or the quantifier is, the more unlikely it is to be preceded
by the dxi in question; that is to say, the less quantitative
in meaning this item is, the more unacceptable it is in such
6xi constructions. The anomaly in (56) below meets these

expectations:

(56) a. *ir8an 6xi kdmboses forés.

came (they) not several times.

b, *metakini8ike 6xi merikd métra aristerd,

moved (he) not some meters left.

c. *proxdérisan 6xi kdmboso makrid,?

moved (they) not enough far.

Compare a.-c., which are absolutely acceptable without 6xi,

1 "enough" is not the precise interpretation of kdmboso
here; the latter must be rather understood as the adverb form

for ‘some’ and ‘several’,
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with the corresponding sentences with high or lov quantity
quantifiers and quantificational adverbs in (57) below, vhere

reversing the polarity of the quantity does result in diffe-

rence in meaning:

(57) a. ir8an 6xi lijes forés,
came not (a) few times.

(They came many times).

b. metakini8ike 6xi pold métra aristerd.
moved (he) not many meters left.

(He moved not many meters left).

c. proxdrisan 6xi poli makrid.

moved (they) not very far.

(They moved not very far).
i%ithen ﬁhe énomalyrin Eségwé;émggé aifféréncéﬁin aé;;pt;bilit;w
from (57) is explicable in such terms and the intuition above
is correct, the Quant- éxi cannot but be interpreted as inte-
grated into the constituents (quantifiers, quantificational
adverbs, etc.) it precedes.

We can suggest, therefore, on the basis of the syntactic
and semantic evidence presented in the previous paragraphs
that the instances of éxi we are dealing with are to be inter-
preted as constituent negation; and more generally, that they
have the same syntactic status in the surface as the instances
of the NP~ éxi (and mi): they exemplify the same kind of ne-
gation.

Table 4. below recapitulates the main syntactic chara-

cteristics of Quant 6xi, contrasting it with the other insta-

nces of dxi (and mi) examined in the preceding sections:
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Table 4.

6xi/mi in elliptic NP- 6xi/ni Quant- 6xi

constructions = — —
- verb + verb + verb (a)
sentence negation constituent neg. | constituent neg. (b)
interchangeable ! interchangeable non-interchange- (c)

able
precedes specifier is preceded by is not preceded (d)
specifier by specifier

1.2.2.2 TJwo sources of constituent negation

As our examples so far show, the particles ¢xi and
6xi/mi of constituent negation are identical in form with
the particles 6xi and mi of elliptic constructions, including
the reduced constructions with éxi that occur in ala- (or
ke-) conjunctions (see 1.2.1.1.1). This formal relation
between them becomes more impressive if we note that the
negative particles 6xi and mi that elliptic constructions
of sentence negation and constructions of constituent nega-
tion share have a common syntactic characteristic: although
some of them occur, as we saw, in full sentences, they
do not have a verb in their scope in general. In fact,
both the pair 6xi/mi and the single 6xi of constituent nega-
tion are restricted to constituents other than verb: they

occur in noun phrases and in quantificational Adv phrases,

adverbials, etc., respectively, and thus never feature a

! gee section 1.2.1.1.1 for an exception.
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verb among their constituents. Similarly, the éxi and mi
of the other (elliptic) constructions never have a verb in
their structure and scope. Given these similarities, it may
not be altogether unjustifiable to hypothesize that both
constituent negation and negation in reduced forms lacking
a verb owe the use of the same negative morphemes to the
same reason, i.e. the absence of the constituent verb fraom
their structure. Furthermore, given that elliptic 6xi- and
mi- constructions of sentence negation have already been
shown to originate as full sentences, we can plausibly ask
whether at least some of the instances of the (parallel in
form) particles of constituent negation too are associated
vith the neg of sentence negation in underlying structure.
In the sections to follow we shall argue that the Quant-
éxi has its source in sentence negation ; we shall also
discuss two possible solutions for the NP- éxi/mi, the

one associating it with sentence negation, the other not.

1.2.2.2.1 The source of the Quant- 6xi of constituent

negation

In this section we discuss a tentative formalization
of constituent negation presented in Klima (1964), and explain
why such a solution could not be adopted in MG. In particular,
we argue that Quant- éxi, unlike NP~ éxi/mi, of constituent
negation shares with instances of sentence negation a basic
constraint and try to account for this difference in the
behaviour of the two instances of constituent negation,

Quant- éxi and NP- éxi/mi, by deriving the former from under-
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negative sentences.

Klima (1964) points out that sentences like (58) (his

(58) It wasn't long ago that he found something

interesting here.

are significant in that expressions containing the

not of constituent negation that occur in [sentences

1ike "He found something there not long ago" — 1.V, ]

also occur above with not as a regular pre-verbal particle
(...)Thus, the feature that differentiates [(58)] from

"He found something there not long ago'" is not the

nature of long ago when it occurs in a sentence con-
taining not (and note that the tvo syntactically dif-
ferent occurrences are felt to have the same meaning
(.,..)). The difference between the two occurrences is

due solely to the basically different original stru-

ctural position of not and long ago in the twa sen-

tences" (ibid.:307).

Klima offers a tentative formulation of the structure that

the constituent negation in the quotation above might be

associated with:

"

let us tentatively describe the not long ago of con-

stituent negation by the following extension of the

constituent structure expansion of Time:

ago
Time > (neg) long gafter }
before

"He found something interesting there not long ago" will
have the following structure, similar to that of words

with a negative affix:
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5

//\

Nominal Predicate

he—.Sg /\\\\

Aux MV T

\

Past find something Time

interesting T

Neg long-ago "

(Klima, ibid.:308).

Pairs like (59) below

(59) a, &én érxete poli noris.

not comes (he) very early.

b, érxete éxi poll noris.

comes (he) not very early.

seem to show that the same argument (and the same tentative
formalization) are applicable to Quant- dxi. As it can easily

be seen, the expression that contains the ¢xi of constituent

’négaEigh in (59b) also occurs in (59a) with 5én as a regulér
pre-verbal negative. Besides the two syntactically different
occurrences are semantically equivalent. The difference thus
between the two occurrences might be said to be due to the
basically different original position of the negative and
poli noris (very early) in the two cases.

There is, however, considerable evidence against such
an explanation, and, in general, an analysis of our data on
constituent negation along the lines of Klima (1964). We
discuss it immediately below.

There is a major asymmetry in the distribution of the
Quant- déxi and the NP~ éxi/mi: the former, unlike the NP-
éxi/mi, cannot co-exist with an instance of (sentence

negation) 8é(n) (or mi(n)) in the same sentence. Consider
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the anomaly in (60):

(60) a. *i fanatiki &én piyan éxi noris,

the enthusiasts not went not early.

b. *i éndimes 8uljés &én kratdn 6xi poli.

the honest jobs not last not much.

and the difference in acceptability between the instances
of the Quant- é6xi in (60a-~b) and the instances of the NP-
xi in (60'a-b):
(60') a. i {g§l} fanatiki &én piyan noris.
the non enthusiasts not went early.

(The non-enthusiasts did not go early).

b. 1 {Eﬁl} éndimes 8duljés &én kratdn poli.
the non honest jobs not last much.
(The non honest jobs do not last very

much) .

On

(60) makes clear that the Quant- éxi, unlike the NP- dxi/mi
(see (60')) of constituent negation, cannot co-occur with
the. (sentence negation) 8é(n). And it can easily be seen
that this holds in sentences having mi(n) (with the cor-
responding subjunctive forms) as well; cf. (61) below:

(61) a. *i fanatiki na min pdne éxi noris,

?

the enthusiasts ‘s.m.’ not go not early.

b. *i éndimes &duljés na min kratdn 6xi poli.

the honest jobs ‘s.m.’ not last not much.

An analysis now that generates éxi in constituents like
Quant, etc., will have to account for this restriction in
occurrence by formulating a particular constraint, in order

to capture the non-occurrence of the Quant- 6xi in sentences
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like (60a-b) which already have another negative particle.
It can easily be seen, however, that this would be an un-
natural solution and would dismiss an important generaliza-

tion. Consider the anomaly in (62) and (63):

(62) a. *i fanatiki 8¢ &én piyan noris.

the enthusiasts not not went early.

b. *i éndimes duljés 8¢ 8én kratdn poli.

the honest jobs not not last much.

(63) a. *i fanatiki na mi min pdne noris.

the enthusiasts ‘s.m.’ not not go early.

b, *i éndimes &uljés na mi min kratdn poli.

the honest jobs ‘s.m.’ not not last much.
Compare the anomaly in (62) and (63) with that in (64):

(64) a, *i fanatiki piyan 6xi éxi noris,

the enthusiasts went not not early.

b. *i éndimes duljés kratdn 6xi 6xi poli.

the honest jobs last not not much.

That the anomaly in (60) has the same source as that in
(62)-(64) can easily be seen: if we eliminate one of the
two negatives in anyone of the sentences in (60) and (62)-
(64), they become absolutely perfect.

The examples in (62)-(63) now suggest that there is a
general constraint governing the occurrence of sentence nega-
tion particles in MG: no more than one instance of sentence
negation is allowed in a sentence. On the other hand, con-
stituent negation, as it is exemplified by (60) and (60'),

seems to react in two different ways if tested against this
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constraint: the Quant- 6xi of constituent negation behaves
as if it shares this constraint (cf. the anomaly in (60)),
vhereas the NP- éxi/mi of constituent negation appears to
ignore this constraint (cf. (60'); compare it with (60)).
Probably an adequate account would have to explain on what
grounds constituent negation exemplified by the Quant- dxi,
on the one hand, and sentence negation in general, on the
other hand, appear to have a common constraint that the
other instances of constituent negation (exemplified by NP-
6xi/mi) donot. As far as I can see, the hypothesis that the
Quant- éxi originates in the constituent Adv, etec., would
not provide us with a natural explanation for the fact that
Quant- ¢éxi shares the general constraint on the double occur-
rence of the negative with the sentence negation &6(n) and
mi(n). There is, though, an alternative solution which not
only accounts for the facts pointed out in the previous pa-
ragraphs in a natural way, but also achieves some important
generalizations. We discuss it immediately below.

| Suppose that the Quant- éxi originates as sentence
negation and that it is lowered (or attracted) into its pre-
“Adv, etc., position after the application of a negative-
lovering (or a negative- attraction) transformation. Presu-
mably, under this hypothesis the anomaly that the double
occurrence of negation in (60) and (62)-(64) above causes
will be explicable in terms of the samé constraint: (60) will
be considered to exemplify originally two instances of sen-
tence negation, and thus both (60a) and (60b) will be ruled
out as violating the general constraint on the double occur-

rence of sentence negation that rules out the sentence nega-

tion examples in (62)-(63).
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However, obeyence to a constraint that is applicable
only on instances of sentence negation is not the only moti-
vation we have for postulating that the Quant- 6xi be deri-
vationally related with sentence negation. These two kinds
of negation here share some other idiosyncratic constraints
too. Compare (65a-b) below:

(65) a., o jénis méni 6xi poli makrid.

¢ s

art.,’ John lives not very far-awvay.

(John does not live very far awvay).

b. *o jédnis méni dxi liyo makrid.

art.’ John lives not a-bit far-away.

(John lives very far away).
vith the corresponding negative sentences in (66):

(66) a. o jdnis 86 méni poli makrid.

art.’ John not lives very far-away,

(John does not live very far away).

b. *o jdnis &é méni liyo makrid,
‘art.’ John not lives a-bit far-away.

(John lives very far away).

There is an obvious correspondence in acceptability between
(65) and (66): (65a) and (66a) are perfect, but (65b) and
(66b) are bad', to say the least. This obviously shows that

sentences with the Quant- 6xi share the same peculiarities

! (66b) can be acceptable only as semiquotation; that
is, only if it is interpreted as denying its positive coun-
terpart (cf. (67) below). We will return to this interpreta-

tion of negative sentences in the final chapter.
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with the corresponding negatives sentences. Besides the
difference in acceptability between the corresponding
positive sentence (67):

(67) o jénis méni liyo makrid.

art.’ John lives a-bit far-away.

(John lives a bit far).

and both (65b) and (66b) above demonstrates that the latter
two differ from their corresponding positive in the same wvay.
Again, as with the general constraint discussed in the
previous paragraphs, the parallelism between the behaviour
of Quant- 6xi of constituent negation and the behaviour of
sentence negation cannot be naturally accounted for in terms
of a theory that generates Quant- ¢xi in pre- Adv, etc., po-
sition. We can thus maintain that there are some facts
pointing to the hypothesis that our instances of the Quant-
6xi of constituent negation have their origin in what we
have defined as sentence negation.!®
To recapitulate, in this section we have been gathering
evidence for the hypothesis that the Quant- ¢6xi of constituent

negation, despite its surface structure status, has its source

! Uf course their having sentence negation as their syn-
tactic origin by no means implies that the instances of Quant-
6xi we are considering here should have the same meaning as the
corresponding underlying negative sentences. Semantic interpre-
tation will apply on surface structure configurations,and thus
the relative position of the negative and the quantifier will
be taken into account (see e.g. Jackendoff 1972). We shall see
more details about the relation between semantic interpretation

and relative scope in chapter III.
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in sentence negation. As we saw, under this hypothesis we

are able to account in a natural way for the relationship
between Quant- éxi and sentence negation, as well as for their
common differences from the corresponding positive sentences.
What is more important, however, this hypothesis provides us
with an exblanation of the asymmetry in behaviour between

the two instances of constituent negation 6xi: as we pointed
out above, the Quant- 6xi shares with sentence negation a
constraint in occurrence that the other instance of consti-
tuent negation (exemplified by the interchangeable with mi

NP- éxi) does not. We can now suggest (and this suggestion
will be further discussed in the next section) that this
asymmetry is due to the different origins of the two instances
of constituent negation: the NP- éﬁi/ﬂi does not share with
the Quant- éxi the characteristics that we tried to explain

in terms of a derivational connexion between the latter and
sentence negation, and thus it cannot be hypothesized to

have the same source as the Quant- ¢xi. What, however,

might the origin of the NP- éxi/mi be?

1.2.2.2.2 The source of the NP- dxi/mi

Extending Table 4., above (see 1.2.2.1.2) to incorporate
our observations in the preceding section, we can summarize
the surface structure characteristics of the particles 6xi

and mi as follows:



Table 4'. The surface structure characteristics

of éxi and mi.

Oxi/mi in elliptic NP- 6xi/mi Quant- 6xi
constructions : =

-~ verb + verb + verb (a)

sentence negation constituent neg. constituent neg. (b)

interchangeable’ interchangeable non-interchange- (c)

able
precedes specifier is preceded by is not preceded (d)
gspecifier by specifier
- second negative + second negative - second negative (e)

As we said in the previous section, the pair NP- éxi/mi of
constituent negation seems to violate freely the general
(and common for both the Quant- éxi and the sentence negation)
constraint on double occurrence of negation. We suggested
that this might be due to its having a different origin from
the Quant- éxi, despite the fact that they share the same
status (i.e. exemplify constituent negation) in the surface.
Below we shall see what this different origin might be.

We have seen that sentences exemplifying both sentence
negation and Quant- 6xi, like (60) and (61), repeated here as

(68) and (69):
(68) a., *i fanatiki &én piyan éxi noris.
the enthusiasts not went not early.
b. *i éndimes 8uljés 6én kratidn déxi poll.
the honest jobs not last not much,

(69) a. *i fanatiki na min pdne déxi noris.

the enthusiasts ‘s.m.’ not go not early.

! With the exception of ala-/ke- conjunctions.
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b, *i éndimes duljés na min kratdn éxi poli.

the honest jobs ‘s.m.’ not last not much.

differ in acceptability from (68') and (69'), respectively,

z

(68') a. 1 {3§1} fanatiki &én piyan noris.

the non enthusiasts not went early.

.o Oxiy oL . . . ‘ . v
b, i {  éndimes duljés &én kratidn poli.

the non honest jobs not last much.

(69') a., i {_7"} fanatiki na min pdne noris.

the non enthusiasts ‘s.m.’ not go early.

b, 1 {;?1} éndimes duljés na min kratudn poli.

the non honest jobs ‘s.m.’ not last much.
which apparently escape the general constraint on double occur~
rence of negation in a sentence. We can nov say, howvever, that
there are, on the other hand, many examples of the NP- d&xi/mi

wvhich undoubtedly show that they are subject to this general

constraint. Compare e.g. our (70)

(70) a. *i fanatiki piyan éxi 6xi noris.

the enthusiasts went not not early.

B. *i éndimes Suljés kratdn déxi éxi poli.

the honest jobs last not not much.

with (70') below
(70') a. *i {§§1} {g;l} fanatiki piyan noris.

the non non enthusiasts went early.

. Gx1 Oxi . . . .
b, *i {mi } {mi } éndimes duljés kratdn poli.

the non non honest jobs last much.

(70') seems to suffer from the same sort of anomaly as (70)

(and (68)-(69) above), and, what is more important, differs
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in acceptability from both (68') and (69'), although they
exemplify the same sort of constituent negation together
with a second instance of negation.,

The behaviour of NP- éxi/mi, though, is not as curious
and contradictory as it might at first sight appear. There
is an obvious structural difference between the instances
of NP- éxi/mi that differ in acceptability: the unacceptable
(70'a) and (70'b) exemplify a double occurrence of negation in
the same constituent, while the corresponding acceptable
(68') and (69'), respectively, exemplify two instances of
negation occurring in different constituents, i.e. a pre-
verbal 8é(n) or mi(n) (sentence negation) together with the
NP- 6xi/mi of constituent negation. Below we shall argue
that the constituent negation instances of NP- gﬁi/mi are
subject in general to the constraint on the double occur-
rence of negation; and that sentences like those in (68"')
and (69') are acceptable because the two instances of nega-
tion they demonstrate do n o t originate in the same cy-
clical node: in particular, we shall examine (a) the possi-
bility that NP's featuring constituent negation ¢éxi/mi are
reduced relative clauses (in which case their negative has
its source in the (sentence) negation of an underlying rela-
tive clause) and (b) the possibility that they are base
structures (in which case, again, their negative occurs in
a different cyclical node, namely, the node of the cyclical
category noun phrase). Let us begin with the examination of
the first possibility, that noun phrases containing NP-
6xi/mi derive transformationally from underlying (negative)

relative clauses,
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Klima (1964:310-11) considers a parallel (informal)
analysis for sentences like "He is marrying a not unattractive
woman". Assuming that this sentence is somehow related to the

sentences "He is marrying a woman'" and "That woman isn't un-

attractive", he points out that

" The occurfence and the behav1our of the Qgg of constl—
tuent negation in pre-nominal attributive position is
similar but not identical to the occurrence of the pre-
verbal particle neg and its reflexes in relative clau-
ses and in certain other embedded postnominal modifiers
that can be regarded as reduced relative clauses."

And below:

" The appropriate restriction in scope of the neg of con-
stituent negation is provided for if pre-nominal attri-
butive modifiers are derived from relative clauses wvhose
source sentence contains a pre-verbal particle neg."

Consider now (71) and (72), which demonstrate, respectively,
the similarity of the éxi/mi of constituent negation in pre-
nominal attributive position to the 8é(n) of sentence negation
in corresponding negative relative clauses, and the relation
of 6xi/mi instances of constituent negation in embedded post-
nominal modifiers (not discussed so far) with the relevant

negative relative clauses:

(71) a. pandrévete mia {321} elkistiki jinéka.
is-marrying (he) a non attractive woman.

(He is marrying an unattractive woman).

b. pandrévete mia jinéka pu &én ine elkistik®.
is-marrying (he) a woman who not is attractive.

(He is marrying a woman who is not attractive).
ying
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6xi

ni } elkistiki ton épise na tin

(72) a. mia jindka {
pandrefti.

a woman non attractive him persuaded to her

marry.

(An unattractive woman persuaded him to marry

her).

b. mia jindéka pu &én itan elkistiki ton épise
na tin pandrefti.

a woman who not was attractive him persuaded

to her marry.
(A woman who was not attractive persuaded

him to marry her).

At first sight, Klima's analysis of this sort of con-
stituent negation could be proposed for the NP- 6xi/mi as
wvell. One may suggest that NP- 6xi/mi constructions can be
traced back to an underlying negative relative clause: that
these instances of 6éxi/mi are transformationally derived by
the lowering, or the attraction, of the pre-verbal particle
of sentence negation to another, non pre-verbal, position,
which is necessitated by the whole process of reduction of
the relevant (negative) relative clause. Such a suggestion
allows a natural explanation for the puzzling fact that some
of our data on NP- 6xi/mi can freely violate the general con-
straint on the double occurrence of negation (cf. the accept-
able (68') and (69')) and some cannot (cf. the unacceptable
(70')): if NP- 6xi/mi constructions originate as negative
relative clauses in the underlying structure, sentences like
those in (68') and (69') do not in fact violate this general

constraint.
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In the following paragraphs we shall see some possible
evidence together with some decisive counterevidence for
such a derivational connexion between an underlying negative
relative clause and an NP- 6xi/mi construction. Let us begin
with the evidence.

First, one cannot ignore the fact that there is a
parallelism in function between relative clauses in general
and NP- 6xi/mi constructions: the latter preserve the con-
trast restrictive/non-restrictive that in general characte-
rizes the use of the former.' Cf. the difference in use be-
tween (71a) and (72a): the latter is clearly parenthetical
and differs from the former, (7la), in the wvay (72b) differs
from (71b). This correspondence undoubtedly can be naturally
accounted for in terms of the suggestion above.

That NP- éxi/mi may have their origin in the negation
of an underlying relative clause gains indirect support from
a second fact. There is a special use of the genitive case
in MG, as well as in English: normally in co-ordination with
(finite or non-finite) forms of the copula, genitive expresses
a property that is characteristic of the subject- NP; cf. this
predicative use of the genitive in sentences like ine kakd
xaraxtira (he is of a bad character). What is interesting
now is that this predicative use of the genitive is also
found in NP- 6xi/mi constructions of constituent nega-

tion. Look at (73) belowv:

1 Bach (1968) uses a parallel argument for non-negated

constituent NP's.
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(73) a. mia jinéka {3;1} evjenikis katayojis ton
tilikse ke ton pandréftike.
a woman (of) non noble birth him entangled

and him married.

b, mia jinéka pu &én itan evjenikis katayojis
ton tilikse ke ton pandréftike.
a woman who not was (of) noble birth him

entangled and him married.

If now our account did not recognize a derivational connexion
between the negations in (73a) and (73b), it would have not
only to leave unaccounted for the intuitive semantic corre-~
lation of the two cases, but also to accept (unnaturally)
that the same peculiarity, i.e. this use of the ge-

nitive, was exemplified by two different and unrelated
structures.,

Undoubtedly, these facts lend support to the hypothesis
that noun phrases featuring NP- 6xi/mi of constituent negation
derive from underlying (negative) relative clauses. However,
there is, on the other hand, some data on this sort of con-
stituent negation which cannot be dealt with in terms of
such a derivation.

Consider the following examples:

(74) a. (88) me apasxoll i mi eksomdlinsi ton

sxéseon aftén ton xordn.

(not) to-me matters the non settlement of+

the relations of+these ‘art.’ countries.
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b. i mi apodoxi tu vraviu apdé to jdni (8€)
me ekséplikse,

the non acceptance of+the prize by ‘art.

John (not) me surprised.

c. i miandmiksistis ipo8ésis d4lon xordn (&én)
ine staderdé xaraktiristikd tis politikis
tus. '
the non interference in+the affairs (of+)

other countries (not) is (a) constant

characteristic of+the politics their.

The nouns involved here share an apparent characteristic:
they are ‘derived nominals’. And this makes the relevant
data problematic for the hypothesis considered in the pre-
vious paragraphs for obvious reasons. It is well known that
there are two alternative "positions" with respect to the
problem of derived nominals: the ‘transformational position’
(: these nominals are transformationally derived from the
associated verbs) and the ‘lexicalist position’ (: they are
directly accommodated in the base) (cf. Lees 1960 and Chom-
sky 1972, respectively). To present some empirical. evidence
that supports one or the other of the alternative theories

would take us far away from our purposes here. It can easily

' Such instances of constituent negation are due to the
influence of Greek ‘ka$aretdousa’; hence, they are more common
among literate people, on the one hand, and, on the other,
make use of the particle mi (me) exclusively; this secures
their relationship to their Ancient Greek analogs, which made

use of that particle (m&) exclusively, too.
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be seen, however, that many of the difficulties pointed out
in Chomsky (1972) (i.e. difficulties concerning the internal
structure of nominals, the idiosyncratic semantic relations
between them and the associated propositions, etc.) would
make the application of the *transformationalist’ analysis
on MG problematic. To propose, therefore, that derived no-
minals featuring NP- mi derive transformationally from
underlying sentences will bring in the difficulties that
accompany the transformationalist position.

It is now time to come to the examination of the se-
cond hypothesis made above, that the NP- 6xi/mi appears in
base forms, as part of the expansion of the cyclical cate-
gory noun phrase. If this solution is to be pursued, the
relevant rules of the categorial component could have the

following form:
(75) a. N"™ =+ (neg) N"™!
b' N"' + LINE N N“.'O

(neg here is a specified grammatical formative and stands for
negation in a cyclical node; 1in that sense it does not differ
from the neg of sentence negation ve have been using so far,
since the sentence is a cyclical node as well). By this
schema, the negative is introduced in the base as an optional
element of the category N™ , which is a recursive element of
the base. On this basis we can easily account for the co-
occurrence of NP- éxi/mi with sentence negation (cf. the

acceptable (68') and (69') and the anomaly that the second

1 We shall be following here Jackendoff's Three Level
Hypothesis (Jackendoff 1977); this decision will be justified

as wve proceed (see, in particular, section Z. below).
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occurrence of an NP- éxi/mi in the same noun phrase inva-
riably causes. Specifically, we can modify the general con-
straint on the double occurrence of negation so that only
one neg is permitted per cyclical node. The categorial rule
that expands the category N™ can itself take account of this
(c¢f. (75) above). This will readily account for the diffe~
rence in acceptability between (70') and (68')-(69'). The
former, which exemplifies two instances of negation in the
same cyclical node, will never be generated, while the latter
two will be generated: they feature one instance of negation
in the cyclical category of sentence and one instance of ne-
gation in the other cyclical category, that of noun phrase.

This "lexicalist" solution is preferable to the one
examined previously, which derived NP- éxi/mi from the sen-
tence negation of underlying S's, and which might thus be
called "transformationalist" solution. The reasons are
obvious. We discuss them immediately below.

First of all, this solution avoids the problems that
the "transformationalist'" one faces in deriving the nominals
of (74a-c) from the associated propositions, as we have seen.
The categorial rule (75) accounts straightforwardly for the
occurrence of constituent negation in the phrases of the

derived nominals eksomdlinsi (settlement), apodoxi (accept-

ance) and andmiksi (interference).

Second, the "lexicalist" solution accounts in exactly
the same terms for the occurrence of NP- 6xi/mi in noun
phrases which contain derived nominals (cf. (74)) and in
noun phrases which do not (cf. (68')). On the other hand,

such a unitary account cannot be achieved in the framework
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of the "transformationalist" solution, which would demand
underlying relative clauses in the case of (68') and another
kind of underlying clauses in the case of (74).

Third, the "lexicalist" solution avoids the hypothesis
that (part, or the whole, of) noun phrases derive from
underlying relative clauses (see Bach 1968). This hypothesis
faces its own problems and has not been adopted in general.,
So the solution defended here escapes not only the diffi-
culties that the transformationalist analysis of derived
nominals involves but also the difficulties that accompany
the derivation of noun phrases from underlying relative
clauses.

0f course, the fact that our "lexicalist" solution
avoids the problems of its rival does not mean that this
solution is free of problems itself. Indeed, one may reply
that two weak points mark this "lexicalist" approach:

(a) it does not seem to account naturally for the fact that
the NP structures in the a.'s of (71)-(73) share with the
relative clauses in the corresponding b.'s some idiosyncratic
characteristics (cf. our discussion of the evidence for the
"transformationalist" position); and (b) the base rule (75)
is too strong: it allows the production of unacceptable

structures like *i mi vivlio8iki (the non bookcase), *to mi

timéni (the non steering-wheel), ¥o mi &rémos (the non road).'

1 sych anomalous constructions are allowed in the
framewvork of the "trasformationalist" position, too. This
position cannot avoid them, unless it can block relative
clauses of the type

(i) afté pu &én ine vivliodiki.
that which not is (a) bookcase.

But I cannot see how it will block such acceptable clauses.
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In the following paragraphs we shall argue that (a) and (b)
do not in fact question the "lexicalist" solution.

It is true that negated NP's like those in (71)-(72)
and (73) preserve the contrast restrictive/non-restrictive
and share an idiosyncratic use of genitive, respectively.
This fact, however, encourages, rather than casts doubt to,
the "lexicalist" view that the noun phrase and the sentence
are two cyclical categories. Indeed, the idiosyncratic use
of genitive in question is not exclusively exemplified by
relative clauses: it can be found in any S containing the
copula. Similarly, the parenthetical use that characterizes
the non-restrictive relative clauses is not exclusive: the
presence of a relative pronoun is not necessary for this
use; thus, (72a) e.g. is not closer to (72b) above than it

is to (72'b)

(72'b) mia jinéka — 8én itan elkistiki — ton épise
na tin pandrefti.
a woman — not was (she) attractive — him

persuaded to her marry (he).

Therefore, what we considered above as evidence for the de-
rivational association of noun phrases featuring NP- 6xi/mi
with underlying relative clauses can also be taken as evi-
dence for the structural association of NP's with S's. OQur
"lexicalist" solution, therefore, gains additional support
from, rather than leaves unaccounted for, the facts that
initially seemed to encourage the association of the NP-
6xi/mi with the sentence negation of an underlying relative

clause.

Let us nowv come to the second weak point of the "lexi-
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calist" solution for the NP- éxi/mi. It is true that,
although it can in general precede nouns associated with
adjectives, the NP- dxi/mi cannot normally precede "bare"
nouns which are not derived nominals. Consider the anomaly

of *¥i mi vivlio8iki (the non bookcase), *ta mi domdtia (the

non rooms), etc. (Compare them with the natural i mi pliris

vivlio8iki (the non full bookcase), ta mi fotind Somédtia

(the non well-lit rooms), etc.). On the other hand, the base
rule (75) cannot block such unacceptable constructions, as
ve noted above. In the following paragraphs wve shall try

to see in what these starred constructions differ from the
acceptable constructions of NP- é6xi/mi and propose a pos-

sible solution.

Presumably, the fact that unacceptable constructions

like *i mi vivliod8iki (the non bookcase), etc., become

acceptable if the noun is associated with an adjective (cf.

i mi pliris vivlio8iki (the non full bookcase), etc.), as
vell as the fact that of the "bare" nouns only the derived
nominals can be negated are not without significance. It

has been pointed out in many occasions that adjectives share
some properties with verbs (Some linguists, as a matter of
fact, have reached the extreme viev that verb and adjective
are subcategories of a category called ‘predicator’ (cf.
Lakoff 1966 ; for a discussion see Chomsky 1972:34f)). And
it would not be implausible to suppose that derived nomi-
nals as well are of an analogous predicative nature. The

two analyses proposed for these nominals, i.e. the trans-
formational position and its rival, the lexicalist position,

are characteristic at this point: the former associates them
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wvith underlying verbs, while the latter position argues that
their internal structure "mirrors that of the sentence"
(they have subjects, complements, etc.).

We can reasonably argue, therefore, that the catego-
ries which guarantee the acceptability of the NP~ éxi/mi,
i.e. the category ‘adjective’ and the (sub)category ‘de-
rived nominal’, appear to share a particular feature: they
both can be characterized as [+ Verb ].!

This association of lexical categories with deeper
features is hardly an innovation. As Chomsky points out,

" It is quite possible that the categories noun,
verb, adjective are the reflexion of a deeper
feature structure, each being a combination of
features of a more abstract sort. In this wvay,
the various relations among these categories
might be expressible. For the moment, however,
this is hardly clear enough to be a speculation.”

(1972:35).

We can add to this that it is also possible that a particular
class of nouns share an additional feature which the other
nouns lack; and that this feature may be present in the com-

bination of features reflected by one of the other categories

1 I am aware of the fact that by assigning the feature
[+Verb] to derived nominals we make them indistinguishable
from the category adjective: given that derived nominals are
[ +Noun] as well, this subcategory of nouns is here associa-
ted with the features [ +Noun] and [+Verb] which have been
considered to identify adjectives. We could possibly (but
unattractively) overcome this problem by adopting an addi-
tional feature, say [ tAdjectival], distinguishing between

derived nominals ([-Adject.]) and adjectives ( [+Adject.]).
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or in both the combinations of features reflected by the
other two categories, verb and adjective. 0On such a basis
ve could account for some puzzling facts, like the behaviour
of our NP- 6xi/mi, or even the existence of "mixed" forms

such as John's refusing of the offer, alongside with John's

refusal of the offer and John's refusing the offer (all

taken from Chomsky 1972). Specifically, if the speculation
that adjectives and derived nominals share the feature
[+Verb] is correct, then we can account for the anomaly of

*i mi vivlio8iki (the non bookcase), etc., on the basis of

the plausible assumption that the NP- 6xi/mi of constitu-

ent negation cannot precede constituents reflecting com-
binations of features that lack the feature [+Verb]. Simi-
larly, if it is true that "it would be quite reasonable to
expect that certain items might appear, with fixed contextual
features, in more than one of these categories", as the le-
xicalist position assumes, we could possibly say of the above
"mixed" form that it belongs to a "mixed" (sub)category
reflecting a combination of features that blends the fea-

tures of the categories John's refusing the offer and John's

refusal of the offer.

Of course, all these are hardly clear issues. Never-
theless, we can, I think, suggest that the anomaly of *i mi

vivlio8iki (the non bookcase), *to mi timéni (the non

steering-wheel), etc., wvhich are freely produced by rule (75)
(as well as by the reduction apparatus of the ”transformaQ
tionalist" solution), does not in fact question the "lexi-
calist" solution we have adopted (exactly as the "mixed"

form John's refusing of the offer does not in fact question
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either the lexicalist position or the transformationalist
position). If this suggestion is correct, then we can come

to the question of how the difficulties of the NP- &éxi/mi
might be accommodated within the framework of our "lexicalist"
solution.

As far as 1 can see, there are two solutions available

for the exclusion of the anomalous *i mi vivlio$iki, etc.

We can either construct an output condition that rules out
the constructions of the NP- éxi/mi which lack the feature
[+Verb], or, alternatively, we can properly formulate the
structural description of ‘the transformational rule that
moves the neg from its initial position (see (75)) into the
specifier of N" (see below), so that the anomalous constru-
ctions never arise. Specifically, we can make the application
of this transformation sensitive to the presence of the
feature [ +Verb ] and mark with this feature the lexical en-

tries of derived nominals, as well as adjectives.

1.2.2.2.3 Summary

To recapitulate our discussion of the sources of con-
stituent negation, we have argued that Quant- 6xi derives
by the lowering of sentence negation into particular con-
stituents in Adv phrases., As far as the more complicated case
of NP- éxi/mi is concerned, we have seen that some instances
of this kind of constituent negation are subject to our ge-
neral constraint on the double occurrence of negation and
some instances are not. As we noted, however, there is an
apparent structural difference between the former and the

latter instances of NP- 6xi/m£: the co-occurrence of this
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6xi/mi with another instance of negation is unacceptable
(i.e. subject to our general constraint) if this latter
instance of negation appears in the same constituent; that
is, if it exemplifies a second occurrence of 6xi/mi in the
same noun phrase. On the other hand, the co-occurrence of
constituent negation 6xi/mi with a second instance of nega-
tion that does not occur in the same noun phrase causes no
anomaly (i.e. is not subject to our general constraint).

As we argued, the (superficially) contradictory behaviour
of the NP- 6xi/mi is explicable in terms of the general
constraint on the double occurrence of negation in a cycli-
cal node: some negative sentences (cf. those in (68') and
(69')) seem to escape this general constraint simply because
the instances of constituent negation they exemplify in the
relevant noun phrases originate in another cyclical node,
i.e. the node N" .

I would like to conclude the discussion of the sources
of constituent negation in MG by putting our suggestions in
the last two sections through a test. In particular, if the
constituent negation that 6xi/mi exemplify in noun phrase
originates in base structures, as an optional element of
the expansion of N™ , as we have been arguing, then the
occurrence of more than one noun phrase exemplifying déxi/mi
in one sentence would be absolutely permissible. On the
other hand, if the Quant- éxi of constituent negation in
fact derives from the attraction of sentence negation by
particular constituents in Adv phrases, etc., as we accepted
in the preceding section, then the occurrence of more than

one negated quantificational adverb, etc., in one sentence
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would create anomaly since it would presuppose, along the
lines of our analysis, that there were originally more than
one instances of sentence negation in the same sentence.
These two predictions are borne out as we can see in (76)
and (77) below, and provide our discussion so far with
additional support:

6x1i 6xi

(76) a. i {mi } éndimes duljés proipodétun {mi }

éndimus andrdpus.

the non honest jobs presuppose non honest
people.

(The dishonest jobs presuppose dishonest
peaple).

{ééi} éndimes duljés aporiptonde apo
éndimus andrdépus.
the non honest jobs are-rejected by ho-

nest people.

(The dishonest jobs are rejected by ho-

-

nest people)

6xi
mi }

c. i éndimes duljés aporiptonde apo {
éndimus andrdépus.

the honest jobs are-rejected by non ho-
nest people,

(The honest jobs are rejected by disho-

nest people).

(77) . %0 jdnis 6xi liyo kerd ézise 6xi makrid

jou]

mas.

€

art.’ John not little time lived not

awvay (from) us.
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(For a long time John lived not away from

us) .

b. o jdnis 1liyo kerd ézise 6xi makrid mas.
*art.’ John little time lived not away
(from) us.

(John spent only a short period of time

together with us).

c. o jdnis ézise 6xi liyo kerdé makrid mas.
*art.’ John lived not little time away
(from) us.

(John lived together with us for a not

short period of time).

As (77a) shous, a second occurrence of the Quant- 6xi in
either (77b) or (77c) results in anomaly; on the contrary,
as (76a) makes clear, the occurrence of more than one NP
containing the (constituent negation) ¢éxi/mi creates no
anomaly at all. It is obvious that it would be difficult
for an analysis other than the one argued for here to
explain this difference in acceptability between (76a)

and (77a) without additional (ad hoc) constraints. An
analysis generating Quant- ¢6xi in pre-Quant position, for
example, would have to say that of the two instances of
constituent negation only one, the NP- éxi/mi, may co-occur
vith another instance of (the same (cf. (76a)) or a dif-

ferent (cf. (68')) kind of) negation.
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2. Rules of negation

In the preceding sections we discussed the characte-
ristics of the distribution of the four negative particles
of MG and showed that they offered good grounds for the
hypothesis that all instances of MG negative particles could
be traced back to one of the two cyclical nodes. Here ve

intend to formulate the rules that this hypothesis involves.

2.1 Negation and the Base component

It has been suggested on independent grounds by
Warburton (1980) that the verb in MG occurs in sentence-
initial position in the base. We shall adopt this suggestion
here (Further justification for, and some detailed discussion
of, this word order will be presented in chapters III and
IV). Given now the fact that the sentence negation particles
5é6(n) and mi(n) always occur in pre-verbal position, we can,
on the basis of the above suggestion, propose that a grammar

of MG contains among others the following phrase structure

rules:

(i) a. S - (neg) — ...
or, in Jackendoff's X Notation (Jackendoff 1977),

a. V"™ > Comp — (neg) — V™

(Jackendoff's Three Level Hypothesis claims that "every
lexical category X has exactly three supercategories, X',
X", and the major phrasal category X" , and that all modi-
fiers are either major phrasal categories or grammatical

formatives". That is, we propose that neg is generated at
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the head of the sequence (Aux) — Pred P — (NP), or, in X

Notation, ... V"... , in which S, or V', expands in the
base; and that it is an optional grammatical formative
modifying this sequence.! To these rules we must add the
basic rule (75) discussed in the preceding sections, re-

peated here as (ib),
(i) b. N" =+ (neg) — N"

which features this optional neg at the head of the sequence
... N" ... in which N™ expands. We shall see belou how the
variety in forms and constructions of the surface can be

produced from these basic structures.

2.2 Negation and the Transformational component

We discuss here the rules that are necessary for
wvhat we have defined as sentence negation and the two

instances of constituent negation.

2.2.1 The rule of sentence negation

To account for the fact that (with the exception of
clitics) nothing can intervene between sentence negation
particles and Verb we propose that there is a transforma-

tional rule that re-brackets sentences with ipitial neg so

! (neg) is placed here after the other grammatical
formative, Comp, in order for the structure of complement
clauses to be reflected in the base; in these clauses

the negative does not normally precede the complementizer.
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that it occurs in the specifier of the verb, i.e. in the

Aux(iliary), or, in the notation adopted here, in the M":

(ii) a. neg- placement

Comp - (089) - [V"' ([M”' Tense — etC.]M,,,) - "']\/m

SD: 1 2 3 ::>

SC: 1 0 2+3

2.2.2 The rules of constituent negation

In the previous sections we examined two distinct
cases of constituent negation, i.e. Quant- ¢xi and NP-
6xi/mi of constituent negation, and argued that they both
had their sources in cyclical node neg's. In particular,
ve argued that the former originated as a sentence negation
in the same sentence, while the latter, NP- éxi/mi, as an
(optional) element in the expansion of N" in the base.

We propose here two rules of constituent negation: a rule

of neg- placement for the category noun phrase, analogous

to (iia) above, which moves the neg from the head of the

noun phrase into its specifier, and a rule of neg- attraction
vhich moves the neg of the sentence into the specifier of

a Quant phrase. Let us begin with the neg- placement rule

for the category noun phrase which is responsible for the
derivation of the NP- éxi/mi instances of constituent ne-

gation.
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2,2.2.1 The rule of NP- negation

Moving the formative neg into the specifier of a
noun phrase is not as clear as moving it into the specifier
of a verb phrase (see 2.2.1). The noun phrase in MG, as in
English (cf. Jackendoff 1977:ch.5), includes several ele-
ments generally called NP specifiers which precede the noun
and affect it in different semantic ways. As in English, in
MG some of these elements are in complementary distribution

and some are not. Compare e.g. the anomalous a.'s below:

(78) a. *pira ta kdpja mila.
took (I) the some apples.
b. pira ta pold mila.

took (I) the many apples.

(79) a. *6én érxete o kanédnas apo aftds.
not comes the anyone of them.
b. &én érxete o psilds apo aftdis.

not comes the tall (man) of them.

with the corresponding b.'s as well as with a'.'s below:

(78'a) pira kdpja mila.

took (I) some apples.

(79'a) 8én érxete kanénas apd aftds.

not comes anyone of them.

Clearly, some quantifiers cannot co-occur with the definite
article, while other quantifiers, and numerals, can.

On the basis of such facts we can plausibly suggest,
in line with Jackendoff (1977), that the specifiers of noun

phrase do not in general share the same position in NP's;
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the quantifiér EQ&éﬁZ&ényi; é.g;,VAOBS ﬁot seem to share

the same syntactic position with the guantifiers kdpja
(some) and kanénas (anyone): it can co-occur with the de-
finite article, while the other two and this article are
mutually excluded. Assuming now that the N' level is de-
voted to strictly subcategorized items, we can say that
there are two levels available for the distribution of spe-
cifiers: the N"™ 1level and the N" level (see also Jackendoff
1977 for English). The a. sentences above and many other
parallel examples clearly suggest that the definite article
(and, in general, demonstratives) together with some quanti-
fiers are the most probable candidates for the class of N'"
specifiers. The corresponding b.'s, on the other hand,

show that quantifiers, other than kdpja (some), etec., and
adjectives must be enumerated among N'" specifiers.

Our data on the NP- dxi/mi of constituent negation
in the preceding sections shows that these particles pre-
cede either quantifiers like pold (many), etc., and adje-
ctives or derived nominals; and that thgxwgre preceded by
demonstratives (articles, etc.). This nov means that they
precede (with the exception of derived nominals) N'" speci-
fiers, and that the formative neg which occurs at the head
of N™ , as we argued above, must be moved to the N" posi-
tion. In what slot, however, of this position is this for-
mative to be inserted?

There are a number of items which are attached to
A(djective)™ , Q(uantifier)™ , as well as Adv'" , as speci-
fiers of degree: pdéso (how), tdso (so/as/too), pjdé (more),
mélon (rather), etc., are some of them. Jackendoff classi-

fies such items as Degree words and accommodates them in
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the category Deg"™ . With this category we can also associ-

ate expressions like 6xi endelds (not quite), 6xi arketd

(not enough), 6xi téso (not as), etc. (For a similar treat-
ment of such expressions see Bolinger 1972). We can further-
more argue, plausibly, I think, that the particles gxi and
mi when attached to the above categories, A™ , Q"™ , as vell
as Adv" , act as degree words: they express, if you like,
"zero" degree, nullifying thus the content of the following
specifiers. The fact that 6xi and mi of constituent negation
precede these particular categories, and cannot normally
precede e.g. nouns like trapézi (table), etc., is not with-
out significance here. It indicates (indirectly) that these
two particles in fact act as degree vords: it is obvious
that a table cannot be "more" table or "less" table whereas
the property, the quantity, etc., that an adjective, a
quantifier, or an adverb, expresses can normally be exagge-
rated or depreciated.

We are now in a position to give an answer to the
question "in what slot of the N" position is the formative
neg to be inserted?". If the two negative particles 6xi
and mi of constituent negation are degree words themselves,
or, in expressions like ¢xi tdso (not as), etc., specifiers
of degree words, we can say that in general they occur in
the Deg™ , the major phrasal category that modifies the
categories Q" and A"™ ., Also, given that derived nominals
are "predicative" in sense (see 1.2.2.2.2) like adjectives
and quantifiers, and, of course, verbs, and that the nega-

tive occurs in the specifier of the latter three categories,
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it is reasonable to argue that the negative mi which
precedes these nominals occurs in the specifier position
of the category noun as well, and, in particular, in a
special category Deg"™ that immediately precedes N' (This
Deg" is independently needed in order to accommodate

degree words like tdsos, tétjos, etc., vhich can immediately

precede nouns in general, as in énas tétjos simvivasmds

(:a such compromise), tdési apldstefsi (such (a) simplifi-

cation), etc.).

We can say therefore in general that the NP- éxi/mi

is inserted in any Deg"™ position of the N" level. The
following analysis of the category N" recapitulates our
discussion in the preceding paragraphs and demonstrates

these Deg"™ positions:

[N"([Q".(Deg"')Q”J)([A",(Deg"')A”])([Deg”.Deg”'])N']

The transformational rule that produces constituent
negation in noun phrases by moving the formative neg from

the head of N™ can nowv be formulated as follous:
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(iib) neg- placement for NP- negation

X[(neg)—[...[ ([(Deg")Q"1)([(Deg™)A"])([ Deg™]) N'I]]

N NNt g A Deg™
sD: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 i ——
sc: 1 0 2+3 4 5 6 7 8

OR

1 0 304 2+5 6 7 8
OR

1 0 304 5 6 2+7 8

This rule allows us to account for the examples of NP-
negation we have been discussing in the preceding sections.
For instance, the negated NP in (76b) will have the fol-

lowing analysis:

(80)

DegH' All
. . duljés
I
Deg A
6x1i éndimes

Rule (iib) also allows us to account for more complex in-
stances of NP- negation. The negated NP in (81) below, for
example,
(81) afti i 6xi ke tdéso meydli kadistérisi tus
stenoxdrise.,
that the not and too big delay them worried.

(That not too much delay worried them).
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will be analysed as follows:

(82) \\\

NHI
/\
Artlﬂ N'l
afti i A N
— |
Degﬂl AH N
Deg™ Dieg" ’[*' kadistérisi
ke téso A
Deg l
meydli
Oxi

2.2.2.2 The rule of Quant- negation

We have argued above that the Quant- 6xi originates
as sentence negation; more analytically, that the (optional)
formative neg moves (optionally) into the category adverb.
or adverbial (specifically, into guantificational or
qualificational adverbs or adverbials) in the transforma-
tional component. The discussion of NP- ﬁegation in the
preceding section has to a large extent prepared the for-
mulation of this transformation of Quant- negation.

In particular, we have seen that the formative neg
moves from the head of the cyclical node N™ to the speci-
fier of the categories Q" , A™ , as well as Adv" , 1in the
same cycle, i.e. to the category Deg" . We can nov, extending
this analysis to the cyclical node of sentence, propose (and

this underlines the parallelism between the two cyclical
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nodes) that, as in N™ , the formative neg of the category
V" moves into the specifier Deg" of the category Adv'™

vhich occurs as a verb modifier in the same cycle.
Assuming that Adv™ is a V" modifier we can easily formu-

late the relevant transformation as follows:

(iic) neg- attraction by Quant

Comp — neg —[ «..[...((Deg" )Adv"]) V'
V'" \j" Ad\/”'

Sh: 1 2 3 4 5

Sc: 1 0 2+3 4 5
This rule can account for the instances of Quant-

negation we have been discussing in previous sections.

For example, the negated Quant in (52) will have the fol-

lowing analysis:

(83)
Ad\/”'

Deglll Ad\/”

: Ady™ Adv'
Deg . i

l ) Adv
6x1 Adv o

sixna
poll

(53) will be analysed in a similar manner: the only
difference will be that the category adverbial, instead

of Adv™ , will be the daughter of Adv". Rule (iic) can

also account for more complex instances of Quant- negation.

The negated Quant in (84), for example,

(84) méni 6xi pdra poli makrid apo mds.

lives (he) not too very far-away from us.
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will have the analysis below:

(85) L
Adv™
Deg'" Aduy"
i Adym Adv'!
Deg A [\
l Deglﬂ Ad\/” .
6xi . | Adv ppm
: Adv' l
Dég A$v makrid apo mas
| |
para poli

In our discussion of the transformational rules of
negation in the last sections we have been avoiding the
problem of the lexical insertion of the negative particles

86(n), mi(n), 6xi and mi., Where are they to be inserted?

Do we have any reasons to suggest that their insertion
should, or should not, take place in the base or the
surface? We shall try to answer these questions in the

following section.

=

2.3 Lexical insertion rules for 8é(n)/mi(n) and éxi/m

We have seen that of the four MG negative particles
8é6(n) and mi(n) invariably occur in the environments of
indicative and subjunctive, respectively, whereas ¢xi and
mi never precede verb forms. We can legitimately then
suppose that the lexical entries of these particles will

incorporate, among others, the following information:
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(iii) a. 5én
+neg

Camp
+Indic.

(We assume here (see also b. below) that

VHI

po—

mood is marked in Comp).

b. min

+neg

Caomp
+Subj.

VIN

c. dxi

+neg

N tm

That is, 8én and min can be inserted in a [+neg] slot if
they are preceded by a complementizer which is marked [ +Indic.]
and [+Subj.], respectively (This will readily account for

the fact that imperative verb forms are never preceded by

these two negatives). Whereas 6xi and mi can be inserted in

a slot which is immediately followed by the category N"'.

The question that now arises is where the insertion of the
negative particles takes place: in particular, are they
inserted in base structures or is their insertion postponed
until we reach the surface structure? We shall see belovw

that, although it has been pointed out that the choice

between the two solutions does not have further theoretical

implications (it may be influenced by factors as simple as
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easiness of exposition)!, we have some reason to suppose

that the lexical items 8én, min, 6xi and mi are inserted

in the surface.

We have argued (see 1.2.1.1.1) that the generation
of elliptic 6xi- constructions of sentence negation in
ala- conjunctions, e.g., presupposes the operation of
Equi- V(P) deletion. If now the insertion of the negative
particles takes place in the base, chances are that some
verbs will be lost and, consequently, 8é(n) and mi(n),
which require a Verb in their environment, will be in the
wrong context. Quant- 6xi causes additional problems: if it
is true that it derives transformationally by the attraction
of sentence negation (see (iic) in the previous section),
then this éxi cannot be inserted before the application
of that transformation; otherwise, chances are that it will
finally occur in the wrong syntactic context, if the
(optional) neg- attraction rule does not apply. There seem
to be two possible solutions: either we can freely insert
the negative particles in the base and check again in surface

structure whether their final syntactic position matches

1 Cf, Chomsky & Lasnik (1977), for example:

" In fact, there is little reason to suppose that lexical
items are inserted in base structures, in this theory.
For some arguments to the contrary, see Otero (1976),
den Besten (1976). We will continue to accept this
assumption here for ease of exposition, but everything
we say can be translated into an alternative theory in
which lexical insertion takes place in surface structure
and only abstract features are generated in the base
(which is now limited to the categorial component in
positions to be filled by lexical items." (p. 432,
footn. 18).
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their features, filtering out the wrong constructions

(in this case, the relevant filters for &én, min, éxi and mi

will incorporate some part of the information demonstrated
with (iii') below), or we may accept that only abstract fea-
tures are generated in the categorial component and that

their positions are filled in by the morphemes 8é(n), mi(n),

é6xi and mi, according to their syntactic specifications, in
the surface, after the syntactic changes suggested in the
previous sections have been completed; in this case, the
lexical entries of &én, min, etc., will incorporate more

detailed information, as that in (iii') below:

(iii') a. | &6n

+neg

Comp X [+V]
+Indic. ~-N

b. min

+neg

Comp X +V
+Subj. -N

c. 6xi

+neg

X —— [ -V]
([-V] stands here and in d. below for

a category other than Verb).

d. mi
+neg

X —— [=V ]

That latter solution is preferable: it is more economical,

since it avoids the production of a large amount of constru-
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ctions to be filtered out (i.e. constructions featuring
6xi in front of an indicative, or 8é(n) preceding a Quant,
etc.), as well as the filters that this operation would in-
volve. Only three filters are needed in the framework of
this solution: a filter blocking éxi in constructions
with derived nominals (see 1.2.2.2.2), another filter
ruling out mi in front of Quant items in full sentences (see
1.2.2.1.2), and a third filter excluding elliptic mi- constru-
ctions in ala(but)- and ke(and)- conjunctions (see 1.2.1.1.1)
(Needless to say, these filters are also needed in the frame-
vork of the first solution discussed in the beginning of
this paragraph). Alternatively, we can block the occurrence
of 6xi and mi in these environments by embodying the relevant
restrictions in their lexical entries (see (iii'c) and
(iii'd), respectively), as part of their syntactic specifi-
cations.

On these grounds we can reasonably, I think, suggest
that our four negative particles are inserted in the surface,
substituting the abstract element neg according to the

syntactic specifications demonstrated with (iii').

3. Summary

In this chapter wve discussed in some detail the cha-
racteristics of the distribution of MG negative particles
and tried, on the basis of syntactic criteria, to distin-
guish between two types of negation, namely, sentence
negation and constituent negation. We also tried to shov

that what our syntactic criteria defined as instances of
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constituent negation do not share the same environment,

or even the same negative particles (contrast the Quant-
6xi with the NP- 6xi/mi), and argued that there were two
distinct cases of constituent negation, the Quant- d6xi

and the NP- éﬁi/mi. Testing the two cases of constituent
negation against the general constraint on the double
occurrence of negation we saw that some instances of the
NP- d6xi/mi seemed to be subject to that constraint and
some did not. We tried to account for that asymmetry by
associating the NP- éxi/mi instances of constituent negation
vith the formative neg which appears as an optional element
at the head of the cyclical category N" in the base. That
association of NP- 6xi/mi with the neg of the second
cyclical category not only showed that the general con-
straint on the double occurrence of negation was obeyed by
the superficially problematic instances of NP- dxi/mi as
well, but also, together with the derivational association
of the Quant- éxi with the neg of the other cyclical cate~
gory, the sentence, led us to the generalization that all
the instances of negation in MG, despite their morpho-
syntactic differentiation in the surface, have parallel
sources, i.e. cyclical node neg's.

Thus far we have been looking at negation phenomena
in MG on purely syntactic grounds. In the following two
chapters we shall consider the semantic aspect of such
phenomena as well. We shall concentrate upon two well
known and largely discussed problems: the so-called nega-
tive-raising hypothesis (chapter II) and the relation

between quantifiers and negation (chapter III).
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CHAPTER II

THE NEGATIVE-RAISING HYPOTHESIS

0. Introduction

It has been argued in various articles over the last
20 years that sentences like (1lb) below, one reading of which

seems to be semantically equivalent to (la),

(1) a. I think (believe, etc.) that John did not see him.

b. I donotthink (believe, etc.) that John saw him,.

have the same, or a parallel (Seuren 1974), underlying stru-
cture. The rule that has been proposed to handle the alleged
derivation of sentences like (1b) from that underlying stru-
cture is a ‘minor’ rule of syntax called Negative-raising or
Negative transportation: it can apply only to a relatively

small number of non-factive verbs of mental state (think, be-

lieve, seem, expect, etc.). This accounts for the absence of

semantic similarity between (2a) and (2b) below, under any

reading of the latter:

(2) a. 1 insist that John did not see him.

b. I do not insist that John saw him.

The rule of Negative-raising haé been proposed on the
basis of semantic and syntactic evidence. We have already seen
the main semantic point: (1b) is, under one of its readings,
semantically equivalent with (la). The main points of the
syntactic side of the relevant argumentation, which is more
important and potentially more convincing, are as follous.

First, negative polarity items, which require the pre-
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sence of a negative, can occur in the positive complement

of think (believe, etc.), provided that the latter is accom-

panied by negationj cf. the presence of the negative pola-

rity item yet in the complement of I do not believe he has

arrived yet, and compare both this sentence and the sentence

I believe he has not arrived yet with the unacceptable *I be-

lieve he has arrived yet. The same thing, however, is not

true with a non-"raising" verb; cf. the unacceptability of

sentences like *I do not insist that he has arrived yet: the

acceptability of I do not insist that he has arrived clearly

shows that the anomaly in the last sentence is due to the
presence of the (negative polarity) item yet, which, however,
had no effect on the acceptability of the corresponding sen-
tence with the "negative-raising" believe., This asymmetry in
the behaviour of negative polarity items can easily be ex-
plained, the adherents of the negative-raising hypothesis ar-

gue, if we accept that the negation of believe (think, etc.)

originates in its complement.

Second, the well-known condition of opposite polarity,
which is considered to govern the formation of the so-called
‘checking tags’!, is apparently questioned by the acceptabi-

lity of tags like I do not think they will see you, will they?,

if we do not accept that the negative originally occurs in the
complement and that it is removed into the main clause after
the question tag formation. Under such a hypothesis, on the

other hand, both the well-known condition above is preserved

! For the term ‘checking tag’ see Lyons (1977:764). For
a discussion of the condition of opposite polarity see R. La-

koff (1969a).
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and the acceptability of tags like the one above is naturally
accounted for (We shall see a criticism of this argument later
on).

Third, the adherents of the negative-raising hypothesis
observe, the application of Negative-raising is blocked by
some independently established syntactic constraints, such as
the Complex-NP-Constraint; cf. the unacceptability of *I do

not believe the rumour that the Negative-raising has been

gquestioned yet, which is apparently due to the violation of

this constraint by Negative~raising. This (indirectly) shouvs,
they argue, that there must be such a minor rule of syntax,
and more generally that our exceptional verbs of mental state
are to be analyzed along the lines of the negative-raising
hypothesis,

To recapitulate, the negative-raising hypothesis is be-
lieved to be well-supported in English. According to its ad-
herents it explains not only the semantic equivalence that
(1), under one of the readings of (la), displays, but also
some syntactic facts concerning the behaviour of negative
polarity items, the condition of opposite polarity and inde-
pendently motivated general syntactic constraints.

In what follows we shall try to show, on both semantic
and syntactic grounds, that despite its apparent sufficiency,
the solution this hypothesis offers is problematic and un-
natural, Another hypothesis will be presented, instead, and
it will be maintained that only this hypothesis may give us
the right directions for a satisfactory analysis of the beha-
viour of these verbs of mental state in both MG and English.

The whole discussion will be suggestive rather than conclusive,
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1. From another point of view

It has been pointed out that the exceptional verbs wve
are considering here belong to 2 relatively small class of
non-factive verhs of mental state. Though, their being asso-
ciated under the lahel "non-factive verbs of mental state”
is not the only thing that charecterizes them. They also
share some exclusive, as we shall see below, semantic cha-

racteristics. This fact, however, cannot be coincidentals

it must EE‘EBEEEB&”EBEEEE?&E‘Qifh“EEeir exceptidﬁalmbéHéVi—
our. Nevertheless, to the best of my knowledge, the semantic
properties of our special verbs have been ignored in the
(syntactic) explanations of their behaviour proposed so far.
Thus, no discussion raises questions such as why it is only
a particular sub-class, and not the whole of the class, of
the non-factive verbs of mental state that are characterized
by this exceptional behaviour, i.e. why other verbs of men-

tal state like doubt (amfivdlo), be afraid (fovdme), suspect

(ipopsidzome), understand (katalavéno), etc., do not produce

the same results. In what follows we attempt a tentative so-
lution that takes into account these questions.
Although the bhehaviour of mental state verhs like nomi-

za (think), pistévo (believe), etc. and their interaction with

negation is far from clear in MG (and English), most people
would agree that these verbs could be said to share a minimum
‘subjective epistemic’ basis. This becomes more obvious if
we try to suhstitute subjective epistemic expressions like
in my view", "in myopinion™, "in my belief", etc., for them.

Consider the following examples:
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(3) a. In my view (In my opinion, ete.), John did

not see him.

b. kata ti 8ik{f mu 4popsi (kata ti ynémi mu),
o jédnis &én ton Ifde.
according to own my view (according to opi=-

nion my),tart.’ John not him sawv.

On the grounds of this subjective epistemic basis, (3a) can
be said to paraphrase (la). Similarly, in MG (3h) can be re-

garded as a paraphrase of (4a) below:

(4) a. nomizo (pistévo) pos o jdnis 8én ton Ide.
think (believe) (I) that ‘art.’ John not
him saw.

b. && nomizo (pistévo) pos o jénis ton iée.

not think (believe) (1) that art.’ John him

sav.

On the other hand, this is not the case if wve substitute

mental state verbs like amfivdlo (doubt), fovdme (be afraid),

katalavéno (understand), etc., for nomizo (think), pistévo

(believe), etc., in (1) and (4). That is, sentences like (5)
and (6) below
(5) amfivdlo (fovédme, katalavéno) pos o jénis
5én ton 1fde.

doubt (am-afraid, understand) (I) that‘art.’

John not him sav.

(6) I doubt (am afraid, understand, etc.) that

John did not see him.

are by no means paraphrasable by (3b) and (3a), respectively.

Other verbs of mental state, then, like amfivdlo (doubt),
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katalavéno (understand), etc., and, as it can easily be shown,

4 o~

verhs in general, differ from our exceptional verbs of ments

state nomizo (think), etc., in that only the latter may be pa-

raphrasec hy subjective epistemic expressions,

This semantic difference, however, does not seem to be
irrelevant to the other semantic difference (see the prece-
ding section) that makes the behaviour of our verbs nomizo
(think), etc., exceptional., As it has been pointec out above,
(la) is ecuivalent (z2lthough not synonymous, as we shall see
below) with one of the readings of (1b). The same holds for
(4a): it is ecuivalent with one of the readings of (&4b). Given
now this difference and that in the preceding paragraph, we
can maintain that our verbs are in two ways contrasted wvith
all the other verbhs in both MG and English: (a) they are the
only ones that exemplify the ssmantic eguivalence that the
Neg(ative)-raising was intended to account for, and (b) they
are the only verbs that may be paraphrased by subjective epi-

stemic expressions., It would then be reasonable to suppose

that there might be a deeper relation between this phenomenon

of equivalence and the property of being in general para-
phrasable by subjective epistemic expressions.

This observation may offer us the basis for a semantic
account of the properties of the so-called Neg-raising stru-

ctures; namely, that in some cases nomizo (think), as well as

pistévo (believe), fénete (it seems) etc., are used in an

epistemic sense and are lexically rather weak and trans-
parent; and that in these cases they act as epistemic mo-
dals, or better, as subjective epistemic modals allowing the
negative particle that precedes them to affect their com-

plement as well. In other words, we may tentatively say
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that the main verbs nomizo (think) etc., under some conditions

to be further discussed below, may lose their lexical

meaning, and become more or less weak and transparent, so that,
to continue our metaphor, the negative particle that precedes
such main verbs cannot be absorbed by them, because of their
transparency and "emptiness", and thus reaches and affects

the complement. This hypothesis, if correct, could help us to
get rid of a minor rule like the Neg-raising and the problems
that its formation involves, as we shall see, on the one hand,
and provide, on the other hand, a natural explanation for the
fact that the verbs under discussion appear to be connected
with a common characteristic, which is more or less comparable
to what is called ‘epistemic modality’, and in particular to
what is called ‘subjective epistemic modality’.

A similar suggestion, as far as English is concerned,
can be found in Lyons (1977:775-6). He notices the involvement
of factors like ‘person’ and ‘tense’ in the interpretation
of verbs like think and points out that in sentences like

I don't think he'll do it (his (24)):

" under the most normal interpretation (...) and when
don't is unstressed, the verb ‘think’ is hot being
used descriptively, in a constative utterance."

Besides, he observes that this sentence (his(24))

" exemplifies something that is closer to, if not iden-
tical with, performative negation. Looked at from a
purely semantic point of view, it has an obvious con-
nexion with subjective epistemic modality."

The observation that under certain conditions think,

believe, etc., lose their lexical or descriptive meaning and
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become weak and transparent is also found in Hooper (1975).
She points out that the semantic content of what she calls
"yeak assertive predicates" (including think, etc.) is re-
duced to the extent that in their "parenthetical sense'" they
can make no assertion in themselves:

" The simple present, with a first-person singular
subject, is the optimal use of a weak assertive pre-
dicate; here the semantic reduction is maximal. With
a third-person subject, semantic content is added
to the main clause and it is more difficult to ob-
tain a parenthetical reading for some verbs." (ibid.:
101).

(Hooper appears here to assume that the first person is se-
mantically empty, or less rich, than the third (and, pre-
sumably, the second) person. This, howvever, is an arbitrary
assumption, which, after all, leaves us without an explanation
of the fact that only the first person favours the "parenthe-
tic" reading of the relevant verb. On the other hand, our
hypothesis that the alleged "negative-raising" verbs might,
under certain conditions, be subjective epistemic modals pro-
vides this fact with a more natural explanation: it is much
more common for a speaker to express h i s commitment to
the truth of a proposition than someone else's (i.e., the
third, or second, person subject of think, etc.) commitment
to that truths; and it is obvious that the speaker can express

his commitment in the first person only).

2. Evidence for our hypothesis

In the following three sections we shall try to gather
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evidence for our hypothesis above, that it is the nature of
the main verb, i.e. its being interpretable as an epistemic
modal, that explains the semantic similarity between e.g. (la)
and (lb), or (4a) and (4b), and that this similarity should

be accounted for on semantic grounds and not by syntactic
rules., Our discussion will be focussed on MG. First, we shall
try to establish the distinction between a non-descriptive
(epistemic modal) aspect of our exceptional verbs, which al-
lows semantic equivalence, and a descriptive aspect, which
does not. Second, we shall try to show that what we have la-

belled as epistemic modal aspect of pistévo (believe), nomizo

(think) etc., has in fact some of the properties of the real
modals., Finally, in our third section we shall see that our
hypothesis can provide natural solutions for some problems

pointed out in the negative-raising accounts,

2,1 The significance of the distinction between non-descri-

tive (modal) and descriptive instances of our verbs

In MG there are three types of subordinate clauses
in general, depending on the verbs they are associated with:
pos (or oti)-, na- and pu- subordinate clauses. The selection
of the subordinating particle is dependent on the semantics
of the main verb and, sc Warburton & Christidis (1981) and Chri-
stidis (1981,1982) have pointed out, may indicate the attitude
of the speaker tovards the content of the clause: thus, pos
(/oti) and pa normally show a cognitive and an emotive atti-
tude, respectively, while pu introduces what the speaker

considers as known or "presupposed", There are good reasons
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to maintain that of the three particles above only pos(/oti)
and pu can be characterized as complementizers (see Warburton
& Christidis 1981). Nevertheless, we shall extend this cha-
racterization to na as well, and speak of na- complements,
together with pos(/oti)- and pu- complements, for easiness
of exposition.

Our exceptional verbs nomi{zo, pistévo, etc., can be

followed by either pos(/oti)- or pa- complements, For this
reason we shall divide the discussion here into two sections:
ve shall test the significance of the distinction between
non-descriptive and descriptive instances of our sﬁecial verbs
against data with pos(/oti)- complements first, and then

against data with pa- complements.

2.1.1 pos(oti)- complements

The semantic equivalence that the negative~-raising
hypothesis was intended to explain is not always possible.
It is restricted in various ways, as Wue shall see belov.
These restrictions, however, are naturally explicable on the
basis of our hypothesis that there are two distinct senses

of pistévo, nomizo, etc., the one allowing semantic equiva-

lence, the other not.

Consider the following examples:

(7) a. (2) na nomizume pos &én Irde.

(We should think that he did not come).

b. na mi nomizume pos Irde.
‘s.m.’ not think (we) that came (he).

(We should not think that he came).
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(8) a. na fanddzese pos &€ 8a me pandreftis.

(Suppose that you will not marry me)

b. (na) mi fanddzese pos $a me pandreftis.
(*s.m.’) not suppose (you) that will me
marry (you).

(You should not suppose that you will marry

me) .

Contrary to what we have seen in the preceding sections, the
b, sentences here can under no possible interpretation be
considered as equivalent in meaning with the corresponding
a. sentences (although they parallel (4b) and (4a) in stru-
cture and their verbs belong to the same exceptional class).
In particular, (7b) normally implies that he did not conme,
while (7a) that he did come; similarly, in (8b) the speaker
excludes any possibility of marriage, while in (8a) the speaker
seems to take for granted that they will marry but for some
reason asks the hearer to suppose at a particular moment
that they will not. These (superficially) puzzling cases of
non-equivalence can naturally be explained on the basis of
our hypothesis.

There is an obvious difference between the sentences
in (7) and (8), on the one hand, and the sentences in (4), on
the other: the former, which exclude semantic equivalence,
exemplify subjunctives, whereas the latter, which allow se-
mantic equivalence, exemplify indicatives in the main clause.
Can this difference in mood be responsible for the possibi-
lity or non-possibility of this semantic equivalence? Con-

sider (7'):
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(7') a. nomizume pos &én irde.
think (we) that not came (he).

(We think that he did not come) .

b, && nomizume pos Irde.
not think (we) that came (he).

(We do not think that he came) .

Like in (4), a. sentence in (7') is equivalent in meaning
vith one of the readings of b. Given nov that (7) differs
from (7') in the mood of the main verb only, we can safely
sugggst that the possibility of semantic equivalence must
be, among others, dependent on the mood of the main verb.
This involvement of mood can be naturally explained in
terms of our hypothesis that there are two distinct senses
of nomizo, etc., the one allowing semantic equivalence (non-
descriptive, modal-like sense), the other not (descriptive,
non-modal sense). This hypothesis makes possible the following
prediction: in cases in which our exceptional verbs are bound
to their descriptive meaning for some reason, and thus cannot
be acting as modals, there should be n o semantic equiva-
lence under any possibility of interpretation. The sentences
in (7) and (8) above now constitute such a case: the subjun-
ctives they exemplify invariably associate the relevant utte-
rances with a ‘directive’ force, which excludes an epistemic
modal-like interpretation of the main verb. The reason for
this exclusion is probable: epistemic modals cannot be in
subjunctive and cannot occur in *directives’, because of their
function (:they express speaker's commitment to the truth of
a proposition) itself. The force of a directive is in general

incompatible with the expression of someone's commitment to
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the truth of a proposition. Cf. the unacceptability of sen-

tences like *na bor{ na ér8i ('s.m.’ may to come), *na prépi

na ér8i ('s.m.’ must to come), featuring real epistemic modals.

We can thus say in conclusion that exceptional cases like

those in (7) and (8) are both predicted and given a natural

explanation on the basis of our hypothesis.

Consider next the following examples:

(9) a.
b.
(10) a.
b.

pistévo apdlita pos &€ me apatd.

believe (I) absolutely that not me betrays
(he/she).

(I absolutely believe that he/she does not

betray me).

5én pistévo apdlita pos me apatad.

not believe (I) absolutely that me betrays
(he/she).

(I do not absolutely believe that he/she

betrays me).

namizi adikeoléjita pos 8én ton apatd i
maria.
thinks (he) unreasonably that not him be-
trays ‘art.’ Mary.
(He Unreasonably thinks that Mary does not

betray him).

56 nomizi adikeoléjita pos ton apatd i marifa.’

1 In general it is more difficult for nomizo to be accom-

panied by an adverh than it is for pistévo, fénete, etc, Cf,

(i) below:

(i) a.

?%(8&) nomizo apdlita pos...
(not) think (I) absolutely that...
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not thinks (he) unreasonably that him be-
trays ‘art.,’ Mary [ nomin.] .
(He does not unreasonably think that Mary

betrays him).

As in (7) and (8), the a. sentences in (9) and (10) cannot
be equivalent in meaning with the b. sentences, under any
possible interpretation of the latter. (9b), for example,
is normally paraphrasable as "I am not entirely persuaded
that he/she betrays me" (i.e. the speaker allows the possi-
bility of being betrayed), whereas (9a) as "I am sure that
he/she does not betray me" (i.e. the speaker excludes the
possibility of being betrayed). This new case of non-equi-
valence is again both ﬁaturally explicable and predictable
in terms of the hypothesis we are defending here.

The main verbs pistévo and nomizo in (9) and (10),
respectively, cannot but be interpreted as bound to their
conventional meanings; They are accompanied by an adverb
qualifying their descriptive (non-modal) meanings, and thus
cannot, probably, function as epistemic modals. Given now
that in our hypothesis semantic equivalence is allowed only

under the modal-like interpretation of pistévo, nomizo, etc.,

their being restricted to their conventional meanings would,

b. *(88) nomfzo ametdklita pos...
(not) think (I) irrevocably that...

This, together with the fact that nomizo normally (except in
semiquotations) cannot be accompanied by the negative particle
in tenses other than the present tense (which would impose on
it its descriptive interpretation, as we shall see below) is a
consequence of the fact that nomfzo is closer to what is called
subjective epistemic modality than verbs like pistévo, etc. Its

lexical meaning is closer to this sort of modality.
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according to its predictions, necessarily result in no pos-
sibility of equivalence in meaning. As we saw in the preceding
paragraph, this is in fact the case. Our hypothesis, therefore,
predicts the impossibility of equivalence in cases such as

(9) and (10). But it is not only tHis. It, furthermore, ex-
plains the phenomenon by naturally associating it with the

presence of adverbs like apélita and adikeoldjita. That their

presence is decisive of the phenomenon of non;equivalence can
easily be seen if we examine pairs which lack such adverbs
but are otherwise similar to (9) and (10): they do exemplify
equivalence. Our hypothesis then does not face problems with
cases of non;equivalence like those in (9) and (10). Quite to
the contrary, it would face problems if (9) and (10) were not
exceptional, i.e; if they exemplified equivalence between
their a. and (one of the readings of) their b. sentences.

Consider, finally, the following examples:

(11) a. pistévo ti fImi oti o jénis 3én ine kataxra-
» stis.
believe (I) the rumour that ‘art.’ John not
is peculator.
(I believe the rumour that John is not a pe-

culator).

b. &én pistévo ti fimi oti o jénis ine kataxra-
stis,

t

not believe (I) the rumour that art.’ John
is peculator.
(I do not believe the rumour that John is a

peculator).
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Again, there is no possibility of equivalence between the
first sentence and (any of the readings of) the second. In
a. above there is a rumour that John is not a peculator
wvhich the subject of the main verb believes; in b., on the
other hand, there is the rumour that John is a peculator
wvhich the subject refuses to believe; This case of non-
equivalence too is predictable and naturally explicable in
the framework of our hypothesis.

According to the predictions of this hypothesis, equi-
valence in meaning is permiésible only under the (epistemic)
modal aspect of our exceptional verbs; Here, however, pistévo
cannot be associated with this aspect for obvious reasons:
modals cannot have object- NP's in the sense in which non-
modals can. Hence, semantic equivalence is impossible in
pairs such as (11). That it is the presence of the object-
NP in (11) that is responsible for the non-equivalence can
easily be seen. Sentences similar to (lla) and (11b) which
lack object- NP do exemplify semantic equivalence; cf. (11")

below:

(11') a. pistévo oti o jdnis 8én ine kataxrastis.

(I believe that John is not a peculator)

b, 8én pistévo oti o jénis ine kataxrastis.

(I do not believe that John is a peculator).

It is worth pointing out here that what the preceding
paragraph amounts to is a natural explanation of the invol-
vement of the Complex;NP;Constraint in the interpretation of
the negative scope (see the introductory section of this
chapter). According to our hypothesis, sentences like (1la)

and (11b) cannot be interpreted as equivalent in meaning not
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because there is a syntactic constraint that would not allow
the raising of the negative, but because the occurrence of
the object- NP does not allow the main verb to be considered
as modal.,

Our discussion in this section has made clear that the
semantic equivalence arqued for by the adherents of the nega-
tive-raising hypothesis does not alvays hold: there are cases
wvhere there is no such equivalence, It has alsoc made clear
that in these cases the involvement of several factors is
decisive and, what is more important, that this involvement
is predictable in terms of the hypothesis that our exceptional

verbs have a double nature.

2.1.2 na- complements

We have seen that the hypothesis we are defending here
provides us with a basis for a natural explanation of some
othervise puzzling data with oti- complements. We shall see
below that the same holds if we test this hypothesis against
data with na- complements as well,

There is an important for our discussion semantic dif-
ference that further (cf. 2.1) distinguishes pos(/oti)- com-

plements following nomizo, pistévo, etc., from the corres-

ponding na- complements. The latter i nvariably fall
wvithin the scope of the negative that precedes the main verb.

That is, the negation of nomizo, pistévo, etc., unexceptionally

reaches and affects the (positive) na- complement as well.

Consider the following examples:

(12) a, &én pistévo na mas akdi apo ki.

not believe (I) that us hears (he) from there.
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(I do not believe that he hears us from

there).

b, 8é mu fénete na ta kataféri.

not to-me seems (it) that them manages (he).

c. &én periméno na ksanajirisi.
not expect (I) that comes-back (he).

(I do not expect him to come-back).

(12a-c) differ from the corresponding sentences with pos(/oti),
among others, in that they are unambiguous as to the scope of
their negatives. There is no possibility of interpreting the
negative scope in (12a-c) as being restricted to the main verb

only, and leaving the na- complements unaffected; on the other
hand, their pos(/oti)- versions

(12') a., &én pistévo pos mas akidi apo ki.
(I do not believe that he hears us from

there).

b, && mu fénete pos 8%a ta kataferi.
(It does not seem to me that he will make

it).

c. &én periméno pos d%a ksanajirisi,

(I do not expect that he will come-back).

can have two possible interpretations of negative scope (see
section 1.), the one covering the complement as well (as in
(12a-c)) and the other not. This characteristic of na- com-

plements following nomizo, pistévo, etc., has some obvious

consequences for the sense of these verbs, given our hypo-
thesis above: if it is only their modal-like interpretation

that allows the negative to reach and affect the complement
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as well, then it should be impossible for nomfizo, pistévo,

etc., to retain their descriptive sense in cases in which
they are followed by na- complements. We shall see belov
that our data on na- complements do follow this prediction,
and thus can be naturally explained in terms of our hypo-
thesis and the distinction between an epistemic modal-like

and a descriptive nomizo, pistévo, etc.

Consider the difference in acceptability between the

following pairs:

(13) a. 7?%na pistévis na (min) ta kataféri.

*s.m.’ believe (you) that (not) them manages (he).

b. ?*na (min) pistévis na ta kataféri.
‘s.m,’ (not) believe (you) that them manage

(he).

(13') a, pistévo na (min) ta kataféri.

believe (I) that (not) them manages (he).

b. (&én) pistévo na ta kataféri,

(not) believe (I) that them manage (he).

The two pairs differ basically in the mood (and consequently
(see chapter I) in the form of the negative and the illocu-
tionary forces their utterances may have). This probably
means that the anomaly in the first pair must have something
to do with the subjunctives it exemplifies., Needless to say,
this involvement of mood could be accounted for only in terms
of ad hoc constraints in the framework of a theory which does
not accept the significance of the distinction modal-like/

descriptive fandédzome, pistévo, etc. On the other hand, our

hypothesis, which is based on this distinction, does not need
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such constraints in order to capture this decisive involve-
ment of mood.

We have argued in the preceding section that our exce-
ptional verbs cannot be assigned their modal-like sense in
directives: functioning as an epistemic modal is not compa-
tible with being used as a ‘directive’, since directives
cannot in general express speaker's commitment to the truth
of a proposition. We have also argued that a positive com-
plement may be affected by the negative that precedes nomizo,
pistévo, etc., in the main clause only under the modal-like
interpretation of these verbs, Given now the general chara-
cteristic of na- complements above (: they are invariably
affected by the negation of such main verbs) and the associ-
ation of subjunctive mood with directive force,we can easily
see what the anomaly in (13) is due to. (13a) and (13b) are
intended to be directives, on the one hand, and, on the other

hand, by choosing na, and not the complementizer pos(/oti),

their verbs are imposed an epistemic modal-like interpreta-
tion. The anomaly in (13) has its source in this conflict
(On the other hand there is no such conflict in (13'): (13'a)
and (13'b) do not contain subjunctives, and thus they are
not necessarily associated with a directive force. Hence,

a modal-like interpretation of their main verbs is not ex-
cluded and the use of na- complements results in no anoma-
ly). That this is so can easily be seen if we compare the
anomalous sentences in (13) with corresponding sentences
having pos(/oti)- complements in the place of na- comple~-

ments. Consider (13") below:

(13") a. na pistévis pos (8én) ta kataférni.
p

(You should believe that he can(not) manage.
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b; na mi pistévis pos ta kataférni.

(You should not believe that he can manage).

The a; and b. sentences here are acceptable, This, as well as
the difference in acceptability between them and (13), is na-
turally explicable on the basis of vhat we have said so far,
In particular, (13"a-b) do not share the typical characteri-
stic of na- complements, i.e; their main verbs are not neces-
sarily imposed an epistemic modal-like interpretation (This
is subscribed by the fact that (13"b) is not semantically
equivalent with (13"a)). This means that the requirements
for the conflict above are not necessarily fulfilled in
sentences with pos(/oti)- complements, and they can have
acceptable readings (which, of course, are exclusively
associated with the non-modal aspect of the main verbs).

The significance of the distinction between two aspects

of nomizo, pistévo, etc;, and the relevant hypothesis gain

further support from the fact that na- complements cannot

co-oceur with their familiar verbs nomizo, pistévo, etc.,, if

the latter are accompanied by an adverb. Consider the follo-
wving examples:
(14) a. *8én pistévo apdlita na me apatéd,

not believe (I) absolutely that me be-
trays (he/she).

b. *pistévo apdlita na mi me apatéd.
believe (I) absolutely that not me betrays
(he/she).

(15) a, *8&8 fanddzome adikeoldjita na ton apaté

i mardia.

not suppose (I) unreasonably that him be-
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trays ‘art.’ Mary [nomin.]

b. *fanddzome adikeoldéjita na min ton apatd
i maria.

suppose (I) unreasonably that not him be-

trays ‘art.’ Mary [nomin.]

The difference in acceptability between these sentences and

similar sentences that lack the adverbs in the main clause:
(14') a. 8énpistévo na me apatd.
b. pistévo na'mi me apatd.
(15') a. &é fanddzome na ton apatd i maria.
b. fanddzome na mi ton apatd i maria.

clearly shows that their anomaly is due to the presence of

the adverbs apdlita and adikeoléjita. At the same time, it

can easily be shown that it is not the category adverb in
general but the meaning of the particular adverb occurring
in a sentence with pistévo, etc., that determines accepta~

bility. Look at (16) and (17), for example:

(16) a. prosopikd &én pistévo na me apatd.
(Personally I do not believe that he/she

betrays me).

b. prosopikd pistévo na mi me apatid.
(I believe personally that he/she does not

betray me).

(17) a. prosopikd 86 fanddzome na ton apatd i maria,
(Personally I do not suppose that Mary be-

trays him).

b. prosopikd fanddzome na mi ton apatd i maria.
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(I suppose personally that Mary does not

betray him).

These sentences contain the adverb prosopikd and are as
acceptable as a.'s and b.'s in (14') and (15'"). What is

wrong then with the meaning of the adverbs in (14) and (15)7
Or, to put it better, in what way do the adverbs in the unaccept-
able (14) and (15) differ from the adverb in (16) and (17)7?

As far as I can see, only a theory which recognizes the dis-

tinction modal-like/descriptive nomizo, pistévo, etc., can

deal sufficiently with this problem.

It is obvious that adverbs like apdlita and adikeolé-
jita modify the 1 e x i c a 1l meaning of our exceptional
verbs: they cannot be acceptably associated with the episte-
mic modal-like aspect of these verbs. On the other hand, ad-
verbs like prosopikd do not modify their lexical meaning:
they are exclusively associated with the epistemic m o d a 1 -

like nomizo, pistévo, etc. On this basis we can easily account

for the difference in acceptability we are considering. W

e
have argued that only the epistemic modal-like aspect of our
verbs allows their negative to reach and affect the comple-

ment as well. Given now that na- complements are invariably

affected by the negative of nomizo, pistévo, etc. (cf. their

semantic difference from pos(/oti)- complements in the be-

ginning of this section), it is legitimate to expect that

they should not follow our verbs nomizo, pistévo, etc., if
the latter cannot for some reason be assigned their modal-
like sense. It is obvious that the occurrence of adverbs mo-
difying the lexical sense of our verbs is such a reason. The
anomaly then in (14) and (15) has its source in a conflict

between the interpretation that the particular adverbs impose
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on their main verbs and the interpretation that the typical
characteristic of na- complements, i.e. their falling inva-
riably within the scope of the negative in the main clause,
in general demands. That this is so can easily be seen if we
substitute pos(/oti)- complements Fér the na- complements in
(14) and (15). The former complements do not share this typi-
cal characteristic of the latter, as we have said, and thus

there is no ground for such a conflict. Cf., (14") and (15"):
(14") a. &6én pistévo apdlita pos me apatd.
b. pistévo apdlita pos &€& me apatd.

(15") a. &é fanddzome adikeoldjita pos ton

apatd i maria.

b. abdikeoldjita fanddzome pos &én ton

apatd i maria.

Needless to say, pistévo and fanddzome here have their con-
ventional meanings, the complements in the a.'s never fall
within the scope of the negative, and there is no possibility
of equivalence between the a.'s and the corresponding b.'s
in both pairs (cf; 2.1.1)., The recognition then of the signi-
ficance of the distinction between a modal and a non-modal

aspect of pistévo, nomizo, etc., together with the relevant

hypothesis, provides the basis for a natural explanation of

a puzzling case of anomaly in sentences with na- complements,

as well as the difference in acceptability between such sen-

tences and their counterparts with pos(/oti)- complements.
There is, finally , a third puzzling case of anomaly

that is naturally explicable in terms of the distinction non-

modal/modal-like nomizo, pistévo, etc. It concerns the occur-
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rence of object NP's in the matrix sentence. Consider the

following examples:

(18) a. *(&&) se pistévo na me apatd.
(nét) you [accus.] believe (I) that me be-
trays (he/she).
(I (do not) believe you that he/she betrays
me) .
b. *se pistévo na mi me apatd.
you [accus.] believe (I) that (not) me be-
trays (he/she).
(I believe you that he/she betrays (does

not betray) me).

(18a-b) are unacceptable. Comparing them with the acceptable

(19a-b)

(19) a. (8én) pistévo na me apatd.

(not) believe (I) that me betrays (he/she).

b. pistévo na mi me apatéd.

believe (I) that (not) me betrays (he/she).

we can easily see what their anomaly is due to. The only
difference between the unacceptable and the acceptable pair
is the presence of an object in the former. This curious
involvement of this item now can easily be accounted for

in terms of the hypothesis we are defending here: if it is
true that the presence of a na- complement imposes on pi-
stévo etc., a modal-like interpretation, then pistévo in
(18) must have its modal-like sense; modals, however, cannot

in general have objects in the sense in which the other
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verbs can. The conflict, therefore, between the nature
and the syntax of pistévo in (18) is responsible for the
anomaly of its sentences. That this is so can easily be
seen if we compare them with the corresponding sentences
with pos(/oti)- complements, which do not impose a modal-
like interpretation on the main verb. As (18') shovs,

they are absoclutely natural:

(18') a. (8é) se pistévo pos me apatéd.
(not) you [accus.] believe (I) that
me betrays (he/she).
(I (do not) believe you that he/she

betrays me).

b. se pistévo pos (88) me apatd.
you [accus.] believe (I) that (not)
me betrays (he/she).
(I believe you that he/she betrays

(does not betray) me).

We can say then in conclusion that, as with pos
(/oti)~- complements, there are a number of puzzling cases
concerning na- complements which are naturally expli-
cable on the basis of the distinction between an
epistemic modal-like and a descriptive sence of nomizo,
pistévo, etc. This distinction, therefore, does have the-
oretical significance, and a theory which does not proceed
vith it cannot lead to a satisfactory analysis of the

behaviour of our exceptional verbs.
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2,2 The modality of our exceptional verbs of mental state

In the previous section we have argued that the dis-
tinction (subjective epistemic) modal-like/descriptive no-

mizo, pistévo, etc., is necessary. If nov it is true that

these verbs are of such a double nature, it is reasonable
to expect that, under their modal-like sense, they demon-
strate characteristics that have been exclusively connected
with the real ‘modals’ in the literature. In this section
we shall try to show that this is in fact the case. On the
basis of relevant quotations we shall argue that the so-
called "negative-raising" verbs are in fact semi-modals,
and that their epistemic-modal-aspect is in many ways
comparable with what we in general call ‘modal verhs’,

and particularly with what we characterize as ‘epistemic
modals’. Our comparison will bring in some additional points
concerning the distinction defended in the preceding two
sections and will strengthen it further.

It has been observed that in general modals may co-
occur with only a few adverbs, and in particular with ad-
verbs which more or less match the modality they express.
As Palmer (1979:57) points out,

" There are very few adverbs that may occur with
epistemic modals (or even modals in general).
They are confined mostly to those that themselves
express judgements, and so occur largely pleona-

stically — possibly, perhaps, etc for possibility,

and surely, certainly, etec for necessity, eg:
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You may possibly prefer that one (5.8.2a57)
Here, perhaps, we may see the natural man

(W.4.2a.65)
It must surely be just a beautiful relic

from the pont (W.I.56.6). "

Acéérdigg to what we saw above, however, ougggghizo etc.
are subject to an analogous restriction: they retain their
lexical meaning, and are necessarily interpreted as descri-
ptive verbs wvhen they co-occur with an adverb. As we said,
the presence of an adverb does not allow their epistemic-
modal-sense, and thus sentences like (9a) and (9b), or (l0a)
and (10b), cannot be semantically equivalent, under any
possible interpretation. We can thus say that these verbs
of mental state share this restriction with modal verbs in
general.

We can, furthermore, say that, as with modals (cf. the
quotation from Palmer 1979 above) very few adverbs may, ple-
onastically, co-occur with an epistemic-modal- pomizo, pisté-

vo, etc, Cf. e.g. (20) below:

(20) a. prosopikd pistévo pos && me apatd.
personally believe (I) that not me
betrays (he/she).

(I personally believe that he/she does not

betray me).
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b. prosopikd &én pistévo pos me apati.
personally not believe (I) that me betrays
(he/she).
(Personally, I do not believe that he/she

betrays me).

(20a) and (20b), unlike (9a) and (9b), are semantically equi-
valent. But, what is important, this equivalence is not dis-
turbed by an adverb, like prosopikd (personally), which ma-
tches, and for that reason sounds pleonastic, the subjective
epistemic modality that, according to our analysis, pistévo
must be bound to in (20); if we had another adverb, like e.g.
apélita (absolutely), which does not match its (epistemic)
modal sense, there would be no possibility far semantic
equivalence (cf. the difference in meaning between (9a) and
(9b)). This fact now, i.e. the fact that what can be under-
stood as a ‘pleonastic’ adverb in pairs like (20) is exactly
an adverb which indicates what might be called ‘subjective
epistemic modality’, constitutes, as far as I can see, addi-
tional evidence for our characterization of the modal-like
instances of pistévo, etc., as ‘subjective epistemic’.

Our association of the non-descriptive sense of no-

mizo, pistévo, etc., with modals gains further support from

the fact that both epistemic modals and our alleged episte-
mic-modal-aspect of nomizo, etc., are restricted as to tense.
In particular, it has been pointed out that epistemic moda-
lity cannot be marked as past. Cf. Palmer (1979:50):
" Generally the (epistemic) modality is in the present
only, because the judgements are made in the act of

speaking, epistemic modals being in this sense usually
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*performative’ (...) The modal verbs are not normally
used, therefore, in past tense forms to refer to past
judgements. Past tense forms are normally tentative
vith present time reference. It is, of course, possible
to report past judgements, but this requires verbs such
as THINK, BELIEVE, etc ".

As far as MG, at least, is concerned, the same restriction

as to tense determines the occurrence of what we called

epistemic-modal-sense of nomizo, pistévo, etc, (but not the

occurrence of the descriptive-sense-nomizo, -pistévo, etc.;

cf. the last sentence in the quotation above). Our exceptional
verbs can normally lose their lexical meaning, and allow sema-
ntic equivalence. Howvever, if they are in the past or future,
or in any other non-present tense, semantic equivalence is

normally impossible. Consider the followving example:

(21) a. pistepsa/$a pistépsun pos 8én éfije noris.
believed(I)/will belive (they) that not left
(he) early.

(I believed/They will believe that he did

not leave early).

b. 8&én pistepsa/8a pistépsun pos éfijé noris.
not believed(I)/will believe (they) that left
(he) early.
(I do not/They will not believe that he left

early).

There is no possibility of semantic equivalence in (21), under
any reading of (21b). On the other hand, if a present form
takes the place of the past/future forms in (21), semantic equi-

valence is possible. Consider (22):
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(22) a. pistévo pos &én éfije noris.

(I believe that he did not leave early).

b. &én pistévo pos éfije noris.

(I do not believe that he left early).

One of the readings of (22b) is obviously equivalent in mea-
ning with (22a). Given now that the only thing that changes
in (22) is the tense of the main verb we can legitimately -
attribute the semantic difference between the two pairs (21)
and (22) to their difference in tense.

That the same restriction applies on both modal

verbs and nomizo, pistévo, etc. deprived from their le-

xical meanings can be shown in another way as well.

We have seen that pistévo, etc., alwvays allow their negative
particlé to affect their na- complements and wve have argued
that the presence of na invariably assigns an epistemic-mo-
dal¥senée to the verbs in question. Then, if in fact instances
of nomizo, etc., have some characteristics in common with

real modals, past forms of istévo, etc., should not be fol-
lowved by na- complements. This prediction is borne out, as .
the anomaly in the sentences with perfective past forms, at

least, shows (pa- complements may follow past forms of pi-

stévo, etc. (but never of nomizo), only if we have imper-
fective aspect in the main clause and a perfective present
form. in the complement§ that is, there are heavy restrictions

on the co-existence of past forms and na- complements):

(23) a. *(86) ndémisa na éfije noris.
(not) thought [perf.] (I) that leftl[ perf. ]
(he) early.

(I did not think/thought that he left early).
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b. *(8én) pistepsa na éfije noris.
(not) believed [perf.] (I) that [ perf. ]
(he) early.
(I did not believe/believed that he left

early).

On the other hand, the corresponding sentences with pos-

complements are absolutely normal. Consider e.g. (23'b):

(23'b) (6én) pilstepsa pos éfije noris.
p p
(I did not believe/believed that he left

early).

Its having a pos- complement allovs the main verb to retain
its descriptive (lexical) sense. Provided now that this sense
is not subject to the tense restrictions that have been asso-
ciated with modals (and the modal-like aspect of our excepti-
onal verbs in general), nothing prevents (23'b) above from
being acceptable.

Palmer (1979) presents a number of formal and a number
of specifically ‘modal’ criteria of modal verbs. The former,
the formal, criteria are related to idiosyncratic features
of English, and it would be surprising to find, and unrea-
sonable to expect, them in MG as well (They do not characte-
rize, for instance, the modals of German that are histori-
cally related to the English ones (see Palmer 1979:9-10)).

It would be interesting, however, to see whether his non-
idiosyncratic specifically *modal’ criteria are applicable
on MG modals, and especially on our alleged epistemic-modal

instances of nomizo, pistévo, etc. There are three such spe-

cifically modal criteria (Palmer 1979:9):

(i) No -s form for 3rd person singular.
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(ii) Absence of non-finite forms (No infinitive, past

or present participle).

(iii) No cooccurrence (No *He may will come).

Criterion (i), which is again related to an idiosyncratic
feature of English, is not applicable to MG.! The other two
criteria, however, directly govern the occurrence of MG mo-

dals, as well as the modal-like instances of nomizo, pistévo,

etc. Consider (24), (25) and (26):

(24) a. *8élun na {Egi?i} na érxonde.

want (they) that {223t} that come (they).
(*They want to (MUSty ome) .
may

b. *8é&lun na pistévo na érxonde.
wvant (they) that believe (I) that come (they).
(They want me to believe that they come) .

prépondas

bordndas } na érxonde émina.

(25) a. *{

(st Laerundly that come (they) stayed (1.

b. *pistévondas na érxonde émina..

believing (I) that come (they) stayed (I).

! Nevertheless, if we give a more abstract form to it,
such as (i') No personal endings, e.g., then it can easily be
extended to MG as well. In fact, some typical modals like
prépi (must, epistemic or deontic), bori (may, epistemic),
fénete (it seems, epistemic) are impersonal in MG (i.e. appear
only in 3rd person singular), and thus it can be maintained
that, like in English, modals do not make distinctions accor-
ding to person in MG too. I ove this observation to Dr I.P.

Warburton.
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borf prépi 1
(26) a. *{prépi} na {bori 1} na érxonde.

(MY} that {ﬁgjt} that come (they).

(¥*They may/must must/may come).

bori'} na pistévo na érxonde.

b. *{prépl

{giét} that believe (I) that come (they).

Palmer's criteria (ii) and (iii) then are directly applicable
to typical modals (a. sentences) as well as to Eiétévo (b.
sentences), and, as many parallel examples can show, to the
other exceptional verbs of mental state. However, this causes
no surprise for our analysis. We have seen that our exceptional
verbs of mental state can have only one of their two senses,
namely, the epistemic modal one, if they are followed by a

na- complement. This presumably means that the b. sentences
above invariably exemplify what we have called modal-like

pistévo. The anomaly therefore that these sentences share with

——————————————

1 The configurations with bori in (24a), (25a), and the
second bori in (26a), are absolutely acceptable with n o n -
epistemic instances of the verb. Cf. the ‘physical ability’

bord in (i) below:

(i) a. &élun na bori na érxete.
want (they) that can (=is in a position to)
v (he) that comes (he).
b. mi boréndas na érxete kanonikd éxase meydlo
méros ton paraddéseon.
not can [ gerund ] that comes (he) regularly,

missed (he) a great part of the lectures.

bord .
c. {prépi} na bori na ér8i.

{migt} that can (he) that comes (he).
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the a. sentences featuring real modals indicates that they
in fact display modal-like instances of this exceptional
verb. pistévo in the b. sentences displays i d i1 o0 sy n -
cratic characteristics of modal verbs, and cannot but
be characterized as such.

That in their non-descriptive sense our exceptional
verbs act as modals can be shown in another way as well.
We have seen that pistévo, etc., may have both a descriptive
and a non-descriptive (modal) sense if they are followed by
a pos(/oti)- complement. If now it is true that they act as
modals when they are assigned their second, non-descriptive,
sense, we would expect them to lack this sense, and retain
only their lexical sense, in cases in which modal verbs are
not acceptable, as e.g. in the a. sentences above. That this
is the case can easily be seen.

Consider (27), (28) and (29) below (compare them with

the b. sentences in (24), (25) and (26), respectively):

(27) 86lun na pistévo pos érxonde.
want Gthey) that believe (I) that come (they).

(They want me to believe that they come) .

(28) pistévondas pos érxonde émina.
believing (I) that come (they) stayed (I).

(Believing that they are coming, I stayed).

bori‘} na pistévo pos érxonde.

(29)  rpi

may .
{must} that believe (I) that come.

(I may/must believe that they are coming) .

Unlike their counterparts with na- complements, these sen-

tences are absolutely normal: the exceptional verb pistévo
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followved by a pos- complement survives in environments in
vhich real modals or the same exceptional verb folloved by
a na- complement do not (This, of course, does not question
the association of such instances of pistévo, and of our
exceptional verbs in general, with the real modals. pos

(/oti)— complements allow their main verbs pistévo, nomizo,

etc., to exemplify both their descriptive and their modal
aspects., The difference in acceptability between the three
sentences above and their counterparts with pa in (24), (25)
and (26) then is due to the fact that in the former, unlike
in the latter sentences,'the main verb can have a n o n -
modal (descriptive) sense as well. If it could not, (27),
(28) and (29) would invariably be as unacceptable as b.'s
in (24), (25) and (26)).

That pistévo in our acceptable sentences above cannot
be connected with what we called epistemic-modal-sense, and
alwvays has a non-modal reading, can easily be seen. Compare

(30), (31) and (32) below with (30'), (31;) and (32'):

(30) 8élun na mi pistévo pos érxonde.
wvant (they) that not believe (1) that come (they).
(They want me not to believe that they are

coming) .

(31) mi pistévondas pos érxonde émina.
not believing (I) that come (they), stayed (I).

(Not believing that they are coming, I stayed).

bori'} na mi pistévo pos érxonde.

(32) {prépl

{miét} that not believe (I) that come (they).

(I may/must not believe that they come/are coming).
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(30') 8élun na pistévo pos &én érxonde.
wvant (they) that believe (I) that not come (they).

(They want me to believe that they are coming) .

(31') pistévondas pos 8én érxonde émina.
believing that not come (they) stayed (I).

(Believing that they are not coming, I stayed).

bori.} na pistévo pos &én érxonde.

(32") {prépl

may .
{must} that believe (I) that not come (they).
(I may/must believe that they are not coming/

do not come).

(30), (31) and (32) differ from (30'), (31') and (32'), re-
spectively, only in the position of the negative. Our exce-
ptional verb is negated in the former triple, while in the
latter the negative occurs in the complement. Nevertheless,
contrary to what in general holds, there is n o pos-

sible reading of (30), (31) and (32) that can be said to be
semantically equivalent to the corresponding (30'), (31') and
(32'), This, however, causes no surprise for the analysis argued
for here. Given that semantic equivalence is possible only
under the modal-like sense, this difference betveen the twvo
triples simply indicates that our exceptional verb in (30),
(31) and (32), as well as in (27), (28) and (29), cannot be
associated with what we call (epistemic) modal sense. Since
now the conditions under which this verb lacks what we con-
sidered as modal sense are exactly the same as the conditions
under which real modals cannot occur (see the specifically
‘modal’ criteria (ii) and (iii) above; cf. (24a), (25a) and
(26a)), we can reasonably argue that what ve called modal-

like instances of our exceptional verb in fact display
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the characteristic features of real modals, and thus were
justifiably characterized as such.

However, it is not only the characteristics of our ex-
ceptional verbs that point to their relationship with epi-
stemic modality. There are at least two characteristics of
their complements that also subscribe to this relationship.

First, it cannot be coincidental that nomizo, pistévo,

etc., are, as we have said, i nvariahbly associated
with their epistemic-modal-sense wvhen they are followed by
na- complements. The MG modals are always followed by na,
and, as far as I can see, it could not be simply a matter of

coincidence that nomizo, pistévo, etc.,choose the same form

in their complement when they are exclusively assigned their
epistemic-modal-sense.
Second, as Palmer (1979:41) notes:

" The function of epistemic modals is to make judgements
about the possibility, etc, that something is or is not
the case. Epistemic modality is, that is to say, the mo-
dality of propoéitions rather than of actions, states,
events, etc. Indeed there are examples in which the pro-
position is separately stated in a subordinate clause
introduced by that:

... and it may be that the family will disappear
as the basis of civilization (S.6.4a.71)."

I think that we could reasonably suggest that this is vhat we

always have with the modal aspect of pistévo pos/na... (I be-

lieve that...), etc.: the proposition is separately stated in
their complement, and the only difference between them and
bor{ na... (It may be that...) lies simply on the kind of epi-

stemic modality they carry, the latter expression being an
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instance of objective epistemic modality, wvhile the former,

pistévo pos/na... , an instance of subjective epistemic mo-

dality.?

The evidence we tried to present in this section con-
cerned the distinction between an epistemic modal and a non-
modal (descriptive, lexical) aspect of our exceptional verbs.
We have, however, presented no evidence on formal grounds
that the modality that these verbs might be associated with
is actually subjective epistemic. Lyons (1979:799) in the
discussion of his distinction between what he calls objective
modalization and subjective modalization, points gut, on the
basis of the observation that subjectively modalized statements
may not be statements of fact, that they cannot, among others,
be hypothesized in a réal conditional sentence, or be referred
to by the complement of a factive predicator. The fact now
that instances of our verbs followed by na- complements,
vhich, as we said, are bound to a (subjective) epistemic mo-
dal sense, are sensitive to these restrictions constitutes
evidence for our characterization of them as ‘subjective’.

Consider the anomalous sentences in (33) and (34), as
vell as their difference in acceptability from fhe corre-
sponding sentences with pos:

(33) a. *? an 8én pistévo na ine ikani &én tus
Séxome.
if not believe (I) that are skillful

(they) not them accept (I).

I For the distinction subjective/objective epistemic
modality see Lyons (1977); also, Palmer (1979). For an earlier

expression of this distinction see Caton (1966).
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(If I do not believe that they are skillful

I do not accept them).

an &én pistévo pos ine ikani 5én tus &éxome.
if not believe (I) that are skillful (they)

not them accept (I).

*? o jénis lipdte pu &én pistévo na nikise
i omdda tu.
‘art.’ John regrets that not believe (I) that
von the team his [nomin.].
(John regrets that I do not believe that his

team won).

o jénis lipédte pu &én pistévo pos nikise 1
omdda tu.
‘art.’ John regrets that not believe (1)

that won the team his [nomin.J .

That pistévo in the acceptable (33b) and (34b) is, contrary

to what normally happens, necessarily bound to its descri-

ptive (: non-modal) sense can easily be shown. If we compare

these sentences v

ith the corresponding sentences (33'b) and

(34'b) vith the negative particle in the complement of pistévo,
p

wve see that they cannot be semantically equivalent, under any

possible interpretation:

(33'b)

an pistévo pos &én ine ikani &én tus &éxome.

if believe (I) that not are skillful (they)
not them accept (I).

(If I believe that they are not skillful, I

do not accept them).
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(34'b) o jdnis lipdte pu pistévo pos &6 nikise i
omdda tu . &
*art.’ John regrets that believe (I) that

not won the team his [nomin.].

2.3 The involvement of the distinction non-descriptive/

descriptive sense in some problems pointed out in

several Negative-raising analyses

In the preceding two sections MG data was our exclu-
sive source of evidence for the hypothesis that the excepti-
onal verbs we are considering have a double nature. In this
section we shall concentrate upon some problems pointed out
in several Negative-raising analyses of the English verbs

think, believe, etc., and try to show that at least some of

these problems might be given a natural explanation on the
basis of our hypothesis.

R. Lakoff (1969a) arques that the syntactic argument
which is based on the difference in acceptability between

(35b) and (36b) below (her (4b) and (4d)):

(35) a. I thought John wouldn'd leave until to-

mOTrTrov.

b, I didn't think John wvould leave until

tomorrovw.
(36) a. I said John wouldn't leave until tomorrowv.

b. *I didn't say John would leave until to-

morrov.

faces two serious problems. First, many speakers do not find
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(35b) acceptable. Second, no speakers would accept sentences

1ike those in (37) (Lakoff's (6)):

(37) a. *I didn't ever think that John would leave

until tomorrow.

b, *I never tﬁought that John would leave until

tomorrov.

c. *At no time did I think that John would

leave until tomorrov.

On these grounds Lakoff calls into question the argument
for the negative raising hypothesis that is based on the be-
haviour of negative polarity items (see the introductory se-
ction in this chapter). She proposes instead another syntactic
argument depending on the conditions of tag-question forma-
tion and the notion of the syntactic cyecle. In particular,
to explain the '"oddness of the grammaticality" of sentences

1ike I don't suppose the Yankees will win, will they? (her

(18)), she maintains that
" the lowver sentence must be negative at the time the

the rule of tag-formation goes into effect, in order
to produce a positive tag question. Only after tag-
question formation can the negative be removed from
the lower sentence, unless we are to deny that the
tag-question formation can be formulated generally
at all. " (ibid.:144).

But this argument too is not free of problems. As Cattell

(1973) points out (see also Hooper 1975:103-4), it can casi-

ly be disproved. More analytically, according to Lakoff's

analysis, the sentences in (38) (Cattell's (49a-b)) belov
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(38) a. I'm not sure that's right, is it?
h. I don't know that it's very important, ié it?
would be said to be semanticélly equivalent with (38'a-b):
(38') a. I'm sure that's not right, is it?
b, I know that it's not very important, is it?

on the one hand, and, what is more important, they would, on
the other hand, have to be unacceptable, since neither be
sure nor know are "negative-raising" verbs and their comple-
ments are of the same polarity as their tags. Nevertheless,
both (38a) and (38b) are absolufely acceptable and can by no
means be considered as paraphrases of (38'a) and (38'b), re-
spectively. Lakoff's syntactic argument then is contradicted
by English data. And, as it can easily be seen, it could not
be proposed for MG data, either. Cf. the equivalent of (38a)
in MG:

(39) 8én ime siyuraos pos ine sostd, Ine?

wvhich both is an acceptable sentence and differs in meaning

from (39'):

(39") ime siyuros pos &én ine sostd, Ine?

i.e. the MG analog of (38'a).’

I Though, this problematic acceptability of (38a-b) and
(39), which apparently violate the otherwvise well-established
condition of opposite polarity on the formation of ‘checking’
tags, could be accounted for on the basis of our hypothesis.
In particular, it can be suggested that be sure and know 1in

English, and ime siyuros (I am sure) in MG, are, when falling

within the scope of negation, very close in meaning (and, pos-

sibly, in epistemic-modal-like function) to what we called sub-
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Lakoff's syntactic argument, therefore, does not avoid
the shortcomings of the syntactic argument it was intended
to replace: it provides us with the wrong predictions if
tested against larger data.

However, the two problems that led Lakoff to propose
her alternative argument for the negative-raising hypothesis
can be accounted for in a natural way if we proceed with
our hypothesis. In particular, many speakers find (35b) odd
because its main verb, think, is in the past. As we have seen
(cf. 2.2) the epistemic modal aspect, which allows the nega-
tive to affect the complement and could justify the presence
of the negative polarity expression, is not normally met in
past tense forms. On the other hand, all speakers find the
sentences in (37) unacceptable because in their main clauses
there are not one but two factors that discourage an episte-
mic-modal-like interpretation: in addition to the past forms

ve have adverbs (ever) or adverbial phrases (at_any time)

wvhich, as we have seen (cf. 2.2), restrict the main verb to its
descriptive meaning, and do not allow the negative to reach

the complement.

Lindholm (1969) has shed light to some very interesting

jective epistemic sense of nomizo (think), pistévo (believe)

etc. This suggestion seems to be plausible but it vould not
be argued for here since the survival of the condition of
opposite polarity on the formation of checking taags does not
concern the hypothesis defended in this chapter.

Cattell (1973:624ff) discusses a different possibility
in which ‘be not sure’ and ‘not knouw’ are considered as
"special complex lexical items, having meanings of their own'.
This possibility is examined by Cattell as a possible way of

preserving the negative-raising hypothesis.



143

aspects of the semantic characteristics of think, believe,

etc. His observations, as far as I can see, constitute ad-
ditional evidence for our account of this class of excepti-
onal verbs. Lindholm points out that when the sentential
complements of these verbs are pronominalized under iden~-
tity with an antecedent S, they are substituted by either
the pro-form so or the pro-form it; and that, as the dif-
ference in acceptability between (40a) and (40b) below (his
(18) and (16b)) shows, so and it are not simply optional

variants in all environments:

(40) a. Although Sid asserts that it is so, I

don't believe it.

b. *Although S5id asserts that it is so, I

don't believe so .
See also (41) and (QZaQb) (Lindholm's (22) and (23)-(24)):

(41) Max believes Dirksen has a frog in his

but I don't believe so.

throat but I don't believe it.
but I can't believe it.

#but I can't believe so.

(42) a. 0.: Was Caesar a Jew? A.: I believe so.
*? I believe it
(bad in the in-
tended meaning;
ODD otherwise).

b, Q.: Is neg-raising cyclic?
A.: I don't believe so.
*? I don't believe
it (except as a
rebuttal to claim
presumed behind
the question).

As Lindholm (ibid.:151) puts it,

" By now it should be apparent that it would be mis-
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guided to look for syntactic contextual conditioning
or output constraints on the distribution of so and it

as lexical markers of a deleted S. It vould be diffi-

cult to imagine what they might be, in any case. [ (42a)]

and [(42b)], especially, make it clear that believe so
and believe it differ in meaning, at least in some cases,
and therefore must arise from different underlying (se-
mantic) representations. Notice, too, that the first
tuo versions of [(41)], one with so and one with it,
wvhile both acceptable, differ semantically. In these

clear cases, believe so seems to mean "have the opinion

that" whereas believe it seems to mean "accept the

claim that S." "
This semantic distinction between the two forms believe so
and believe it is, however, to a large extent parallel with
our distinction between an epistemic-modal-believe and the
literalQmeaning—believe. There are many facts that witness
the relationship of believe it and believe so with what we
have called non-modal (descriptive) sense and (epistemic) modal
sense, respectively.

That believe it cannot be assigned a modal like inter-
pretation is obvious from the form itself: it has been shown

that the epistemic-modal instances of believe (think, etc.)

cannot have an object-NP, That believe so, on the other hand,
is exclusively associated with a modal-like interpretation

can easily be seen from many cases of (othervise inexplicable)
anomaly; Consider e.g; the anomalous believe so sentence in

(41): its difference in acceptability from its believe it

counterpart and the first believe so sentence clearly shous

that it is only believe so that follows the predictions of
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Palmer's modal criterion (iii) (see 2.2), i.e. no co-occur-
rence with another modal (can in our case). Consider also

the anomalous sentences in (43) and (44) for English and MG,

respectively:
(43) a. (Don't) believe it!
b. *(Don't) believe so!

(44) a., na (min) to pistépsis:

*s.m.’ (not) it believe (you)!

b. *na (min) pistépsis étsil

‘s.m.’ (not) believe (you) so!

Believe so (étsi pistévo) behaves again as a modal: unlike

believe it (to pistévo) it is incompatible with the dire-

ctive force that the use of imperatives and subjunctives
involves; This explains the anomaly in b.'s above and their
difference in acceptability from the corresponding a.'s,

We have, therefore, good reasons to maintain that

believe it and believe so are respectively associated with

wvhat we have called non-modal (descriptive) aspect and modal
aspect of our exceptional verbs., It is obvious, however, that
this pairing of sense and grammatical form has a very im-
portant implication for our analysis: our initial distinction
epistemic—modal¥sense/literal—sense is shown to correspond to,
and be indicated by, a grammatical distinction concerning the
pro-form item in both English (:so/it) and MG (:étsi/to). This
means that grammar r e a l i s e s (vhat is important, in
both English and MG, two independent languages) the distinc;
tion we are defending here: it is obvious that the only need

the parallel existence of two distinct pro-forms serves here
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is the association of our exceptional verbs with the one or
the other of their two aspects and the disambiguation between
their two senses,

Lindholm does not see the relationship of the believe
so sense of believe with epistemic modals, although the in-
terpretation "have the opinion that S" he assigns to believe
so points to this relationship (as against the interpretation
"accept the claim that S" of believe it). And this exposes
his analysis to many difficulties. We see some of them immeQ
diately below.

Lindholm, on the basis of the difference in acceptabi-

lity between (45a) and (45b) below (his (42) and (43)):

(45) a. Bill believes that John won't come until

later and I don't believe so, either.

b, *Bill believes that John won't come until

later and I don't believe it, either.

makes (ibid.:152,154;5) a claim which is simply a consequence
of our distinction between modal and non-modal (sliteral,

descriptive) uses of believe (think, etc.): that negative-

raising does not occur in derivations involving the believe

it (i.e. the descriptive) meaning of believe (think, etc.).

And he continues with his basic point:

" The fact that believe it does not undergo neg-raising

suggests that the difference between the two believe's
might be the presence in the complement of the former

of the complex NP ‘Claim that S’ as suggested above.

The Complex;NP;Constraint would then prevent the removal
of Neg from the embedded S. This would parallel the

situation with factive verbs, which also do not under -
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go negéraising, presumably for the same reason, i.e.

they have as object the complex NP ‘Fact that 57, "
Though, such an incorporation of this semantic distinction
into the neg~raising hypothesis is not free of problems, as

Lindholm himself notices:

" However, believe it apparently allows it- replacement,

which should also be blocked by the Complex-NP-Constraint.
Thus [ (46)]:
[(46) ] Warren claims that Oswald shot Kennedy.
Mary believes it and I believe Oswald to
have shot Kennedy, too.
I do not know what to make of this (...)."
But this is not the only problem Lindholm's explanation has
to account for. It also leaves unexplained all the cases in

vhich believe (think, etc.,) are accompanied by an adverb or

occur in directives (cf. (43) and (44) e.g.): as we have seen,
in these cases believe, etc., cannot have an epistemic modal
interpretation, and cannot be said to undergo Neg-raising.
Lindholm's explanation, then, which simply connects believe
so with the meaning "haQe the opinion that", would have to
accept, quite unnaturally, that under the interpretation
"have the opinion that" believe cannot be accompanied by

an adverb or occur in directives; and that it can only under
the interpretation "accept the claim that". And, although
one may agree that it is under the latter interpretation
that Neg-raising is not, as Lindholm argues, permissible, it
wvould sound very unnatural to postulate that the "have the
opinion that"-believe cannot occur in directives or be mo-
dified by an adverb.

On the other hand, our account, which speaks of epi-~
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stemic-modal-like instances of believe, think, etc., gives

us the right directions for a natural explanation of these
difficulties by associating the behaviour of our exceptional
verbs to that of modals. As with modals, we cannot assign
adverbs (with the exception of pleonastic, epistemic in
meaning, adverbs like personally, etc.) or the force of a
directive to a modal-like instance of believe, e.g. Further-
more, by avoiding the postulation of the presence of the
complex NP ‘Claim that S', our explanation does not face the
difficulty of (46) above.

It is worth noting that under the pressure of this last
difficulty only, Lindholm himself points out that the pre-
sence vs. absence of ‘Claim’ is not sufficient to explain
the semantic difference between the two believe's (ibid.:155).
He concludes his discussion with a generalization that, as
he says, opens a different possibility of handling the facts
discussed so far:

W It cannot be an accident 1) that believe in the
believe so sense is semantically very close to the
predicate underlying think (note that think may not
occur in (...) exactly those environments in which
helieve cannot be interpreted as believe so but only
as believe it); 2) that think accepts only the pro-
form so; and 3) that it is believe so, having the
meaning it does that undergoes neg-raising in common
with think."

These three points constitute, as far as I can see, addi-
tional evidence for our account. 0On the other hand, the
different possibility of handling Lindholm sketches cannot

again explain the difficulties we saw above. He says that
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he would like to think that
" think and the synonymous believe (and possibly
expect, etc.) are lexically inserted by the same
rule for a semantic configuration something like
‘Hold the opinion’ and that the choice of the parti-
cular morpheme think or believe, etc. is determined
by some sort of reference to strength of feeling or
affective nuances in a wvay parallel to the way awfully,

terribly, wonderfully, etc. are alternatively inserted

(1 should hope, by a single rule) for a single semantic

configuration of emphatic qualification.”
But even under this hypothesis, the fact that instances of
believe, etc., derivationally connected with this configu-
ration do not occur in directives or cannot normally have
an adverb, as regular verbs in general can, is left unaccounted
for.

We have seen thus far that the hypothesis defended
here can naturally explain some puzzling facts pointed out
by Lakoff (1969a) and Lindholm (1969). In the following para-
graphs we shall see that this hypothesis provides us vith
a natural explanation for two conditions that have been im-
posed on the operation of the Neg-raising rule in order to
eliminate unacceptable structures.

seuren (1974) has pointed out that

" (,..) the negation can only be raised out of an

embedded S when it is the highest operator."

and
" NR [ Neg-raising — I.V.] is blocked, furthermore, in
imperatives." |

Both these conditions, however, are explicable in terms of
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our account. As we saw, the modal-like aspect of nomizo,
etc., is precluded in directives. This means that in his
Neg-raising-based account Seuren has to state as an ad hoc
restriction an otherwise naturally predictable and expli-
cable fact. Take now the other condition. If it is the
"emptiness" and transparency of nomizo, etc., that explains
the presence of negative polarity items in the positive
complement when the negative occurs in the main clause (cf.
1. in this chapter), the restriction that the alleged raising
apply only when negation is the highest operator in the
embedded S, is simply unnecessary: if finally the explanation
is to be found in the "emptiness" and transparency of the
main verb, and not in the transportation of the negative, the
latter will be generated in the main clause, and
it will unavoidably and necessarily be the highest operator
with respect to the embedded S. Thus the fact that
"[(47)] I don't suppose Fred often falls
asleep during meetings.

is semantically associated with ‘I suppose Fred doesn't

often fall asleep during meetings’ only, and never with

*I suppose Fred often doesn't fall asleep during

meetings’'" (Seuren, ibid.:193)

vill be automatically captured. Cf. also the MG analog:

(48) 86 nomizo pos o jénis sixnd apokimiéte sta

semindria.
not think (I) that ‘art.’ John often falls

-asleep during-the meetings.

wvhich cannot be said to be parallel to nomizo pos sixnd o

jédnis &én apokimiéte sta semindria (I think that John often
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doesn't fall asleep during the meetings), although it 1is

to a large extent parallel to nomizo pos o jénis 5én apo-

Kimidte sixnd sta semindria (I think that John doesn't

often fall asleep during the meetings). On the other hand,
if we — adopting the negative-raising hypothesis, as Seuren
does — assume that the negatives in (47) and (48) have ori-
ginated in the embedded sentence, we will have to make sure
‘that they have their sources in the structures that underlie

I suppose Fred doesn't often fall asleep during meetings and

nomizo pos o jénis &én apokimiéte sixnd sta semindria, res-

pectively, and not in the structures that underlie I suppose

Fred often doesn't fall asleep during meetings and nomizo pos

sixnd o‘jénis 8§én apokimidéte sta semindria, which are diffe- "~

rent in meaning. This is what Seuren's first condition above
does. In other words, this condition has been proposed to
eliminate undesirable possibilities that the negative-raising
hypothesis itself creates. If we do not proceed with this
hypothesis, we simply do not need this condition: if the ne-
gative in (47) and (48) is generated in the main clause, as
we argue, then it necessarily is the highest operator, and
the fact that often and sixnd can never have a wide scope
interpretation in these two sentences is readily predicted,
vithout the need of special conditions.

Finally, our hypothesis readily accounts for an impor-
tant semantic problem that the negative-raising hypothesis
leaves unexplained. It has been pointed out that there is a
slight difference in meaning between sentences like (49a) and

(49b):

(49) a. I think that he will not come.
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b. I do not think that he will come.

In particular, as Bolinger (see R, Lakoff 1969a) argues, the
second sentence shows that the speaker does not feel as sure
as he does in the first sentence. This slight difference in

meaning characterizes analogous pairs in MG as well:

(49') a. nomizo pos 88 $a érdi.

think (I) that not will come (he).

b, &¢ nomizo pos $a érdi,.

not think (I) that will come (he),

Probably, these facts can be given a natural account
if we accept that the main verb falls o r i ginally
within the scope of the negative in the b. sentences above,
rather than claim that they derive transformationally from
the structures that underlie the corresponding a.'s. In fact
it is only the alleged derivational connexion between these
sentences that creates the necessity of explaining their

slight semantic difference,

Neg-raising accounts, on the other hand, Héve to a
large extent ignored this boring difference in meaning.
Given, however, that most of them belong to the area of
generative semantics, it would be interesting to see hou
they could handle the semantic consequences that the raising
they proposed is shown to have. It would be also interesting
to see how they secure the semantic argument for Neg-raising
(see the introductory section in this chapter) against this

semantic difference.




153

3, Counterevidence for the negative-raising hypothesis

In the preceding three sections we have seen that
there are good grounds for the hypothesis that our except-
ional verbs have two aspects, a modal and a non-modal (de-
scriptive), and that it is only their modal aspect that allous
the semantic equivalence that the adherents of the negative-
raising hypothesis sought to explain in terms of a syntactic
transformation. This has an apparent implication'for this
latter hypothesis: one might draw the conclusion that the
ﬁegative;raising hypothesis should be associated vith, and
the relevant transformation should be restricted to, the
epistemic—modal—instances of our verbs only. This is not,
however, what we are aiming at. We think that the negative-
raising hypothesis should not simply be restricted to par-
ticular instances of our verbs: it should be entirely aban-
doned.

Below we shall see that there are two bundles of pro-
blems that justify this claim. The first concerns the nega-
tive-raising hypothesis as it is. The second concerns the
negative-raising hypothesis modified in accordance with

wvhat we have seen 8O far.

3,1 Problems of the present form of the negative-raising

hxgothesis.

In the framework of the negative-raising hypothesis
the presence of negative polarity items in the positive

complement of sentences like (50b)
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(50) a. pistévo pos 8én tin 18e kaddlu.
believe (I) that not her sav (he) at all.

(I believe that he did not see her at all).

b. &én pistévo pos tin ide kaddélu.
not believe (I) that her sav (he) at all.

(I do not believe that he sav her at all).

is explained in terms of an alleged derivational connexion
between this sentence and the structure that underlies (50a)
(cf. the argument about negative polarity items in the intro-
ductory section of this chapter). There are, however, many
curious (in this framework) cases of anomalous sentences that
puzzle this derivational connexion and question the relevant
argument. We examine some of them immediately below.

Consider the sentences in (51):

(51) a. pistepsa pos 8én tin i8e kaddlu.
believed (I) that not her sav (he) at all.

(I believed that he did not see her at all).

b. *&én pistepsa pos tin ide ka8dlu.
not believed (I) that her sav (he) at all.

(I did not believe that he saw her at all).

Given that (51'b)

(51'b) 8én pistepsa pos tin 1de.
p p p
not believed (I) that her sav (he).

(1 did not believe that he saw her).

is absolutely normal, we can argue that, unlike in (50), the
presence of a negative polarity item in a positive complement

creates anomaly in (51). The same holds in (52):
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(52) a. &a pistévo pos 8én tin Ide kaddlu.
will believe (I) that not her saw (he) at all.
(I will believe that he did not see her at

all).

b, *&& 8a pistévo pos tin I1de kaddlu.
not will believe (I) that her saw (he) at

all.

(I will not believe that he sav her at all).

Here too, the negative polarity item is responsible for the

anomaly, as the acceptability of (52'b) makes clear:

(52'b) &6 8a pistévo pos tin ide.
p
not will believe (I) that her saw.

(I will not believe that he sav her).

There is, therefore, counterevidence for the deriva-
tional connexions that the negative-raising hypothesis
postulates. And this gives rise to some questions. In
particular, if it is in fact its being derived from (50a)
that explains the acceptability of (50b), what can explaiﬁ
the unacceptability of (51b) and (52b)7? Or, why do these two
sentences deviate from the predictions of the negative-raising
hypothesis?

This hypothesis, as it is reported in the preceding
sections, is unable to provide us with adequate answers. It
can, though, protect itself from the relevant counterevi-
dence in terms of ad hoc constraints. There is one and only
difference between the acceptable and the unacceptable b.
sentences above: the former is in present tense whereas the
latter are in non-present tenses. This difference is not co-

incidental: as many parallel examples can show, the presence
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of a negative polarity item in a positive complement is
permissible o n 1y if the (negated) exceptional verb in
the main clause is in present tense. This fact means, in
terms of the negative-raising hypothesis, that for a deri-
vational connexion between structures like these in (50)-
(52) to be possible the main verb must be in the present,
It is obvious now that this condition can give the basis
for a constraint that could eliminate the generation of
anomalous sentences like (51b) or (52b). In particular, if
the operation of the syntactic rule of Neg-raising could
be somehow restricted to the present tense forms of our
exceptional verbs, the anomalous b. sentences above would
be automatically excluded.

A restriction as to tense, like e.g. ‘Neg-raising

may not apply on non-present forms of nomizo (think), pi-

stévo (believe), etc.’, however, cannot offer a satisfactory

solution: it by no means e x p 1 a in s the difference

in accéptability between the b. sentences above — as a

matter of fact, it avoids the problem, rather than solves it,

vhile the constraint it involves has no other motivation than

defending the relevant hypothesis against its own predictions.
The anomaly we have associated with tense is not, how-

ever, the only problem this hypothesis faces. Consider the

following examples:

(53) a. pistévo apélita pos &én tin ide ka3dlu.
believe (I) absolutely that not her saw
(he) at all.

(I absolutely believe that he did not see

her at all).
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b, *8én pistévo apblita pos tin Iée kaddlu.
not believe (I) absolutely that him saw

(he) ever.

Given that (53'b)

(53'b) 8én pistévo apélita pos tin fde.
not believe (I) absolutely that her saw (he).

(I do not absolutely believe that he saw her)

is absolutely normal, we can argue that it is the presence

of the negative pola;ity item ka$délu (at all) in the positive
complement (cf. the acceptability of the corresponding a. sen-
tence ) that renders the b. sentence above anomalous. This,
however, virtually contradicts the main point of the negative-
raising hypothesis. As we have seen, this hypothesis claims
that the presence of a negative polarity item in a positive
cpmplement cannot create anomaly provided that the main verb

nomizo (think), etc;, is negated. On the other hand, the dif-

ference in acceptability between (53b) and (53'b) makes clear
that the presence of a negative polarity item in a positive
complement under the same conditions (i.e. negation in the
main clause, etc.) does create anomaly. The negative-raising
hypothesis is then confronted with another piece of strong
counterevidence and it would be interesting to see how it
could come into terms with it.

There is one and only difference between the acceptable

(50b), repeated here,

(50b) &én pistévo pos tin 1ée kaddlu.

(1 do not believe that he saw her at all)

and the problematic (53b): the latter contains an adverb modi-
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fying the main verb vhile the former does not. Pursuing this
further we can see that (with the exception of adverbs like
grosogiké) the presence of an adverb in the main clause
renders the structures we are considering unacceptable. Ex-
pressing this fact in terms of the negative-raising hypothe-
sis ve can say that the negative of a complement containing

a negative polarity item cannot be raised when there is an
adverb like apdlita (absolutely) in the main clause. It is
obvious that this giyes the basis for a restriction on the
operation of Neg-raising that can cancel the unwvanted de-
rivation of sentences like (53b). However, like the restri-
ction discussed previously, this too cannot provide a deeper
explanation for the anomalous structures it is proposed to
handle. In fact it is an ad hoc restriction: the ohly moti-
vation it has is the protection of the relevant hypothesis
from its own wrong predictions.

Consider next the following sentences:

(54) a. o jénis lipéte pu pistévo pos 8én tin 1de
kaddélu.

‘art.’ John regrets that believe (I) that

not her saw (he) at all.

(John regrets that I believe that he did

not see her at all).

b. *o jénis lipé4te pu &én pistévo pos tin ide
kad8dlu.

art.’ John regrets that not believe (1)

that her saw (he) at all.

As with the b. sentences considered previously, the b. sen-
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tence here differs in acceptability from the corresponding
sentence that lacks the negative polarity item:
(54'b) o jénis lipdte pu &én pistévo pos tin Iéde.
*art.’ John regrets that not believe (I)
that her sav (he).
(John regrets that I do not believe that

he saw her).

The implications this has for the negative-raising hypothesis
are again obvious: the anomaly in the b. sentence above is
shown to be due to the presence of a negative polarity item
in its positive complement, and this is in conflict with the
basic syntactic point of the hypothesis.

As with the previous two pieces of counterevidence, the
negative;raising hypothesis can deal with counterexamples
like (54b) only in an ad hoc way. In particular, (54b) dif-
fers from the corresponding acceptable structures (cf. (50b)
above) only in that it contains a factive verb. Investigating
the significance of this difference further we can see that
in general if a negated form of nomfzo (think), pistévo (be-
lieve), etc., is preceded by a factive, then its positive
complement cannot contain a negative polarity item. This cha-
racteristic of our third piece of counterevidence leaves a
possible way out for the negative;raising hypothesis: it can
properly restrict the application of the relevant rule, so
that the generafion of unacceptable forms like that in (54b)
is excluded. This conditioning, however, as the other two
before, would seem to protect the negative-raising hypothesis
from its own consequences, rather than e x p 1 a i n the

unacceptability of the counterexamples.
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Continuing like this we can see that there are some
other pieces of counterevidence that this hypothesis is
unable to account fof. E.g. negated forms of our exceptional
verbs accompanied by an object; NP cannot have complements
featuring negative polarity items. The construction of ad
hoc restrictions is again necessary: Neg-raising must
be made inapplicable on instances of pistévo (believe), etc.
that co-occur with an object- NP,

On the basis of these facts we can maintain that there
are many cases in which the behaviour of our exceptional
verbs is by no means "exceptional”: they may exclude the
occurrence of a negative polarity item in a positive comple-
ment, as the other verbs in general do. The consequences this
has for the'negativeQraising hypothesis are obvious.

This hypothesis is shown to be in conflict with a
large amount of data of a considerable variety: it is
obvious that having an object; NP, or.being modified by an
adverb, or being in the past or the future,etc., characterizes
many, and not simply a restricted number of, instances of
our verbs; The extent and variety of these counterexamples,
as far as I can see, to a large extent question the genera-
lity of the main syntactic point of the hypothesis and
undermine the relevant syntactic argument (see the intro-
ductory section in this chapter). Given now that the other
arguments too have already been to a large extent questioned
(cf. the comments on the arguments that concern the semantic
equivalence and the condition of opposite polarity in the
formation of tags in 2.3), we can see that the argumentation
about the negative-raising hypothesis in general is consi-

derably weakened;
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It is not only this, howvever, that creates problems.
We have seen that the negative-raising hypothesis can accom-
modate the examples above only in terms of a series of other-
vise unmotivated restrictions of various kinds. This too
has some obvious consequences for the formulation of the
transformation this hypothesis proposes. We repeat them here.

First, the alleged movement of the negative should
be restricted according to the presence/non-presence of
factors such as ‘tense’, ‘object- NP’, ‘adverb’, etc.,
in order for the generation of the counterexamples to be
excluded. This, however, would result in a series of relevant
constraints that would make the transformation very much
complicated.

Second, as the discussion in the first sections of this
chapter has shown, the various factors involved in these con-
straints are related in a particular way: they favour the
lexical meaning, and thus cannot coexist in harmony together
vith the epistemic sense, of the verbs we have been dis-
cussing. The complicated conditioning of the Neg-raising
transformation, however, can hardly reflect this inner re-
lationship.

Third, what is more important, the involvement of
these factors itself is left unexplained: in the frame-
work of this hypothesis the tense of the main verb, its
being accompanied by an adverb and/or an object- NP, etc.,
are left to mysteriously determine the acceptability of
a negative polarity item (or the possibility of semantic
equivalence) without any further explanation.

In this connexion, there is a more general problem

that the syntactic rule the negative-raising hypothesis
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argues for is associated with. As we have seen (c¢f. the intro-
ductory section), Neg-raising is a minor rule of syntax: it
applies to a small number of verbs. This means that in addi-
tion to stipulating all the exceptions for the application

of this rule, a negative-raising based account will have to
mark, with some rule feature, the relevant verbs, so that
Neg-raising may not be applicable to any other verb, By as-
signing a rule feature to each of these verbs, however, such
an account can possibly put into their exceptional class an
arbitrarily chosen verb: the assignment of a necessary rule
feature does not recognise the possibility that these verbs
might be related in some inner way and that their behaviour with
respect to negation might be only one of the syntactic re-
flexes of some deeper relationship.

We can say, therefore, in conclusion that the negative-
raising hypothesis is not as plausible as it has been consi;
dered. There are too many counterexamples and the solutions
it can provide are quite unnatural. On the other hand, the

arguments on which it has been grounded are not strong enough.

3.2 A modified form of the negative-raising hypothesis

We have seen that our hypothesis can naturally explain
the involvement of factors like ‘tense’, etc., in the pheno-
mena that the negative-raising hypothesis sought to explain
in terms of a transformation (cf. sections 2.1, 2.2). We
have also seen that it connects these (superficially quite
unrelated) factors under a common characteristic, i.e. their
imposing a descriptive (: non modal) interpretation, and that it

reveals a deeper relationship between the exceptional verbs
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involved in these phenomena, i.e. their sharing a (subjective)
epistemic modal aspect. It is then obvious that an analysis
on the basis of this hypothesis could not be challenged on
the grounds of what we saw in the end of the preceding se-
ction. This might make one think that a modification of the
negative-raising hypothesis in accordance with the distinctions
of our hypothesis would offer the ideal solution. There are,
however, some difficulties which do not encourage such a mo-
dification. We discuss them immediately below.

Suppose thét ve restrict the negative-raising hypothesis
to what we have called epistemic modal aspect of our verbs.
In that case the rule of Neg-raising will be applicable to
epistemic modal-like instances of these verbs only, and the
problems pointed out in the previous section will be auto-

matically avoided; More analytically, suppose that we dis-

tinguish between two nomizo's (think's), etec., in the lexicon

by constructing two different entries for each of our excep-

tional verbs, one, say, nomizo, (think,),etc., being marked

as [+modall, the other, say, nomizo, (think,),etc., as [-modal].

nomizo; (think;), etc., will be associated with some syntactic

characteristics relating to the phenomena discussed above

(i.e. no past or future tense forms, no imperatives or sub-

junctives, no object- NP's, etc.). Similarly, nomizo, (think,),
etc., will be marked with its own syntactic characteristics:

its occurrence will be excluded by the proform étsi (so) (na-

complements will also exclude nomizo:,etc., in MG). Thus, any

instance of nomizo (think), etc., will be, or will not be,

subject to the Neg-raising transformation on the basis of its
syntacticosemantic dimensions: the relevant rule will be made

applicable to nomizo;(think,),etc., and inapplicable to nomizo,




l64

(think,). This grafting of our distinction epistemic modal-like/
non-modal (descriptive) into the negative-raising hypothesis,
however, has some undesirable consequences.

Firét, there seems to be no deeper relationship be-
tween the semantic notion ‘epistemic modality’ and the syn-
tactic rule of Neg-raising. This presumably means that in
the framework of the modified form of the negative-raising
hypothesis nothing would prevent this rule from being asso-
ciated with the descriptive (non-modal) aspect of the ex-
ceptional verbs as well. In other vords, in this framework
it simply happens that this rule is restricted to the epi-
stemic modal instances of these verbs: it could be restricted
to an arbitrarily chosen aspect or apply to both. The modi-
fied negative-raising hypothesis then appears, on the one
hand, to recognize the decisive involvement of the notion
of epistemic modality in the peculiarities it tries to
account for and, on the other hand, to entrust their‘explaQ
nation to something different, i.e. to a syntactic transfor-
mation: the involvement of this modality is reduced to the
conditioning of this transformation. This conditioning
could be changed without any consequence for the nature and
content of the syntactic solution this modified version of
the negative-raising hypothesis proposes.

Second, the grafting of the distinctions of our hypo-
thesis into the negative-raising hypothesis gives rise to
another problem related to the above. Under its new form the
negative-raising hypothesis does not actually associate the

exceptional behaviour of our verbs with the exceptional se-
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mantic characteristics they possess (cf. section 1). That is,
it provides no answer for questions such as ‘Why it is only
this particular class of verbs that displays this behaviour?’
or ‘Why is the conditioning of Neg-raising necessary?’. This
means that in the modified negative-raising hypothesis the
problem is left unrelated with its exclusive source (exactly
like the solution of this problem is; cf. the previogus para-
graph).

Finally, the new form of the negative-raising hypothe-
sis fails to relate the epistemic aspect of our exceptional
verbs with the impoverished syntactic contexts in which they
occur when associated with that aspect: indeed,Athe more
"enriched" with items such as objects, adverbs, etc., their
syntactic environments are, the more difficult it is for
them to have their epistemic aspect. In this sense, it
would not be unjustifiable to suppose that the notion
‘epistemic’, as we have been using it so far, is not a " * "
situation, but a graded phenomenon perhaps. We return to
this in the following section. It can be said, however, here
that the new form of the negative-raising hypothesis would
be unable to handle such a gradience from the modal-like
to the descriptive sense,.

For all these reasons we believe that the modified
negative~raising hypothesis offers no satisfactory solution
and sould be abandoned in favour of another theory which
can naturally account for the relevant problems. The

nature of these problems makes it clear that the new theory
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should be semantic rather than syntactic, and in some
vay incorporate the hypothesis we have been defending
from the beginning of this chapter. In the following sec-

tion we try to sketch such a theory,.

4, A tentative solution

We have suggested on both semantic and syntactic

grounds that verbs of mental state like nomizo (think) etc.,

have a descriptive and a modal-like (non descriptive) as-
pect; and that their exceptional behaviour is to be associ-
ated with the latter aspect only. We have provided (cf.
1. in this chapter) a rather figurative explanation for
this: that deprived of their descriptive sense in their
modal-like instances our exceptional verbs become more or
less weak and transparent, and this makes them unable to
absorb the preceding negative so that it can reach and
affect the complement as well, It is obvious, however,
that a more serious theoretical explanation is needed.
Below we shall see what theory could possibly provide
such an explanation. We shall also present some relevant
evidence from MG and explain in what respects this theory
is superior to the negative-raising theory.

We can argue that in general negative attitudes of
certain types to a proposition are near-identical with
positive attitudes to the negation of that proposition;
and that the same is not true of statements about propo-

sitions. A parallel suggestion is made in Stockwell et al.

(1973:255)
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" ... a negative attitude toward a positive
sentence may be very nearly or perhaps per-
fectly equivalent to a positive attitude
toward a negative sentence."

On this theoretical basis we could explain the phe-
nomena of semantic equivalence that the negative-raising
hypothesis tried to accommodate in syntactic terms. In
particular, as it has been pointed out above (see 1.), our
exceptional verbs express someone's (normally the speaker's)
personal commitment to the truth of a proposition. That is,
they are not statements of facts: they simply express
speaker's attitude to the truth of the embedded proposition.
In that sense they fall within the limits of our theoreti-
cal explanation. The same suggestion, that subjective
epistemic modals may have no place in statements of facts,
is indirectly made in Lyons (1977):

" Subjectively modalized statements (if
indeed they can be properly called state-
ments) are statements of opinion, or hearsay,
of tentative inference, rather than state-
ments of fact; and they are reported as
such." (p. 799).

Unfortunately, there are not many ways of testing
the reliability of this theoretical explanation: with the
exception of our verbs of mental state, the only other
verbs that may express epistemic modality are the relevant

modal auxiliary verbs bori (may), etc. Nevertheless,
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tHérevideﬁggrgﬁey can prviHE ié; I think, sufficient to

show that the explanation of the exceptional behaviour of

the verbs nomizo (think), etc., on the theoretical grounds

above is not cyclical., Consider the following examples:

(55) a., borf na min tus éferan dlus.
may (it) that not them brought (they)

all | accus. ],

(They may not have brought all of them).

b. &é bori na tus éferan d6lus.
not may (it) that them brought (they)

all [ accus. J.

(They may not have brought all of them).

In this pair we have a case of semantic equivalence analogous

to the ones we have been considering so far: as with our ex-

ceptional verbs nomfzo (think), etc., the negation of bori

(may) ete., in b. can reach and affect the complement as well.
The only difference between the two cases of semantic equi-
valence is that in the second, the one with real modals, the
negative i n v ar iab ly reaches the complement, while
in the first case, given the double nature of our exceptional
verbs, it can also be absorbed by the main verb and not reach
the complement (non-modal use), according to the presence/
non;presence of several factors pointed out above. The slight
semantic difference between thé a, and b, sentences that has
been noted with respect to analogous pairs with nomfzo (think),
etc. (cf. 2.3 in this chapter), is also present here: in the

b. sentence above the speaker has more reservations about the
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truth of the embedded proposition ‘They brought them all’
than he does in the corresponding a. sentence. Cf. the
slight difference in acceptability between the following
disjunctions:
(56) a. bori na min tus éferan 6lus I bori ke na
tus éferan.

(They may or may not have brought them

all).

b. 2?68é bori na tus éferan dlus I bori ke na

tus éferan.

This difference becomes more obvious if we have two sen-

tences in a. and b. separated by a comma, as in (56'):

(56') a. bori na min tus éferan G6lus, bori ke na

tus éferan.

b. *&é& bori na tus éferan dlus, bori ke na

tus éferan.

As far as I can see, the b.'s above sound odd because their
second parts contradict the grave reservations the first
parts express about the factuality of the complement.

We can maintain, therefore, that the behaviour of
real modals "copies" the "exceptional" behaviour of our
peculiar verbs of mental state. This impressive parallelism,
together with the undoubted fact that modals like bori (may)
express attitudes to propositions, rather than make state-
ments about propositions, lends a sort of external support
to the semantic explanation we have proposed as an alter-

native for the negative-raising approach.
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Let us nowv try to illustrate this semantic explanation
further by focusing on the main points of its difference
from its syntactic rival.

The semantic approach we are defending here will have
only one entry for each of our exceptional verbs in the
lexicon, with a comprehensive syntactic specification, unlike
the modified negative~raising hypothesis which postulates two

different entries (cf. 3.2). Thus, nomizo (think), etc., will

be allowed to occur in all contexts and the interpretation
vill be given in terms of specific interpretation rules,
according to the syntactic environment (i.e. presence of
an object- NP, etc.) and/or ‘mood’, ‘tense’, ‘person’, etc.
Making, however, the interpretation of our exceptional verbs
directly dependent on these factors has an important con-
sequence: it enables this interpretation to handle the
interaction between these factors and capture the g r a d i-
ence from non-descriptive (subjective epistemic modal)
to full descriptive (non-modal) verbs, which the negative-
raising hypothesis is unable to detect.

More analytically, as it has been pointed out above
(see, for example, section 2.1.1, footn.), nomizo (as well
as think in English) is more modal-like than the other verbs
of that exceptional class. In fact, there seems to be a
gradience from the primary modals to the descriptive verbs:
our "negative-raising" verbs (cf. also verbs like need in
Fnglish, usually called ‘semi-modals’) seem to fill in
the gap between the two major categories, without defi-
nitely belonging to the one or the other. The more

enriched the syntactic context, the further away wve
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move from the modal interpretation and towards the full
lexical one, the distance between the two being a continuum
with a real modal on one side and a descriptive verb on the
other.

Lyons (1977:776) points out an interesting, as he
characterizes it, fact, which is simply an instance of this
gradience due to the interaction of the factors ‘tense’
and ‘person’:

" What is interesting about [(57) I didn't think he

would do it —I.V.] is that, although it has a first

person subject, it is in the past tense. In this
respect it stands mid-way between

[(58)] I don't think he'll do it

and

[(59)] She didn't think he would do it.

Now [(59) ] is much closer, semantically, to

[(60) ] She thought he wouldn't do_ it

than [(58) ] is to
[(61)] I think (that) he won't do it."

It is not, however, only semantic facts that witness
this gradience. The latter is also underlined by the syn-
tactic fact that our exceptional verbs are associated with
two types of complement (oti and na) in MG, where oti com-
plements are almost unexceptionaliy associated with non-modal
verbs and na complements are the only ones modal verbs can
normally have (at this point, the fact that our exceptional
verbs can have only a modal-like interpretation when followed
by a na complement (cf. 2.1.2) cannot be irrelevant); simi-

larly, the gradience is underlined in English by the fact
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that these verbs combine syntactic characteristics of the
two major classes: in particular, although they otherwise
share many of the idiosyncratic Characteristics of modals,
they are, on the other hand, associated with that comple-
ments, which are not characteristic of real modals.

Having only one entry for each of our exceptional
verbs‘in the lexicon has another consequence. In addition
to allowing gradience, it does not bifurcate the lexicon.
Indeed, our account claims that the epistemic modal inter-
pretation of these verbs is a function of (a) the semantic
features of these verbs and (b) the reduced syntactic
context.

Finally, our semantic account does not need a special
syntactic rule, a minor rule, like that adopted by the ne-
gative-raising accounts, to explain the behaviour of the
so-called "negative-raising" verbs: it simply associates
them with an already existing class of verbs, the modals
— a generalization that is missing in negative-raising
accounts.

In this framework the occurrence of negative polarity

items in the positive complements of 8¢ nomizo oti (I don't

think that), etc., could be explained on the basis of the

hypothesis that expressions like &8 nomizo oti (I don't
think that), etc., may create an affective environment.
This hypothesis is not very arbitrary: given that such
expressions show speaker's negative attitude to a propo-
sition, it seems quite reasonable to consider these expres-

sions themselves, i.e. && nomizo oti (I don't think that),

etc., as ‘affective’ expressions and enumerate them among
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the factors that may create affective environments, i.e.
negation and questions.

The plausibility of this hypothesis is also under-
lined by the inner relationship of these expressions to
the other two main ‘affective’ factors. Their relationship
with negation is evident: they contain negation themselves.
Their relationship with questions is pointed out in Lyons
(1977) on independent grounds:

" This suggests that subjectively modalized utterances,
unlike categorial assertions and objectively modalized
statements, are not acts of telling; and that their
illocutionary force is in this respect similar to that
of questions, which are also non-factive (...) There
is of course an obvious difference between putting
forward the opinion, with greater or less confidence
and authority, that such and such may be, or must be,
so and asking (or wondering) whether such and such
is in fact so. In both cases, however, there is an
overt indication of the speaker's unwillingness or
inability to endorse, or subscribe to, the factuality
of the proposition expressed in his utterance; and
both of them may well originate in the same psycholo-
gical state of doubt." (pp. 799-800).

It is worth pointing out here that on such a basis
it could be possible to explain naturally the fact that
superficially quite different things, i.e. negation, on the
one hand, and questions, on the other, may have the same
effects, i.e. render their environments affective: if it is

true that negating and questioning a proposition indicate
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the speaker's refusal and unwillingness, respectively, to
subscribe to the factuality of this proposition, we can
legitimately speak of a sort of inner relationship of
negation with question and of both with the notion of
‘affectiveness’. Provided that this latter relationship in
fact exists, we can naturally explain the association of

expressions like 6¢é nomizo oti (I don't think that), etc.,

with the phenomena of negative polarity items that the
negative-raising hypothesis sought to explain in terms of
its syntactic rule: such expressions actually indicate the
speaker's doubt about the factuality of a proposition and
thus can on this basis be enumerated among negation and
question as factors of affectiveness — a generalization

wvhich is also missed by the negative-raising hypothesis.

5. Summary

On the grounds of what we have seen so far we can
suggest that a semantic account like that defended here is
preferable to the syntactic solution of the Negative-raising
rule and the relevant hypothesis. It is obvious that the latter
is unable to handle the gradience from the category ‘des-
criptive verb’ to the category *modal verb’: in its modified
form (see 3.2) it distinguishes between tvo different forms,

nomizo, and nomizo, (think: and think,), etc., in the lexicon,

assigning them the features [ +modal ] and [-modal], i.e.
strictly associating them with either the category ‘modal’
or the category ‘descriptive verb’; that is, it does not

actually recognise the existence of an intermediate category
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of verbs comprising both a ‘modal’-like and a ‘descriptive
verb’-like aspect. Besides it misses some important and
plausible generalizations and cannot account naturally

for the semantic facts that seem to point to these gene-
ralizations. Finally, what seems to be the most serious
shortcoming, it tries to explain some phenomena which have
been shown here to be clearly semantic in terms of a
syntactic transformation which, as a matter of fact, is

otherwise unmotivated.
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CHAPTER 111

NEGATION AND QUANTIFIERS

0, Introduction

Among the more common quantifiers in MG are the fol-

loving (capital letters indicate emphatic stress):

kag8énas or kasis (everyone, every)
6los (all)

polis (many, much)
liyos ((a) few)

képjos (someone, some)

kanénas or kanis (and

KANENAS or KANIS) (anyone, any)

There are some interesting structural differences between

these quantifiers. Consider the following examples:

(1) a. érxete (o) kalénas ipopsifios ke rotéd.
comes (‘art.’) everyone candidate and asks.
(Every candidate comes and asks (for infor-

mation)) .

b, érxonde 61i i ipopsifii ke rotdn.

come all the candidates and ask.

c. érxonde poli ipopsifii ke rotdn.

come many candidates and ask.

d., érxonde 1iji ipopsifii ke rotdn.

come (a) few candidates and ask.
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érxete kdpjos ipopsifios ke rotd.

comes someone candidate and asks,

*&rxete kanis ipopsifios ke rotd.

comes anyone candidate and asks.

*&rxete KANIS ipopsifios ke rotd.

comes anyone candidate and asks.

As the difference in acceptability between (1f-g) and the

other examples in (1) shows clearly, the indefinite kanis

together with its emphatic form KANIS, is the only quanti-

fier among those listed above that cannot occur in affir;

mative sentences with indicatives,

Look now at (2)-(4) below:

(2)

(3)

8.

érxete (o) ka%énas ipopsifios ke rotéd?
comes (‘art.’) everyone candidate and asks?

(Does every candidate come and ask?).

érxonde 61i i ipopsifii ke rotdn?

come all the candidates and ask?

érxonde poll ipopsifii ke rotdn?

come many candidates and ask?

grxete kanis ipopsifios ke rotd?

comes anyone candidate and asks?

*&rxete KANIS ipopsifios ke rota?

comes anyone candidate and asks?

na érxete (o) ka%énas ipopsifios ke na rotéd.
‘s.m.’ comes (‘art.’) everyone candidate
and ‘s.m.’ asks.

(Every candidate should come and ask) .
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na érxonde 61i i ipopsifii ke na rotdn.

*s.m.’ come all the candidates and ‘s.m.

ask.

na érxonde polf ipopsifii ke na rotdn.

s.m.” come many candidates and ‘s.m.’ ask.

A

.
.
3

na érxete kanis ipopsifios ke na rotd.
*s.m.’ comes anyone candidate and ‘s.m.’

asks.
*na érxete KANIS ipopsifios ke na rotéd.

‘s.m.’ comes anyone candidate and ‘s.m.’

asks.

réta ka8éna ipopsifio.
ask (you) everyone candidate.

(Ask every candidate).

réta 8lus tus ipopsifius.

ask (you) all the candidates.

réta polds ipopsifius.
ask (you) many candidates.

réta kanéna ipopsifio.

ask (you) anyone candidate.

*réta KANENA ipopsifio.

ask (you) anyone candidate.

It can easily be seen that the indefinite kanis, unlike

its emphatic form KANIS, is acceptable in interrogative

sentences (compare (2f) with (2g)) and in sentences that

exemplify subjunctives (compare (3f) with (3g)) or impe-
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ratives (compare (4f) with (4g)).

See, finally, (5) below:

(5) {iinmin} édrxete (o) ka8énas ipopsifios.
{nOt } (e t 9) di
‘e.m.’not] comes art. everyone candidate.
b. {iznmin} érxonde 61i i ipopsifii.
{?Ztm ’not} come all the candidates.
c. {2Snmin} érxonde polf ipopsifii.
{?gtm ’not} come many candidates,
5én c e .
f. {na min} érxete kanis ipopsifios.
?gtm ’not} comes anyone candidate.
5én . .
g. {na mIn} érxete KANIS ipopsifios.
{?Ztm ’not} comes anyone candidate.

(5f-g) show that both the emphatic form KANIS and the indefi-
nite non-emphatic kanis can occur in negative sentences.

As our examples so far make clear, the quantifiers
listed above do not share the same environments. In parti-
cular, kanis and its emphatic form KANIS, especially the
latter, have a restricted distribution., In the sections to
follow (1.1, 1.2, 1.3) we shall concentrate mainly upon the
differences between the definite and the indefinite forms
of the existential quantifier: we shall see that the distin-

ction képjos/kanis (KANIS) in MG parallels to some extent

the distinctionlsome/anx in English, and, what is more
striking, that the two forms kanis and KANIS appear to fit

the two analyses proposed for the English any by Vendler (1967)
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and Quine (1960), respectively., In the last part of this
chapter (2.1 and 2.2) we shall examine the difficulties
that the determination of relative scope in negative sen-

tences containing quantifiers involves.,.

1. Definite vs, indefinite quantifiers

The relation between definite and indefinite quanti-
fiers is connected with two things: the problems its ana-
lysis involves and the notion of ‘affectiveness’., We shall
see these first, and then we shall try to investigate csome
of the relevant problems that the analysis of the triple

kdpjos, kanis and KANIS faces in MG.

1.1 The feature ‘'affective’

In his analysis of English Klima (1964) tries to ex-
plain the nature of the grammatical similarities between
neq, wh, and only by assuming that "morphemes can be further
analyzed into bundles of grammatico-semantic features" (op.
cit.:312), He describes the similarities between the three
elements as resulting from their sharing a common grammatico-
semantic feature, the feature ‘affective’, and further
assumes that a quantifier may appear as an indefinite if it
is 'in construction with’ a constituent that contains the
grammatico-semantic feature ‘affective’. We discuss his notion
‘in construction with’ in the next section. We can say, how-
ever, here that, if we assume the presence of such a common
feature in the grammatico-semantic analysis of the environ-

ments that favour the occurrence of indefinites in MG, then
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we must accept that interrogative sentences (see (2) above),
negative sentences (see (5)), and sentences with subjunctive (see
(3)) or imperative (see (4)) mood share the feature affec-
tive in this language. These are not, however, the only
constituents that provide a favourable environment for the
appearance of indefinite quantifiers in MG: conditionals
or the future marker $a, as well as several words or ex-
pressions (e.g. the frequence adverb péte-pdéte (nov and
then)), among others, normally favour the indefinite forms,
Cf. (6) and (7):

(6) a. an erxdtan kanis ipopsifioé 8a éfevya.

if came anyone candidate would leave (I).

b. 8a ér8i kanis ipopsifios ke &¢é 8a mas vri.
will come anyone candidate and not will (he)

us find.

(7) érxete péte-péte kanis ipopsifios.

comes now-and-then anyone candidate.

We will return to the notion of ‘affectiveness’ in MG later
on, in our discussion of the non-emphatic and the emphatic

forms of kanis.

1.2 Some explanations for indefinite quantifiers

In this section we shall sketch a number of attempts
to analyze the behaviour of indefinite quantifiers and their
relationship with the corresponding definite. Some familia-
rity with the problems involved and the relevant proposals
will be helpful in the examination of our kanis (and KANIS)

later on.
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Klima (1964) sought to explain the occurrence of in-
definite quantifiers in terms of a transformational rule, the
Indef incorporation, which optionally incorporated the symbol
‘Indef(inite)’ into the quantifier. That is, in the pre-
Katz-Postal framework of Klima's analysis of negation, sen-

tences like (8a) and (8b) below

(8) a. I did not take some apples.
b, I did not take any apples.

have a common deep structure, the second deriving (optionally)
from the first by means of his Indef incorporation. More ana-
lytically, this rule says that some items, including quanti-
fiers, change to an indefinite form wvhen they are "in con-
struction with" an affective constituent. The notion ‘in

construction with’ is explained by Klima as follows:

w\\\\\\
y//////ll % 2
x3////\\\\\x”
xs////\\\\\x6
" A constituent (for example, x* or x>) is "in con-
struction with" another constituent (in this case x3)
if the former is dominated by (that is, occurs some-
wvhere lower down the branch of) the first branching
node (that is, x?) that dominates the latter (x3).n"
(op. cit.:297).
Since now neg occurs in pre-Sentencial position in Klima's
theory of negation, any constituent in the same S (except
the S itself) is "in construction with" neg: the quanti-

fier some in (8a) then obviously satisfies all the con-

ditions for the operation of the (optional) Indef incorpo-
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ration rule, and thus can change to the indefinite form
any.

Ross (1967), on the other hand, argues that the no-
tion 'in construction with’ is not the proper one for the
analysis of negation phenomena and that the notion ‘command’,
first introduced by Langacker is preferable to it:
according to Langacker (1969 :167)

" We will say that a node A '"commands" another node B if
(1) neither A nor B dominates the other; and (2) the S-
node that most immediately dominates A also dominates
B."

In particular, like Klima, Ross assumes that the occurrence

of anyone in sentences like
(9) That anyone came surprised Bill.

is due to the operation of a transformation, the some-any
rule, as Klima's Indef incorporation rule is informally
called. But, he also observes, the notion ‘in construction
vith’ is not the proper one to condition this rule: anyone
is not in construction with the verb surprise, which is
supposed to be the necessary affective constituent in (9);5
it is commanded by surgrise.

Jackendoff (1969:219 footn.) points out, however, that
if this were the case, i.e. if surprise were an affective

verb,

" ye would expect also *¥That Bill came surprised anyone

just as we get any with Affective verbs such as deny

and defy: I deny anyone the privilege of playing in

tune; I defy anyone to contradict my grandmother."

Obviously, anyone in the ungrammatical sentence above both

is in construction with and is commanded by surprised.
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Therefore, he concludes, sentence (9) involves a different
rule and has no bearing on the issue. Jackendoff defends
the syntactic relation ‘in construction with’ and, exten-
ding the Lexicalist Hypothesis in Chomsky (1970), propases
a "Lexicalist version of the some-any rule". He considers
that some and any (once and ever, etc.) are not variant
forms for single lexical items, but separate lexical items
differing by the feature [%tX] (some is [+X]), and formu-
lates the following surface structure interpretive rule:

[-X] in construction with AfFective}
[+X] elsewhere

[ +indeterminate] -+ {
Convention: If an indeterminate is unspecified with re-
spect to X, the rule fills in the feature
according to the environment. If the inde-
terminate is already marked with respect to
X, the sentence is marked semantically ano-
malous if the inherent feature and the fea-
ture assigned by the rule disagree. (1969:
232).
This rule operates on the output of an informally described
scope rule which interprets derived structure., In particular
neg is generated in its surface structure constituent and
transformations apply freely to these (quite similar to the
surface) structures; after the last transformational rule
has applied, the scope rule raises neg from the node on
vhich it originates to a dominating node, expanding thus
the scope of neg to larger and larger constituents.
Lasnik (1976:85), on the other hand, points out that
the employment of the notion ‘in construction with’, rather

than ‘command’, in Jackendoff (1969) (see the latter's
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some-any rule above) leads us to some problematic predi-

ctions:

1"

The presence of the indefinite in 94 [No one said
anything — I.V.] shows that the direct object po-
sition is, in Jackendoff's terms, within the scope

of negation. The negation, however, is within the
subject NP (...) But anything is not in construction
wvith neg; it is commanded by neg. One can conclude,
therefore, that the relevant structural properties
are COMMANDED, as in 94, and PRECEDE to rule out cases
in which the indefinite precedes the neg. Thus, a po-
sition can be within the scope of negation if neg
both precedes and commands that position."

Jackendoff (1972) presents a modified version of the

interpretive theory in Jackendoff (1969) which is not sub-

ject

to the criticism above. The syntactic notion ‘in con-

struction with’ has no significance in this version. It is

claimed that the scope of negation consists of everything

commanded by the negative morpheme and to its right:

... in Klima's analysis, the scope is determined at a
point in the derivation when sentence negation is the
leftmost daughter of S, whereas in our analysis, the
scope of negation must be determined from the surface
structure configuration. For example, in (8.,136), any
is not in construction with negation in the sprface
structure, because none is dominated by the subject
NP, which does not dominate any.

(8.136) None of these examples]NP will con-

[NP
vince anyone.

Hence we must replace Klima's structural condition in
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construction with by command, which allows any in

(8.136) to be within the scope of negation, but ex-
cludes cases such as (8.137).
(8.137) *The man [S vho I didn't see]s bought
anything.
Also because the scope of negation is to be determined
at the surface, the left to right condition must be
added in order to distinguish between, for example,
(8.138) and (8.139).
(8.138) I told nobody any of my jokes.
(8.139) *I told anybody none of my jokes.
Thus the difference in scope of negation between
Klima's analysis and the present one is simply a re-
sult of the different nature of the analyses;" (op.
cit.:349-50).
Jackendoff's new approach is essentially based on the obser-
vation that indefinite NP's in negative sentences cannot
have a specific reading:
" it is difficult to conceive of a situation in which

one would say [ John didn't catch a fish — I.V.] with

a particular fish in mind." (p.300).
The non-specificity in sentences like that in the quotation
is attributed to the presence of the operator neg:

" ... the modal operator neg imposes the condition that

there are no identifiable referents for NPs dependent

on it." (p.348).
And the preference of any to positions where it is depen-
dent on neg is explained in terms of its inherent properties.
Vendler (1967), as we shall see below, has analysed any as

presenting an offer to the hearer to choose a referent for
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the NP it accompanies. Extending his analysis Jackendoff
points out that, among others, negative contexts exemplify
a situation in which the choice is left open to the hearerj
hence the naturalness of any in positions dominated by neg.
This explanation, however, has not been largely accepted.
Lasnik (1976) and Kroch (1975), for example, following the
analysis of any in Quine (1960), describe it as an instance
of the universal quantifier, and not as presenting an offer
to the hearer. We shall return to this dispute later on.

Finally, Lasnik (1976) regards some, several, etc.,

‘as markers of reference (he calls them [+some] quantifiers)

and accounts for the ungrammaticality of sentences like his

(10) *Not {iimzral} of the problems were solved.

in terms of the scope rule

Quant [+negated] / not —
and the following redundancy rule

[+negated ] + [-referentiall
Some, e.g;, in (10) will be assigned the feature [ +negated ]
by the first rule, while the redundancy rule will give a
feature (i.e; [-referentiall ) to it that is inconsistent
vith its inherent properties: the ungrammaticality of (10)
is the result of this (semantic) conflict. If nov a quanti-
fier is not marked [-referentiall by the above rules, it is
subject to a set of rules that Lasnik informally describes

as follows:

a. Quant -+ [-specific ]/ certain modal contexts,
including conditionals

and guestions,
b. Quant > [ +specific ]/ elseuwhere,

Thus the occurrence of any, which Lasnik considers as le-
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xically marked non-specific, in contexts other than the
negative seems to be easily handled: anyone in (11), e.q.,

(Lasnik's (96))
(11) *Anyone showed up.

cannot be subject to rule a., above, while the assignment
of the feature [+specific] by rule b, contradicts its in-

herent features.

As our discussion thus far has shown, the behaviour

and interrelationship of some (someone, etc.) and any

(anyqne, etc.) are not very clear. Indeed, there are some
syntactically definable affective environments where some
and any seem to be interchangeable; the presence of not in
(8), for example, makes any in (8b) as acceptable as some
in (8a). Questions, however, like '0On what grounds are
sentences like (8a) and (8b) differentiated?’ or ‘What
changes does the substitution of any for some involve?’
have not yet been answered satisfactorily (see Lyons 1977:
457). The suggestion (cf. Jackendoff 1972, Lasnik 1976)
that the difference between some and any could be analysed
in terms of features like [*specific] or [*referential ]
seems to account for only some instances of the interchan-
geability of some and any. As R, Lakoff (1969b) has shown,
factors like speaker's and hearer's beliefs about the vorld,
previous discourse, etc.,, must also be taken into account.
The behaviour of the corresponding MG quantifiers
kanis (any, anyone) and kdpjos (some, someone) gives rise
to many parallel problems., Their relations and their inter-
action with negation are far from clear. But what makes

their case even more difficult is the parallel existence

of the emphatic form KANIS, wvhich, as we shall see, has
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some puzzling structural, semantic and functional dif-
ferences from the corresponding nonQemphatic form of the
modifier. We discuss below some aspects of the use of
kdpjos, kanis and KANIS, and examine some of the relevant

problems.

1;3 The triple képjos, kanis and KANIS

It has been suggested above (see the introductory

section in this chapter) that képjos, kanis and KANIS do

not have the same distribution. In particular, we sav that,
unlike the other two, képjos can occur in non-affective
contexts as well (cf. (1)), while the occurrence of KANIS
is even more Testricted than that of the non-emphatic in-
definite kanis (cf. (2)-(4)). There is, however, a parti-
cular context that all three share: as (5) shous, képjos,
kanis and KANIS are acceptable in negative sentences. Be-
low we shall try to show that the acceptability of all
three in the same (:negative) environment is not a matter
of free variation and that the choice of one over the other

has considerable semantic consequences.
1.3.1 képjos

kdpjos shares some of the characteristics of some in
English but their use is not absolutely parallel in the two
languages. We compare the two modifiers below in order to
illustrate the specific features of the former.

Lyons (1977:452ff) distinguishes between determiners

and quantifiers in the following (informal) way:
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" ... a determiner tells us which member of which subset
of a set of entities is being referred to; a quantifier
tells us how many entities or how much substance is
being referred to," (p;455);

The distinction he makes is relevant to the two aspects

that the use of some has been shown to have: some (someone,

etc.) can be used specifically or non-specifically (cf. Las-
nik 1976:49ff; also, Lyons 1977:189,455), In particular,
Lyons points out, under its specific use, some is clearly
comparable with determiners, rather than quantifiers. Under
its other use, however, the status of some is rather ob-
scure; it can be used either as a determiner or as a quanti-
fiers
" If the phrase ‘some students’ is in implicit or expli-
cit contrast with ‘other students’, ‘some’ is a deter-
miner; if ‘some students’ is in contrast, whether ex-
plicit or implicit, with ‘all (the) students’, ‘some’
is a quantifier."

Like some, kdpjos can be used either specifically or

non-specifically. Cf., the ambiguity as to the specific/non-

specific reference of kdpjon in (12):

(12) poté &én éxi milisi se képjon sinddelfd tu.
never not has spoken to some colleague (of)
his.
(He has never spoken to some colleague).
kdpjon here can refer either to a specific person (specific
reading) or to more than one, non-specific, persons (non;
specific reading); hence, (12) can be followed by sentences

like ‘I know that colleague very well’ or sentences like

‘He avoids everyone’,
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kdpjos, hovever, is not parallel in all respects with
some. Consider the example below:

(13) A: ton anayndérisan 61i i fitités tu?

L3

him recognized all ‘art.’ students his?
(Did all his students recognize him?).

B: ©6xi. ton anayndrisan {gii;g§i}

no. him recognized some (of them).

(No. (Only) some of them recognized him).

The acceptability of ton anayndrisan kdpji (fitités) (Some of

his students recognized him) shous that the oddity of kdpji
in (13) is due to the fact that the NP it introduces is in
contrast with ‘all (the) students’. Unlike some, then, ké-
pjos appears to have the status of a determiner only (even
when it is used non-specifically): that is, kdpjos can be
in implicit or explicit contrast with ‘other students’ only
(see the above quotation), irrespectively of its specific
or non-specific use, And if the MG analog of ‘some students’
is in contrast, either implicit or explicit, with ‘all (the)
students’, it is normally introduced by the quantifier me-
riki (several), instead of kdpjos.

That képjos functions as a determiner, rathef than as
a marker of quantity, gains additional support from the
following fact. In general adverbs like mdno (only), which
are related to quantity, rather than to specificity, cannot
accompany NP's introduced by kdpji. Look at the kdpji- ver-
sions of (l4a-b):

meriki

?*képji} méno ton xtipisan.

(14) a. A

some [ pl.] only him hit.
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meriki }

b. ton anayndrisan mdéno . e
v {?*kapgl

him recognized only some [pl.].

That the unacceptability of képjos in (14) is in fact due
to its being modified by méno (only) becomes obvious if
ve compare the odd versions of (14a-b) with the acceptable

a. and b. in (14')
(14') a. képji, méno ton xtipisan.
b. ton anaynérisan méno, kdpji.

vhere méno is intonationally attached to another consti-
tuent, and not to kdpji and képjus, respectively.

We can fairly safely conclude, then, that kdpjos is
a determiner, rather than a marker of quantity, and that
it can be used either specifically or non-specifically.
This provides us with a basis for our discussion of its
relation to the non-emphatic and the emphatic forms of

kanis below.

The non-emphatic kanis differs in many respects from
the determiner kdpjos. Before coming to this, howvever, let
us see an important difference between this form of the MG

indefinite and the English any.

There is an exceptional use of any that has been pro-~
blematic for both linguists and philosophers: any (anyone,

etc.) in sentences such as

(15) Anyone can win.
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or

(16) When I was in prison, I ate anything that

vas put in front of me.

(both taken from Lyons 1977) differs in syntactic and se-
mantic characteristics from the instances of the indefinite
quantifier we have been discussing. In particular, it does
not seem to be restricted to affective contexts (hence it
is excluded from Klima's transformational account of the
pair some-any), on the one hand, and it appears to be se-
mantically related to the universal, rather than the existe-
ntial, quantifier, on the other hand.

Unlike English, MG does not exemplify a universal
quantifier-like use of the indefinite non-emphatic kanis.
The occurrence of this indefinite in the MG equivalents to
(15) and (16) would be unacceptable. Look at the MG

equivalent to (15):

(15") ¥kanis bori na nikisi.

anyone can win.

It is true that (15') becomes acceptable if we do not
follow the structure of the English equivalent, i.e. if wve
remove kanis from the initial position (We shall see an ex-

planation of this peculiarity below); cf. (15") below:
(15") bori kanis na nikisi.

It must be emphasized, though, that in this acceptable
structure kanis is not related to the universal quantifier.

That is, (15") is by no means equivalent to (o) kadénas

bori na nikisi (Everyone can vin). Besides, unlike any in

(15) and (16), kanis in (15") occurs in an affective context:
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it belongs (as a subject pronoun) to the (affective) na-
complement of the modal. Cf. the parallelism in structure
between (15") and (15"™) , where the subject necessarily

belongs to the complement:

(15™) bori i sinddelfi su na nikIsun.
can [ 3rd sing.] ‘art.’ colleagues yours

vin [ 3rd pl. 1.

See also the unavoidable unacceptability of kanis in the

non-affective context of the MG equivalent to (16):

(16") *4tan imun sti filaki étroya kanéna pu
évazan brostd mu.
vhen vas (I) in+the prison, ate (I) any-

thing that put (they) in-front of-me.

There are then no universal quantifier-like and no
non-affective instances of kanis in MG. This, however, by no
means exhausts the analysis of this indefinite quantifier.
There are some difficulties to be dealt with., Ue examine one
together with a possible explanation immediately below.

This will help us to identify an important feature of the
indefinite non-emphatic form of our quantifier.

Consider the sentences in (17):

kdpjos
(17) a. {*kanis} 8én Irfe.
KANIS

someone
{

} not came.
anyone

kdpjos
b. {*kanis 8én tin endiaféri.
KANIS

someone .
{ } not her interests.
anyone

The kanis- versions, unlike the kdpjos- and KANIS- versions,
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of (17a) and (17b) are clearly unacceptable. Compare them

now with (l17'a-b) below:

(17') a. &én Ir8e kanis.

not came anyone.

b. &én tin endiaféri kanis.

not her interests anyone [ nom.].

It is obvious that kanis is not acceptable in the i n i-

t i a1l position of the sentence. This restriction on the
occurrence of kanis, which does not apply on either

kédpjos or the emphatic form KANIS (cf. (17a-b)), is curious
and seeks an explanation.

It has been suggested (see e.g. Lasnik 1976:49; Lyons
1977:457) that, unlike some, any cannot be used with spe-
cific reference. If this suggestion for the English indefi-
nite quantifier is correct, and I think it is and characte-
rizes in general all the instances of the indefinite kanis
in MG as well, then it might be used as the basis for a
possible explanation of the facts in the previocus paragraph.
Two relevant points, made independently in the literature,
can be helpful here. We discuss them immediately below.

Warburton (1980) has shown, on the basis of indepen-
dent evidence, that the most unmarked and neutral as to the
distinction ‘topic’/‘comment’ and the contrast emphatic/
non-emphatic word order in MG is that in which the Verb
occurs in initial position. As she has convincingly pointed
out, if the initial position in a sentence 1is occupied by
a constituent other than the verb, then this constituent

either is marked as the ‘topic’ or carries contrastive em-

phésis.
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The second relevant point is made in Li and Thompson
(1976:461)., Quoting the definition of ‘definite’ in Chafe
(1976) they point out the following:

" ... a definite noun phrase is one for which
" I think you already knov and can»identify the
particular referent I have in mind."
One of the primary characteristics of topics, then,
is that they must be definite ...".

Combining now these two points with the assumption
above, that kanis, like any, cannot be used with specific
reference, we can see what might possibly be the reason for
the unacceptability of kanis- versions in (17). The indefi-~

nite kanfs is non-emphatic (as contrasted with the emphatic

KANIS), and thus, according to Warburton's theory, its occur-

rence in sentence-initial position would mark it as the ‘to-
pic’ of the sentence. However, the non-specificity of kanis
contradicts the demands of the role that its initial posi-
tion would assign to it: a ‘topic’ constituent must be de-
finite, as we sau in the previous paragraph, vhile our in-
definite quantifier is always assigned a non-specific inter-
pretation; thus kanis does not qualify (hence the unaccept-
ability in (17)).

We have so far assumed that kanis cannot be used with
specific reference. As far as I can see, however, there are
some pieces of evidence that do make this assumption justi-
fiable and lend additional support to our explanation of

the anomaly in (17).

First, it can easily be seen that there is a relevant
syntactic restriction on the indefinite kanis. As (18) be-

low makes clear, this quantifier, unlike the determiner
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kédpjos, which can be used specifically (see 1.3.1), cannot

in general accompany an NP that is associated with a clitic

in terms of correferentiality:

(18) a., 66 8a (toi) pidiksis kdpjo embddio,.
not will (it) jump (you) some obstacle.

(You will not jump an obstacle).

b, *5é 8a toi pidiksis kanéna embo&ioi.

not will it jump (you) any obstacle.

c. 6&6& %a pidiksis kanéna embodio.
not will jump (you) any obstacle.

(You will not jump any obstacle).

Clitics, however, are part of the machinery for the marking
of the ‘topic’. As Warburton (1980) has shown in general,

the presence of a clitic indicates that the relevant NP ex-
presses old information, i.e. is non-rhematic, and has the
status of ‘topic’. Thus the difference in acceptability bet-
ween (18b) and (18c) is explicable in the same terms as the
unacceptability of kanis- versions in (17): in both cases the
demands for specific reference are in confliet with the fea-

tures of kanis, i.e. its indefiniteness and non—specif’icity.1

! There is a use of the MG indefinite enas (a) which
seems to constitute counterevidence for our analysis here;
cf. (i)

(i) to pino efxaristos ena uiskdki.
it drink (I) with-pleasure a whisky.
(I wouldn't say no to a nice glass of whisky).
As Kazazis & Pentheroudakis (1976) (wherefrom the example has
been taken) point out, pronominal reduplication of the (defi-
nite or i nde f inite) direct object (DOR) is gramma-

tical in cases such as (i), if the clitic pronoun (and the
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Second, there is a difference in appropriateness be-
tveen kdpjos and kanis in affective contexts that is pro-
bably explicable in terms of the non-specificity of the
latter modifier. Consider the anomaly in the following

pieces of discourse:

(19) A: $8élo na pédris kanéna, mazi su.

wvant (I) that take (you) anyone with you.

wvhole sentence) is related "to the preceding discourse as
vell as to the (non-linguistic) context of situation".

The fact, nevertheless, that sentences like (i) are,
under certain conditions, acceptable not only does not con-
stitute counterevidence for our explanation of the anomaly in
(18b) above, but also corroborates it. Cf. Kazazis & Pentherou-
dakis (op.cit.:399) again:

" ... there are twvo types of indefiniteness. We propose to
distinguish previously mentioned indefinite direct ob-
jects, which we shall label ‘specified’ and which are
subject to DOR [Direct Object Reduplication], from inde-
finite direct objects which constitute new information,
which are not subject to DOR — we shall call these ‘non-
specified’."

kanis is inherently, and not contextually (in the sense of
Kazazis & Pentheroudakis), non-specific, as we have suggested.
Thus it invariably cannot co-occur with clitics: its presence
does not allow the pronominal reduplication, because of its
inherent non-specificity. The difference then between (18b)
and (i) above is simply that the latter can be acceptable
under the "specified" use of the indefinite object, while the
former, (18b), is (thanks to the inherent non-specificity of
kanis) always unacceptable, It is worth noting that, as Kazazis
& Pentheroudakis point out, under its "specified" use ena
uiskdki in (i) can function as a ‘theme’. Obviously, this
differentiates further the acceptable utterances of (i) from
the unacceptable (18b) above and strengthens the association

of ‘specifity’ with the ‘thematic’ function.
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B: *fdénaksé tonii
call (you) him!

(Call him!)

(20) A: bori na 5is kanéna Filoi mu eki.
may (you) to see anyone friend my
there.
(You may meet some friend of mine there).
B: '?*tui §xis milfsi ja ména?

(Have you spoken to him about me?).

Compare now (19) and (20) with (19') and (20'), where the

specific kdpjos has taken the place of kanis:

(19') A: 48élo na pdris kdpjon, mazi su.

B: fénaksé toni!

(20') A: bori na &is kdpjon filo, mu
eki.

B: tu éxis milisi ja ména?

As far as I can see, given that the context is affective in
both (19A) and (20A), this difference between the two modi-
fiers would be inexplicable in an account that would treat
kanfis as a épecific pronoun and as a quantifier modifying
NP's with specific reference in (19A) and (20A), respecti-
vely;

In summary, we can say then that in general MG does
notvexemplify a universal-like use of kanis, parallel to

that of any (anyone, etc.) in English; and that the inde-

finite kanis occurs in affective contexts (see 1.1) and in-
variably has a non;specific interpretation., There is good
evidence for the assignment of the latter feature to kanis,

as ve have seen, and some otherwise curious facts (ef. (17)
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above) become explicable in the light of such a characte-

rization.

We have already noted (see the introductory éection
in this chapter) a peculiar characteristic of KANIS: this
emphatic form is acceptable o n 1 y in negative sentences.

Consider again g.'s in (1)-(5), repeated here:

(l1g) *érxete KANIS ipopsifios ke rotd.

comes anyone candidate and asks,

(2g) *érxete KANIS ipopsifios ke rot4?

comes anyone candidate and asks?

(39) *na érxete KANIS ipopsifios ke na roté4.

‘s.m.’ comes anyone candidate and ‘s.m.’ asks.

(4g) *rdéta KANENA ipopsifio.
ask (you) anyone candidate.

8én
na min

(5g) { } érxete KANIS ipopsifios.

not
‘s.m.’ not

} comes anyone candidate.

This reveals a first major difference in distribution be-
tween the emphatic form and the non-emphatic form of the
modifier kanis examined in the previous section: the latter
differs from its emphatic counterpaft in that it can occur
in any affective (see 1.1) context. This is not, however,
the only difference between the emphatic and the non-empha-
tic forms of our modifier. There are some other functional

and semantic differences, too, that make the emphatic KANIS

closer to the determiner képjos, rather than to its non-
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emphatic counterpart kanis. We discuss them immediately
below.

A second major difference between kanis and KANIS
has also been pointed out above: the emphatic form KANIS,
like the determiner ké&pjos, can naturally occur in sentence-
initial position, where the non-emphatic form kanis is in
general unacceptable (cf. (17a-b)). We explained this re-
striction on kanis in terms of Li and Thompson's cha-
racterization of ‘topic’ as specific and Warburton's
theory of word order in MG. In particular, following the
latter's view that initial position in marked word order
is occupied by either the topic or an emphatically pre-
sented item, we argued that the inability of the non-empha-
tic kanfs to occur sentenceéinitially was due to its being
non-specific and presented some independent facts pointing
to the association of the indefinite quantifier with this
feature. If, however, the unacceptability of kanis in sen-
tence-initial position is explicable in terms of its non-
specificity, howv can we account for the acceptability of
the emphatic KANIS in the same position? According to the
lines of the explanation above, this question can have two
possible answers: KANIS can occur sentence-initially either
because it is emphatic or, possibly, because it is specific.

As far as I can see, there is a wvay of eliminating
one of the two possibilities. Compare the a. and b. senten-

ces belows

(21) a. KANENA sinddelfo, 8én ton, njézi.

any colleague not him interests (it).
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b, 7?7%&én toni njézi kanéna sinééelfoi.

not him interests (it) any colleague.
(22) a. &égn tui arési KANENOSi i kakometaxirisi.
b, 7*%&én tui arési kanenési i kakometaxirisi.

It can easily be seen that KANIS is not subject to the

constraint that excludes kanis from NP's that are correlated
vith a clitic. As Warburton (1980) showed, however, the pre-
sence of a clitic marks the NP it is referred to as a topic.

This presumably means that KANENA sinddelfo e.g. is treated

as a contrastive topic in (21); and that KANIS differs
from kanis not only in distribution, but also in function.
We can maintain, therefore, that the acceptability

of KANIS in sentence-initial position may be due to its

being interpreted as specific (thanks to its stress and
position), and not simply to its being an emphatic form;
and that this, as well as its other differences in distri-
bution from the non-emphatic kanfs, might simply be a con-
sequence of the fact that the latter, unlike its emphatic
counterpart, is normally used with non-specific reference.,
To make this differentiation between the two forms
clearer we can compare the emphatic KANIS with képjos. We
have seen that the determiner képjos is not marked with the
feature ‘non-specific’ (ef. 1.3.1), and that it does not
share with kanis any of the characteristics of the latter
that ve associated with its marking with the feature ‘non-
specific’., This obviously means that képjos shares with
KANIS the same differences from kanis: both of them can (a)
modify NP's referentially associated with clitics (cf. (18a)

and (22a)), and (b) occur in sentence-initial position, in
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vhich kanis cannot (cf. (17) above). That is, KANIS appears
to be distributionally and functionally closer to the deter-

miner képjos than to its unstressed counterpart kanis.

It is not, however, only distributional and functional
differences that distinguish between the stressed and the
unstressed forms of the modifier kanis: there are some se-
mantic differences too. In general, negative sentences‘with
KANIS do not differ in truth conditiohs from similar sen-
tences with kanfs. Thus there is no condition under which
one of the following two sentences is true and the other
is not, or, conversely, there is no condition under which

one of the two is false and the other is not:

(23) a. &én fr8e KANIS sinddelfos.

not came any colleague.

b, &én fr8e kanis siné&elfos.

not came any colleagUe}
See, however, the following sentences:

(24) a, (na) mi féris pdli KANENA sinddelfo.

(‘s;m.’) not bring again any colleague.
b, (na) mi féris pé&li kanéna sinédelfo.

(24a) implies that the hearer did not bring anyone of his
colleagues last time: the speaker simply asks him to do

the same, i.e. to bring none of the colleagues. On the
contrary, (24b) implies that the hearer did bring someone,
or more, of his colleagues last time: the speaker asks him
to avoid it this time, i.e. to bring none of the colleagues.

That is, if we added dpos tin 41i for4d (as before) after

(24a) and (24b), this additional sentence would be assigned
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a different content in the two cases: (na) mi féris pdli

KANENA siné&delfo, dpos tin 41i ford would mean that the

hearer brought none of the colleages last time, wvhereas

(na) mi féris pé4li kanéna sind8elfo, 6pos tin d1i foré

would mean that he brought a coﬂple of colleagues before.
Hence, (24b) can be followed by sentences like ‘You brought
a couple of them last time and they were a nuisance’, whereas
(24a) cannot.

Consider also (25a) and (25b) below, which differ not
only in implications, but also in their possibilities of

interpretation:

(25) a, (na) mi féris KANENA akdma.

(*s.m.’) not bring (you) anyone yet.

b, (na) mi féris kanéna akdma.
(*s.m.’) not bring (you) anyone yet/in

addition.

(25b) has two readings, paraphrasable as ‘Don't bring any-
one yet’ and ‘Don't bring anyone more’. (25a), on the other
hand, can be connected only with the first paraphrase., Cf.

an analogous difference in the following pair of sentences:

(26) a. (na) mi féris KANENA sinddelfo mdno.
(*s.m.’) not bring (you) any colleague

only/alone.
b. (na) mi féris kanéna sinddelfo méno.

Again, (26a) is ambiguous between the interpretations ‘Only,
don't bring any colleague’ and ‘Don't bring anyone of the
colleagues alone’. (26b), on the other hand, is ambiguous

between at least three possible interpretations: the above
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tvo and ‘Don't bring only one or two colleagues (We will
need some more people)’.

How can we account for these semantic differences? 0r,
at least, what are they due to? Are they somehow related with
the syntactic differences discussed above? It can easily be
seen that the interpretations, or implications, in which
sentences with kanis differ from the corresponding sentences
with KANIS share a common characteristic: they tell us '"hov
many entities or how much substance is being referred to"
(cf. the first quotation from Lyons in 1.3.1). In particular,
interpretations that the a.'s in (25) and (26) cannot be as-
sociated with are ‘Don't bring anyone more’ and ‘Don't bring
only one or two colleagues (we will need some more)’, Te~-
spectively. Both of these interpretations, as well as the
implication of (24b), that the corresponding a. sentence
does not share, express quantity. And this can hardly be a
coincidence.

As far as I can see, the semantic differences between
the stressed and the unstressed forms of our modifier are
due to the interpretation of KANIS as a determiner, rather
than a quantifier. And, in this respect, KANIS parallels
the determiner’kégjo ., Cf., for instance, the incompatibi-
lity of the latter determiner with the adverb méno (only)

in the képjos- versions of (l4a-b), repeated here:

(14) a. ?*kdpji méno tus xtipisan.
some [pl.] only them hit.
b. ©?*ton anayndérisan mdno kdpji.

him recognized only some [pl.].
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As we said in our discussion of these versions, their oddity
is due to the assignment of the adverb méno (which here is
related to quantity, rather than specificity) to the deter-
miner. If we nowv look at the three possible interpretations
of (26b) above we see that the corresponding a. sentence
with KANIS does not share exactly the interprefation that
assignsvmgég to the modifier, namely ‘Don't bring only one
or two colleagues’. In other words, KANIS would be unaccept-
able under this interpretation, exactly as the determiner
kédpjos is in (14).

This analysis of the semantic differences between the
stressed KANIS and the unstressed kanis in (24)-(26) is,
after all, compatible with, if not a natural explanation for,
the fact that the emphatic form is closer in distribution
and function to the determiner kdpjos, rather than to the
non-emphatic form of the same modifier.

We can maintain thus on the grounds of the semantic,
syntactic, as well as functional, characteristics pointed
out in the previous paragraphs that KANIS is a determiner,
like képjos, and in this respect differs considerably from
its non-emphatic counterpart, wvhich has been shown to be
a quantifier. In the following section we try to clarify
further the relationship betweeﬁ these two forms of the
modifier kanfs comparing them with two different analyses

proposed by philosophers for the English indefinite any.

1.3.4 kanis/KANIS and the dispute as to the status of

any in English
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Two different accounts of any have been put forward
by philosophers and their dispute has been transferred into
linguistics by linguists who in the last decade sought to
account for the peculiar syntactic and semantic characteri-
stics of the indefinite any on the basis of the one or the
other of these two accounts., In this section we shall see
wvhat bearing this dispute might have on our analysis of

KANIS and kanis: in particular, we shall see that we have

good reasons to suggest that KANIS fits the one and kanis
the other of the two philosophical analyses. Let us begin
vith a survey of the relevant literature.

Quine (1960) claims that any is a universal quantifier
vith the widest possible scope, explaining the "joint sur-
vival of the synonyms any and every" in terms of distinctive
scope connotation:

" (4) I do not know any poem.
(5) I do not know every poem.
Since ‘any’ takes wide scope, (4) means that, given
each poem in turn, I do not know it. Since on the other
hand ‘every’ takes narrow scope, (5) merely denies
that, given each poem in turn, I know it. The scope of

‘any poem’ in (4) is (4); the scope of ‘every poem’ in

(5) is ‘I know every poem’, which (5) negates." (op.

cit,:139-140).

Vendler (1967) argues against analysing any as an

instance of the universal quantifier. He points out that the

any- versions of (27)

(27) I have here some apples: you may take

every one
all

any one
any

of them.
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are not synonymous with the corresponding universal quanti-

fier- versions:

And,

Take any one of them.

This offer is far less generous than the previous
ones: now I do not ask you to take all of them, every
one of them, or each of them; I only give you one,
though, for suré, the one you fancy. Thus there is
some generosity left in this offer too: generosity in
the sense of generality (...) Notice that it is not
sufficient to say that the main feature of any, in
such contexts, is the lack of determination. Take aone
lacks determination as well, but, and this is the

crucial point, here the determination may still be

up to me; you may sensibly ask back, Which one? With

Take any one, it is up to you to do the determining;

here it does not make sense to ask back, Which one? "

(op. cit,:79-80).
furthermore,
This is an essential feature; so much so that in situ-
ations that exclude such freedom, the use of any be-
comes nonsensical. Suppose you accept my previous
of fer and take an apple. What can I say now? Well,
for sure, I can say things like

He took one.,

He took the one he liked,

He took that one.
But I certainly cannot say

He took any one." (op. cit.:80-81).

Jackendoff (1972) proposes an account of any on the

lines of Vendler's analysis. Quine's analysis essentially
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nclaims that relative scope is determined on the basis of
lexical, not structural conditions", and thus is not compa-
tible with Jackendoff's hypothesis that "dependence of quan-
tifiers and negation on each other is determined by stru-
ctural consideration" (op. cit.:338). On the other hand,
Vendler's analysis, which casts doubt on that claim, does
not contradict his hypothesis, on the one hand, and explains
naturally, as Jackendoff notes (op. cit.:340), the use of
any in negative contexts, on the other hand. Moreover, it
can be extended to some other words favoured by affective
contexts only:
" Ever, for example, denotes an arbitrary time, to be

chosen by the hearer; at all represents an arbitrary

(or arbitrarily small) degree." (op. cit.:341).

Lasnik (1976) and Kroch (1975), however, defend Quine
(1960) against Vendler (1967) and Jackendoff (1972). Lasnik
accepts Vendler's observations as to the difference between
any and all in (27) above, but argues, along the lines of
Quine's characterization of any, that the latter is in fact
a form of the universal quantifier and that its difference
from all in contexts like that of (27) can be analysed
simply as a difference in the relative scope of the univer-
sal quantifier:

" First, compare‘an offer to take all of the apples,
with one to take any of them. In the former case,
Vendler observes,
If you started to pick them one by one, I
should be surprised. My offer was sweeping:
you should take the apples, if possible, "en bloc".

Further, to extend Vendler's suggestion, it seems to
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me that an offer to take all can generally be con-
strued as allowing the hearer to take all or none,
but not some intermediate number. Such an offer can
be analysed as having the universal quantifier within
the permission modal:
109. VYou have permission (for all x, you take x).
"You may take any" is much freer; it allows a choice
in every individual case. That is, the hearer may
clect to take anything from zero apples up to all the
apples. In this case, any can be analyzed as the uni-
versal quantifier with wide scope:
110. For all x (you have permission to take [ or
not take] x)."
(op. cit.:52).
This analysis of any is completely adopted by Kroch (1975).
As far as I can see, hovever, there are some weak points 1in
this approach.

First, the analysis of You may take all and You may

take any in 109. and 110., respectively, in the above quo-
tation (cf. also (8) and (9) in Kroch 1975:39) do not differ
only in the relative scope of all or any and the permission
modal: if this were the case then the analysis of You may
take any would be

For all x (you have permission to take X)
and not 110, The latter, howvever, differs from this analysis,
as well as from 109., in that it contains the further speci-
fication " [or not take ] ". Lasnik seems to assume that the
wvide scope interpretation of any automatically demands this
specification too; at least, he does not explain what re-

lationship there might be between the relative scope in 110.



211

and " [or nor take 1", or, on what grounds the relative
scope in 109. (unlike that in 110.) excludes this addi-
tional " [ or not take ]". Though, if all and any differ
simply in scope relations, then the presence or non-pre-
sence of " [or not take ] " should be explicable clearly
in terms of scope relations. No such explanation, never-
theless, is offered in Lasnik's (and Kroch's) account.
And the fact that representations like 109. and 110. do
not differ only in the relative scope of all and any, re-
spectively, but also in the presence and non-presence of
a further specification, which has not been shown to be
co-extensive with, or explicable exclusively in terms of,
relative scope, casts doubt upon the whole approach. Al-
though the presence or non-presence of " [or not take ] "
in the representation seems to reflect what might be the
difference between any and all, we cannot see on what
grounds it is associated with the wide or narrowv scope
of the universal quantifier; or, in any case, what would
exclude, clearly and solely in terms of relative scope,
representations like

You have permission (for all x, you take [or not

take ] x).

Until problems like these receive satisfactory answers,
nothing in Lasnik's account can show that what " [or not
take] " specifies is an aspect of the wide scope interpre~
tation, and not simply an aspect of the definition (or,
if you like, the meaning) of the quantifier any.

Second, for both Lasnik and Kroch any is the marked
and more restricted form of the universal quantifier. To

quote Kroch,
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m ... the universal quantifier analysis of any
begins to explain why that logical item exists. It

is simply a marked variant of all or every that

takes wide scope with respect to operatofs that

these quantifiers tend to have narrow scope with

respect to." (1975:41).
However, if this is the case, i.e. if all and gvery are un-
marked forms of the universal quantifier and differ from
any only in that they tend to have narrow sScope, ihen we

would expect that the substitution of any by every or all

in sentences that do not feature relative scope differences,
i.e. in sentences containing no other logical or modal ope-
rator, should have no semantic consequences. Consider, how-

ever, (28) below, which exemplifies such a substitution:

(28) a. I expect her any day.

b, I expect her every day.

The two sentences do not seem to be absoclutely synonymous:
in (28a) the speaker is sure that she is about to come one
of these days (but he is not sure of the exact date), whe-
reas in (28b) the speaker states that he never stops ex-
pecting her (but he does not know whether she is going to
come). As far as I can see, there is some generality and
"looseness" in the temporal expression of (28a). In this
sense, the difference between the two quantifiers that
Vendler points out is preserved here. Nevertheless, wve
cannot speak of relative scope differences between the one
and the other of our sentences. This means that the diffe-
rence in interpretation between any and every/all is not
simply a consequence of their being associated with diffe-

rent possibilities of negative scope interpretation.
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Third, suppose that it is simply the relative scope
distinctions pointed out in the quotation above that explain
the parallel existence of any and every/all. Then it would
be quite resonable to expect that any would be in general
velcome (for those distinctions to be made possible) in sen-
tences containing a second operator, in addition to the
universal quantifier. This is not, however, the case. Con-

trast (29a) (cf. (27) above) with (29b):
(29) a. You may take anyone.
b, *You must take anyone.

The occurrence of anyone in the second sentence renders it
ungrammatical (compare it with the grammatical You must

take everyone), although the presence of a second operator,

the necessity modal, provides the necessary condition for

the development of relative scope relations. Lasnik's and
Kroch's analyses have no explanation for this. On the other
hand, Vendler's analysis can naturally explain it. As Jacken-
doff (1972:339) notices,"if a choice is being forced, any is
not appropriate".

Finally, Lasnik's and Kroch's analyses of any are
overtly contradicted by the relevant linguistic facts, and
in particular by negative sentences containing this inde-
finite. If in fact any is "a marked variant of all or every
that takes wide scope", then the scope relations in nega-
tive sentences containing any should invariably have the
form A— . What is interesting now is that such sentences 1in
general ¢ a n n ot linearly represent the scope relations
they are considered to be associated with; that is, senten-

ces like
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(30) a. *Any men did not go.
b, *Anyone does not see you.

are overtly ungrammatical., However it has been, on the other
hand, observed that in general there is some correspondence
between the order of two (logical) operators in a sentence
and their order in the relevant logical representation. Cf.
Allwood et al.(1977:70):

" The order that the quantifiers have in a sentence in
English often corresponds to the order we give these
quantifiers in the logical representation of the
meaning of that sentence. Compare the following two
sentences.

[(31)] (a) Everyone in this room speaks two lan-
guages

(b) Two languages are spoken by everyone

in this room
[ (31)] (a) strongly favours the reading with the uni-
versal quantifier having the widest scope. [(31)](b),
on the other hand, favours the reading where the ex-

pression two languages has the widest scope."

Besides, the ”unmarkedﬁ forms of the universal quantifier
all and every can naturally occur on either side of nega-
tion, their position in the sentence influencing, of course,
the interpretation of relative scope (cf. again Allwood et
al, 1977:70f). This means that Lasnik's and Kroch's chara-
cterization of any in fact creates an inconsistency be-
tween order in language and order in logical representation,
contradicting thus the relevant data, which in general

suggest that there is a correspondence between the two.
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In my opinion this makes their analyses suspect.
These are not, however, the only difficulties that

an approach on the lines taken by Lasnik and Kroch must
deal with. Lyons (1977) notes some crucial problens created
by the claim that any is a form of the universal quantifier
that invariably takes the widest possible scope. I quote
two of them:

" Under one of its possible interpretations, (12) [ Some

remedies can cure anything — I.V. ]l can be analysed,

from a logical point of view, as meaning roughly
"There is/are some x such that, for all values of y,
x can cure y"; and this interpretation (in which ‘some’
is to be construedas having non-specific reference)
cannot be accounted for in terms of the principle
that ‘any’ always has wider scope than *some’." (op.
cit.:459).
He also points out that sentences containing any, unlike
identical sentences containing every or some, have rather

obscure truth-conditions:

" But (20) [Any member of the team can climb Everest ]

differs, nevertheless, from both (21) [Every member

of the team can climb Everest ] and (22) [Some member

of the team can climb Fverest . The proposition ex-

pressed by (21) entails, but is not entailed by, the
proposition expressed by (20); and the proposition
expressed by (20) entails, but is not entailed by,
the proposition expressed by (22). So much is clear
enough. The problem is to formulate the truth-condi-

tions of (20) in such a way that they bring out these
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semantic differences; and no-one appears to have
done this yet." (op. cit.:460).

On the basis of these observations I agree with Lyons
that the only promissing approach, as far as English data
is concerned, at least, is that of Vendler above:

" This analysis of the meaning of ‘any’ cannot be

accommodated, in any straightforwvard way, within

the framework of truth conditional semantics. But

it does have the advantage that it accounts very
naturally for the fact that ‘any’ tends to occur

in a variety of what may be referred to, loosely, as
modal contexts." (op. cit.).

(See also Jackendoff 1972:339).

Can we, however, say the same for MG data as wvell?

In particular, can we account for the characteristics of

kanfs or KANIS, or of both kanis and KANIS, in terms of

Vendler's approach to their English equivalent? The fol-
lowing paragraphs will show that we have good reasons to
maintain that the behaviour of the non-emphatic form of
kanfs displays the aspects of any that Vendler's theory
accounts for.

We have seen (1.3.2) that the non-emphatic kanis is
an indefinite quantifier which (a) cannot be used vith
specific reference and (b) cannot occur in contexts other
than ‘affective’. It is now obvious that these characteri;
stics make Véndler's analysis applicable to MG kanis as
well: its being an indefinite quantifier with non specific
reference is compatible with the observation that the use
of any in (27) above makes the offer freer and does not

specify hou the apples are to be taken, while its accept-
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ability in affective contexts only becomes naturally
explicable in the framework of his theory (cf. the qu0¥

tation above and Jackendoff's relevant point in 1.2). Con-

sider the MG analog for (27):

boris na péris kanéna.}

(27') éxo edd merikd mila; {boris na ta péris éla.

(ean (you) get

have (I) here some apples; 1 ., (you) them

anyone.
get all,

Like any, kanéna in (27') allows the hearer to choose any

of a number of items that the noun-phrase it modifies re-
fers to; hence the sentence with kanéna is not synonymous
with the corresponding sentence with éla: the offers they
express are differently specified.

The application of Vendler's analysis to the non-
emphatic form of kanis is further encouraged by the diffe-"

rence in acceptability between sentences like these in (32)

below:

(32) a. pdre kanéna.,

take (you) anyone;

b. *pire kanéna.
took (he) anyone,

Exactly as Vendler's theory would predict (cf. the outset
of this section) the indefinite kanis is incompatible with
the past form of the verb, which is intended to give some
information about a fact, and not to make an offer that
it is up to the hearer to determine.

There is a particular class of examples in MG (and
in English) which apparently questions Vendler's analysis:

sentences where the indefinite modifies.uncountable nouns
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do not seem to fit this analysis; Cf. the sentences

below:

(33) a. 9%a pdro kanéna Ipno méxri na jirisun.
will get (I) some sleep until they come
back.
(I will get some sleep until they come

back) .

b. &6se tu kanéna kalé ksilo ja na se 8imdte.
give (you) him any good spanking in-order
(for him) to you [object] remember.
(Give him a good spanking in order for

him to remember you).

Probably, we cannot say of kanis that its presence in either
of these sentences allows the hearer to pick up anyone of
the items that the nan ipnos (sleep) or the noun-phrase
kalé ksilo (good spanking) refer to. Such examples, never -
theless, can easily be accounted for in terms of Jacken-
doff's expansion of Vendler's theory:
" In these examples, some and any are used to spe-

cify amounts (of work .. .etc.). Any leaves the

choice of amount up to the hearer — any amount, no

matter how large or small, is guaranteed satisfactory

to the speaker." (1972:340).
(33) then (and analogous examples in English) do not in
fact constitute counterevidence for Vendler's theory. We
can say, therefore, in general that kanis can be given a
natural explanation in terms of Vendler's theory for its En-
glish analdg: kanis is an indefinite quantifier which allows

in affective contexts, i.e. in contexts in which it is per-
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missible, the hearer to specify the amount, or pick up anyQ
one, of the referents that the noun;phrase it precedes (or
stands for, as a pronoun) is connected with.

On the other hand, an analysis of this indefinite
quantifier as a form of the universal quantifier that al-
vays takes the widest scope (on the lines of Quine 1960)
would lead to serious difficulties; In particular, it would
leave unexplained the fact that kanis can have this role,
and be acceptable, only in what we call affective contexts.
Furthermore, what is more important, it would leave uneXx-

plained, and be contradicted by, sentences like

(34) a. tu ipa na péri kanéna milo ala aftés ta
pire 61la.
(to) him told (I) to take any apple, but
he them took all.

b, su fpa na péris kanéna miloj; 6xi na ta
pdris dlal
(to) you told (I) to take any apple; not

to them object take (you) all.

vhere the speaker complains not simply that someone took
the apples "en bloc", but that someone took a 1 1 of
them. Obviously, if kanéna was equivalént to the universal
quantifier, the speaker's complaints would be pointless;
however, they are not, and both sentences in (34) sound
absolutely reasonable. Cf. also Vendler for English:
" ,,.if I formulate my offer in terms of any, there
will be an upper limit to my generosity. In case
the basket contains, for example, only five apples,

I can go as far as to ask you to take any four of
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them; but I cannot, logically, go all the way and ask
you to take any five of them; For to do so would render
your freedom of choice vacuous and, consequently, my
use of any senseless. Hence we may conclude that the
immediate scope of any cannot exhaust the total po-
pulation; in other words, any never amounts to every."
(1967:82).

If, however, Vendler's theory can extend to the non-
emphatic form df kanfs, what can we say of the emphatic
KANIS? Can we account for it in the same terms as for its non-
emphatic counterpart? The following paragraphs will show
that the emphatic form of our modifier is better analysable
in terms of Quine's theory.

We have seen that KANIS differs from Eggié in some
crucial aspects: it has been shown to be a determiner,
rather than a quantifier, that can occur only in negative
sentences, and not in affective contexts in general., It is
obvious now that both its being a determiner (indeed, a
determiner with specific reference) and its being reétricted
only in one of the affective contexts does not encourage
an analysis of this emphatic form in terms of Vendler's
theory.

What, however, makes the possibility of such a treat-
ment of KANIS even weaker is its obvious equivalence with

the universal quantifier. Consider (35) below:

(35) a. O0OLI i sindbéelfi &én Irdan.
all the colleagues not came.

(ALL the colleagues did not come).

b. KANIS sinddelfos &én irde.



221

any colleague not came.

(NO colleagues came).

a. and b. are equivalent in meaning. But, what is more im-
portant, OLI in a. has wide scope over the negative operator.
That is to say, KANIS is equivalent with the universal
quantifier when the latter is assigned the widest scope

in the (negative) sentence. Take nov (35'a), where OLI can

be interpreted as either falling within or being outside

the scope of the negative operator:
(35'a) &én ir%an OLI i sinddelfi.

Under the narrow scope interpretation of OLI, (35'a) is
normally paraphrasable as *Some of the colleagues came and
some did not’. Such a paraphrase, however, can by no means
be connected with (35b): the latter, as well as (35a), is
paraphrasable only as ‘No one of the colleagues came’. This
obviously means that KANIS is equivalent with the universal
quantifier o n 1y vhen the latter has wider scope than
the negative operator.

KANIS then corresponds to the wide scope interpreta-

tion of the universal quantifier in MG. But this was the
main point in Lasnik's and Kroch's analyses of any: fol-
lowing Quine (1960), remember, they considered it as a
marked (: invariably assigned the widest scope) variant

of the universal quantifier. Does this mean that KANIS is
explicable in terms of their approach? And, if it does,

how can we explain the fact that an analysis in terms of
relative scope distinctions only, which has been questioned
by some English data, seems to be applicable on the MG

emphatic form KANIS?
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I think that Kroch can be helpful at this point:
" We find Lasnik's analysis of any to be extremely
convincing though some linguists would argue that
any corresponds to the existential quantifier in
negative contexts and to the universal quantifier
only in modal and some conditional contexts (Kar-
tunnen, personal communication). We know of no
factual grounds For'choosing between these analyses
and it may be that there can be none since the scope
of operatbrs required by Lasnik's analysis, A—, is
logically equivalent to the scope order required by
the existential quantifier analysis, —E . Under these
circumstances the analysis which treats any in a
unitary way would seem to win out on grounds of sim-
plicity.” (1975:41).
According to Kroch, then, any in negative contexts is ana-
lysable in two (logically equivalent) ways: as a wide
scope universal quantifier or as a narrow scope existential
quantifier. As far as I can see, this point is very important
for our analysis of KANIS: we can account for the semantic
equivalence between sentences like those in (35) in terms
of the two (logically equivalent) notions ‘wide scope uni-
versal quantifier’ and ‘narrowv scope existential quantifier’.
More analytically, OLI (all) in (35a) above is clearly an
instance of the universal quantifier with wide scope over
the negative operator. The scope relations, then, in this
sentence will be represented as A—. The b. sentence in (35),
however, is equivalent with the a., as we saw above, and

KANIS is equivalent with wide scope OLI. In logical terms,

this now means that KANIS in (35b) is representable either
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as A— or as —E. There seem to be, however, some facts
that point to an analysis of KANIS as —E, rather than
as A—. We present them immediately belov.

First, KANIS has been shown (1.3.3 above) to pa-
rallel in many respects kdpjos: they are both determiners
and display the same syntactic, semantic and functional
characteristics. Since now képjos corresponds to the lo-
gical E, it is preferable to choose the representation
—E, rather than A—, for KANIS in negative sentences:
although they are logically equivalent, —E reflects more
precisely the features of KANIS.

Second, it is obvious that, although KANIS appears
to be closer to the determiner kdpjos, it is undoubtedly
a form of the modifier kanis. It has been, however, pointed
out above that kanis cannot be a wide scope quantifier: it
cannot be reasonably said to take wide scope over the ope-
rators of its affective contexts, as the criticisms of
Lasnik's and Kroch's analyses of its equivalent any have
shown. If now kanfs is in fact a narrov scope quantifier
in affective contexts, that is, if it falls within the
scope of the affective operators, then we can have a natu-
ral explanation For»its morphological identity with the
emphatic KANIS by choosing the representation —E£, and not
A—, for KANIS: if we consider the latter as equivalent to
the narrov scope existential quantifier, wve can say in ge-~
neral that the modifier kanis takes narrowv scope, and con-
trast it with the modifier kdpjos, which, as we shall see
in the next section, corresponds to the wide scope existen-

tial quantifier.

Third, KANIS is restricted to negative sentences
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only. If now it was equivalent with the wide scope universal
quantifier, rather than the narrow scope existential quanti-
fier, we would have to say unnaturally that KANIS was a
marked (:wide scope) variant of the universal quantifier
wvhich occurred only in negative contexts, as if we needed
a marked variant of the universal quantifier only before the
negative operator, and not before the other logical or modal
operators‘as well., If, on the other hand, KANIS is analysed
as corresponding to the narrow scope existential quantifier,
i.e. as —E, then we have readily a natural explanation of
its occurring only in negative contexts.
Finally, KANIS in elliptic answers such as (36Ba)
below
(36) A: pjén 18es?
vhom saw (you)?
B: a. KANENA.

none.

clearly differs in meaning from oli in analogous eiiiptic

answvers:

(36) B: b. 6lus.

all (of them).

KANIS seems to carry negation in (36Ba), while Glus in

(36Bb) apparently does not. ‘Narrow scope existential qua-
ntifier’, then, rather than ‘wide scope universal quanti-
fier’ seems to be the proper characterization of KANIS.

If the observations in the previous four paragraphs
are correct, then we can suggest that MG offers a morpholo-
gical realization of the (logically equivalent) notions

‘vide scope universal quantifier’ and ‘narrov scope exi-
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stential quantifier’ in two different forms, 6li and

KANIS, respectively, in pairs such as (35). This obviously
means that MG makes a distinction that logic does not.

This inconsistency, however, in the distinctions that MG,

a natural language, and logic make does not affect our dis-
cussion in this section at all: we have been equating lan-
guage items with logical operators simply in order to identify
these items in terms of a precise logical translation, and
not in order to show that there is a one to one correspon-
dence between the natural language we are examining and the
logic. The difference in distinction between MG and logic,
then, does not question our observations above. What it does
question is the possibility that the logical apparatus can

describe any aspect of natural language.

1.3.5 Summary

It has been shown in the previous sections that ké-

pjos, kanis and KANIS have different specific features:

kanis, e.g. is a quantifier, whereas kdpjos and KANIS seem
to function as determiners, rather than as quantifiers.
As far as relative scope is concerned, on the other hand,

KANIS displays the same scope relation to the negative ope-

rator as kanis: it has been suggested above that, unlike
képjos, they both fall within the scope of negation. KANIS,
finally, has been shown to have a specific distributional
restriction that the other two do not share: unlike kanis
and, even more, kdpjos, it can occur in negative sentences

only.

As our discussion thus far has made clear, the deter-
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miner kdpjos is relatively easy to handle. On the other
hand, the relation between the two forms of the other mo-
difier, kanis and KANIS, gives rise to many problems. We
have tried to provide answers for some of them, but some
more general ones have not been dealt with. Thus we have
left untouched questions like ‘How can we explain the fact
that the presence/non-presence of emphatic stress may in-
volve so important distributional, functional and semantic
differences?’, or ‘How can the grammar accommodate the pro-

blematic contrast kanis/KANIS?’, Though, there seems to be

a possible answer. Consider the following pair:

(37) a. &én éfije o JANIS.
not left ‘art.’ John.

(JOHN didn't leave).
b. &én éfije o jdnis.

It is well known (see e.g. the discussions of focus in
Chomsky (1971) and, especially, Jackendoff (1972)) that
the emphatically stressed constituent (cf. o JANIS in our
example) lies outside the scope of negation (at least in
utterances with a falling pitch in the end): thus (37a),
unlike (37b), is paraphrasable as ‘The one who did not leave
is John’. As far as I can see, however, emphatic stress on
an inde finite item does not seem to have the
same consequences in MG, at least: emphatic stress on an
indefinite in negative sentences seems to absorb the nega-
tive particle (cf. our last argument for the association
of the emphatic KANIS with the interpretation —&, rather
than A— , in the previous section). Consider, for example,

the indefinite article (which for some people (cf. Ioup



227

1975) is in fact a quantifier) in (38a) below:

(38) a. b&én Idame ENAN &n8ropo apo to proi.!

not saw (we) a man since the morning.

b. &én Idame énan &n$ropo. apo to proi.
not saw (we) a man since the morning.

(We have not seen any man since the morning).

Unlike in (37a), in (38a) the negative is assigned to the
emphatic (indefinite) form: (38a) is paraphrasable as ute

ENAN &n8ropo 8én Idame apo to proi (We have seen NONE since

the morning), as if the negativé is attracted by the empha-
tically stressed indefinite. But the same semantic difference,
and this is important for our discussion, can be detected in
pairs of sentences containing KANIS and kanis in general:
KANIS, unlike kanis, is invariably paraphrasable as ‘none’.
What this amounts to is, probably, that KANIS is not
a sui-generis item in the MG quantification system: its be-
haviour and relation to the corresponding non-emphatic inde-
finite kanis parallels the behaviour and morphological re-
lation of the form ENAS to the non-emphatic indefinite gnas.
As far as I can see, it would be unjustifiable to assume
that the two phenomena are not related, i.e. that MG has
at least two sui-generis forms, KANIS and ENAS, which simply
happen to be both emphatically stressed and to be both le-
xically identical to the corresponding indefinites.

Apart from this, there is some positive evidence, too,

1 The cardinal énas (one) and the indefinite article
énas (a) are lexically identical in MG. (38a-b) then are
ambiguous between the cardinal number and the indefinite

article interpretations of énas and ENAS, respectively.



228

that these two emphatic forms are to be accounted for in the
same terms and have a particular relationship with negation.
Like KANIS, the emphatic form of the indefinite article may
occur o n 1y in negative sentences. ENAN in the positive
(38'a), e.Qg.,
(38'a) ENAN dn8ropo f8ame apo to proil.
one man saw (we) since the morning.

(We have seen ONE man since the morning).

has nothing to do with the indefinite article: ENAN here

is the emphatic form of the cardinal énan (one [acc.]),

wvhich is homophonous to the corresponding indefinite €nan.
It is reasonable then to suggest that the emphatic

form KANIS (like the emphatic form of the indefinite article)

derives, through the relevant stress rule, from the corre-

sponding indefinite non-emphatic form, and try to explain

the different features of the emphatic form on the basis

of the particular relationship with negation that its em-

phatic stress seems to involve. This can be done in terms

of surface structure interpretive rules operating a f t e r

the application of the above stress rule (An analogous so-

lution is adopted by Lasnik (1976); see also Bresnan (1971)

for the relevant theoretical discussion).

2. Negative scope and quantifiers

In this final section of the chapter we discuss the
relations of scope in negative sentences containing quanti-
fiers. We shall see that the lexical marking of the modi-

fiers kédpjos, kanis - KANIS is decisive to their relative
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scope with respect to negation, while the determination

of the scope relations of the other quantifiers faces
insurmountable difficulties: there are.so many factors in-
volved that a comprehensive analysis of these relations
appears to be almost impossible. Let us begin our discussion

with the modifiers kanis - KANIS and kédpjos, which are more

familiar to us from the preceding sections.

The analysis of kanis - KANIS thus far makes clear

that the relative scope of this modifier can be readily
predicted in negative sentences. kanis has been shoun to
occur in affective contexts only, and we have suggested
that it, presumably, takes narrow scope with respect to

the relevant affective operators (cf. also the criticisms
of the claim that its English equivalent any takes wide
scope over the other operators). Similarly, KANIS has been
shown (see 1.3.4) to be analysable as —E, rather than A-.
That is to say, both kanis in negative sentences and the
emphatic KANIS are representable as —E: the only difference
between them is that the former is an indefinite quantifier,
wvhile the latter is a determiner with specific reference.
As far as their relative scope with respect to negation is
concerned, then, the two forms of the relevant modifier

are not distinguishable.

However, they both are distinguishable from the modi-

fier kdpjos. The latter — like the English some, to which
it corresponds to a large extent, as we have seen — does

not normally fall within the scope of negation: in negative
sentences it is invariably representable as E— . Take, for

example, (12), repeated here:
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(12) poté 8én éxi milIsi se kdpjon sinddelfd tu.
(He has never spoken to some colleague of

his).

If we interpret the negative operator as having wide scope
over this existential operator, i.e. if we start the logi-
cal representation of (12) with —E, then we assign to it
"readings" it can never be associated with: such an inter-
pretation (i.e. ‘It is not the case that there is someone
such that ...’') would allow the possibility that there might
be no colleague; (12), on the other hand, does not allow
this possibility of interpretation. ké&pjon then cannot fall
within the scope of the negative.

On the basis of these observations, we can maintain
that MG makes a lexical distinction between the existential
quantifier that stays outside the scope of negation (képjos)

and the existential quantifier that falls within it (kanis-

KANIS) .

This suggestion is compatible with, and gains indi-

rect support from, the fact that kdpjos and kanis - KANIS

normally preserve their relative scope with respect to the
negative operator, irrespectively-of their syntactic posi-
tion in any derivational stage from what is called deep
structure to the surface. See e.g. the following (trans-

formationally related) sentences:

ol

(39) 8én épjase i astinomia kdpjus &jadilotés.

not arrested the police some demonstrators.

b, &én pjdstikan kdpji &jadilotés apo tin

astinomia.

not were-arrested some demonstrators by
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the police.

c. képji 6jadilotés &én pjdstikan apo tin
astinomia.

some demonstrators not were arrested by

the police.

KANENA

anénal Sjasilot.

(40) a. &én épjase i astinomia {
not arrested the police any demonstrator.

KANIS

kanis} 8jadilotis apo tin

b, 6&én pjéstike {
astinomia.

not was-arrested any demonstrator by the

police.

KANIS s . . .
c. {*kanis} 8jadilotis 86én pjédstike apo tin
astinomia.

any demonstrator not vas-arrested by the

police.

(39) and (40) cleérly show that differences in syntactic
role or position of our modifiers have no bearing whatsoever
on the scope relations in the sentence: the determiner ké&-
pjos preserves its wide scope over the negative operator,
wvhile the scope relations of KANIS and kanis to the negative
operator are not disturbed by the syntactic changes that the
transformations exemplified in (40) involve (The unaccept-
ability of kanfs in (40c) has been given an explanation
in section 1.3.2).

What can we, however, say of the other quantifiers?
Is their scope in negative sentences lexically predictable,
as with the existential quantifier? Below we shall see that
the substitution of polds (many [ acc.]) e.g. for képjus in

(39a) renders the sentence ambiguous between a negated
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(non-specific) and a non-negated (specific) olds, and

that a difference in syntactic position normally reflects

a difference in possibilities of relative scope interpreta-
tion in negative sentences. We shall try to isolate the
factors that seem to be involved in the interpretation of
negation and examine the predictability of the scope rela-
tions they influence or impose.

Consider the following examples:

(41) a. 86én petlise psild kd8e pildtos.

not flew high every pilot,

b, &én petdsan psild poli pildti.

not flew high many pilots.

c. &én petdsan psild arketi pildti.

not flew high enough pilots.,

kd8e in (4la) is naturally assigned a narrow scope inter-
pretation, and the sentence can be paraphrased as ‘Some
pilots flew high and some did not’. poli and arketi in (41b)
and‘(4lc), on the other hand, can fall either within or out-
side the scope of negation: under the narrow scope interpre-
tations of their quantifiers, the two sentences are para-
phrasable as ‘Not many pilots flewv high’ and ‘Not enough
pilots flew high’; while, under their wide scope interpre-
tations, the paraphrases will be, respectively, ‘For many
pilots it is the case that they did not fly high’ and ‘For
enough pilots it is the case that they did not fly high’.
That is, the universal quantifier kdde is more naturally
associated with a narrow scope interpretation, while the
nonéuniversal quantifiers poll and arketi (and, as it can

easily be shown, any other non-universal quantifier that is
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not lexically marked as to its relative scope with respect
to negation) can have either narrow or wide scope ihterpre—
tation.

This tendency of the universal quantifier kd8e to
take narrow scope with respect to negation is also exempli;
fied by the second form of the universal quantifier in MG:
61i (all) is the only other quantifier that cannot naturally
have a wide scope interpretation in sentences like (41).

Consider (41d), for example:

(41d) &6n petidsan psild 61i i piléti.

not flew high all the pilots.

As with ké8e in (4la), 8li here is naturally paraphrasable
as ‘Some pilots flew high and some did not’.

On the basis of these facts we can suggest that the
universal quantifier in MG is in general characterized by
an inherent tendency to take narrow scope in negative sen-
tences. At this point, there is an interesting parallelism
between MG and English: as Quine (1960), Lasnik (1976) and
Kroch (1975) have pointed out (see 1.3.4), the same tendency
characterizes the forms every and all of the universal quanti-
fier in English.

The suggestion in the previous paragréph is further
encouraged by the oddity that the interpretation of the uni-
versal quantifier, or of the noun it modifies, as the ‘to-

pic’ creates in negative sentences. Consider (41') belou:
(41') a. (?)k48e pildtos &én petildse psilé.
b. poli piléti 8én petidsan psild.

c. arketi pildéti 8én petdsan psild.
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d. (?)6li i piléti &én petdsan psilé.!

(41'a) and (41'd) are rather odd with the normal intonation
of declarative sentences. Wihat is important for our dis-
cussion, however, their oddity can be explained naturally

in terms of the suggestion above, that the universal quanti-
fier in MG is preferably assigned narrow scope. (41'b-c)
differ in their possible interpretations from the corre-
sponding (4lb-c): unlike the latter, (41'b-c) are unambiguous
as to the relative scope interpretations of their non-uni-
versal quantifiers; in particular, they lack the narrow

scope interpretations of poli and arketi, being paraphrasable
only as ‘For many pilots, it is the case that...’ and ‘For
enough pilots, it is the case that...’, respectively. But

the only difference between the two pairs, (4lb-c) and
(41'b-c), is that thematization has applied on the latter.

If now the application of thematization has this consequence,
and quantifiers like poli (many), arketi (enough), 1iji

((a) few) show that it does, then the oddity of (41'a) and
(41'd) is explicable in terms of our suggestion above: it

is simply due to the conflict between the narrow scope,

that the universal quantifier inherently tends to have with

respect to the negative, and the demands (for wide scope)

! (41'a) and (41'd) sound more natural when the uni-
versal quantifiers carry contrastive emphasis and the wvhole
utterance is interpreted as a context-bound denial intended
to contradict utterances like ‘Some pilots did not fly high’
or ‘A pilot did not fly high’, etc. Cf. (i) below:

(i) A: meriki pildti 8én petidsan psiléd.
some pilots not flew high.

B: OLI i piléti &én petidsan psilé.
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of the sentence-initial (:‘topic’) position.

We have seen so far that at least two factors might
influence the relative scope interpretations of non-lexi-
cally marked quantifiers in negative sentences: the inhe-
rent features of the quantifiers (cf. the difference be-
tween the universal and the non-universal quantifiers in
(41) and (41')) and their placement in topic position (cf.
the difference in ambiguity between the non-universal qua-
ntifiers in (41) and (41')). But this can hardly be a new
observation. As Ioup (1975) has pointed out, on the basis
of data from a large number of languages exemplifying
quantifiers that are clause-mates in the same surface sen-
tence,

" Three factors are shown to interact to determine
wvhich quantifier has highest scope within a clause.
These are, in order of importancé, the inherent
characteristics of the individual quantifiers, their
grammatical function whithin the clause, and their
location in a salient serial position in the sen-
tence." (op. cit.:38). |

The category of topic possesses the higher position in her
hierarchy of grammatical functions (She considers topic as
a grammatical category, on the basis of the fact that many
languages do have a specific grammatical category for this
function).

There are, however, some other factors, too, that
have some effect on the relative scope of quantifiers in
negative sentences. Thus, different intonational patterns
may in many cases disambiguate wide scope and narrow scope

readings, or even, by imposing the ane reading than the
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other, affect the acceptability of a sentence. As with the
twvo factors of the previous paragraph, the involvement of
intonation in the interpretation of quantifier scope has
been noted in many cases (cf., e.g., Allwood et al., 1977:
69-70). And not only this; it has also been the basis for
quantifier scope analyses in Jackendoff (1972) and Lasnik
(1976). To quote from the latter,
" 4, I couldn't solve many of the problems.
Again, depending on intonation, the quantifier can
be either inside or outside the scope of not. When

many is within the same intonational phrase as not,

it will necessarily be negated. When 4. is given

an abnocrmal intonation in which I couldn't solve

has the contour of an independent sentence, many

will be non-negated." (p. 40).
Following Bresnan's argument that sentence stress is as-
signed by a cyclic rule after the syntactic rules on each
syntactic cycle have applied (see Bresnan 1971), Lasnik
accepts that the semantic rule of scope interpretation can
be cyclic and still take into account the intonational cha-
racteristics in the above quotation. He proposes the inter-

pretative rule below:

"\
Quant - [+hegated ] / not X —

[-some ] »
vhere — » indicates that not and Quant

are in the same intonational phrase.
Jackendoff, on the other hand, following Bolinger's
distinction between A and B pitch accents (Bolinger 1965),

argues that the association of the (ambiguous on paper)

(42) ALL the men didn't go.
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with the paraphrase ‘Not all the men went’ or the para-
phrase ‘None of the men went’ (Jackendoff's (8.161) and
(8.162), respectively) depends entirely on the choice

of pitch accent. Thus, (42') (Jackendoff's (8.159))

(42') ALL the men didn't go.
(B accent)

is, according to his theory, synonymous vith ‘Not all the

men went’, while (42") (Jackendoff's 8.160)

(42") ALL the men didn't go.
BN

(A accent)

is synonymous with ‘None of the men vent’, the contrast
in meaning between them being produced by the difference
in the choice of pitch accent (op. cit.:352).

Both Lasnik's "comma intonation'" and Jackendoff's
contrast ‘accent A’/‘accent B’ can easily be shown to in-
fluence the interpretation of quantifier relative scope

in MG as well. Thus

8én petdsan psild poli pildti.

and

I et ™

8én petldsan psiléd, poli pildti.
normally favour the narrow scope and the wide scope inter-
pretation of the quantifier, respectively, while

OLI i piléti &én petilsan psild.
—_

(B accent)

and

OLI i pildti 8én petdsan psiléd.
i .

(A accent)
are more naturally connected with the narrow scope and the

vide scope interpretation, respectively, of the universal
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quantifier.

However, the involvement of suprasegmental cha-
racteristics in the interpretation of scope, in MG at least,
goes further than the two theories above suggest. Emphatic
stress, for example, a factor they do not take into account,
can also have some bearing even on the acceptability of
utterances. Cf. the difference in acceptability between
(41'd) (under its normal intonation) and (iB) (see p.234 ,
footn.), both repeated here:

(41'd) (?)61i i piléti 8én petdsan psild.
~ (A accent)

(iB) OLI i pildti 8én petdsan psilé.

__——___\‘\\\\\ (A accent)

According to Warburton's theory of vord order in MG (see
1.3.2 above), a non-verbal item may normally occur in sen-
tence-initial position either if it carries contrastive
emphasis or if it is interpreted as the topic. The un-
stressed §li- phrase in (41'd) is bound to be interpreted
as the topic, and the conflict with its inherent tendency
to take narrov scope vith respect to the negative (which
makes it part of the ‘comment’) is unavoidable (cf. our
discussion of (41') above). On the other hand, the stressed
OLI- phrase in (iB) is not bound to such an interpretation:
it occurs sentence-initially because it carries emphasis;
thus no conflict arises.

Phonetic information, then, can in many wvays (¢ comma
intonation , falling/rising pitch in the end, emphatic
stress) affect scope relations between quantifiers and nega-

tion, pointing to the one or the other interpretation
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of their relative scope.

However, this multidimensional involvement of pho-
netic characteristics is not, as we have seen, the only
source of influence. The inherent or functional characteri-
stics of quantifiers, remember, may equally well disambi-
guate quantifier scope in negative sentences. We can nov
see how difficult it is to predict quantifier scope rela-
tions in these sentences. Our grammar would have to handle
the interrelations of the factors that influence the pos-
sible scope interpretations, as well as their interaction
with the negative operator. But as the discussion above
makes clear, it is difficult to handle even one of these
factors; for instance, the complex influence of the rele-
vant phonetic information. The predictability of quantifier
scope relations becomes even more problematic in negative
sentences containing more than one (not lexically marked)
quantifiers. Ioup (1975) has shown, as we have seen, that
the relative scope interpretation of two clause-mate quanti-
fiers is the result of the interaction of three factors,
namely (a) their inherent characteristics, (b) their gram-
matical function, and (c) their serial position in the sen-
tence. And it is, presumably, very difficult to calculate
the interrelations of these factors with the relevant as-
pects of phonetic information and the interaction of these
interrelations with the negative operator in negative sen-
tences.

As far as I can see, however, such a calculation, if
possible, is the most reliable way of predicting scope re-
lations between (not lexically marked) quantifiers and the

negative operator. Lasnik's '"comma intonation", for example,
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cannot explain the fact that negation may affect only the

universal quantifier in (43) below:

(43) a. 8é& 1linun pold provlimata 61i i madités.

not solve many problems all the pupils.
b, 6é linun 61i i ma8ités pold provlimata,

Both a. and b. are naturally paraphrased as ‘Only a few

pupils solve many problems’, but not as “All pupils solve
a few problems’. Similarly, Jackendoff's pitch accent dis-
tinction cannot account for the fact that negation cannot

affect the preceding quantifier in (44) below:

(44) poli ma8ités 8& 1linun pold problimata.

many pupils not solve many problems.

poli cannot fall within the scope of the negative with
either pitch accent.

We shall not pursue the matter of relative scope pre-
dictability in negative sentences any further here, It is
vorth pointing out, however, before passing to the next
section, that MG differs from English in an interesting
respect. Lasnik (1976) notes that the scope of not in En-
glish is subject to island constraints. In particular,

he explains the difference in scope ambiguity between

(45) I couldn't understand the proofs of many the-

orems.
and

(46) I couldn't understand Euclid's proofs of

many of the theorems.

(his (26) and (30), respectively) on the basis of Ross's
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possessivized NP constraint:
" As represented here, the not scope rule is basically
a feature changing rule. If, as argued by Ross (1967),
feature changing rules are subject to island con~
straints, the non-ambiguity of sentence [(46)] dis-
cussed above is easily explained." (p. 43).
MG, on the other hand, does not exemplify analogous

differences in ambiguity. Cf. e.g. (47) and (48)

(47) &én béresa na kataldvo tis apodiksis dlon

ton 8eorimaton.

not could (I) understand the proofs (of) all

the theorems.

(48) &én bdresa na kataldvo tis apodiksis tu
evklidi ja 6la ta Seorimata.
not could (I) understand the proofs (of) ‘art.

Fuclid for all the theorems.

(48) is as ambiguous as (47); moreover, the more natural
interpretation of (48) associates the negative particle
vith the universal quantifier: that is, (48) sounds more

natural when the possessivized NP constraint is violated,

Similarly, (49) is ambiguous:

(49) &én éxume akéma tis 8ésis tu jéni ja pold
§émata.

t ’

not have (we) yet the positions (of) ‘art.

John for many issues.
It is paraphrasable both as ‘For many matters we have not
got John's positions yet’ (pold falls outside the scope of
negation) and as ‘We have got John's positions for some

matters but still not for many of them’ (pold falls within
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the scope of negation).

It is worth noting in this connexion that the MG data
on quantifiers and negation above apparently contradict
Chomsky (1973)'s principle of the "Specified Subject Con-
dition" (the term "subject" has here an extended sense: it
is definable not only in S, but also in NP's such as the
possessivized NP's in (48) and (49), where tu efklidi and
tu jéni, respectively, are considered as subjects). This
principle demands that no rule can involve X, Y in the stru-

cture

..._>g...[a...;_...—-—-141__\4...]...
(vhere Z is the specified subject of W Y V in @ and g is
either S or NP), and Chomsky (ibid.:241-3) argues that
Lasnik's observations above constitute a further example
of its application:

" The observations are moderately subtle, but I
believe that Lasnik's judgements are correct.
Notice that the facts, as stated, follow from the
Specified Subject condition, which does not permit
association of not with many (... " (p. 242).

Although Chomsky notes (ibid.:233) that there is no
logical necessity to make the assumption that " conditions
on the functioning of rules are assigned to universal gram-
mar ", his condition above is intended to be a principle
of the universal grammar. As we have seen, however, the
counterexamples from MG do cast doubt on the applicability
of this principle in MG in general, and suggest that Chom-

sky's Specified Subject Condition is not universally appli-

cable.
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3, Summary

In this chapter we have discussed the problem of
relative scope in negative sentences containing quantifiers.
We have suggested that of the MG quantifiers the universal
and the existential can be lexically marked as to these
scope relations, whereas the other, non-universal and non-
existential, quantifiers are not. In particular, with re-
spect to the former ve have seen that MG makes a morpholo-
gical realization of the notions ‘*wide scope existential
quantifier’ and ‘narrov scope existential quantifier’:
the form kdpjos (some) inyariably corresponds to the first
notion, while the form kanis (in its emphatic and non-empha-
tic realizations) to the second. With respeﬁt to the other
quantifiers, on the other hand, we have seen that the situ-
ation is much more complicated: the multidimensional invol-
vement of phonetic characteristics and the decisive inter-
vention of factors such as ‘grammatical function’ and ‘se-
rial position’ in the sentence, not only preclude any lexi-
cal marking of these quantifiers, but also render the whole
enterprise of determining relative scope in negative sen-
tences containing these quantifiers very difficult: thus
the relevant analyses proposed so far, to the best of my
knowledge, have pointed out one or more of the factors
involved, rather than offered a satisfactory account of the
interrelations of these factors with the relevant aspects
of phonetic information, as vell as the interaction of those
interrelations with the negative operator.

The following, and last, chapter is devoted to a more
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general discussion of the scope of negation: it examines
the interpretation of negative scope in declarative sen-
tences in general. This discussion will lead us to some

less pessimistic conclusions, as we shall see.
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CHAPTER 1V

THE SCOPE OF NEGATION

0. Introduction

Over the last fifteen years many attempts have been
made to provide adequate explanation for the scope of nega-
tion. In general, two basically different approaches have
been adopted. People like Klima (1964), Lakoff (1969),
Jackendoff (1968, 1969 and 1972), Lasnik (1976), etc., be-
lieve that the scope of negation is fully determined by
the syntactic (or both syntactic and phonological) cha-
racteristics of the sentences. On the other hand, the
adherents of an entailment-based analysis of negation,
Kempson (1975, 1977), Wilson (1975), etc., proceed on a
purely semantic basis: they argue that the scope of negation
is vague, allowing a range of possible interpretations, wvhich,
to quote from Kempson (1975:28), "appears to be constrained
by the semantic components of the sentence in question and
is not stateable in terms of syntactic or phonological con-

straints".!?

1 Chomsky (1971) falls somevhere between these two dif-
ferent approaches: by restricting the scope of negation to
any phrase containing the intonation centre, his analysis pre-
dicts an indeterminacy in the interpretation of scope, on the
one hand, and tries to constrain it in terms of syntacticunits
and stress assignment, on the other (see a criticism of this

approach in Kempson (1975:22-3)).
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After sketching the most repreéentative wvorks of
both frameworks, we shall try to look at the problem of
scope from a point of view which is different from either
of these approaches. In particular, wve shall try to show
that negation has two functions, corresponding to, and being
analysable in terms of, two different levels of linguistic
description, the level of Sentence Grammar and the level of
Discourse Grammar; that a unified account of negation phe-
nomena in terms of the first level alone is not a feasible
target; and that the entailment-based analyses are more
problematic because they seek to account for facts belonging
to two different levels of description in terms of the one
level only.

To this aim we shall first present (section 2.1) a
number of negation phenomena which have hardly been dealt
wvith in the analyses of negation known so far, despite
the fact that they overtly challenge some well-established
reqularities or restrictions. We shall try to show (a)
that these peculiar instances of negation share a particular
function: they deny something that has been said or implied
before (or, even, something that the speaker supposes that
someone might say or imply); (b) that the data on negative
factive sentences that the entailment analysts make appeal
to in order to expel ‘presupposition’ from semantics
constitutes simply one of these peculiar instances of
negation: that the cancellation of the relevant implication
in negative sentences is possible o n 1y if they are
interpreted as denying something previously said or implied

(or something that the speaker supposes that someone might
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say or imply); and (c) that the semantic notion ‘presuppo-
sition’ and the relevant phenomena must be reckoned among
the "well-established regularities and restrictions" that
are overtly challenged by this particular interpretation

of negation. Then we shall try to show that an entailment-
based analysis of negation, or any analysis which does not
assign theoretical significance to the denial interpretation
of negation, cannot provide a natural unified account of
negation phenomena: that it suffers from many inconsistencies
(section 2.2.1), on the one hand, and, on the other, it is
unable to provide an adequate explanation for some syntactic
and semantic facts, which, however, are naturally explicable
in the framework of an alternative theory that proceeds with
a distinction between a denial- and a non-denial- interpre-
tation of negation (sections 2.2.2 and 3.). Fipally, we
shall try to evaluate (quite informally) the consequencies
of this theoretical distinction for the theory of grammar

(section 4.).

1. Previous approaches

We shall sketch here the most representative works
in the frameworks of the two approaches mentioned in the
introductory section. This will help us to showv more clearly
in what way they differ from the third approach argued for

in the sections to follow.
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1.1 Fully determinate negative scope accounts

Four attempts to determine the scope of negation are
sketched here: Jackendoff (1969), Lakoff (1969), Jackendoff
(1972) and Lasnik (1976).

According to the analysis 1in Jackendoff (1969), scope
variations are determined on the basis of surface structure
configurations. His relevant argument hinges, mainly, on

triples like:

(1) a. Not many of the arrows hit the target.
b. Many of the arrows didn't hit the target.
c. The target wasn't hit by many of the arrous.

(Jackendoff's (29), (30) and (35), respectively). Jackendoff
considers that (1b) differs in meaning from both (la) and
(1c). He proposes (quite informally) the following interpre-

tive rule of scope:
" ... we observe that surface structure position of
neg is always included in the interpreted scope.
This suggests that the principle of the scope rule
is expansion of the scope of neg to larger and larger
constituents. Such expansion can be expressed by a
rule that raises neg from the node on which it is
generated to a dominating node." (op.cit.: 235-6).
In order to explain why somebody in examples like Somebody
didn't come (his (82)), e.g., does not fall within the scope

of not, Jackendoff tentatively accepted the principle that

the raising of Verb Phrase- negation is inhibited by the pre-

sence of a quantifier in the subject. Under this formulation
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his rule could handle the alleged difference between (1lb)
and (1d) and explain the fact that (1lb) is not synonymous
with (la).!?

Lakoff (1969), on the other hand, argues that not,
and other logical elements, are higher predicates in deep
structure, and that scope relationships correspond to
underlying command relationships. This does not mean, however,
that he does not take into account surface structure confi-
gurations: to explain the phenomena in (1) above (which con-
stitute apparent counterevidence for this view) and other
related scope phenomena, Lakoff protects his account with a
system of global derivational constraints, which are intended
to preserve the correct correspondence between command rela-
tionships in underlying structure and precede relationships
in derived structure, by reflecting every stage in the deri-

vation between the two structures. He formulates the relevant

to our discussion constraint as follows (op. cit.:129):

" et T, = L! commands L?2
T2 = L% commands L'
T3 = L! precedes L? (L = Q@ or NEG)
Constraint 1' : P,/Ty > (PRr/T2>Pp/Ts) "

(vhere °/’ means "meets condition"). Given the underlying
structure that Lakoff postulates and his quantifier-lowering
rule, Constraint 1', acting as a well-formedness constraint,
handles the facts in (1) above (See an extensive criticism
of this approach in Lasnik (1976:57-83)).

Jackendoff (1972) argues extensively for the strong

! For a criticism of Jackendoff observations see

Lasnik (1976:83-9) and Kempson (1975:20-2).
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claim that surface structure configurations are the only
level that is relevant to the interpretation of scope. Nega-
tion and quantifiers are now considered "as modal operators
imposing conditions on the identifiability of referents
and the realisability of events, while the scope of negation
consists of everything commanded by the negative morpheme
and to its right". Jackendoff formulates the following modal
projection rule (ibid.:348):

" Given a lexical item A whose semantic interpretation

contains a modal operator M. If an NP or S is within

the scope of A, it is optionally dependent on M in

the modal structure, that is, subject to Cy. If an

NP or S is outside the scope of M, it is not dependent

on M."
Thus, noun phrases and sentences commanded by and to the
right of lexical items containing the modal operator '"neg"
are optionally subject to the condition that the latter
imposes on noun phrases and sentences, namely, that they
have no identifiable referents and no realizations, res-
pectively.

According to Jackendoff, there are some possibilities
of contrast in meaning that his analysis cannot account for.
Thus a difference in the choice of pitch accent (see chapter
I1I1), he argues, produces two different readings for sen-
tences like

(2) ALL the men didn't go.

which can be synonymous either with ‘Not all the men vent’
(B accent) or with ‘None of the men went’ (A accent), despite

the fact that both
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(2') ALL the men didn't go.
I e
(B accent)
and

(2") ALL the men didn't go.
—

(A accent)

(Jackendoff's (8.159) and (8.160), respectively) are as-
signed the same modal structure. Jackendoff tries to account
for his observations in terms of his distinction focus/pre-
supposition, claiming that the A accent coupled with nega-
tion indicates that the focus (e.g. ALL in (2")) is a cor-
rect value to satisfy the containing the negative presuppo-
sition (AQ[Q of the men didn't go]in (2") ), while the B
accent coupled with negation indicates that the focus is
an incorrect value for the (positive) presupposition
(AQ[ Q of the men went]in (2')). |

Lashik (1976), finally, following in many respects
Jackendoff's main lines, opts for a surface structure con-
figurations- dependent interpretation of negative scope. To
accommodate the fact that, depending on intonation, the
quantifier can be either inside or outside the scope of
negation, Lasnik formulates a cyclic scope rule consisting
of two sub-rules (his 74a-b):

a. Quant - [ +negated] / not X —

Adverbial

NP } » [+negated] / not —

b. {

(see also chapter III), noting that
" When not is present in the Aux but 74 is inapplicable,
either because of the pause intonation discussed, or
the absence of a Quant, or the presence of an island
boundary between not and the Quant, the negation

apparently associates with the verb." (op. cit.:43).
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What is, however, particularly interesting for our
discussion in the sections to follow is the data that Lasnik
associates with Attraction to Focus (AtF), a rule that was
first adopted by Jackendoff. According to Lasnik's brief
discussion of this rule, it differs from his scope rule above
in three main respects:

(i) in its domain:
" Attraction to focus is applicable, then, in two types
of situations: 1) sentences where some particula:
item or items have heavy stress as in 89al I didn't

see Jéhn. I saw Bfll Jand 90a [ J6hn didn't see Bill;

Mdry saw Sdsanl; 2) gapped sentences such as 89b

[ I saw Bill, not Jéhn ] and 90b [ Mdry saw Sdsan, not

Jéhn, Bill]l" (op.cit.:47).

(ii) in its operation:

" A more fundamental difference between Rule 74 [ Lasnik's
scope rule—1I1.V.] and AtF is that only the former con-
structs semantic entities by amalgamating not with
another item. AtF only provides the information that
the focussed item is incorrect and will be replaced."
(op.cit.:47).

" AtF ‘zeroes in’ on an item with extra heavy stress,
and semantically erases it. That is, the stressed
item is labelled incorrect, and its slot is designated
to be correctly refilled. The most striking aspect of
the operation of AtF is that anything in the sentence
can be focussed and denied. This is in sharp contrast
to rule 74a [the first sub-rule of Lasnik's scope rule

— 1.V. ] which has a restricted number of possible inputs."
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(iii) in its conditions: Island constraints, Co-ordinate
structures are penetrable by AtF; similarly, even positive
polarity items can be negated by AtF. Cf. (3), (4) and (5),

respectively (Lasnik's 83., 84., and 81.):

(3) I didn't understand Euclid's proofs of many
of the theorems; I understood his proofs of

only a fed of them.

(4) I didn't talk to Chomsky and 411 of his col-
leagues; I talked to Chomsky and mést of his

colleagues.

(5) John isn't sdémewhat smarter than Bill. He's

mdch smarter.

In the sections to follov (see 2.2) we shall return to this
sort of data and its implications for the dispute between
entailment analysts and presupposition analysts, on the one

hand, and the problem of negation in general, on the other.

1.2 An indeterminate negative scope account

The preceding section gave us an idea of the first
approach to the problem of negative scope. Here we shall
sketch a representative work in the framework of the second
approach.

Kempson (1975, 1977) argues that negative sentences
are not ambiguous as to scope, but rather vague; and that
this inherent vagueness of negative sentences has not been
recognized by other linguists (cf. Lakoff 1970, Jackendoff

1969, Chomsky 1971, etc.). She assumes that negative sentences
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are given their semantic interpretation from a fully spe-
cified deep structure phrase marker in terms of the follo-
wing rule of negation:

" Given NegS where S is interpreted as a conjoint set
of semantic components (Py*Py*P3..e Pn) either simple
or complex, NegS is replaced by A/S, where A is the
*antonymy operator’:

A/S = A/Py vVA/P, vA/Psv ... VA/PR."
That is, the scope of negation is, according to Kempson,
indeterminate. It constitutes those semantic components
wvhich are affected by the rule of negation (1975:17):

" Thus for some conjoint set of semantic components
[e;.ez.e3] the negation of that set is equivalent to:

[A/e; vA/e, vA/es ]
and this formulation by definition allows any of the

following combinations [ footnote omitted]:

A/er . A/ez . A/es (i)
A/ei . A/es . e3 (ii)
A/e1 .eo . Ales (iii)
e, . A/e, . A/es (iv)
A/e, . e, . €3 (v)
e, . e, . Ales (vi)
e, . A/ey . es (vii) "

In her attempt to show that presupposition (as opposed
to entailment), and consequently a three-valued logic, has
no place in the semantics of natural language, Kempson con-
centrates on a particular interpretation of negative sen-
tences (predictable by her rule of negation) which not

only cannot be captured in terms of presupposition, but
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also apparently is in conflict with its logical definition.
In particular, according to the table of presuposition (see

Kempson 1975:49):

Table of Presupposition

presupposing sentence presupposed sentence

T - T
Wv{TvF) <~ F
F > T

if a presupposing sentence is false, its falsity will have
no effect on its presupposition, which will remain true;
that is, according to the predictions of the table, the pre-
supposition of a positive sentence must always survive in
its negative counterpart. However, Kempson points out, there
is a particular ("unnatural", "marked", as she characterizes
it) interpretation of negative sentences that can by no
means be compatible with these predictions. Cf. (6) below

(Kempson's (33b)):

(6) Edward didn't regret that Margaret had failed

because he knew that it wasn't true.

If the implication of the truth of the complement in (6) were
not cancelled, the whole sentence would be contradictory; but
(6) is undeniably not contradictory. Thus, Kempson argues,
negation in (6) falsifies not only the factive verb but also
its complement, and this fact — which is pretty well pre-
dictable in terms of her rule of negation — can by no means
be compatible with a presupposition analysis, which insists
that under no circumstances at all can the presupposed sen-

tence be false if the presupposing sentence is false.
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The only logical relation that can, according to
Kempson, capture the data on negative sentence interpreta-
tion is the relation of ‘entailment’,which is logically
determined as follows (1975:49):

Table of Entailment

entailing sentence entailed sentence

T > T
F < F
F > TVF

It is obvious that the last part of the definition of the
relation of entailment, i.e.F > TvF, allows the cancellabi-
lity of the implication that the complement in (6) above is
true (Contrast it with the corresponding prediction in the
Table of Presupposition).

Although her criticism on accounts like those in
Kiparskys (1970), Keenan (1971) and Fillmore (1969) seems to
be logically irrefutable and quite convincing (though, to
some extent, counterintuitive), I think that some very im-
portant linguistic generalizations are missing in Kempson's
account, and in the entailment-based accounts of negation
in general; and that her alternative logical relation, 1.e.
entailment, involves syntactic and semantic problems and

difficulties. We will return to this later on.

2. From another point of view.

Here we try a different approach to the problem of
negative scope. We argue that the phenomenon of cancellabi-

lity of the implication that apparently contradicts pre-



257

supposition (see the preceding section) is simply one of
the symptoms of a particular function of negation: its de-
nying something that has been previously said or implied
(or something that the speaker supposes that someone might
say oOr imply)l. We correlate this cancellability with some
other, superficially irrelevant, cases of negation which
also apparently contradict some regularities or constraints
that have convincingly been pointed out with respect to the
ordinary (: non-denial) function of negation: these proble-
matic cases, too, are symptoms of the same function of ne-
gation.

The correlation of these problematic data on negation
vith the cancellability of the factive complement, and of
both with a particular function of negation, hés twvo obvious
consequencies: (a) it suggests that there is a second type
of negation which does not share the restrictions of the or-
dinary negation,Aand (b) it provides a different basis for
an analysis of the facts that entailment analysts sought to
analyze in terms of entailment, as contrasted to presupposi-
tion, and of rules of negation like that in the preceding
section. We examine extensively these two consequences in
sections 2.1 (consequence (a)) and 2.2 (consequence (b))

below.

' The term ‘context-boung denial’ which we shall be

using below will have this broad sense.
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2.1 The distinction ‘ordinary’/‘contradiction’ negation

Some peculiar instances of negation have been reported
on various occasions which can freely violate well esta-
blished — and well maintained by other instances of nega-
tion — restrictions or regularities. They contradict con-
straints and rules that determine other instances of negation
and are a persistent "headache" for the linguist who is
seeking regular patterns. To the best of my knowledge, these
peculiar instances of negation either have been neglected
and dismissed as marginal and non-representative instances
of negation, or, when pointed out, have never been dealt with
in detail énd depth. We examine tvo of these instances imme-
diately below.

Consider the data that Lasnik (1976) sought to account
for in terms of his Attraction to Focus rule (see 1.1; (3),
(4) and (5) are repeated here as (9a), (9b) and (8a), re-

spectively):
(7) a. I didn't write a 1ldéng thesis. It is shdrt.

b. John didn't get thé result, but he got &

result.

(8) a. John isn't sémewvhat smarter than Bill. He's

mich smarter.

b. He didn't discuss a géod deal of data. He

discussed a gréat deal of data.

(9) a. I didn't understand Euclid's proofs of mdny
of the theorems; I understood his proof of

only a fed of them.
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b. I didn't talk to Chomsky and 411 of his
colleagues; I talked to Chomsky and mést

of his colleagues.
(10) a. I saw Bill, not Jdéhn.

b. I solved 411 the problems, not mdny of

them.

(Lasnik's 80a-b, 81., 82.,, 83., 84., 89b and 86'., res-
pectively). As we have seen (section 1.1), Lasnik points
out some fundamental differences between his scope rule,
which apparently cannot control (7)-(10) and other parallel
cases, and his AtF rule that is proposed to handle these
stubborn instances of negation. Thus, the two rules differ
in their domain and conditions of application and, what is
most important, in the results of their operation (see the
relevant quotations in 1.1). Although, however, Lasnik is
avare of the basic differences between the two rules, he
does not seem to pay very much attention to the fundamental
differences between the data captured by his scope rule

and the data (cf. (7)-(10)) that his AtF rule is proposed
to handle. The different properties of the two relevant
rules probably reflect different properties of the data.
Despite this, Lasnik puts the problematic data under the
same perspective, and tries to treat it in the same frame-
work as the non-problematic instances of negation. Thus, his
account essentially allows in the same component two rules
of negative scope interpretation that contradict each
other. Not surprisingly, Lasnik avoids a formulation of

this AtF rule.
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What is more important, however, Lasnik's anxiety for
incorporating this problematic data in his (already esta-
blished) framework does not allow him to see the significance
of another crucial, in my view, difference between his tuwo
groups of data: unlike his non-problematic data, (7)-(10)
above represent clearly context-bound utterances. Thus, the
first sentence in (7b), e.qg., denies the assertion "John got
the result’ which was made before; similarly, (8a) denies the
previously made assertion *John is somewhat smarter than
Bill’, and so on. As far as I can see, it is impossible for
anyone of (7)-(10) to open discourse: someone must have
asserted, or perhaps implied, what the first sentences
in (7)-(9) and the second (elliptic) sentences in (10) deny.

What Lasnik does not pay attention to, though, is

pointed out by Baker (1970). In his discussion of pairs like:
(11) a. The Sox have already clinched the pennant.

b. *The Sox haven't already clinched the pen-

nant.

(12) a. I would rather go to New Orleans.

b. *I wouldn't rather go to New Orleans.

o]

(13) Jacques could just as well have taken the

train.

b. *Jacques couldn't just as well have taken

the train.

(14) a. He did pretty well on the exam.

b. *He didn't do pretty well on the exam.
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(15) a. He is far taller than his uncle.

b. *He isn't far taller than his uncle.
(16) a. John still plays golf.

b. *John doesn't still play golf.

(Baker's (1)-(6)), exemplifying "affirmative polarity" items,
Baker notes the following:

" In starring the (b) examples in (1-6) [our (11)-(16) —
I.V.], I only wish to indicate their unacceptability
wvhen they are read with normal intonation and occur in
no special context. There is one particular circumstance
in which sentences like this are acceptable; namely,
wvhen they represent, word by word, an emphatic denial
of a preceding speaker's assertion. Thus, for example,
(1b) [our (11b)] is acceptable as an emphatic denial
of (la) [our (1la)]. The same remarks hold for a number
of starred examples which occur later in this paper."
(ibid.:footn.2).

In this connexion, and as far as MG is concerned, the
same is true for many acceptable negative sentences examined
in our previous chapters; as we have noted in several foot-
notes throughout our discussion, such grammatically odd
sentences become natural and acceptable if they are inter-
preted as context-bound denials.

So far we have been discussing some striking examples
of context-bound denials. That is, we have been examining
contextually relevant instances of negation which are appa-
rently "ungrammatical”: the data in (7)-(16) openly contra-

dict otherwvise well-motivated rules or constraints, and
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the conflict between their being ungrammatical, on the one
hand, and acceptable, on the other, was actually overcome in
terms of their being interpreted as context-bound instances
of negation. We can say nov that it would be absurd to pre-
sume that sentences “"represent, word by word, an emphatic de-
nial of a preceding speaker's assertion” o n 1 y in cases
in which well-established rules and constraints are ignored
and violated. That is to say, there must undeniably be other
instances of context-bound negation, which, however, are less
nyisible" because they do not openly violate rules or con-
straints, and thus do not superficially differ from non-
context-bound instances of negation. We discuss three such
cases belov.

I. Negative sentences containing the quantifier some can be
connected with different relative scope analysés, depending
on whether they are interpreted as context-bound or non-con-

text-bound. Consider the following examples:
(17) George ate some of that pie.
(18) George didn't eat some of that pie.
(19) George didn't eat any of that pie.
(Baker's (13)-(15)). According to Baker,

m ... there are words such as some which may occur in
both positive and negative sentences, but in such a
way that the addition of not in the verb phrase of
an affirmative sentence does not result in a sentence
vhose reading is the logical negation of the original."

(ibid.:171).
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Thus, Baker argues, although both (17) and (18) are accept-
able, "the latter is not interpreted as the logical negation
of the former (...) Indeed, this role is filled by (15)"

(our (19)). Examine now the following piece of discourse:

(18') A: George ate some of that pie.
B: George didn't eat some of that pie; he

wasn't in the party at all.

As far as I can see, the first sentence of (18'B) cannot
have the analysis

Ex (x is some amount of a pie & n George ate it) ,
which is normally associated with (18) above. And, conver-
sely, the analysis

~Ex (x is some amount of a pie & George ate it)
that seems appropriate for the first sentence of (18'B)
does not obviously represent the propositional content that
(18) normally carries.1 Nevertheless there are no superficial
differences (except, perhaps, intonational differences) be-
twveen (18) and its twin in (18'B) (It is obvious, though,
that if some were an affirmative polarity item (as already,

vould rather, etc., in (11)-(16) are), (18) would be starred

and (18'B) would be acceptable (cf. the quotation from

Baker above); and the difference would be "yisible").

' An analysis of the relation betueen the first sen-
tence in (18'B) and the sentence (19), which Baker considers
as the logical negation of (18), will be presented later

On.
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II. Negative sentences with some, however, are not the only
examples which show that their being interpreted as context-
bound denials has some bearing on their content that their
context-free instances cannot have, although there is no dif-
ference in grammaticality or acceptability between the for-

mer and the latter. See the pair of factive sentences below:

(20) John did not regret that he went to the match.

He did not go to the match.
(21) John did not regret that he went to the match.

A very well knoun difference between the interpretations of
(21) and the first sentence in (20) is that the implication
*John went to the match’ that the complement carries may
survive in (21), but must be negated in (20) (hence the com-
patibility between the two sentences of the latter). There is,
though, a second, equally important and, in my viev, relevant,
difference between (21) and the first sentence in (20)
(henceforth (20), for simplicity), which, howvever, has

hardly been noted:' (20) is, or at least is generally under-

' With the exception of Lyons (1977) and Karttunen &

Peters (1979). Lyons points out that:

" Granted that the context-free assertion of a proposition
p, or its propositional negation, v p , commits the
speaker to a belief in the truth of any proposition, g,
that is presupposed by p, this does not hold for the
denial of p. If someone were to assert that the present
King of France is bald, we could quite reasonably deny
this by saing:

(12) The present King of France is not bald: there

is no King of France.

Similarly, though it would be irrational for someone to
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stood as, exemplifying a context-bound denial; on the other
hand, (21), under the interpretation that preserves the re-
levant implication, is not necessarily understood as a con-
text-bound denial. Put differently, it is very difficult, if
not impossible, to interpret the utterances of (20) as con-
text irrelevant. And there is some sort of empirical evi-
dence for this contextual differentiation between (20) and
(21).

In particular, if (20) is in fact an instance of con-
text-bound denial, then its subject-NP presumably makes re-
ference to something that is contextually '"given'", namely,
to the subject-NP of a preceding, or strongly implied, po-

sitive utterance, e.g.
(22) John regretted that he went to the match. ,

which (20) denies. It is, however, very well known that the

‘anaphoric’ relation between tuo phrases, say, between two

utter
(13) I don't know that the earth is round.

as a context-free assertion, (...) there is nothing

wrong with the utterance of (13) as a denial [ footn.

omitted — I.V.]" (p.772).

Karttunen & Peters, similarly, notice the involvement

of the context and the situation of utterance. Non-contradi-
ctory examples, like our (20) above, they say,

" ... have a special function in discourse. They contradict
something that the addressee has just said, implied, or
implicitly accepted " (p.47).

We will return to this correlation between situation of utter-
ance and function of negation below: it will be the core of

our analysis in the sections to follov.
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subject-NP's, cannot in general be maintained if the second
subject-NP is introduced by the indefinite article. This now
means that if sentences like (20) are necessarily understood
as context-bound denials, then they could not contain indefi-
nite subject-NP's since the latter would cancel the (absolu-
tely necessary for the context-boundness) anaphoric relation-
ship. The oddity of (20') below shows that this prediction;
and, consequently, our characterisation of (20) as a context-

bound denial, is correct:

(20') ?% A friend of John's did not regret that he
wvent to the match. He did not go to the

match,?

Besides, the acceptability of (21') below shows that our
initial context-based distinction between (20) and (21) is

justifiable:

(21') A friend of John's did not regret that he

vent to the match.

Unlike (20'), which corresponds to (20), (21'), which cor-

' (20') looks like a joke or game with words, rather
than a seriously uttered sentence. Though, an utterance of
(20') might be acceptable if understood as

(20'") " A friend of John's" did not regret that he.
In such a case, however , it exemplifies a semiquotation:
indeed, it quotes its subject-NP from a previously uttered
(probably positive) sentence that it is intended to deny.
That is, (20") is context-bound, and thus supports, rather

than contradicts, our viev,.



267

responds to (21), is acceptable. We can say, therefore, that
an utterance of (20), unlike an utterance of (21), is neces-
sarily interpreted as a context-bound denial.

The discussion so far has shown that the relevant im-
plication in factive sentences such as (20) may be negated
only if they can be interpreted as context-bound denials
(cf. the odd (20')). Can we, on the dther hand, say that the
relevant implication may not be negated in context-free
utterances? A third difference between our examples, this
time between the pairs (20)-(21) and (20')-(21') is, I think,
helpful.,

As far as I can see, the implication ‘A friend of John's
vent to the match’ is not cancellable under the context-free
readings of (21'); and the same holds for (20') (hence the
contradiction between its two parts). On the other hand, as
far as the other pair, (20)-(21), is concerned, the relevant
implication m u s t be cancelled in (20) (otherwise the con-
tradiction between its two parts cannot be avoided). What
can wve, hovever, say of (21)? As we have seen, utterances of
(21) are normally understood as preserving the relevant im-
plication, but, on the other hand, nothing prevents (21) in
general from denying that implication. We showed above that
(21) differs fron (20) in that it is not necessarily context-
bound. Now does the fact that (21) is interpretable as a con-
text-bound denial or as a context-free sentence have any
bearing on the cancellability or the preserveness of its im-
plication? In my opinion, (20') and (21') give us a clue:
an utterance of (21') cannot normally be context-bound (cf.

the unavoidable contradiction in (20'); see also our
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relevant footnote); besides, (21') cannot cancel the im-
plication that the content of its factive complement is true
(cf. again (20')). It is legitimate, I think, to suppose, on
the basis of this fact, that it is the context-free utter-
ances of (20) that do not, and cannot, cancel the implication
that the complement is true, and that it is only the context-
bound utterances of the same sentence that may affect the
truth of that implication. Under this assumption, we avoid a
conflict with the facts in (20')-(21'), which demonstrate a
dependence of the cancellability of the relevant implication
on context-boundness, on the one hand, and, on the other, pro-
ceed vith an intuitively supported distinction between context-
bound denials allowing the negation of the factive complement
and context-free negative sentences excluding the negation of
the complement.

Obviously, our suggestion above is in conflict with
Kempson (1975, 1977) and the other entailment accounts, which
claim that the scope of negation is indeterminate, and
thus do not accept the significance of the distinction
context-bound/context-free negative sentences. It is
vorth pointing out here, however, that the examples on which
Kempson (Wilson, etc.) bases her argumentation have the
form of (20) (never the form of (20')): they are always
followed by a "supporting", if you like, sentence, like He

did not go to the match in (20), which actually unsays and

takes back the relevant implication. But,as we have seen here,
such '"supporting" sentences do not simply point to the reading
of the preceding negative sentence that cancels this impli-

cation: the difference in acceptability between (20') and
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(21') has shown that such supporting sentences make the
factive sentence context-bound. Thus, example (20'), which
is followed by such a supporting sentence, is invariably
interpreted as context-bound denial; hence the conflict be-
tween its indefinite subject-NP and the demands of its (una-
voidable) interpretation as a context-bound denial for refe-
rence to preceding context (It is this conflict that explains,
as we said, the star in (20') and its difference in accepta-
bility from (20), which contains a subject-NP that can be ana-
phorically related with the preceding context). On the other
hand, example (21'), which is not folloved by such a suppor-
ting sentence, is not necessarily given a context-bound deni-
al interpretation; hence it does not exemplify the conflict
ve have in (20'), its indefinite subject-NP is acceptable,
and the whole utterance is "saved".

To recapitulate, we have presented so far two cases
in which the context-boundness of a sentence affects its
acceptability or its interpretation. We have seen that utter-
ances of the typically ungrammatical b. sentences in (11)-(16)
become acceptable if they are understood as context-bound.
Also, we have considered less obvious examples, where the
involvement of the context has less '"visible", but equally
impressive, (semantic) results, namely, sentences wvith some
and negative factive sentences: we sav, respectively, that
context-boundness affects the semantic analysis of scope
and makes the relevant implication of factives cancellable.
There is, however, a third case of context-boundness involve-

ment, with even less "visible" results. We discuss it immedi-

ately belov.
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I11. Consider the negative sentence in (23B) and the negative
sentence in (24) (henceforth (23B) and (24), respectively,

for simplicity):

(23) A: The old cane chair had twvo legs.
B: It did not have two legs: it was a

hanging one.

(24) She showed me an old cane chair. It did not
have two legs, and she asked me if I could
fix it.

Obviously, (23B) denies a preceding positive sentence, i.e.
(23A), while this does not hold for (24). And it can easily
be seen that this contextual difference between the two nega-
tive sentences has some consequences as to their possibili-
ties of negative scope interpretation. More precisely, in
the context-bound (23B) the expression two legs necessarily
falls within the scope of negation, while in the context-free
(24) it necessarily falls outside the scope of negation. Thus
(23B) can be acceptably followed by the sentence it was a

hanging one, as well as by sentences like it had all four

legs, it had three legs, it had only one leg, it had none of

its four legs, etc. On the other hand, (24) cannot be accept-

ably followed by a ny of these sentences: it can only be
paraphrased as "It ljacked two legs" or "It had only tuo of
its legs", given that chairs normally have four legs. Be-

sides, sentences like it lacked two legs or it had only tuwo

of its legs, which normally paraphrase the negative sentence

(24), can by no means follow its twin (23B).

We can reasonably suggest then that the boundness orT
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non-boundness of a negative sentence to what has previously
been established in the context has some consequences as to
the interpretation of its negative scope.

There is, however, a second important difference
between the negative sentences (23B) and (24). The context-
free negative sentence (24) can be connected with only one
paraphrase: given that the chair initially had four legs,
the paraphrases "It lacked two legs" and "It had only two of
its legs" are equivalent. On the other hand, the context-
bound (23B) allows many possibilities, namely, the ones ex-

pressed by it had none of its four legs, it had all four

legs, etc. It is novw interesting to see howv this second dif-
ference between (23B) and (24) can be accounted for. Does
it have something to do with the interpretation of (238B)
as a context-bound denial? If it does, how can we describe
it?

As far as I can see, the context-bound (23B) and the
context-free (24) seem to display two differently functioning

not's: not in (23B) unsays, withdravs, erases,1 if you like,

the informétion that the corresponding positive sentence,

Y'Ccf. an analogous remark in the quotations from Lasnik

(1976) in the end of section 1.1. Trying there to differen-
tiate between his AtF and his scope rule, Lasnik makes re-
ference to the function of not that the AtF rule is pro-
posed to capture. It must be made clear, though, that the
scope of this not in his account is restricted to the heavy
stressed item only, while in our analysis it covers the whole

sentence. The reason will be made clear as we proceed,



272

i.e. (23A), has established in the context, in order for the
correct (according to speaker B) information, i.e. that ex-

pressed by it was a hanging one, to be substituted for it;

on the other hand, not in (24) has a quite different function:
"amalgamating", to use Lasnik's expression (see the quota-
tins in the end of section 1.1), with the verb, this not in
fact takes part in the information that (24) carries, rather
than erases previously established information. Put diffe-
rently, (24) is informationally "positive'": it describes the
chair, reporting that it lacked two of its four legs; on the
other hand, (23B) is informationally "negative": it does not
in fact describe the chair, but it denies a description

of it previously established in the context (cf. (23A)), re-
porting not what the chair was like (as (24) does), but what
the chair was not like. Thus, provided that chairs normally
have four legs, (24) can be regarded as equivalent in meaning

to it had only two legs, whereas (23B) cannot: the context in

(23) by no means allous (23B) to be associated with the para-
phrase "It had only two legs"; (23B) can be paraphrased only

as "It is not true that it had two legs". Obviously, however,
such a paraphrase contradicts the paraphrase "It had only

two legs" of (24).l We can, therefore, answering the question

It must be made clear that we do not claim here that
negative sentences are in general ambiguous as to their nega-
tive scope interpretation: it is not ambiguity in meaning,
scope or whatever, that characterizes the relationship between
the not's in (23B) and (24), for example. We are simply
suggesting that the two not's differ in function. We will re-
turn to this below, but it can be said at this point that
the differing in function not's will be considered to be sub-

jects of different grammatical components.,
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in the end of the preceding paragraph, say that the invol-
vement of context-boundness is again obvious: it allows not
an erasing function that context-free negative sentences
never exemplify.

The more general question that nov arises is whether
the other cases of context-boundness examined above demon-
strate the same function of not. It can easily be seen that
not in both the context-boung denials (20), (18'B) and the
context-bound denial readings of the "ungrammatical" b. sen-
tences in (11)-(16) unsays previously uttered positive sen-
tences. Indeed, it quotes part of the preceding context in
order to deny it. That is why we do not have contradiction
in (20) e.g.: the relevant implication that the presence of
the factive causes in fact beloﬁgs to, and is accepted by,
only the one wvho originally asserted the positive form
(i.e. the utterer of (22)); on the other hand, the utterer
of the denial (20) does not accept the truth of the relevant
implication (cf. the second sentence in (20)), but, at the
same time, in denying the truth of the preceding factive sen-
tence ((20), remember, is the context-bound denial of (22)),
he has to copy, to quote, that factive sentence, unavoidably
together with the relevant implication; hence the "unnatural-

1
ness" and "markedness" of (20).

Kempson herself characterizes as "unnatural® or
"marked" the readings of negative factive sentences which
cancel the relevant implication, as compared to those vhich
preserve that implication. That is, Kempson accepts a diffe-
rence in naturalness for (context-bound, as we suggested)

readings which cancel the implication.
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To illustrate further the analysis argued for here
we can contrast it with the entailment based analyses of
negation. It must be made clear that the involvement of the
context itself does not constitute, and was not meant to be,
evidence against entailment based accounts of negation.

An entailment analyst, e.g., could easily reply that his/her
analysis does not ignore, and does not leave unaccounted for,
the involvement of the context; and that the phenomena we
have been discussing in this section are dealt with in the
pragmatic component of his/her theory. There is, however, an
important difference between our discussion here and entail-
ment analyses., We tried to make a distinction between con-
text-bound and context-free negative sentences on the basis
of syntactic (: violation of well-established constraints on
polarity items) and semantic (: cancellation of the truth

of factive complements, different and mutually excluded pa-
raphrases) evidence. On the other hand, in the purely se-
mantic entailment-based analyses of negation, in Kempson's
analysis, for instance, this distinction has no grammatical
significance: according to her rule of negation (see 1.2)

a 1 1 possible negative scope interpretations are produced
in the semantic component and the appropriate or preferable
one(s) for each particular situation are determined in the
pragmatic component.

In other words, entailment analyses of negation claim,
on the basis of the alleged indeterminacy of negative scope,
that all possible interpretations of this scope are provided
indiscriminately by the semantics, while we nowhere made

such a claim: we have, quite to the contrary, suggested that
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some possible interpretations seem to be exclusively con-
nected with context-free and some others with context-bound
negative sentences. This distinction, as ve have seen, ap-
pears to be intuitively supported and reinforced by the
feeling that negation functions in two different ways,
according to the boundness or non-boundness of its utterance
to the context: (a) as an informationally positive "amalga-
mating" item that takes part in the whole content in context-
free cases; and (b) as an informationally negative item that
erases the content of the rest of its sentence and produces
a gap (which is normally filled in by the information that
a following sentence carries) in context-bound cases of ne-
gation.

A parallel correlation between function of negation
and situation of utterance is clearly noted by Karttunen &

Peters (1979). According to them, discourses such as

(25) a. John didn't fail to arrive. He wasn't

supposed to come at all.

b. Bill hasn't already forgotten that today

is Friday, because today is Thursday.

c. Mary isn't sick too. Nobody else is sick

besides her.

(their (77a-c)) are not "self-contradictory" because
" Negative sentences of the sort in [ (25)] have a special
function in discourse. They contradict something that
the addressee has just said, implied, or implicitly
accepted. One indication of their role is that they

tend to be produced with a distinctive intonation
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contour {(Liberman and Sag 1974). Another characte-

ristic property of this kind of negation is that

it does not affect the distribution of polarity

items — note the appearance of already in [ (25b)]

and too in [(25¢)]." (p.47).
Below it will be seen that analogous syntactic, phonological
and pragmatic justification for distinguishing between the
twvo different functions of negation is also offered by MG.
In my opinion, this distinguishing by parallel means between
the same functions of negation in two different languages,
English and MG, apért from being very impressive as such,
indicates that languages seem to be interested in making the
distinection, and that an analysis that does not pay attention
to, or cannot handle, this distinction cannot describe nega-
tion facts adequately (Probably, entailment analyses cannot
igee" this double functioning of negation; they mix up tvo
distinct cases of data, and are vulnerable, as ve shall see,
in terms of their ouwn predictions).

On the basis of the observations quoted in the preceding
paragraph, Karttunen & Peters distinguish between two kinds
of negation: ‘ordinary negation’ and ‘contradiction negation’.
They recognise, however, that in the framework of the Mon-
tague's version of model theory they adopt the construction
of a separate rule for forming sentences with contradiction

negation is problematic:

" .., we do not know how to represent their prosodic chara-
cteristics in the present framework. Another unsolved
problem of formalization concerns the contextual lin-

kage of such sentences." (p.48).
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We shall adopt the term ‘contradiction negation’ for the
context-bound instances of negation, i.e. for not "unsaying"
the rest of its sentence, which semi-quotes something (ex-
plicitly or implicitly) present in the context, and the term
*ordinary negation’ for the context-free instances of nega-

tion, i.e. for not "amalgamating" with the rest of its sen-

1
tence.

What we aim at in the rest of this chapter is to shov
that a more satisfactory analysis of negation would be to
consider that the relevant data is in general divided into
two parts, i.e. context-bound -and context-free cases of
negation, and should be accounted for in terms of two diffe-

rent grammatical components: in particular, the (context-free)

1
The traditional distinction ‘contradictory’/

*contrary’ could also be helpful in the characterization of
the two functions of negation. Obviously, in quoting and
denying (23A) above a context-bound denial reading of (23B),
e.g., will be the ‘contradictory’ of (23A), since they cannot
both be true and both be false: the only condition under
which a context-bound denial reading of (23B) is false is
the truth of (23A), and thus they cannot both be false. On
the other hand, a context-free utterance of the same nega-
tive sentence will be the ‘contrary’ of (23A): the context-
free utterance of It didn't have two legs (cf. (24)), more

or less equivalent in meaning with It lacked two legs, will

be false if "it was a hanging chair" is true; but under
this condition, (23A) too is false. Thus a context-free
interpretation of It didn't have two legs and (23A) can be
both false, i.e. the former is the ‘contrary’ of the

latter.
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instances of ‘ordinary negation’ should be dealt with in
terms of the semantics of what is called Sentence Grammar
(see Chomsky 1976, 1980; also Williams 1977), while the
(context-bound) instances of ‘contradiction negation’ should
be dealt with in terms of what is called Discourse Grammar.,
The first step towards this main aim, i.e. the establishment
of two functions of negation belonging to, and handled in
terms of, two grammatical components, will be to show the
drawbacks and inadequacy of entailment analyses. In the fol-
lowing sections, then, we shall try to show that the claim
of entailment-based accounts of negation that the semantic
component provides all the possible interpretations of nega-
tive scope is oversimplified and too strong; and that the
assumption that the scope of negation is indeterminate, that

this claim necessarily involves, is problematic.

2,2 The shortcomings of entailment-based analyses

of negation

We have seen so far two explanations for the fact that
there is no contradiction between the two sentences in (20),

e.g., repeated here:

(20) John did not regret that he went to the match.

He did not go to the match.

According to the entailment analyses, the negative in the
first sentence reaches and cancels the implication "John vent
to the match" that the factive-complement carries (contrary
to what presupposition analyses would predict); hence the

first sentence is compatible with the second sentence, which
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explicitly denies the truth of the factive complement.
According to the analysis defended in the preceding section,
on the other hand, the first sentence in (20) is a context-
bound denial intended to erase the content of its positive

factive counterpart John regretted that he went to the match,

wvhich has been (explicitly or implicitly) established in the
context, so that the true information '"He did not go to the
match" can take its place; in denying this positive counter-
part, however, the utterer of (20) has to copy, to quote it,
in order to show what he intends to reject; unavoidably toge-
ther with the relevant implication: hence the "unnaturalness"
and "markedness" of (20). What is quoted is not part of the
speaker's own view of truth., His own contribution is made
by the second sentence in (20)3 his first sentence denies
vhat the previous speaker considered as true. Given nouw that
contradiction would result only if the s a m e speaker
implied that something was true and immediately afterwards
stated that it was false, we can see why (20) does not lead
to the "anomalies'" that entailment analysts try to avoid by
dismissing ‘presupposition’. In other words, we do not need
to expel this notion from semantics, as entailment analysts
do, in order to account for the compatibility between the two
parts of (20), and other analogous examples: such cases can
be naturally explained in terms of their contextual chara-
cteristics.,

We can easily see which one of the two explanations
is more vulnerable. The "truth conditional game" cannot
probably be played with quoted material. If now cases like

that of (20) are in fact to be accounted for in terms of
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quotation and context-boundness, as we argue here, then the
truth-conditional approach of entailment analysis must lead
to undesirable predictions and anomalies. In the sections

to follow we shall try to shou that this is in fact the case:
that (20), and other analogous examples, cannot feed truth-

conditional analyses.

2.2.1 A review of entailment analysts' accounts

The basic points of entailment-based theories are
(a) that the scope of negation is indeterminate: the nega-
tive may affect any (simple or complex) semantic component
of a sentence (Kempson 1975); (b) that it is not *ambiguity’
but ‘vagueness’ that characterizes the different interpre-
tations of negative scope in a sentence; (c) that there
exists an asymmetry between positive and negative factive
sentences as regards the cancellability of the implication
that the content of their factive complement is true: this
implication is cancellable in negative factive sentences,
but not in the corresponding positives; and (d) that pre-
supposition accounts provide conflicting predictions for
some compound sentences featuring factive complements. In
2.2.1.1, 2.2.1.2, 2.2.1.3 and 2.2.1.4 below we argue that

these points are not free of problems.

2.2.1.1 Some problematic predictions created by the

"indeterminate" negative scope

We have been arguing above that the proposition that

the factive complement expresses is not understood as falling
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within the scope of the negation of the factive verb, unless

it is followed by a "supporting" sentence unsaying that com-

plement. We have also been arguing that such a supporting
sentence cannot follow a negative factive sentence, unless
the latter is interpreted as context-bound (cf. the oddity

in (20'), where the factive sentence cannot normally be

understood as context-bound). We shall try to show here that

a semantic analysis of negative scope in factive sentences

which does not take into account this conditioning on the

cancellation of the factive complements commits the relevant

theory to some problematic predictions.

Consider the following pieces of discourse:

(26) A: I did not regret going to the party.
B: What did you regret then?
Why? Were you pleased then?
*I am very glad to hear that you did
not go to the party.
OR
*I thought you had gone to the party.
(27) A: I did not realise that she left.
B: You should have realised that.
What did you realise then?

*She stayed then!
OR
*I didn't expect her to stay.

Entailment-based analyses of negation do not seem to pay

(a)
(b)

(e)

(a)

(c)

attention to the fact that the "unnatural" interpretation of

a negative sentence containing a factive is absolutely ex-
cluded, i.e. the implication of such a sentence is never

affected by negation, in cases in which it is not unsaid by
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an immediately following sentence. For example, Kempson's
semantics cannot account for the data in (26) and (27): it
cannot explain why (26Bc) and (27Bc) are unacceptable, rather
than simply less appropriate or less natural. Moreover, if
it is true, and I believe it is, that the implication of a
negative factive sentence is cancellable only when this sen-
tence is uttered to deny its positive counterpart, which is
explicitly or implicitly present in the context, then the
cancellability of that implication should be somehow related
to this particular contextual situation. Nothing in Kempson's
account, however, predicts this relation. Quite to the con-
trary, Kempson's semantics allows the "unnatural” interpreta-
tion to apply on single (context~free) negative sentences
like (26A) and (27A): according to the predictions of her
semantic rule of negation (see 1.2), it is equally likely
for the unnatural interpretation to apply on single negative
sentences of this kind.

Entailment analysts would reply, howvever, that
these observations do not in fact affect their theory;
that, along the lines of their accounts, the accounting for
the anomaly of (26Bc) and (27Bc) does not take place in the
semantics but in the pragmatics; and that the semantic com-
ponent determines what interpretations are possible, and not
vhat interpretations are appropriate. Such a reply hovever,
is not very convincing: as far as I can see, (26Bc) and
(27Bc) do not sound simply inappropriate or less preferable;
they are anomalous, What is more important, such a reply can
easily be rejected.

Suppose that a sentence like
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(28) John did not regret that he went to the

circus.

has, among others, the "unnatural" reading that the corres-

ponding context-bound denial (28') is normally associated

withs
(28') John did not regret that he vent to the
circus, because he did not go to the circus.
The characterization "unnatural", if I understand it cor-

rectly, is intended to apply here on less preferable, less
common, interpretations, which emerge only when motivated

by the context. We should quite reasonably expect, therefore,
that this "unnatural" reading of ( 28 )'s would present itself,
as it does in the context-bound interpretation of (28'), in
other cases, too, where the context clearly demands it or
points to it. This is not the case, however, as we can see

if we create environments that favour, or press tovards,

that "unnatural" reading. Thus (29a-c) below are clearly
unacceptable, although one would expect this "unnatural"

reading to "save'" them:

(29) a. 2?*John did not regret that he ran, and so

did not catch the train.

b. 7?*John does not realise that he 1is tall,

and so is unsuitable for his tall vife.

c. ?*John does not regret that he divorced;

he would be free nov.

(29a-c) cannot be interpreted as
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(29') a. John regretted that he did not run, and

so did not catch the train.

b, John realised that he is not tall, and

so is unsuitable for his tall wife.

c. John regrets that he did not divorce; he

vould be free nov.

respectively, although, along the lines of Kempson's, e.g.,
approach and her rule of negation (see 1.2), the first sen-
tences in (29') exemplify one of the possible negative scope
interpretations of the factive sentences in (29), on the one
hand, and the context in (29) points to exactly this "possible"
interpretation of (29a-c), on the other hand (For a relevant
argument see also 2.1 above).

This apparently means that, in the framework of en-
tailment analysis, a curious asymmetry seems to characterize
the possibilities of negative scope interpretation of (28)
and (29a-c): although negation is supposed to be able to
affect any part of the negative sentences in (28) and (29a-c)
and, consequently, their complements, on the one hand, and
the relevant contexts call for the (equally possible) "un-
natural" interpretation in both (28) and (29a-c), on the
other hand, this interpretation is made possible in (28)
only (ef. (28')).

It is worth pointing out here that in the framework
of the analysis we are defending here this asymmetry not
only is not curious but also underlines the significance of
the distinction between context-free and context-bound utter-
ances: it is obvious that the (acceptable) (28') differs from

the (unacceptable) (29a-c) in that it can be interpreted as
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a context-bound denial, whereas (29a-c) cannot, Cf. the
difference in acceptability between the following pieces

of discourse:

(28") A: John regretted that he went to the circus.
B: John did not regret that he went to the
circus, because he did not go to the cir-

cus.

(29"c) A: John regretted that he divorced.
B: 7?%*John did not regret that he divorced;

he would be free nov.

We can say then in conclusion that entailment-based
analyses of negation are bound to a number of problematic
predictions, which, as far as I can see, never arise in our

analysis.,

2.2.1.2 ‘ambiguity’ vs. ‘vagueness’

Entailment analysts' second point is that negative
sentences are not ambiguous as to scope, but rather vague.
In the following two sections we suggest that the fact that
Kempson's pro-form ambiguity test is inapplicable in cases
such as (20) above does not simply mean that the adherents
of a syntactic (and phonological) analysis of negation can-
not prove that it is ambiguity that characterizes the rela-
tion between the external and internal interpretations of
negative scope; it also means that entailment analysis, si-
milarly, cannot prove that it is not ambiguity that chara-

cterizes this relation. Furthermore, what is more important,



286

ve suggest that the fact that this test is inapplicable in
cases such as (20), in which we really need it, is not simply
a matter of accident: this test is inapplicable because

the notions ‘ambiguity’ and ‘vagueness’, between which it is
intended to distinguish, are themselves inappropriate to cha-
racterize the difference between ‘external’ and ‘internal’

negation in cases such as (20).

2,2,1.2.1 The ambiguity test

Kempson's verb phrase pro-form ambiguity test (1975:
15-63 1977:128-32; 1979:285-6) is of no help at all, as
Kempson. herself confesses (1977:149; 1979:286), in the case
of negative factive sentences. The external negation inter-
pretation of a negative sentence containing a factive verb
includes the internal interpretation, and it is in cases of
this sort that the negative test cannot distinguish between
ambiguity and vagueness.

Nevertheless, Kempson insists on her assumption that
negative sentences are not ambiguous as to negative scope:
" ,,, it is a common mistake among linguists to argue

for a conclusion on the basis of scope negation am-
biguity. But these are non-arguments for, at least in
general, negative sentences are not ambiguous with re-
spect to variations in the scope of negation;”
(1977:134).

Cf. her (11) (1977:134), reported here as (30):
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(30) The chairman didn't sell any shares to the
new firm and the secretary didn't so either.
I knov the chairman didn't because he speci-
fically told me he had given them as a free
gift, and the secretary didn't because he

didn't have any to sell.

Though, the way in which Kempson checks the compatibility

of her data on negative sentences with the predictions of
her ambiguity test is not very convincing; she applies
(1975:99-100 and 1977:132-5) her test on very restricted and
slight scope differences. If we apply it on other, more
significant, scope differences, it will showv ambiguity,as it

can easily be seen. Cf. (31), (32) and (33) below:

(31) *John didn't realise that Mary left and James
didn't so either: John was very busy all that

time and James realised that her mother came.

(32) *John didn't realise that Mary left and James
didn't so either: John was very busy all that
time and James knows very well that Mary didn't

leave.

(33) *John didn't realise that Mary left and James
didn't so either: John realised that her mo-
ther came and James knows very well that Mary

didn't leave.

If then it is only vagueness, and never ambiguity, that cha-
racterizes compound negative sentences like (30)-(33), hov
can we explain the unacceptability of (31)-(33)? If negative

sentences are in fact unambiguous, as Kempson argues, why do



288

(31)-(33) differ in acceptability from (30), although the
only difference between the former and the latter sentences
is difference in the scope of negation?

We can say, thus, in conclusion that, although examples
like (30) seem to demonstrate ‘vagueness’ rather than ‘ambi-
guity’, there are, onthe other hand, many other analogous
examples (cf, (31)-(33)) which seem to demonstrate the oppo-
site. Which one then of the two notions is appropriate? In
the following section we argue that neither notion is appro-

priate here.

2.2.1.2.2 The inappropriateness of the notions ‘ambiguity’

and ‘vagueness’ in the framework of our analysis

Thus far we have seen the notions ‘ambiguity’ and
‘vagueness’ in the framework of entailment analysis. In this
section we shall discuss their position in our analysis. In
particular, we shall try to show that neither the notion
“ambiguity’, nor the notion ‘vagueness’, is appropriate
for the characterazation of negative sentences exemplifying
the double functioning of not, i.e. the ‘contradiction’ not,
which denies the truth of a sentence previously uttered (or
implied) and the ‘ordinary’ not, which "amalgamates" with
the rest of its sentence.

The adherents of entailment analysis point out that
presuppositionalists could account for the cancellability
of presupposition in negative factive sentences only in terms

of ambiguity between what is traditionally called external

(exclusion) negation and internal (choice, descriptive) nega-
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tion; in their own accounts, on the other hand, it is not
ambiguity but vagueness that characterizes the utterances

of these sentences, and the scope of negation is in general
claimed to be indeterminate. In particular, Gazdar (1977:79)
argues that trivalent or truth-value-gap semantics allow
three different types of negation operator; following Polish

notation he defines them as follows (I quote here his (8)-
(10)):

(34) (a) Ni¢ is true if and only if ¢ is false,
and false otherwvise,
(b) Nz¢ is true if and only if ¢ is false,
and false if and only if ¢ is true.
(¢) Ns¢ is true if and only if ¢ is not true,

and false otherwise.

(The correspondence of his definitions (a) and (b) with

wvhat we call ‘ordinary’ and ‘contradiction’ negation, res-
pectively, is obvious). According to Gazdar, on the basis
of twvo or more of these definitions, "the neo-Strawsonian

can, if he so wishes, claim that [(35)] is ambiguous":
(35) John doesn't regret failing.

We do not think that the scope of negation is in ge;
neral indeterminate and we have tried to gather evidence
against that explanation. Besides we do not think that nega-
tive sentences can be said to be ambiguous between an ‘ordi—
nary’ and a ‘contrédiction’ interpretation. We try to show
below that neither ‘ambiguity’ nor the entailment analysts'
alternative notion of ‘preferability’ can characterize pro-

perly the relation between contradiction and ordinary nega-
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tions. Let us begin with ‘ambiguity’.

As far as I can see, if a sentence is ambiguous between
twvo, or more, interpretations, we can normally disambiguate
it in terms of its contextual characteristics; that is, if
there is no relevant contextual information, or if it is not
helpful, disambiguation is not possible, and the sentence
remains ambiguous. However, in the case of negative sentences,
and, in parﬁicular, negative factive sentences, the situation
is different. They are n o t ambiguous if the context is
not helpful, or does not exist: in such cases they are a 1 -
w a y s assigned an ordinary negation interpretation.1 We
do not think, therefore, that negative factive sentences
could be ambiguous in the sense of ambiguity we are familiar
wvith,

It is also wrong to say, on the other hand, that the
ordinary negation interpretation in factive sentences is the
"preferred" one (see, e.g., Wilson 1975:59-60); if particular
contextual characteristics (i.e. context-boundness, and, pos-
sibly, a "supporting" sentence withdrawing the relevant im-
plication) do not press towards it, the contradiction inter-
pretation is not simply less "preferable", but impossible.
‘Preferability’ is not the appropriate term to characterize
the difference between ordinary and contradiction negation.

Consider e.g. (36) below

The assignment of contradiction negation seems "un-
natural" and "marked'", as Kempson characterizes it, even
wvhen the negative factive sentence is followed by another

sentence withdrawing the content of its factive complement.
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(36) My brother does not regret that he is

tall.! He is very proud of it (a)

He is very short. (b)
I have no brother (c)
etc.

uttered as a denial-reply to the positive Your brother re-

grets that he is tall, or to a strong suggestion that he does

so. Entailment analysts' common mistake is to suggest that
(a), (b), (c), etc., represent possible r e adings of
(36) (irrespectively of whether it is a context-bound denial
or a context-free negative sentence). In its context-bound
denial interpretation, however, (36) has only o n e reading,
namely, ‘It is not true (It is not so, It is not the case)
that my brother regrets that he is tall’. That is, (a), (b),
(¢), etc. in (36) above are not '"readings", "meanings" or
whatever, of (36): they are possible pieces of information
that the denial (36) opens the way for, by erasing previous
incorrect information. From another point of view, (a), (b),
(c), etc. constitute the truth-conditions of the denial (36):
any of them guarantees the truth of ‘It is not true that my
brother reérets that he is tall’, and justifies the utterance
of the denial. Thus, again, (a), (b), (c), etc. are not
readings or paraphrases of the context-bound interpretation
of (36). Given now that (a) paraphrases what might be the
internal interpretation of a context-free utterance of the
negative factive sentence (vhere not has been "amalgamated"
with the main verb), we can say that, contrary to what entail-
ment analysts believe, the denial (contradiction) interpre-

tation does not in fact include the internal interpretation.
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On the basis of the observations in the previous para-
graph we can suggest that:
1. The fact that contradiction negation interpretation is
compatible with, and does not block, the ordinary interpre-
tation of negation does n o t mean, oOrT show, that the for-
mer is inclusive of the latter.
2. Even if we have a sequence of a negative factive sentence
like that in (36) and a (paraphrasing the relevant ordinary
negation) sentence like (a) in (36), the contradiction inter-
pretation of the factive sentence cannot be considered to
be equal to, or synonymous with, the ordinary negation inter-
pretation of a context-free utterance of the same sentence.
In other words, it is false to confuse the denial (36) fol-
lowed by (a) with the assertion that (36) makes when it is
assigned an ordinary interpretation as a context-free utter-
ance: (a) is simply allowed, or, better, prepared, by the
assertion ‘It is not true that John regrets that he is tall’
that (36) makes under its contradiction negation. It must
be borne in mind that in reporting what is not true,vwhat
has not happened, a contradiction utterance of (36) cannot
be inconsistent with (a), (b), etc.: it actually prepares
the way for the information they carry to come; but, on the
other hand, it does n o t assert that (a), that (b), etc.
One could, though, reply that the negative sentence
in (36), thanks to its indeterminate scope, does not me an
that (a), or that (b), or that (c), etc.; and that (a), (b),
etc. in (36) are in fact indications which show which one
of its possible assertions the negative sentence in (36)

actually makes in a particular situation. Such a reply,



293

however, would have first torexplain why those indications
((a), (b), etc.) are actually needed o n 1 y when the re-
lated negative sentence is uttered as a context-bound de-

nial (with a contradiction interpretation); and why, on the
other hand, if they follow a non-context-bound (ordinary)
negation , "indications" like (a) do not indicate anything,
but simply repeat the contentAof the ordinary reading, while,
and this is more important, "indications" like (b), (c), etc.,
vhich do not paraphrase this ordinary reading, sound anoma-
lous, or, even more, can affect the acceptability of the

whole utterance; cf. (37) below:

(37) a. A brother of mine does not regret that he

is tall., He is very proud of it.

b, *A brother of mine does not regret that he

is tall. He is very short.

c. *A brother of mine does not regret that he
is tall. I have no brothers.,.

ete.

Again, an appeal to the notion ‘preferred interpreta-
tion’ would obviously be of no help. On the contrary, it
would put entailment analysts into a more difficult position:
if what we called ordinary negation of the negative sentence
in (36) is in fact the "preferred" interpretation among the
interpretations that the alleged indeterminate scope of not
in general allows, and if it is for that reason that (a) is
not needed to follow this "preferred" interpretation in

vhat we called cases of ordinary negation, why is (a) needed

if the same sentence is uttered as a context-bound denial?
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And, why in context-free utterances of the negative sentence
in (36) is this (a) not simply the "preferred" interpreta-
tion but the one and only interpretation? Why does (a) sound
pleonastic in context-free utterances of (36), while, on the
other hand, it is necessary (in order to fill in the infor-
mation gap) when (36) is uttered as a context-bound denial?
We can, then, legitimately suggest that ’preférability’
cannot characterize properly the relation between contra-
diction and ordinary negation interpretations.

It is worth noting at this point that what the term
‘preferability’ might properly characterize is the relations
among (a), (b), (c), etc., in the context-bound utterances
of (36). Indeed, (a) seems to be preferable over (b), (c),
etc.; it is considered as the most natural candidate for
filling the gap that the context-bound denial creates by
erasing previous information. ‘Preferability’ then might be
useful in characterizing how likely it is for a piece of
information (ef. (a), (b), (c) in (36)) to fill that gap.

It does not characterize the relation between ordinary
(internal) and contradiction interpretations.

To recapitulate, in this section we have argued (a)
that the question of ‘ambiguity’ (stressed in accounts like
that in Gazdar 1977) does not in fact arise in our analysis:
ve cannot analyse the relation between ordinary and contra-
diction interpretations of negation in terms of 'ambigﬂity’;
and (b) that, although apparently entailment analysis avoids
the problematic notion of ‘ambiguity’ by assuming that nega-
tive scope is vague, its alternative notions, ‘vagueness’ and

‘preferability’ offer no more than an oversimplified solution
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wvhich does not "see" the significance of context-boundness
and is unable to answer many of the questions arisen during

our discussion here.

2.2.1.3 There is no asymmetry between positive and

negative factives as to the cancellability

of the relevant implication

What the title of this section denies is, remember,
the third main point of entailment analyses (see 2.2.1).
Below we try to show (a) that a particular contextual
situation (: (semi-)quotation of preceding false infor-
mation) is decisively involved in cases in which the impli-
cation of the negated factive does not survive; and (b)
that this implication is cancellable not only in the rele-
vant negative, but also in the corresponding positive utter-
ances, provided that the contextual situation presses to-
vards its cancellation; i.e. that what we called contradiction
negation (exemplified by context-bound denials; see 2.1) is
only one of the mechanisms for the cancellation of the
implication in question, and that the phenomenon is more
general and cannot be restricted to negatives sentences}

Wilson (1975) believes that

" There is an asymmetry between positive and negative

sentences as regards their compatibility with, or

possibility of conjunction with, the denial of their

presuppositions., The denial of a presupposition is

consistent with its related negative sentence, but

not with its related positive sentence." (op.cit.:26).
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(For a parallel view see also Gazdar 1977). She considers

positive utterances containing a because- clause like that

in (38) (her (42)):

(38) 7?Malory knows that the chicken crossed the
road because the chicken didn't cross the

road.,

wvhich are distinctly odd, compared with negative utterances

like that in (39)

(39) Malory doesn't know that the chicken crossed
the road, because the chicken didn't cross

the road.,

where the denial of an implication is consistent with the
related negative sentence. Presupposition analysis, Wilson
argues, will predict that (39) is anomalous, as carrying
contradictory presuppositions; similarly, she continues,
although both entailment analysis and presupposition ana-

lysis predict that conjunctions like (40) (Wilson's (47)):
(40) ?Jeremiah regrets that my thesis is true,

and realises that it is false.

are deviant, the latter analysis (unlike entailment analysis)
would incorrectly predict that sentences like (41) and (42)

(Wilson's (43) and (44)) carry contradictory resuppositions:
P

(41) Bill knew that Bighand was deéd, and wasted

no time regretting that he was still alive.

(42) Groucho regrets that my thesis is true, and

not that it is false.
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Undoubtedly, Wilson concludes, presuppositional theories
need a special machinery to handle conjunctions like (41)
and (42). And not only this: a presupposition-based analysis
"yill then have the further onus of explaining why whatever
mechanism it invokes to account for the non-deviance of
conjunctions [(41)-(42)] does not automatically apply to
[(40)] rendering [it] non-deviant as well" (ibid.:27).
Wilson's account, however; does not tell us the
vhole story. There are, on the other hand, utterances of
positive sentences like B's utterance in (43) below which
are non-deviant, although both presupposition analyses and

entailment analyses would predict them as deviant:

(43) A: John regrets that he is a friend of
Mary's.

B: "John regrets that he is a friend of
Mary's" because he has never been a

friend of Mary's.

Imagine the following situation: Mary is an excellent person
and B knows it; B also knows that Mary is wrongfully accused
of high treason and that John has never been a sincere friend
of Mary's; on the other hand, A does not know that Mary is

of an excellent character and has been told that John regrets
that he is a friend of Mary's. I think that if A wants to
comenicate this last piece of information, B's context-
bound reply in (43B), which starts with a quotation of that
false information, will be natural and acceptable. Consider,

similarly, (44B) below:
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(44) A: John regrets that he is open-handed.
B: "John regrets that he is open-handed"

because he is not open-handed.

Again, thanks to its context-boundness, B's utterance is not
contradictory, despite the predictions of both presupposition
-based and entailment-based analyses. Needless to say, the
mechanism we have to invoke in order to account for cases
demonstrated with (43) and (44) will be different from the
ones that both pressupositional and entailment accounts offer:
it will predict the acceptability of utterances that the other
two analyses incorrectly reject as anomalous.

In this light, consider again Wilson's (38)-(42), re-
written in accordance with what we saw in the preceding para-
graph:

(38') A: Malory knows that the chicken crossed
the road.
B: ?"Malory knows that the chicken crbssed
the road" because the chicken didn't cross

the road.

(39') A: Malory knows that the chicken crossed
the road,

B: Malory doesn't "know that the chicken
crossed the road" because the chicken

didn't cross the road.

(40') A: Jeremiah regrets that your thesis is true.
B: 2?"Jeremiah regrets that my thesis is true",

and realises that it is false.
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(41') A: Bill regretted that Bighand was still
alive.
B: Bill knew that Bighand was dead, and

vasted no time "regretting that he was

still alive".

(42') A: Groucho regrets that your thesis is false.
B: Groucho regrets that my thesis is true,

and not "that it is false".

As (38')-(42') show, the acceptable (despite their appa-
rently contradictory implications) (39), (41) and (42) above
can be interpreted as copying part of a previous utterance
or making reference to contextually given information (cf.
(39'A), (41'A) and (42'A)), while the anomalous (38) and
(40) cannot normally be placed in such a context and be as-
sociated with such an interpretation (cf. (38') and (40')).
We can say, therefore, that the acceptability of an
utterance like those discussed above is basically dependent
on its contextual characteristics. More precisely, the denial
of the implication that sentences vith factive verbs nor;
mally carry can be acceptable only if the utterance of such
a sentence is to be interpreted as copying, or making refe;
rence to, information explicitly (or even implicitly) present
in the context (cf. A's utterances in (39'), (41'), (421)).
It becomes obvioﬁs now that the alleged asymmetry be;
tveen positiﬁe and negative sentences as regards their com;
patibility with the denial of their logical implications
does not in fact exist: B's utterances in (43) and (44), as

we saw, are as non-deviant as (39), (41) and (42), although
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they both exemplify a ‘p o s it ive utterance followed

by a because- clause. The only difference between the two
groups is that cases of context-boundness like that in (43)
and (44) are rare, whereas utterances of sentences like (39),
(41) and (42) are not, since usually speakers deny the truth
of a proposition, and erase the information it carries, 1i.e.
make use of not, before substituting another (the correct,

in their view) information for it (cf. (39'), (41') and (42")).
Undoubtedly, however, B's utterances in (43) and (44) share
with (39), (41) and (42) a particular characteristic: their
interpretations are dependent on, if not determined by, their
context. Clearly, a context-free utterance of (43B), (44B),
(39), etc. would be anomalous.

On the basis of what we have said so far, it is legi-
timate, I think, to suggest that the mechanism which is
needed to account for the problematic cases exempiified in
(43B) and (44B) is pragmatic, rather than semantic; that it
is dependent on the notion of context-boundness and must be
analysed within the framework of a theory of discourse, ra-
ther than of a theory of grammaf; furthermore, what is more
interesting, that it is applicable on, and naturally handles,
not only casés like B's utterances in (43) and (44), but
also (39), (41) and (42), thanks to the common characteristic
noted in the previon paragraph, We can also suggest that this
mechanism is independently needed by entailment-based accounts
as well, since an entailment theory cannot explain why B's

utterances in (43) and (44) are non-deviant (cf. Wilson
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1975:26). But if this is the case, entailment analyses
establish a non-e x istent asymmetry between
conjunctions like that in (39), e.g., which they consider
acceptable, and examples like (43B) and (44B), which they
(incorrectly) predict as invariably unacceptable. The fact
then that entailment analysis can predict the acceptability
of utterances like (39), e.g., constitutes, in a sense,
counterevidence for that kind of analysis: the contextual
characteristics of an utterance of (39) (i.e. context-
boundness, "supporting" because- clause) are absolutely
parallel with those of B's utterances in (43) and (44),
wvhich are not explicable in terms of entailment analysis.
After all, the alleged superiority of an entailment analysis
lies on the fact that it predicts the acceptability of

some utterances that fall within the scope of a pragmatic
mechanism (which is independently needed to handle other
utterances, like those of B in (43) and (44))and are expli-

cable in terms of this mechanism anyway.

2.2.1.4 Compound sentences

The fourth main point (see 2.2.1) against presupposi-
tion, strongly made in Kempson (1975), concerns a parti-
cular class of compound sentences; namely, compound sen-
tences of the general form P _and Q where the one conjunct,
say, P, asserts what the other conjunct, §, presupposes.

We shall argue here that a number of unwarranted assumptions

underlie the relevant argumentation, and that this weakens
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the whole point.

In order to complete her argumentation against the
hypothesis that presupposition plays a part in an account
of semantics of natural language, Kempson (1975) makes
appeal to (problematic for Karttunen's 1973 analysis) com-
pound sentences. In particular, she points out that:

" if we say that P and Q presupposes some sentence
R which Q presupposes, then when R is false Q vill
be neither true nor false and P_and Q will also be
neither true nor false (since it too presupposes
R). But if P_and Q is said to entail R which {
presupposes just in case R happens to be identical
with P, then when R(P) is false Q will be neither
true nor false, but this time P _and Q will be
false. And, though there is no ambiguity in and,
this gives us two conflicting truth-table defini-
tions of and " (1975:73).

Consider two of her examples (Kempson's (45a) and (45b))

below:

(45) a. Susie was sick and James regretted going

to the circus.

b. James went to the circus and he regretted

going to the circus.

As far as I can see, there is at least one significant
difference between the sentences of this pair: in the evalu-

ation of (45a) we have only one possible way to follow, given
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that what we know is just that James went to the circus is

false; on the other hand, in the evaluation of (45b) we have

information (i.e. James went to the circus is false) that

affects the truth values of b o t h the first and the se-
cond part of the conjunction. That is, unlike in (45a), in
(45b) there are two possible ways of evaluating the whole
conjunction.

Kempson, now, follows the one way i n de pen d -
ently of the other in (45b), as if the falsity of James

went to the circus can affect the one part of the conjunction

without simultaneously affecting the other part as well. In
other words, she assumes that it is legitimate to evaluate

a compound sentence in two independent ways, through the truth
value of its first part and the truth value of its second
part, ignoring the fact that the truth-condition on the basis
of which the evaluation proceeds affects both parts of the
conjunction, This latter assumption, however, is apparently
based on another assumption: that a propositional content may
both be asserted and, at the same time, implied by the same
sentence. And not only this. Kempson also makes at least two
other unwarranted assumptions: (a) that the logical connective
& works for natural language as well;. and (b) that the con-
junction in (45a) is the same as the conjunction in (45b)
(cf., however, the difference in acceptability between Susie

was sick and for that reason James regretted going to the cir-

cus and *James wentrto the circus and for thqt reason he re-

gretted going to the circus: and in (45a) conjoins two inter-

connected pieces of information, whereas in (45b) it conjoins

a piece of information together with a comment on that infor-
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mation).

In my view, (45b), and sentences which seem both to .
imply and assert the same thing 1in general, demonstrate an
opaque , problematic situation. More general logical problems
and philosophical questions seem to be involved here, that
presupposition itself should not be charged with, or be ex-
pected to provide explanations for. On this basis it can be
said, I think, that compound sentences like (45b) do not fi-
nally question, or preclude, the consideration of presuppo-
sition as a notion of semantics, rather than pragmatics. On
the other hand, the unwarranted assumptions involved in en-
tailment accounts do reduce the naturalness of the solution

this alternative notion can offer,.

2.2.1.5 Summary

In the preceding sections we have argued that entail-
ment analysts do not finally distinguish between semantics
and pragmatics so strictly as they believe. Quite to the
contrary, they attempt to capture some pragmatic aspects of
their data (e.g. the "unnatural" interpretation of negative
factive sentences, which is a matter of discourse, as we have
seen) in terms of semantics; in fact, they e x t e n d their
semantic accounts so that they can capture some pragmatic
facts as well. In particular, they adjust their semantics to
an entailment-based analysis, which is loose enough to en-
compass discourse data too (Its prediction F =~ TvF, e.g.,
(see the Table of Entailment in 1.2) in the case of factive

sentences can hardly be a prediction: if a bivalent account,
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like all the entailment accounts, predicts that the implied
sentence will be either true or false ginen that the im-
plying sentence is false, ‘then it predicts nothing). Thanks
to this looseness, their accounts cover both the natural

and the "unnatural" readings of negative factive sentences,
but this costs them too much, as we have seen: the approach
they argue for results not in the delimitation, but in an
unjustifiable extention of the scope of semantics, since the
latter is intended to handle facts that are exclusively
associated with discourse; in addition, the postulation that
the scope of negation be indeterminate and the displacement
of presupposition from the theory of semantics arm their se-
mantic componént with an otherwise unmotivated strength and

charge it with some counter-intuitive predictions.

2.2.2 Further evidence against the entailment-based

analysis of negation scope

In the previous sections we tried to attack entailment
analysts' accounts in terms of their own predictions; we re-
stricted ourselves on the problems that their analyses of
negation themselves give rise to, mostly turning into counter-
evidence what they consider to be evidence for their approach.
In the sections to follow we shall examine somevpieces of
"external" counterevidence, i.e. facts which have not been
(and could not be) dealt with in entailment analyses. In par-
ticular, we shall discuss cases of syntactically determined
negative scope (2.2.2.,1), the problems multiple negation

gives rise to (2.2.2.2), a peculiarity concerning perfective
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verbs (2.2.2,3), and, finally, two cases of asymmetry exempli-
fied by sentences containing negative polarity items (2.2.2.4

and 2.2.2.5).

2.2,2.1 Syntactically determined negative scope

Entailment analysts offer purely semantic accounts of
negation. To quote from Kempson (1975:28):

" With respect to negation itself, 1 argued that in general
negative sentences are not ambiguous as to scope, but
rather vague (or unspecified), and hence they allow a
range of possible interpretations. This range appears
to be constrained by the semantic components of the sen-
tence in question and is not stateable in terms of syn-
tacfic or phonological constraints."

(Cf; also the reflections of this position in Kempson's rule
of negation (see 1.2 in this chapter)).

There seems, however, to be strong evidence against analysing
negation in purely semantic terms.

Consider the following examples:
(46) a. Nobody saw John.
b; John did not see anything.
c. Nobody saw anything.

As far as I can see, the subject- and objectQ pronouns in
(46a) and (46b), respectively, and both in (46c) can by no
means be understood as falling outside the scope of negation,
Besides, it is obvious that negative sentences like (46a-c)
leave no room for appeals to "preferability" in a particular

context.
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This undoubtedly means that there is a gap between the
predictions of Kempson's negative rule and what in fact is
the case. In particular, English appears to be interested
in marking syntactically the scope of negation in the examples
under consideration, and many other analogous examples: the
pronouns in (46a-c) unexceptionally fall within the scope of
negation. On the other hand, nothing in Kempson's semantic
component, as far as I can see, prevents an interpretation
of any of (46a-c) in which the pronoun(s) fall(s) outside
the scope of the negative; quite to the contrary, it consi-
ders such an interpretation as e qu a 1l 1y possible with
an interpretation in which the pronoun(s) fall(s) within this
scope. In other words, Kempson's analysis of negation, and
any entailment-based analysis in general, is not sensitive
to the difference between (46a-c) and (47a-c) below. as to

the possibilities of negative scope interpretation:
(47) a. Somebody did not see John.
b, John did not see something.
c. Somebody did not see something.

Though English is anxious to make this difference clear in
syntactic terms.

We can, therefore, conclude that negatiVe scope interQ
pretation is subject to syntactic constraints as well, con-
trary to what entailment analysis claims; and that for that
reason a purely semantic analysis of negation is inadequate

to describe linguistic facts.
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2.2.2.2 Multiple negation and the alleged indeterminate

scope of negation

The notion of indeterminate negative scope, if I under-
stand it correctly, cannot avoid some serious inconsistencies
in cases of multiple negation. We discuss such cases in the

two sections below.

2.2.2.2.1 Multiple negation in factive sentences

As we have seen, entailment-based accounts postulate
that the scope of negation be indeterminate. It will be inte-

resting, then, to see what would happen in a factive sentence

t. As

hot

containing more than one instance of (indeterminate) no
ve shall see below, entailment analyses would not be able to
protect themselves from some major inconsistencies.

Consider the following triple:

(48) a. John did not regret that he did not go
to the match.

b, John did not regret that he went to the

match.
c. John regretted that he went to the match.

Given that the scope of negation is indeterminate, the first
not in (4Ba) may negate any part of the main clause and the
factive complement, or even the whole (48a). Suppose that
this not spreads over the whole (48a), i.e. over both the
main clause and its complement. (48a), howvever, exemplifies

a second instance of not as well, in the complement. Suppose
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that this second not in (48a) spreads over the whole comple-
ment. This now would mean, as far as 1 can see, that the
factive complement would be affected by t w o independent
negative operators; and (48a), under that interpretation

of its negative operators, would roughly have the analysis
John did not regret that ~ P

(vhere P stands for ‘He went to the match’).

Fhtailment accounts do not, to the best of my knowledge,
discuss such possibilities of negative scope interpretation,1
but we can legitimately, I think, presume that in their
truth-conditional framework ‘John did not regret that v Pl

above would be equivalent to
John did not regret that P

(vhere, again, P stands for ‘He went to the match’). Take now
(48b). Under its internal (:ordinary) negation interpretation,
i.e. if we consider that not spreads over the sentence that
contains the factive verb, leaving the factive complement
unaffected, this factive sentence would be associated with

the analysis ‘John did not regret that P’ (vhere P falls out-

Kempson (1979), discussing some minor problems, admits
that her rule of negation may lead to inconsistencies and
that to this extent the relevant specification "is simpli-
stic". Nevertheless she insists on her view:
" However it is uncontentious that the logical form of
such a sentence under the so-called external interpre-
tation involves a disjunction of the negation of each
of the entailments of the corresponding positive sen-

tence" (ibid.:289).
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side the scope of not). But if this is the case, (48a) under
the full scope interpretation of the two instances of not
would be equivalent to the internal negation interpretation
of (48b).

Suppose next that the first not in (48a) spreads over
the factive complement only, leaving the main clause unaf-
fected; and that the second pot is assigned full scope inter-
pretation. In this case (48a) would be associated with the ana-
lysis

John regretted that vV P,

Again, entailment accounts do not help us at this point,
but we can legitimately presume, in line with their truth-
conditional approach, that ‘John regretted that v P’ would

be equivalent to
John regretted that P.

In that case, however, (48a), under that second negative
scope interpretation, would not differ from (48c), which
apparently shares the same analysis.

We can now see to what difficulties the alleged inde;
terminate scope of negation can lead us. Thanks to this in-
determinacy, factive sentences exemplifying two instances of

not, one in the main clause, the other in the complement,

may be considered equivalent with corresponding factive sen-
tences exemplifying only one (in the main clause) or n o
instance of not.

What is, however, more important, and problematic for
the notion of ‘vagueness’ in entailment analysis, is that

the truth-conditions in the case of (48b) are different from
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those in (48c). This means that (48a), under two of its pos-
sible negative scope interpretations at least, is connected
vith two different sets of truth-conditions. As far as I can
see, this creates major difficulties for entailment analysis:
according to the semantic model it adopts, having a different
set of truth-conditions is the same as having a different
meaning. That is to say, (48a) would be predicted to have

two different meanings, depending on the interpretations of
negative‘scope. This apparently contradicts entailment ana-
lysts' claim that it is simply vagueness, and not ambiguity,
that characterizes the relation between the possible negative
scope interpretations, and casts doubt on their analysis of

negation in general (see also 2.2.,1.2.2).

2.2.2.2.2 Multiple negation in non-factive sentences

The inconsistencies that the "indeterminate" negative
scope creates are not exhausted in factive sentences con-
taining more than one negative operator. The problem is more
general, as we shall see below. |

Consider the following triples:

(49) a. Not many of the arrows did not hit the

target,
b. Not many of the arrows hit the target.
c. Many of the arrows hit the target.

(50) a. Not many fans did not regret going to the

match,.

b. Not many fans regretted going to the match.



312

c. Many fans regretted going to the match.

Provided that a negative operator may affect any (semantic)
component of its sentence, we can possibly say, in line with
entailment analysis, that each of the not's in (49a) and (50a)
covers the part of the sentence that the other leaves unco-
vered. In particular, we can legitimately, as far as I éan
see, say in the framework of this analysis that the first not

in (49a) and (50a), respectively, may cover the components

many of the arrows and many fans; and that their second not

may spread over the rest of the sentence. Take nov the se-
cond sentences in (49) and (50). We can equally legitimately
say that under one of their possible interpretations of scope
their single not can cover the whole (49b) and (50b). Under
these (possible in terms of the "indeterminate" scope of ne-
gation) interpretations, nothing, as far as I can see, can
stop entailment accounts from considering (49a)-(49b), on

the one hand, and (50a)-(50b), on the other, as equivalent.

Suppose next that each of the not's in (49a) and (50a)
affects exactly the part of the sentence that the other does.
In that case, they presumably neutralize each other, and thus
their sentences are equivalent to the corresponding affirma-
tive sentences (see (49c) and (50c)).

If this is the case, however, (49%a), under two of its
possible interpfetations discussed above, is equivalent to
(49¢) and its negation (49b). Similarly, (50a) can be con-
sidered, thanks to the indeterminacy of negative scope, again,
equivalent to (50c) and its negation (50b). Given now that
it is not simply ‘vagueness’ that characterizes the relation

between a sentence and its negative counterpart, (49a) and



313

(50a) could by no means be said to be "vague' as to their
possible negative scope interpretations.

The alleged ‘indeterminacy’ of the scope of negation,
therefore, is not always in harmony with the notion of ‘va-
gueness’: in negative sentences containing more than one
instance of negation, the two basic notions of ehtailment
analysis contradict each other, reducing the reliability of

this sort of analysis,

2.2.2.3 Perfective verbs

In the present and the next two sections wve present
some pieces of indirect counterevidence for entailment-based
accounts of negative scope: we discuss some facts wvhich
appear to be explicable only in terms of context-boundness
and the distinction contradiction/ordinary negation.

Smith (1969) points out that perfective verbs display

some asymmetry as regards the non-perfective verbs. In par-

ticUlar, he notices that verbs like start, leave and begin
differ from verbs like walk (a) in that they cannot in ge-
neral ("except perhaps in an iterative sense") be used with
adverbials of duration in affirmative sentences (unlike non-
perfectives such as walk, which can naturally occur in such
sentences); and (b) in that they allow only one acceptable
reading in negative séntences containing adverbials of du-
ration (unlike the nonéperfectives, which render the negative
sentence ambiguous):

" It has been observed that sentences such as
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(30) John didn't talk until midnight
are ambiguous, meaning either that John stopped
talking sometime before midnight or that John did not
begin talking until midnight. The positive counterpart
of this sentence

(31) John talked until midnight,
is not ambiguous. This suggests that the ambiguity
is a result of variations in the scope of negation.
Moreover, sentences such as

(32) John didn't start until midnight
have no positive counterparts at all.

These peculiarities are not limited to sentences
containing until, but are in general true of sentences
with adverbials of duration.

(33) Mary didn't walk for two days
is ambiguous, while

(34) John didn't start for two days
is not, and

(35) *John started for two days
is ungrammatical." (op.cit.:4-5).

We shall not deal here with whether ‘ambiguity’ or
*vagueness’ is the appropriate notion to characterize the
two readings of (30) or (33) in the quotation above (Though
they apparently involve different sets of truthéconditions).
The "non-ambiguity" of negative sentences with perfectives,
like (32) and (34) in the quotation, and their having no
positive counterparts at all seem more interesting., We argue
below that these two characteristics question the principle

of "indeterminate scope' and are inexplicable in terms of
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entailment analysis.,
Consider first the posibilities of negative scope inter-

pretation in John didn't start until midnight and Mary didn't

walk for two days. If the scope of negation is in fact inde-

terminate, then not will be given, among others, the follo-~
wing (equally possible) scope interpretations for the first

and the second sentence, respectively:
(51) a. ~ (John started until midnight)

b. Until midnight ~ (John started)

and

(52) a. ~ (Mary walked for two days)
b. For two days ~ (Mary walked)

But, as we have seen, the two sentences differ in negative
scope interpretations: the first sentence can have only the
interpretation (51b), whereas the second can have both (52a)
and (52b). Entailment analysis, therefore, is unable to
capture this difference; moreover, since the only relevant
difference between our two negative sentences concerns the
nature of the verb (i.e. its being perfective or non-per-
fective), the problem here is a purely semantic problem, and
appeals to "preferability" or to pragmatics are precluded,
As far as I can see, the only way out of this difficulty
would be to say that the scope of negation might in some
cases be determinate. But this would contradict the defini-
tion of negation and the relevant rule in entailment analysis,
This is not, however, the only trouble into which per-
fective verbs put this analysis. As we saw in the quotation

above, there is an asymmetry between negative sentences wvith
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adverbials of duration containing perfective verb and nega-
tive sentences with the same adverbials containing other than
perfective verb: the former have no positive counterpart,
vhereas the latter do have positive counterpart (cf. (35)

and (31), respectively, in the quotation). We have also seen
that it is exactly negative sentences with perfective verbs
which lack a positive counterpart that cannot be assigned a
full negative scope interpretation (cf. the non-existence

of the possibility (5la)). On the basis of these facts, it

is legitimate to suggest that there might be a correlation
between the acceptability of the positive coUnterpart and the
possibility of full negative scope interpretation, on the one
hand, and having no positive counterpart and no possibility
of full negative scope interpretation, on the other. It is
obvious, however, that such a plausible suggestion is not
possible in the framework of entailment analysis, since this
kind of analysis is unable to detect the difference between
using a perfective and using a non-perfective verb (at least,
wvithout questioning the strictness of its notion of indeter-
minate negative scope).

On the other hand, an account that recognizes the si-
gnificance of the notion of context-boundness not only en-
courages the suggestion that the facts displayed above are
correlated, but also accounts, onthe basis of this correla-
tion, for the curious asymmetry that perfectives, as compared
to non-perfectives, demonstrate.

We have argued so far that context-bound denials deny
the truth of their positive counterpart. Given now that

*John started until midnight and Mary walked for two days are
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the positive counterparts of John didn't start until mid-

night and Mary didn't walk for two days, respectively, (51la)

and (52a) above represent in fact the context-bound denial
(i.e. contradiction) interpretation of these sentences. The
difference in acceptability between the interpretations
represented by (51a) and (52a) is now readily explicable:

the starred positive counterpart, i.e. *John started until

midnight n e v e r occurs as an utterance. Probably then it
will never have the opportunity to be denied by a (context-
bound) contradiction negation (Cf. also the ungrammaticality
of (35) in the quotation from Smith and the resulting "non-
ambiguity" of (34) in the same quotation).

Our account then can naturally explain the difference
in the possibilities of interpretation between negative sen-
tences containing adverbials of duration, and the dependence
of their possibilities of interpretation on the nature of the
verb: in our terms, unless their verb is non-perfective,
negative sentences with adverbials of duration cannot be
associated with a contradiction interpretation of not as
well, since the positive sentence, the truth of which they
would deny under that interpretation, is missing. Besides
accounting for the "non;ambiguity" in such cases, our account
achieves an important generalization: it joins two (super-
ficially unrelated) peculiarities of negative sentences con-
taining a perfective verb and an adverbial of durationg
namely, their lacking a full negative scope interpretation

and their having no positive counterpart.
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2.2.2.4 An inexplicable asymmetry and the loss of

a possiblergeneralization

In the present and the following section wve shall be
discussing two problematic groups of data pointed out by
Seuren (1974) and Seuren (1979). In both cases it will be
made ciear that the relevant problems can be naturally ex-
plained only by an analysis which assigns theoretical signi-
ficance to the notion of context-boundness and the distinction
ordinary/contradiction negation.

Seuren (1974:186fF) assumes that sentences like (53a)

and (53b) (his (la) and (1b), respectively)
(53) a., Ididn'tthink I had to leave early.

b. I thought I didn't have to leave early.

do not have the same origin:
" Although both [(53a)] and [ (53b) ] are good grammatical
sentences of English, it seems that NR [ Negative
Raising — I.V.] is an obligatory rule. The two senteces
do not have the same origin, and it is only the
structure underlying [ (53a)] which is subject to NR.
There is a striking difference between sentences
which have undergone NR and those which have not.
The former do not allow for the normal form of contra-
stive stress, whereas the latter do. Comparing the
twvo sentences:
[(54a)] I don't believe Tom has yet seen the problem.
[ (54b)] I believe Tom has not yet seen the problem.

vhere [ (54a)] has undergone NR (as appears from yet
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in the lower S), we notice that the following are
ungrammatical [underlining shows contrastive emphasis
— I1.V.]:
[(55a)] *I don't believe Tom has yet seen the
problem, Fred does.
[(55b)] *I don't believe Tom has yet seen the
problem, I know it.
[(55c)] *I don't believe Tom has yet seen the
problém, I believe Fred has.
[(55d)] *I don't believe Tom has yet seen the
problem, I believe he has seen the
data.

Yet, analogous sentences based on [(54b) ] are flawless:

[(56a)] I believe Tom has not yet seen the problem,
not Fred.

[(56b)] I believe Tom has not yet seen the problem,
I can't say I know it.

[(56c)] I believe Tom has not yet seen the problem,
not that Fred hasn't yet seen it.

[(56d)] I believe Tom has not yet seen the problem,

not that he hasn't yet seen the data."
(op.cit.:186-7).
And below:

" We may begin to see an explanation of these facts when
ve assume that sentences with some form of contrastive
stress have a different underlying structure from those
vithout such stress " (op.cit.:187).
We shall see, however, in the following paragraphs that

the facts that Seuren sought to handle in terms of a (que-
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11)) syntactic mechanism in fact

involve context-boundness, and can be satisfactorily ac-

counted for only in terms of an analysis like the one we

are arguing for in this chapter.

Consider the following examples:

(57) a. I do

not believe Tom has seen the problem.

b, I believe Tom has not seen the problem.

According to Seuren's explanations, Negative-raising applies

(obligatorily) only on

the structure that underlies (57a)

(cf. (53a)): (57b) (cf. (53b)) has a parallel (but not com-

mon) underlying structure, Consider, however, (58) and (59)

below:

(58) a. I do

not believe TOM has seen the problem,

I believe FRED has.

not BELIEVE Tom has seen the problem,

I KNOW it.

not believe Tom has SEEN the problem,

I believe he has IGNORED it.

not believe Tom has seen the PROBLEM,

I believe he has seen the DATA,.

(59) a. I believe TOM has not seen the problem,

not that FRED hasn't seen it.

b. I BELIEVE Tom has not seen the problem,

I cannot say I KNOW it.

c. I believe Tom has not SEEN the problem,

not that he has IGNORED it,
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d. I believe Tom has not seen the PROBLEM,

not that he has not seen the DATA.

Obviously, (58a-d) are gquite natural, and can by no means
be said to support either Seuren's observation above, that
"there is a striking difference between sentences which have
undergone NR and those which haQe not", or his relevant as-
sumption in the last quotation. Although both (54a) and
(57a) are assumed to have undergone Negative-raising (obli-
gatorily) in Seuren's analysis, the latter, (57a), does not
apparently show the "striking difference" from its corre-
sponding (57b), that (54a) is supposed to show: the sentences
in (58) are as acceptable as the sentences in (59). This
asymmetry undoubtedly contradicts Seuren's assumptions and
gquestions his explanations.,

Although the discussion in the previous paragraph has
cast doubt on Seuren's assumptions; it has not explained the
difference in acceptability between (56) and (55) in the quo-
tation above; and it has not explained why (55) (unlike
(58)) is unacceptable, either. I think that these facts can
be accounted for naturally in terms of the contextual cha-
racteristics of the utterances of (55a-d), (56a-d) and
(58a-d).

In particular, it is obvioUs that the second parts of
(56a-d) as well as the first parts of (55a-d) and (58a-d)
deny, unsay, something that has been said,.or implied, be-
fore, i.e. some information that is explicitly, or implicitly,
present in the context. (56d), e.g., unsays that the speaker

believes that Tom has not yet seen the data and substitutes



322

the correct information, i.e. that he believes that Tom

has not yet seen the problem, for it; similarly, the (in-
correct) information "I believe that Tom has seen the pro-
blem" is erased by the first part of (58d) and the correct
information "I believe that he has seen the data", that the
second part of (58d) carries, is substituted for it by the
speaker. We can now see what the unacceptability of (55a-d)
is due to. Take e.g. (55d)., Its first part is intended to
erase some information (explicitly or implicitly) present in
the context. But, on the other hand, the sentence which car-
ries this information, and is supposed to be unsaid by the

not in the first part of (55d), is ungrammatical: we cannot

say *I believe Tom has yet seen the problem; and, probably,

wve cannot unsay it, either: cf. the anomaly of *It is not

true (It is not the case, It is not so) that I believe that

Tom has yet seen the problem. What then turns (55d), as well

as (55a-c), anomalous is their being interpreted as context-
bound denials of a sentence thaf is alr e ady ungram-
matical; and this interpretation is imposed on the first

part of (55d), and (55a-c), by both contextual characteri-
stics and contrastive stress. On the other hand, (56d) and
(58d), as well as (56a-c) and (58a-c), although they have the
same characteristics as (55d), and (55a-c), are quite natural

because they unsay the information carried by I believe Tom

has not yet seen the problem and I believe Tom has seen the

problem, respectively, which are absolutely grammatical sen-
tences. Also, (54a) in the quotation above is absolutely
acceptable, although it is otherwise gsimilar to the first

parts of (55a-d), because it lacks the particular characte-
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ristics that accompany the utterances of (55a-d) (as well as
(58a-d) and (56a-d)) imposing on them their interpretation
as context-bound denials; that is, (54a) "says" that 1 don't

believe Tom has yet seen the problem, and does not unsay the

ungrammatical *I believe Tom has yet seen the problem, as the

first parts of (55a-d) do.

Seuren sought, on the basis of the assumption gquoted
above, to handle the difference in acceptability between
(55a-d) and (56a-d) in terms of different underlying stru-
ctures. Our discussionvabove, on the other Hand, not only
shows that this assumption faces major difficulties, but
also provides us with an explanation for the facts presented
by (55a-d) and (56a-d), as well as for our counterevidence
for Seuren's account demonstrated with (58a-d); furthermore,
it explains the difference in acceptability between (54a)
and the first parts of (55a-d), which are unacceptable
despite their apparent similarity to the former, (54a).

It is also obvious that if our explanation in terms of
context-boundness is correct, then Seuren's assumption is
unsatisfactory in another sense as well: it tries to account
for anomalies (cf. (55)) due to contextual difficulties, or
involving in some sense contextual characteristics, in terms
of syntactic structures, without mentioning context at all.

Moreover, Seuren's assumption ignores an important
generalization that is possible in terms of our context-based
explanation: it is obvious that the latter allows the anomaly
of (55a-d) to be accounted for in the same terms as that of

(60):

(60) *] believe Tom has yet seen the problem.
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To return to our favoured topic, the entailment analy-
sis, we can easily see that it is unable to explain the ano-
maly in (55), on the one hand, and its difference in accept-
ability from (56) or (58), on the other hand. Indeed, entail-
ment analysis cannot detect the anomaly in (55): it considers
(55a-d) as acceptable and natural as (56a-d) or (58a-d). But
this is not the only shortcoming of entailment analysis here.
Together with any other analysis of the facts discussed above
that does not proceed with the distinction context-bound/
context-free (cf. Seuren's (1974) account above), it misses
the generalization pointed out in the previous paragraph:
unjustifiably, and unavoidably, entailment analysis '"sees" no
connexion between the anomaly in (60) and the anomaly in (55).

The same loss of generalization characterizes Seuren's
(1979) theory, which we discuss in the following section,
although it defends presupposition against entailment ana-
lysis and speaks of two kinds of negation. The reason is,
again, its failure to ngee" the significance of the notion

context-boundness.

2.2.2.5 The distinction positive /negative polarity items

- and the possibilities of negative scope interpre-

tation

seuren (1979) observes that negative sentences con-
taining negative polarity items behave differently from
negative sentences containing positive polarity items:
" the negation required by NPI's [Negative Polarity

Items — I.V.] is always presupposition-preserving
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and the negation allowed for by PPI's[ Positive
Polarity Items — I.V.] is always presupposition
cancelling." (op.cit.:6).

He contrasts negative sentences containing predicates like

matter that, mind that, give a damn that, vhich are factives

with negative polarity, with negative sentences that have
been repeatedly mentioned and made appeal to in the entail-
ment analysis literature, i.e. with negative sentences con-

taining realise, regret, or knou (which are factives but are

not marked as to polarity). Consider the following examples
(seuren's (15)-(17)):

(61) a. !'Harry doesn't mind that his cat has died:
it hdsn't died.

b, !It doesn't matter that Harry's cat has

died: it hédsn't died.

c. !'Harry doesn't give a damn that his cat

has died: it hédsn't died.

(61a-c) suffer from contradiction; and this fact, together
with the fact that presupposition cannot be cancelled in sen-

tences like (61') (Seuren's (20)):

(61") It doesn't matter that Harry's cat has

died,

constitute counterevidence for the entailment accounts' pre-
diction that presupposition is cancellable in negative sen-
tences. This counterevidence, Seuren also argues, is doubled
by the fact that factive predicates which have the properties

of positive polarity items, like be delighted that or it's all

for the better that,invariably cancel the relevant implication




326

in negative sentences; cf. his (21):

(62) Jack is not delighted that Ira is planning

to rob a bank.

which can by no means be said to preserve the implication
that Ira is planning to rob a bank, contradicting thus the
alleged indeterminacy in the scope of negation,

From all this Seuren draws the "minimal conclusion"
that

" there are at least two ways of using the negative
operator in language: a presupposition-preserving
vay and a presupposition-cancelling wvay." (op.cit.:7).

He distinguishes between these tuo uses of negation-in terms
of syntactic characteristics, as our sketch of his approach
implies above:

" the negation that has to come with NPI's preserves
presuppositions, but the negation that occurs without
any polarity items around or with a PPI does not (ne-
cessarily) preserve presuppositions." (ibid.:8).

This is not, however, the only syntactic characteristic that
in his analysis distinguishes betveen two uses of negation:

" there are other differences between what we shall
henceforth call ‘minimal negation’ (which is presup-
position-preserving), and ‘radical negation’ (which
is not). A general grammatical condition on radical
negation is that it can only occur in the so-called
canonical position in the sentence, i.e. vith the
finite verb form: in all other positions in the sen-

tence negation is minimal." (ibid.:8).
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In other words, the truth of the relevant presupposition
cannot be denied in a negative sentence, provided that its
negative particle does not occur in ‘canonical’ position.
Cf. the difference in acceptability between the a. and b.
sentences in the following pairs, exemplifying canonical
and non-canonical positions, respectively:

(63) a. Charly did nét check all the locks:

there wére no locks,.

b. !Not all the locks were checked by Charly:

there wére no locks.

(64) a. Harry has not been to his sister's funeral:

he never had a sister.

b. !Harry seems not to have been to his

sister's funeral: he never hédd a sister.

(Seuren's (26)-(27) and (29)-(28)).

To recapitulate, Seuren connects the nochancellability
of presupposition with two syntactic characteristics: the pre-
sence of a negative polarity item in the negative sentence oT
the occurrence of the negative particle in non-canonical po-
sition (‘minimal negation’); if none of these characteristics
is present, presupposition is cancellable. More clearly, Seu-
ren arqgues for the following pairs of relations:

1) a. cancellability of presupposition —— canonical po-
sition (‘radical negation’)

b. non¥cancellability of presupposition — non-cano-

nical position (‘minimal negation’)

2) a. cancellability of presupposition — positive pola-

rity item or no polarity item (*radical negation’)

b, non-cancellability of presupposition — negative
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polarity item (‘minimal negation’).
We try to show below that Seuren's opposition to entailment
analysts, although correct, provides us wvith no more than a
superficial (and incomplete) description of negation facts;
that his grammatical conditioning (see 1) and 2) above) does
not explain these facts and suffers from inherent drawbacks
and inconsistensies.

To begin with the last accusation, consider the syn-
tactic characteristics that Seuren associates under the label
‘minimal negation’, namely, non-canonical position of the ne-
gative particle (cf. 1)b.) and negative polarity items (cf.
2)b.): as far as I can see, there is no internal g r a m -
matical relationship between these two factors; they
are simply, and mysteriously, associated with the same fun-
ction (: minimal negation) and the same result (: non-cancel-
lability of presupposition).

What is more important, however, there are other syn-
tactic factors that seem to be associated with the non-cancel-
lability of presupposition. As we saw above (section 2.1)
negative factive sentences with indefinite subject-NP's do

not normally cancel the content of the complement:

(65) a. 7?*A policeman did not realize that he wvas

hurt: he was not hurt.

b, 7?*That he was hurt was not realized by a

policeman: he was not hurt.

This means that Seuren's grammatical conditioning, as repre-
sented in 1) and 2) above is incomplete. What is more impor-

tant, however, it cannot be more complete and sufficient with-
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out resulting in inconsistencies: sentences like (65),
although exemplifying radical negation ( not occurs in
canonical position), c a n n o t cancel the relevant
presupposition without contradiction. In other words,
they are instances of radical negation that necessarily
preserve presupposition (contradicting thus 1) above).
But this means that these instances of radical negation,
i.e. negative factives with the indefinite a in their
subject- NP's like (65a-b), share with minimal negation
sentences the characteristic that differentiates the
latter from radical negation sentences in general. There
must be something wrong, then, in Seuren's descriptive
analysis.

Let us see below what characteristics, if any,
sentences like (65a-b) share with what Seuren considers
as instances of minimal negation, i.e. with (factive)
sentences containing positive polarity items (or no pola-

rity items) and what he calls ‘canonical’ not (ef. 1) and

2) above).

As wve have pointed out, the indefinite a does not
share with the the anaphoric function of the latter, and this
makes sentences like (65a) e.g. much worse than the corres-
ponding sentences with the in the place of a. That is, the
oddity in (65) is due, according to our analysis, to the
fact that a. and b. cannot, because of the presence of a
in their subject- NP's , be considered as context-bound
denials uwhich copy part of the preceding context in order
to erase it: a precludes the connexion with the preceding

context that such an interpretation would involve. Can
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ve now say that their characteristic of non-context-boundness
is also shared by the cases of non-cancellability of presup-
position that Seuren assigns the label ‘minimal negation’?

Let us examine first negative factive sentences con-
taining negative polarity items, Probably, sentences like
(6la-c) above cannot be interpreted as copying and erasing
part of the preceding context: given that context-bound de-
nials copy a previously uttered (or implied) sentencé to deny
the proposition it expresses, our negative factive sentences
wvith negative polarity item can never exemplify such denials,
since they have no grammatical positive counterpart with ne-
gative polarity item to copy. A ‘copying and erasing’ inter-
pretation of such negative factive sentences is thus preclu-
ded (cf. also the preceding section). We can say, therefore,
that negative factive sentences containing a negative pola-
rity item share with negative factive sentences’containing
indefinite subject-NP's the characteristic of non-context-
boundness.

It can easily be seen that this characteristic is also
shared by factive sentences with not in non-canonical posi-
tion. Given that context-bound denials in general deny the
truth of their positive counterpart, non-canonical instances
of not (which affect only part of the sentence, and not the
truth of the proposition that the whole sentence expresses)
are unable to produce context-bound denial readings.

On the basis of our discussion in the previous three
paragraphs, then, we can say that our (grammatically related)
cases of non-cancellability of presupposition, namely, nega-

tive factive sentences with an indefinite subject-NP, or a
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negative polarity item, or a non-canonical not, have in common
a contextual characteristic: they cannot be interpreted as
context-bound (copying) denials.,

We shall see below that this common characteristic not
only is not coincidental, but also provides us with an expla-
nation of the facts that Seuren sought to describe on gram-
matical grounds (with the insufficiency and inconsistencies
ve noted above).

In particular, this characteristic naturally explains
the relations 1l)a. and 1)b, above. Since non-canonical posi-
tion of not cannot produce a context-bound denial reading,
the relevant implication in negative factive sentences cannot
be cancelled, given that it is only under such a reading that
this implication is cancellable, as we suggested in the pre-
vious sections. On the other hand, in cases of cangnical ne-
gation nothing exclddes a context;bound denial reading, and,
consequently, nothing excludes the cancellation of the releQ
vant implication.

Similarly, the same characteristic explains nicely the
relations 2)a. and 2)b, Since the occurrence of a negative
polarity item in copying denials is excluded, the relevant
implication is not affected in negative factive sentences
containing such an item: they lack a context-bound denial
interpretation, the only one that is able to cancel the im-
plication; On the other hand,nothing prevents a negative‘
factive sentence which does not contain a negative pola-
rity item from being interpreted as a context¥bound denial;

conseqﬁently, nothing prevents the cancellation of the rele-

vant implication,
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It is worth pointing out here that an analysis in terms
of the characteristic of context-boundness goes further than
Seuren's grammatical conditioning (cf., 1) and 2) above): it
also explains v h e n the relevant implication is cancel-
lable and when it is not. Seuren's analysis simply predicts
that in negative factive sentences with canonical not and
with no negative polarity item the presupposition is cancel-
lable. The analysis we are defending here, on the other hand,
predicts when it is actually céncellable: negative factive
sentences with canonical not and no negative polarity item
can be either context-bound (: copying) or context-free
(: context irrelevant); it is only under the former interpre-
tation that the implication is cancellable. Put differently,
Seuren's analysis in fact describes two cases in which a
negative factive sentence cannot be uttered as a context-
bound denial (namely, when it contains a negative polarity
item or has its negative in non-canonical position), rather
than predicts when the relevant implication of such a sentence
is in fact cancellable.

An analysis in terms of context-boundness, therefore,
is more general and deeper than Seuren's grammatical condi~
tioning: it provides a natural account for the facts that
Seuren's analysis superficially describes, and encompasses
a larger area of data; moreover, it predicts when the rele-
vant implication of a factive sentence with not in canonical
position and no negative polarity item is in fact cancellable,
unlike Seuren's analysis, which simply describes the implica-
tion in such sentences as cancellable, without making clear

in what cases it can be cancelled and in what cases it cannot.
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Along the lines of the analysis defended here, negative
factive sentences with canonical not exemplify either ordi-
nary or contradiction negation, depending on whether they
are non-context-bound or context-bound: it is only in the
second case (context-bound — contradiction negation) that
the implication is cancellable; in Seuren's grammatical de-
scription, however, the first and the second cases are indis-
tinguishable under the label ‘radical negation’.

To return to our central topic in the last sections,
the entailment-based accounts of negation, Seuren's analysis
(as well as the analysis we are arguing for here) shous clear¥
ly what problems their alleged indeterminate scope of negation
gives rise to. In particular, they cannot predict, let alone
explain, the different consequences that the occurrence of not
in canonical or non-canonical position has as to the cancel;
lébility of the relevant implication in negative factive sen-
tences; thus, they cannot accant for the difference in oddity
between (64a) and (64b), e.g. Besides, they cannot offer us
an explanation for the involvement of polarity in the cancel-
lability of the relevant implication; thus, the difference
in oddity between (6la-c) and (62), e.g., is inexplicable

within their framework.

2,2.2.6 Summary

We have seen in the preceding sections that entailment
analysis, and especially its basic claim that the scope of ne-
gation be indeterminate, runs into some major difficulties.

It is unable to account for cases of syntactically determined
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negative scope. Besides, it cannot explain some restrictions
on the occurrence of perfective verbs in negative sentences.
As we have noted (2.2.2.3), these are not simply "innocent"”
idiosyncratic restrictions: they demonstrate the sort of ano-
maly that a theory incorporating the distinction ordinary/
contradiction negation would expect and predict. Finally,
entailment analysis cannot explain some facts pointed out in
Seuren (1974 and 1979); namely, (a) the anomaly that the
presence of a negative polarity item in negative sentences
with contrastive emphasis may cause, and (b) the bearings
that the position of the negative particle and the polarity
of the items in negative factive sentences have on the can-
cellability of their implication. (a) and (b), as we have
seen in our discussion of Seuren, demonstrate the incompatibi-
lity of the alleged indeterminacy in negative scope with the
linguistic data.

Thus far we have suggested that entailment analysis is
not appropriate for the énalysis of English data on negation.
In the next section it will be seen that this problematic
for English analysis would face further difficulties in

éccounting for MG data on negation as well.

3. The motivation for the distinction ordinary/

contradiction negation in MG

In the preceding sections we have tried to show that
the alleged indeterminate scope of negation leads entailment-
based accounts of negation to an impasse and we have suggested

that the relevant difficulties can be naturally accounted
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for, or do not arise at all, if we proceed with the distin-
ction ordinary/contradiction negation. Below we preéent some
pieces of evidence from MG suggesting that this distinction is
indispensable. They are divided into two groups, direct and

indirect evidence,

3.1 Direct evidence

We shall discuss here some syntactic facts which wit-
ness the significance of the distinctian between two fun-
ctions of negation. In particular, we shall see that some
wellQmotivated general syntactic constraints on ordinary ne-
gation are not obeyed by what we have called contradiction
negation (3.1.1) and that surface syntactic characteristics
are decisively involved in the association of an instance of
negation with a contradiction or an ordinary interpretation
(3.1.2), questioning thus the claim of entailment analyses
that deep structures are fully determined as to negative
scope; finally (3;1.3) , we shall see that the behaviour of
negative polérity items in factive complements questions the
basic principle of entailment-based accounts, that the scope

of negation is indeterminate.

3;1.1 The violation of the generalrconstraint on the

doublgwoccur:ence of negation{inranrs

It has been pointed out in chapter I that the distri-
bution of the negative particles in MG is governed by a ge-

neral constréint: a cyclical node cannot exemplify more than



336

one instance of 86(n)/mi(n) or ¢éxi/mi. Cf. the anomaly in

(66) a., *¥88 déxtike 6xi o jénis.

b

not accepted not ‘art.’ John [ nomin.J.

b, *(na) mi dextis 6xi to jéni.

3

(*s.m.’) not accept (you) not ‘art.’ John

[accus.].

(67) a. *6xi pold véli 86 xtipisan to stéxo.
not many arrows not hit the target.
(Not many arrows didn't hit the target).
b, *6xi pold véli na mi xtipisun to stéxo.

not many arrows ‘s.m.’ not hit the target.

(Not many arrous shouldn't hit the target).

There are, nevertheless, many acceptable sentences not
discussed so far which may violate this constraint. See the

following examples:

(68) a. 6xi (méno) &6én tin ayapd ala ti sixénete.
not (only) not her loves (he) but her loathes
(he).
(Not only doesn't he love her, but he loathes
her) .

b. 6xi (aplés) 886 me &6éxtike ala me pétakse ékso.
not (simply) not me received but me turned
(he) out (of the room).
(Not simply didn't he receive me, but he

turned me out of the room).

c. 6xi (méno) 8én tin ayapd ala &é 8611 na tin

ksanadi,
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not (only) not her loves (he) but not wants
(he) to her see-again (he).
(Not only doesn't he love her, but he doesn't

want to see her again).

Clearly, the first parts of the conjunctions in (68a-c)
exemplify two instances of negation: 6xi and &én apparently
belong to the same S, contradicting our, otherwise well-sup-
ported, general constraint on the occurrence of negation.

This is not, however, the only piece of exceptional
behaviour that the two negative particles in (68a-c) demon-
strate. In addition to its being a second instance of negation
in one cyclical node, 6xi precedes a (negated) verb phrase,
contradicting thus another constraint discussed in chapter 1I:
as many examples made clear there, 6xi cannot precede a verb
(phrase); indeed, with the exception of constituent negation
instances of 6éxi preceding certain quantifiers or quantifica-
tional (or qualificational) adverbs, ¢xi cannot even co-occur
with a verb (phrase) in a sentence.

It is worth pointing out that instances of 6xi in the
second part of ala- conjunction do not share this exceptional
behaviour of éxi in the first part of the conjunction: 6xi in
the second part of the conjunction cannot co-occur with a
verb (phrase) (see chapter I, 1.2.1.1.1 ), on the one hand,
and, on the other, cannot co-occur wvith a second 6xi. Cf.
(69) and (70), respectively:

(69) a. éfije o jédnis ala 6xi i maria.
left ‘art.’ John [ nomin.] but not ‘art’ Mary.

(John left but Mary didn't).
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b, *éfije o jénis ala éfije éxi i maria.

3 ’

left ‘art.' John [nomin.] but left not ‘art.

Mary .

(70) a. o jénis ide ti marfa ke ton pétro ala odxi

poldis apo tus dlus.

e E ’

art.’ John saw ‘art.’ Mary [ accus. ] and

‘art.’ Peter [accus. ] but not many of the
others.

(John saw Mary and Peter but not many others

as well).

b. %o jdnis ide ti maria ke ton pétro ala dxi

éxi polds apo tus dlus.

13 ?

art.’ John sav ‘art.’ Mary and ‘art.

Peter but not not many of the others.

To recapitulate, 6xi, as a second instance of negation
in the first part of ala- conjunctions only, demonstrates two
exceptional syntactic characteristics: (a) it violates our ge-
neral constraint on the double occurrence of negation and (b)
it can precede a V(P). The question that now arises is wvhether
there is an interdependence between these two characteristics.
In particular, can 6xi precede a V(P) when it is the only in-
stance of negation in the first part of the coannction? Or,
can éxi precede a constituent other than V(P) when it consti-
tutes a second instance of negation? The conjunctions below
show that there is no interdependence between the exceptional

characteristics of d6xi:

(71) a. 6xi (aplés) tin ayard poli ala éxi ksetre-

1a8i mazi tis.
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not (simply) her loves (he) much but has
(he) lost-his-head with her.
(Not only does he love her very much, but

in fact he has lost his head over her) .

56 me &éxtike 6xi o jdnis ala i maria.

3

not me received not ‘art.’ John[ nomin.]
but ‘art.’ Mary.

(Not John but Mary did not receive me).

Examples like (7la-b) clearly exclude any descriptive expla-

nation of the type "éxi may precede a V(P) in the first part

of ala- conjunction only if it constitutes a second instance

or negation", etc.

How can we, then, account for this except-

ional behaviour of éxi in the first part of the conjunction?

In particular, how can we account for its syntactic differen-

ces from the instances of 6xi in the second part of the con¥

junction?

As far as I can see, there is a difference in function

between the exceptional and the non-exceptional instances

of 6xi which parallels our distinction between contradiction

and ordinary negation. Specifically, éxi in (68) and (71) in

fact withdraws the (insufficient) information that the rest

of the first part of the conjunction carries, in order for the

information carried by the second part of the conjunction to

take its place.

Put differently, the contribution of (68a-c)

and (7la-b), as far as information is concerned, is restricted

only to their second parts: their first part simply erases an

(insufficient or inaccurate) description of a fact, while

their second part provides the proper description of the
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s ame fact. On the other hand, 6xi in the second part of
(69a) and (70a) has a different function: it does not erase
the information that a previously uttered, or implied, sen-
tence carries, but, on the contrary, it brings in a second
piece of information. Thus, the second part of (6%9a) and the
second part of (70a) are paraphrasable as "Mary did not leave"
(: "Mary stayed") and "He did not see many of the others"
(: "He saw (a) few of the others"), respectively. Put diffe-
rently, (69a) and (70a) provide t w o pieces of information:
their first and their second parts describe two different
facts, rather than substitute one description of a fact for
another description of the same fact.

The question now is what syntactic reflexeé the context-
free (ordinary)/context-bound (contradiction) function of
éxi has. In particular, is there any connexion between the
contradiction éxi and the free violation of our vell-esta-
blished constraints that characterizes such instances of gxi?
As far és I can see, there is good evidence encouraging such
a connexion; We discuss it in the following two paragraphs.

Consider the sentences in (72) below:

(72) a. o pétros 8én tin ayaplse ala o jdnis tin
ayaplse.

art.’ Peter not her loved but ‘art.’ John
her loved.

(Peter did not love her but John did).

b, o pétros &én tin ayaplse ala tin ayapuise o

jénis.

c., &én tin ayaplse o pétros ala o jdnis tin

ayaplse.
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(72a-c) differ from (68a-c) and (7la-b) in the same way as
(69a) and (70a) do. Again, (72a-c) provide two pieces of in-
formation; namely, that Peter did not love her and that, on
the other hand, John did. In other words, &én in (72) does
not erase the information that the rest of the first part

of the conjunction conveys. On the other hand, it is exactly
this erasing function that &xi fullfils in (68a-c) and
(7la-c). If now there is any connexion between the except-
ional characteristics of éxi and its function in discourse
as demonstrated with (68a-c) and (7la-b), then the substitu-
tion of this exceptional 6xi for the ordinary 8én in (72)
should result in anomaly. As (72') and (72") show, this pre-

diction is borne out:

(72') a. *o pétros 6xi tin ayaplse ala o jdnis tin
ayaptse.

b. *o pétros 6xi tin ayaplse ala tin ayaplse

o jénis.

c. *6xi tin ayaplse o pétros ala o jénis tin
ayapuise.

(72") a. *o pétros éxi (méno) &én tin ayaplse ala
o jdnis tin ayaplse.
‘art.’ Peter not (only) not her loved but

art.’ John her loved.

(Not only didn't Peter love her, but John
did love her).

b. ¥o pétros 6xi (mdéno) 8én tin ayaplse ala

tin ayapudse o jédnis.
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c. *6xi (méno) &én tin ayaplse o pétros ala

o jdnis tin ayapuse.

Given that 6xi can precede (negated or non-negated) V(P)'s

in the first part of ala- conjunctions (cf. (68a-c) and
(7la-b)), the anomaly in (72') and (72") can, as far as I can
see, be explained only in terms of the association of these
exceptional syntactic characteristics with its discourse
function of erasing in conjunctions like (é8a-c) or (7la-b):
provided that the sentences in (72) carry two distinct pieces
of information, the substitution of our exceptional éxi for
6én creates anomaly (cf. (72')-(72")) because this 6xi is
associated vith an erasing (:contradiction) function, which
has no place in (72a-c¢).

Consider, on the other hand, (73):

(73) a. o pétros &én tin ayaplse (aplés) ala itan
ksetrelaménos mazi tis.

‘art.’ Peter not her loved (simply) but had

(he) lost-his-head with her.

(Peter did not simply love her, but, on the

contrary, he had lost his head over her) .

b. &én tin ayaplise (aplés) o pétros ala Itan

ksetrelaménos mazi tis.

Unlike (72a-c), which describe two distinct facts, (73a-b)
provide us with the description of one fact only; namely,
vhat Peter did. That is, the negative parts of (73a-b) do not
describe a second fact: they are simply meant to erase a pre-
vious (inappropriate) description of the fact that their po-

sitive parts introduced by ala (but) properly describe. Given
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now that 8énm in (73a-b), unlike the descriptive &én in (72a-c),

has an erasing (: non-descriptive) function, this 8én, unlike
its descriptive twin in (72a-c), should be interchangeable
vith our exceptional erasing (: contradiction) 6xi. This pre-

diction is borne out again, as we can see in (73') and (73"):

(73') a. o pétros 6xi (aplés) tin avapilse ala itan

ksetrelaménos mazi tis.

b, 6xi (aplés) tin ayaplse o pétros ala Itan

ksetrelaménos mazi tis.

(73") a., o pétros 6xi &én tin ayapidse ala itan kse-
trelaménos mazi tis,
‘art.’ Peter not not her loved but had (he)
lost;his;head wvith her.
(It is not true that Peter did not love
her: on the contrary, he had lost his head

over her).

b, 6xi 8én tin ayaplse o pétros ala itan kse-

trelaménos mazi tis.

On the basis of the facts discussed in the previous two
paragraphs we can fairly safely conclude that there is an
interdependence between the function of déxi and the violation
of general syntactic constraints in sentences containing this

they are not subject to these constraints only if their

O~
-

X

xi is assigned a contradiction interpretation (cf. (73"')

=

and (73")); on the other hand, they are subject to these con-
straints (cf. the anomaly their violation creates in (72')

and (72")) if 6xi cannot be assigned a contradiction interpre-
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. 1
tation.

What this amounts to, however, is that there are two
syntactically distinguished instances of 6xi: there are syn-
tactic characteristics (co-occurrence with another instance
of negation or pre-verbal position) that only a non-descri-
ptive 6xi can be associated with, as we have seen. Obviously,
such a conclusion not only motivates the distinction contra-
diction/ordinary negation further but also strongly implies
an interdependence between (surface) syntactic characteristics
and semantic interpretation, which is clearly in contrast

with the entailment-tased analysis of negative scope.

3.1.2 The basic form of the ala(but)- conjunction

In this section we discuss another piece of evidence
for the interdependence between (surface) syntactic characte-
ristics and semantic interpretation in ala- conjunctions.

We suggested in the previous section that the negative
8é(n) in the first part of the conjunction may have an ordi-
nary or a contradiction interpretation. In particular, we sav
that 8én in (72a-c) exemplified ordinary negation (hence the
anomaly in (72') and (72") with the contradiction gxi), while
in (73a-b) it exemplified contradiction negation (hence the

acceptability of the parallel forms (73') and (73") with the

! We discuss in the following section the involvement

of vord order, and in general of the form of the ala- con-
junction, in the assignment of a contradiction or an ordi-

nary negation interpretation.
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contradiction dxi). Consider élso (74) and (75):

(74) 8én pérase stis eksetdsis o jdnis ala i maria
pérase (stis eksetdsis).

not passed in+the exams ‘art.’ John but ‘art.’

Mary passed (in+the exams).

(John did not pass in the exams but Mary did).

(75) 8én pérase stis eksetdsis o jdnis ala i maria.
not passed in+the exams ‘art.’ John but ‘art.’
Mary.

(Not John but Mary passed in the exams).

Again, in (74) and (75), respectively, &én exemplifies ordi-
nary and contradiction negation. Cf. the Qnacceptability of
our contradiction 6xi in (74') and its acceptability in (75')

below:

(74') a. *6xi pérase stis eksetdsis o jdnis ala i maria

pérase (stis eksetdsis).

b. *pérase stis eksetdsis déxi o jdnis ala i maria
pérase (stis eksetdsis).

(75') a. ¥8xi pérase stis eksetdsis o jdnis ala i maria.

1
b. pérase stis eksetdsis déxi o jdnis ala i maria.

Although it is the difference in acceptability between
(74'b) and (75'b) that interests us here, it is worth dis-
cussing in brief the difference in acceptability between
(75'a) and (75'b). In general, 6xi, unlike the contradiction
86(n), in the first part of ala- conjunctions precedes the
constituent that is to be substituted for by the second part
of the conjunction. In other words, we do not know which con-
stituent(s) 8én erases in (75) until we reach the second part

of the conjunction; on the other hand, we do know in (75'b)
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The question that we shall be pursuing in the following
paragraphs is what the underlying structures of sentences
like (74) (ordinary negation) and (75) (contradiction nega-
tion) might be. Are they derived from different sources? 0r,
do they have a common (basic) source? If they do, does the
basic form they derive from have both an ordinary and a contra-
diction interpretation? We shall argue that they do have
a common source combining both an ordinary and a contradiction

interpretation.

Let us first see what is the difference between (74)
and (75) above, exemplifying contrary and contradiction nega-
tion. Apparently, the only difference between the two conjun-
ctions is that there is no verb in the second part of (75).
It can easily be seen, however, that this constitutes only a
superficial difference: as it has been shown in chapter I,
the basic form of the ala- conjunction is S, ala S; (where
either S, or S, or both can contain negation); in underlying
strﬁcture, then, there must be a verb phrase in the second

part of (75) as well. Given nov that the only plausible, and

that the constituent immediately following 6xi is to be sub-
stituted for the second part of the conjunction: if it is not,
the conjunction becomes anomalous (cf. (75'a)).

This function of the contradiction 6xi gives us an ex-
planation for the employment of two negative particles, 8€é(n)
and éxi, in the same function (i.e. contradiction negation) in
the first part of the ala- conjunction. We shall see a less

informal discussion of this, and of the unacceptability of

(74'é), below.
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recoverable, verb phrase for this position is pérase stis

eksetdsis (passed (he/she) in+the exams), we can reasonably
argue that the only difference between (74) and (75) is that
Equi-V(P) deletion has applied on the latter, but not on the
former. What this amounts to, however, is obviously that the
application of a syntactic transformation such as Equi has

s emant ic consequences as to the interpretation of
negation: the application of Equi-V(P) deletion seems to im-
pose a contradiction negation interpretation; on the other
hand, thebnon—application of the same deletion rule on an
ala- conjunction like (74) satisfying its structural descri-
rtion imposes an ordinary interpretation.

This involvement of Equi is checkable in terms of the
6xi with the exceptional syntactic characteristics discussed
in the previous section. We have seen that this ¢xi is
assigned a contradiction interpretation. If now the inter-
connexion between Equi and negation interpretation argued for
in the previoﬂs paragraph in fact exists, then this 6xi
shoﬁld be unacceptable in constructions where Equi, although
applicable, has not applied; conversely, it should be absolu-
tely natural in constructions where Equ has applied. Obvi-
ously, it is exactly these predictions that (74') and (75'b)
reflect.

Needless to say, these observations constitute counter-
evidence for the alleged indeterminacy of negative scope. The
interaction, however, between surface structure and semantic
interpretation, and the relevant counterevidence for entail-
ment analysis, are not exhausted here. We argued above that

the application of Equi on the structure underlying the
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‘ordinary’ (74) resulted in the ‘contradiction’ (75).
Let us now see what this underlying structure might be.

Consider (76) below:

(76) &én pérase stis eksetdsis o jdnis ala pérase
(stis eksetdsis) i maria.

L

not passed in+the exams ‘art.’ John but passed

?

(in+the exams) ‘art.’ Mary.

Unlike (74) and (75), (76) can be assigned either an ordinary

or a contradiction negation interpretation. That is, (76) is

paraphrasable either as ‘John failed in the exams, but Mary

passed’ (: two pieces of information; ordinary negation

(cf. (74))) or as ‘Not John but Mary passed in the exams’

(one piece of information; contradiction negation (cf. (75))).
This observation can easily be tested: if constructions

like (76) are in fact associated with either interpretation,

they must be acceptable in any environment favouring the one

interpretation over the’other. This prediction is borne out,

as we can see in (76') and (77):

(76') a. 8én pérase stis eksetdsis o jdnis ala
(pérase) i maria: o jdnis &én eksetdstike.
not passed in+the exams ‘art.’ John but

b

(passed) ‘art. Mary: ‘art.’ John not
vas-examined.
(Not John but Mary passed in the exams:

John was not examined).

b. ?*8én pérase stis eksetdsis o jdnis ala i

maria pérase: o jdnis 8én eksetdstike.
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(77) a. &én pérase akdéma stis eksetdsis o jdnis
ala pérase i maria.
not passed yet in+the exams ‘art.’ John but

b

passed ‘art.’ Mary.
(John did not pass in the exams yet but

Mary did).

b, &én pérase akdéma stis eksetdsis o jdnis

ala i maria pérase,

c. 7?%8én pérase akdéma stis eksetdsis o jdnis

ala i maria.

(76') shows that (76) shares with the ‘contradiction’ (75)

an environment in which the ‘ordinary’ (74) is unacceptable
(cf. (76'b)). Constructions like (76) then can be assigned a
‘contradiction’ interpretation. But, on the other hand, con-
structions like (76) can be assigned an ‘ordinary’ interpre-
tation és vell: és (77) makes clear, they in general do not
exclude the occurrence of the item akdma (yet) (cf. (77a));
this, however, is a characteristic of ‘ordinary’ constructions
only, as the difference in acceptability between the ‘ordi-

nary’ (77b) and the ‘contradiction’ (77c) indicates.

It is worth noting what this difference in accept-
ability is due to. In general this akdéma (yet) cannot occur
in affirmative sentences wvith a perfective verb form:

(i) *pdérase akdma o jénis.

passed [perfective] yet ‘art.’ John.

Given now that in a ‘contradiction’ ala- conjunction the first
part erases a sentence that carries inaccurate or insuffici-
ent information for the information carried by the second
part of the conjunction to take its place, sentences like (i)

cannot occur in, and be erased by, the first part of such a
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Our prediction, then, that constructions like (76)
should be acceptable in any environment, irrespectively of
whether it favours a ‘contradiction’ interpretation over an
‘ordinary’ one, or vice-versa, is correct. Let us now see in
vhat they differ from the constructions that are bound to the
one or the other of these readings only, and can never be

assigned both.

Obviously (76), as well as the unreduced form of (76'a),
and (77a) differ from the ‘contradiction’ (75), as vell as
the reduced form of (76'a), and (77c), in that they repeat the
verb(phrase) in the second part of the conjunction; on the
other hand, this recoverable verb(phrase) has been deleted
in the ‘contradictions’ (75), reduced (76'a), and (77c). The

following two patterns represent clearly their difference:

‘contradiction’ ala- conjunction, since they ére ungrammati-
cal: it would be anomalous to erase the information, if any,
of a sentence that would never occur. The anomaly in (77c),
then, is explicable in the same terms as the anomaly in (i).
On the other hand, we have no anomaly in (77b) and (77a)
since the former in general, and the latter because of the
presence of akdma, cannot be interpreted as erasing (i).

The same difference in acceptability between constru-
ctions like (76) and (74), on the one hand, and (75), on the
other, is in general created by the occurrence of a negative
polarity item in the first part of the conjunction: again,
there is no acceptable affirmative counterpart, and only the
constructions that are given, or can be given, an ‘ordinary’

interpretation survive.



(78) 8é(n) VP, NP ala V(P), NP ((76), unreduced
(76'a), and
(77a)).
(79) 86(n) VP NP ala NP ((75), reduced (76'a),
and (77¢)).

Howvever, the difference between (76), unreduced (76'a),
and (77a) which combine both readings, on the one hand, and
the ‘ordinary’ (74), (76'b) and (77b), on the other hand, is
not so obvious: both groups retain the same constituents. In
vhat then does the basic forms (76), etc., differ from the
‘ordinaries’ (74), etc.? Their only difference, as far as I
can see, concerns their word order. In particular, in the
basic forms the order V(P) NP is never changed, while in the
corresponding ‘ordinary’ forms this order is never preserved
in the second part of the conjunction. Consider the abstract
representation of the relevant forms in (80) and its diffe-

rence from (78) above:
(80) 8§8(n) VPi NP ala NP V(P)i

What is also interesting here is that we are exclusively led
to the same ‘ordinary’ reading if the order V(P) NP is changed
in the first part of the conjunction as well, irrespectively
of whether it is also changed in the second part of the con-

junction. That is, (8la) and (81b) belou

(81) a. o jédnis 8én pérase stis eksetdsis ala pé-

rase i maria.

€ 3

art.’ John not passed in+the exams but

b

passed ‘art.’ Mary.
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b. o jédnis &én pérase stis eksetdsis ala i
maria pérase.

t

art.’ John not passed in+the exams but

art.’ Mary passed.

together with (74), repeated here as (8lc)

(8lc) 8én pérase stis eksetdsis o jdnis ala i

maria pérase,

are invariably associated with an ‘ordinary’ interpretation

only. Compare the anomaly in (76'b) with that in (81'):

(81') a. ?¥o0 jénis &én pérase stis eksetdsis ala

pérase i maria: o jdnis &én eksetdstike.

b. ?%o jénis &én pérase stis eksetdsis ala

i maria pérase: o jdnis &én eksetdstike.

The pattern in (80) above, then, does not cover all thé

cases of ordinary interpretation: in general , a change in

the basic order V(P) NP in any of the two parts of the con;
Junction, or in both, associates the whole sentence with an
ordinary reading exclusively. The difference thus between the
basic (either ‘ordinary’ or ‘contradiction’) forms represented
in (78) and the ‘ordinary’ forms is that the former preserve
the order V(P) NP in b o t h their parts.

To recapitulate our distinctions thus far, the basic
pattern represented in (78) can be associated with either
‘ordinary’ or ‘contradiction’ interpretations. This "compre-
hensive" unmarked pattern can, however, be disambiguated by
syntactic means: the application of Equi on a (recoverable)
V(P) in the second part of the conjunctions assigns a ‘'contra-

diction’ interpretation to the reduced form; on the other
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hand, the change of the order V(P) NP to NP V(P) in any of,

or both, the parts of the conjunction assigns an ‘ordinary’
interpretation to the resulting forms.

It must be pointed out here that it is not only its
being associated with either interpretation that justifies
the characterization of (78) as the unmarked ‘basic’ form:
there is some independent evidence, too. Warburton (1980)
has argued on independent grounds that the constituent Verb
must be given sentence-initial position in the Base and that
constructions having Verb in other than initial position are
in fact derived; that the movement of the subject-NP, e.g.,
to the first position ‘marks’ it as the ‘theme’ or associates
it with emphasis.

More analytically, our observations above coincide with,
and gain support from, Warburton's analysis in two points:
(a) along the lines of this analysis, the occurrence of VP
in the first position characterizes the ‘unmarked’, the most
nehtral, vord order, and should be ‘basic’: similarly, in
our analysis it is such an order (cf. (78)) that neutralizes
the distinction ordinary/contradiction and constitutes the
source of the other (‘marked’) patterns; (b) in both Warburton
(1980) and here, word orders like that in (80), as well as
those in (81), are considered as ‘marked’ : they exemplify
thematization or (contrastive) emphasis and are invariably
associated with an ordinary interpretation, respectively.
In addition, Warburton's theory helps us to see in vhat,
finally, the unmarked pattern (78) differs from the *ordinary’

pattern (80) and those exemplified in (81): unlike (78), the
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other patterns are derived by the application of
thematization in either of, or both, their parts.

In this connexion, it is worth pointing out that War-
burton's analysis gives us a clue to explain why it is a
pattern like that in (78), and not like those in (80) or (81),
that is the ‘unmarked’ one, on the one hand, and why it is
the latter patterns that are invariably associated with ordi-
nary interpretations, on the other hand. Having a thematic
function appears to be essentially related to having an ordi-
nary interpretation in ala- conjunctions like those summa-
rized in (80), or like those exemplified in (81). In accor-
dance with Warburton's remarks, the second part of the con-
junction in (80), e.g., could be roQghly analysed as "... but
as far as NPi is concerned, NP; ...", Such an analysis, how-
eVer, can hardly be compatible with a contradiction interpre-
tation of the first part of the conjunction: under such an
interpretation the first part of the conjunction would be
erased for the second part to substitute the correct infor-
mation for it. However, ”,;; but as far as NPi is concerned,
NPi ;;.” does not simply bring in some new information: in
Féct, "but" here contrasts the ‘theme’ NPi and the ‘rheme’
thét follows it with the preceding part of the conjunction,
réther than substitutes them for it; This contrésting function
of ”th“ can be more clearly seen in the pattern (81b), which
exemplifies thematization in both the first and the second
part of the conjunction: "but" cannof be interpreted as sub-
stituting the second part for the first in "As far as John

is concerned, he did not pass, but as far as Mary is con-
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cerned, she did".

To summarize, in this section we have been discussing
some cases of negation in ala- conjunctions that constitute
counterevidence for the indeterminate scope of negation
argued for in entailment analyses: the ‘basic’ pattern in
(78) can be disambiguated by syntactic means; namely, thema-
tization and Equi. This fact, howvever, constitutes counter-
evidence for this sort of analyses: it shows that an account
of negative scope in purely semantic terms (argued for in

Kempson 1975, e.g;) cannot be adequate.

3.1.3 Factive complements and negative polarity items

Forgetting for a moment the distinction ordinary/

contradiction, we shall examine in turn two pieces of data
suggesting two solutions which contradict each other.
Then we shall try to show that the problem they seem to
give rise to is in fact a pseudo-problem, created by the
assumptions made by entailment analysts, rather than by
the data.

We have seen, and this was the main point in entailmenf-
based énalyses of negative scope, that the negation of a
factive verb may affect the truth of its complement. In parti-

cular, it has been argued that sentences like

(82) John does not regret that she is married,

because she is not.

although not absolutely natural, are not contradictory be-

cause the relevant implication (: ‘she is married’) is can-
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cellable, i.e. may fall within the scope of negation. Con-

sider also the MG analog for (82):

(83) o jénis 66& lipdte pu ine pandreméni jati

&én ine.

‘art.’ John not regrets that is (she) married

because not is (she).

Again, although a bit unnatural, it does not sound contra-
dictory: the cancellability of the relevant implication,
according to the explanation of entailment analysts, '"saves"
the whole sentence.

In our consideration of indefinite quantifiers or ad-
verbs (chapter III), we sav that indefinites like kanis (any)
poté (ever), etc. may occur only in the so-called affective
environments. Given now that the scope of negation constitutes
such an environment, we would expect that such indefinites
could freely occur in the positive complement of negative
factives: if it is the fact that its complement is falling
within the scope of negation that "saves" the factive sentence

in (83), then the occurrence of kénis, poté, etc. in that com-

plement should be quite natﬁral (at least in the environment
of (83), where the "supporting" jati(because)- clause con-

firms that the complement is falling within the scope of 86).
The relevant data, however, does not encourage this seemingly

natural prediction; Consider (84) below:

(84) a. *o jdnis 86 lipédte pu ine kamid pandreméni
jati &én ine.

t s

art.’” John not regrets that is anyone

[ femininelmarried because not is (she).
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(John does not regret that anyone is mar-

ried because she is not).

b, *o jdnis &6 lipdte pu itan poté pandreméni
jati &én itan.
‘art.’ John not regrets that was (she) ever
married because not was (she).
(John does not regret that she was ever
married because she was not).
On the other hand, (84a-b) become as acceptable as (83) if
the indefinites kamid and poté are substituted by items that
are not restricted to affective, and consequently negative,

environments:

(84') a. o jédnis 86 lipédte pu ine kdpja pandreméni
jati &én ine.

e ’

art.’ John not regrets that is someone
[feminine ] married because not is (she).
(John does not regret that someone is

married, because she is not).

b. o jénis &6& lipdte pu itan képote pandreméni
jati 8én itan.,
‘art.’ John not regrets that was (she) some
some-time married, because not was (she).
(John does not regret that she was once

married because she was not).

As far as I can see, the anomaly in (84), and the
difference in acceptability between (84a-b) and (84'a-b),
are inexplicable in terms of entailment analysts' theory

of negative scope, and question their explanation for
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the acceptability of sentences like (83): if it is the asso-
ciation of the negative with their complement as well that
explains the non-contradictoriness of sentences like (83),
then these complements would constitute ideal ‘affective’
environments; why then is the occurrence of indefinites like
kanis or poté forbidden?

This counterevidence is further strengthened, and
leaves no plausible way-out for entailment analysis, if ve
notice that the occurrence of such indefinites in positive
complements is not in general prohibited in MG, proVided that
the main clause is negated. In general, the complements of
verbs like nomizo (think), pistévo (believe), etc. (see
chapter II) can contain indefinites, provided that the main
clause is negative. Cf. the difference in acceptability be-

tueen (84) and (85):

(85) a. o jénis &6 nomizi pos ine kamid pandreméni.

N ’

art.’ John not thinks that is anyone
[ feminine]married.
(John does not think that ényone is

married).

b. o jdnis 8é nomizi pos itan poté pandreméni.
‘art.’ John not thinks that wvas (she) ever

married.

On what grounds can entailment analysis account for this
difference? Both (84a-b) and (85a-b) exemplify a negated
main verb and a positive counterpart: nevertheless, and de-
spite the indeterminacy in the scope of negation, the former

pair can by no means parallel the latter pair, although the
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context (cf. the "supporting" jati- clause) apparently
presses towards interpreting the complements as falling
within the scope of negation.

Although, then, the notion of indeterminate scope
seems to provide the proper grounds for the explanation
of the acceptability of sentences like (83), it creates
major difficulties: it gives rise to predictions that
linguistic data refuse to follow, and is thus under-
mined,

An entailment analyst could reply, however, that
his/her account is invulnerable by all this counter-
evidence: that negative scope should be treated in purely
semantic terms; and that (syntactic) constraints on the
occurrence of indefinites should not be related with this
semantic notion, which is subject to semantic constraints
only. There are, however, tuwo veak points in such a
reply. First, it assumes that the question of negative
polarity is a subject of syntax exclusively, and has
nothing to do with semantics (see, however, chapter II,
section 4, where a different vievw is defended). Second,
even if we accept that this is so, hov could the facts
discussed in the preceding paragraphs be handled in
purely semantic terms? In particular, on what (semantic)
grounds is the difference in acceptability between (84)
and (85) explicable, given that their sentences do not
differ in the scope of negation?

Let us now return to the distinction ordinary/

contradiction negation defended in this chapter.
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It can easily be seen that an analysis on the basis of
this distinction does not run into the difficulties
pointed out above.

In particular, such an analysis does not need the
notion of indeterminate scope of negation to account
for the fact that sentences like (83) do not sound contra-
dictory (at least, in a particular context). An utterance
of (83) exemplifies an instance of ‘contradiction’ §€(n)
erasing the information carried by the corresponding

positive o_jdnis lipdte pu ine pandreméni (John regrets

that she is married) previously uttered, or strongly implied,.
That is, the utterer of (83) copies someone else's sentence
to show what piece of information he wants to deny. The
fact now that his jati (because)- clause contradicts the
implication that the copied sentence is assoqiated vith
cannot mean that his utterance is contradictory: given

that this implication belongs to the copied sentence, his
jati- clause is simply intended to show that he has good
reason to erase that sentence; it justifies his denial,
rather than contradicts it. Our analysis then explains
naturally the acceptability of sentences like (83) and

does not need the notion of indeterminate scope. This means
that it is not contradicted by the anomaly in pairs like
(84). This anomaly is unexpected and problematic only in
the framework of entailment analysis. On the contrary,

in the framewvork of our analysis the same anomaly not

only is not problematic but in a sense supports it: given
that (83) is the denial of a (quoted) positive factive

sentence, (84a) and (84b) cannot be natural since the
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corresponding positive sentences they quote would be,

respectively, *o jdnis lipdte pu ine kamid pandreméni

(John regrets that anyone [: the negative polarity anxone]

is married) and *o jdnis lipdte pu itan poté pandreméni

(John regrets that she was ever married), and such sentences
can never occur. kamia and poté, as we said, can occur in

affective contexts only.

3,2 Indirect evidence

In the preceding sections we have discussed three pie-
ces of direct counterevidence for an entailment-based analy-
sis of negative scope in MG. Here we present some indirect
counterevidence concerning the intonational characteristics
of negative sentences in MG. In particular, we argue that
there is a correspondence between their intonation contour
and the function of their negative.

Gazdar (1977:80) points out the followving:

" The Russelian ambiguity is merely one of scope but
the neo-Strawsonian ambiguity involves at least two
distinct logical operators. We have no independent
reasons for believing that all or any of the surface
negative morphemes in English are homonymous. Further-
more, since the "ambiguity" claimed for (11) [QBDE

doesn't regret failing — I.V.J] is found in many languages,

we would expect some languages to have complementary
sets of morphemes manifesting the distinct underlying
negation operators. (...) But no language, to the best
of my knowledge, has two or more different types of

negation such that the appropriate translation of (11)



362

could be automatically "disambiguated" by the choice

of one rather than the othér."
As far as I can see, however, this can hardly constitute
counterevidence for the "neo-Strawsonian" analyses, or the
analysis defended here. First of all, Gazdar seems to pre-
sume and postulate a one to one correspondence between lo-
gical distinctions (in terms of truth values) and lexical
distinctions: insofar as such a correspondence has not been,
and, in my view, cannot be, established, his argument in the
qﬁotation above is invalid. Second, it may be true that lan-
guages do not employ "complementary sets of morphemes mani-
festing the distinct underlying negation operators", hovever,
they are, on the other hand, interested in distinguishing
context;bound denials from instances of ordinary negation,
although they do not prefer the means that Gazdar approves:
the part that intonation or stress may play in such a "dis-
émbighation” in English has been noted in many occasions
(Baker 1970: footn.2, Liberman & Sag 1974, Lasnik 1976, Lyons
1977:770). MG as well provides another example of the involve-
ment of intonation in the interpretation of negative sen-
tences. The following paragraphs are devoted to the examina-
tion of the relevant intonation facts.

Negative sentences in MG may be uttered in two diffe-
rent ways: their utterances may conlede with either a fall
in pitch or a rise in pitch. Let Qs call them, borrowing
the terms from Bolinger (1965) (see also Jackendoff 1972),
accent A and accent B, respectively. We can now say that in-

stances of ordinary negation are normally assigned accent A,
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vhile accent B characterizes instances of the erasing contra-
diction negation (This is in harmony with Bolinger's observa-
tion that a rise in pitch indicates incompleteness).1 That
is, context-bound denials usually conclude with a rise in
pitch; on the other hand, context-free (: ordinary) negative
sentences normally have a fall in pitch in the end. Given
now that the utterances of declarative sentences in general
conclude with a fall in pitch, we can also say that accent B
(: rise in pitch in the end) constitutes the ‘marked’ case,
vhile accent A (: fall in pitch) the ‘unmarked’.

See two of the relevant examples:

(86) A: 41i i piléti mas ine ikani.

?

all ‘art.’ pilots our are skillful.
(All our pilots are skillful).

B: 8én ine ikani OLI i pildéti sas; mdéno meriki.

——————-”/// accent B

The suggestion that there is possibly a correspon-
dence between the distinction accent A/accent B and the dis-
tinction ordinary/contradiction negation does not have its
source in my intuition only: it has been tested against the
intuitions of a number of native speakers of MG, as well.
Specifically, negative sentences with 8é(n) were put in con-
texts imposing one interpretation (either ‘ordinary’ or
‘contradiction’) and excluding the other. They were uttered
with both intonation contours, i.e. with a falling and with a
rising pitch in the end, and the informants were asked whether
both, only one, or none of the utterances were acceptable in
each case. The unswers gathered were absolutely in accordance
vith the suggestion above: the informants found the combina-
tion of accent A with contradiction interpretation, on the oné
hand, and the combination of accent B with ordinary interpre-

tation, on the other hand, awkward or unacceptable.



364

*8én ine ikani OLI i pildéti sas; mdno meriki.
~ accent A
not are skillful ALL ‘art.’ pilots your;
only some (of them).
(Not all your pilots are skillful; only

some of them are).

TIPOTE
(87) a. *o jdnis &én pini ¢ KANENA potd ;.

KABOLU
accent B
TIPOTE
o jédnis 8én pini{ KANENA potd;.
KABOLU
accent A

anything
‘art,” John not drinks { any drink }; .
at-all

anything
(John does not drink {any drink} ) &
at all

b. *KANIS eki &én trdéi kunupidi.

———————————//// accent B

KANIS eki 8én trdéi kunupidi.
T ey accent A
anyone there not eats cauliflover.

(None there eats cauliflover).

As far as I can see, there are at least two possibilities of
relative scope interpretation in the negative sentence of
(86), represented by the following formulae:

Ax (Px » "Sx)
and

vAX (Px > Sx).
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It is now obvious that of these two interpretations of rela-
tive scope in (86B) only the one represented by the latter
formula, i.e. vAx (Px » Sx), can be compatible with the

(elliptic) positive part méno meriki (only some (of them are))

of the entire sentence: the other formula, i.e. Ax (Px =+ v Sx),
clearly contradicts the propositional content Ex (Px & Sx) of
this positive part.

Let us next compare the results of our test with these
scope distinctions. The unacceptability of the accent A
-version of (86B) suggests, as far as I can see, that its
utterances,concluding with a fall in pitch, are normally
associated with the narrow scope interpretation of negation
Ax (Px = @Sx); on the other hand, the acceptability of the
accent B ~version of (86B) suggests that its utterances, con-
cluding with a rise in pitch, are generally assigned the wide
scope interpretation of negation v Ax (Px - Sx). Given nov
that negation appears to be "amalgamated" with the predicate,
and in general with the propositional content, in the narrow
scope interpretation, we can legitimately regard AX (Px - d:Sx)
as exemplifying ordinary negation; on the other hand, given
that the whole positive counterpart falls within the scope
of negation in v Ax (Px > Sx), this wide scope interpretation
is ideal for the ‘contradiction’ function of negation. We can
reasonably then argue that utterances concluding with accent
A (: fall in pitch) are normally assigned an ‘ordinary’ nega-
tion interpretation; on the other hand, conclusion with accent
B (: rise in pitch) generally characterizes utterances of

negative sentences assigned a ‘contradiction’ interpretation.
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This conclusion is further strengthened by our second
example, (87). It has been shown in chapters I and II that
the emphatic forms of indefinites'may occur only in sehtences
exemplifying sentence negation, unexceptionally falling
within the scope of negation. It is obvious now that these
two characteristics must block the possibility of a ‘contra-
diction’ interpretation of sentences containing such emphatic
forms: if a sentence exemplifying one instance of sentence
negation contains one of these forms, then it cannot be inter-
preted as denying the truth of its positive counterpart,
because there is no possible positive counterpart containing
such an emphatic form. In other words, given that context-
bound denials quote what they are intended to deny, the pre-
sence of an emphatic form would preclude the denial interpre-
tation, and associate the sentence with an ordinary interpre-
tation only, since there is no positive form with emphatic
indefinite to be copied. This prediction is borne out as the
anomaly of the accent B utterances in (87) shows. Clearly,
sentences like (87a) and (87b), although grammatically per-
fect, become impossible and awkward under a particular into-
national contour. And what is important for our discussion
here is that this contour is exactly the one that has been
already connected (cf. our discussion of (86)) with contra-
diction negation. |

The distinction accent A/accent B then appears to be
somehow related to our distinction ‘ordinary’/‘contradiction’
negation in negative sentences with &é(n): a particular con-
tour makes an utterance sound awkward if the context of the
utterance imposes the wrong interpretation (cf. the unaccept-

able versions of (86B) and (87a-b)). And it is worth empha-
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sizing that it cannot be simpiy coincidental that it is
exactly the pitch that has been on independent grounds
connected with incompleteness (cf. Bolinger's observation
above) that contradiction negation seems to be associated
with: as it has been pointed out above, under this interpre-
tation negation erases a piece of faulty information, pre-
paring thus the way for the proper information to come; this
obviously means that the context-bound denial itself gives
incomplete information: it simply "says" wvhat has not hap-
pened, not what has happened. The task of bringing in what
is true and does describe a part of the state of affairs is
undertaken by the (affirmative or ‘ordinary’ negative) sen-
tence that follows the context-bound denial: if such a sen-
tence does not occur, the information remains incomplete.

We can say then in conclusion that MG appears to be
interested in distinguishing somehov between ordinary and
contradiction interpretations of negative sentences. As we
have seen here, the distinction is made by intonation (pitch)
means. And, to connect our discussion here with that of the
different forms of ala- conjunction (see 3.1.2), we might
possibly suggest that in cases in which a differentiation in
terms of a fall/rise in pitch in the end is not possible,
other means are made use of: in particular, in the case of a
negative first part in an ala- conjunction a rise or a fall
in pitch in the end is impossible, since the whole utterance
is not ended there but continues with ala and the second part
of the conjunction; in that case, as we have seen, the dis-
tinction between the two interpretations and the two functions

of &6(n) is made by syntactic means.
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3.3 Summary

In the last sections we discussed some pieces of evi-
dence pointing, directly or indirectly, to the necessity of
the distinction ordinary/contradiction negation. In parti-
cular, we tried to show that the violation of some othervise
well-established constraints on the occurrence of negative
particles, the non-occurrence of indefinites in the positive
complement of negated factive verbs and the involvement of
syntactic form in the interpretation of ala- conjunctions
could be handled satisfactorily by an analysis proceeding
with the distinction ordinary/contradiction. On the
contrary, these facts are problematic for entailment
analysis: they are inexplicable in terms of this kind
of analysis and make clear that negation is not exclusively
a matter of semantics, undermining thus the claim of
entailment analysts that the scope of negation be dealt
with in purely sémantic terms. We, finally, tried to show
the involvement of the distinction ordinary/contradiction

negation in the choice of pitch.

4. Grammar and the distinction ordinary/contradiction

negation

In the preceding sections we have tried to show that
the analysis of negative scope defended here is preferable
to that offered by entailment-based accounts. In this final
section we shall see how our favoured analysis can be accom-

modated in a theory of grammar. In particular, we shall try
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to answer questions like ‘Are ordinary negation and contra-
diction negation encompassed by the same component of gram-
mar?’, ‘How can grammar handle the phenomena discussed in
this chapter?’, ‘Are the rules proposed in chapter I appli-
cable to the data examined here?’ It would be helpful, how-
ever, before coming to the discussion of these questions to
see an interesting distinction between two different gram-
mars suggested by Chomsky (1976), Williams (1977), etc.;

namely, Sentence Grammar and Discourse Grammar.

4.1 Sentence Grammar and Discourse Grammar

The term ‘sentence grammar’ has been given a content
and a relevant theory (developing the general framework of
the Extended Standard Theory) has been sketched in a number
of papers, since Chomsky (1976):

" The rules of the categorial component and the lexicon
provide initial phrase markers. Applying transformations
to these, we derive surface structures (including
traces) which undergo semantic interpretation. The
rules of semantic interpretation assign the scope of
logical operators ("not", "each", "who", etc.) and
fix their meaning, assign antecedents to such anaphoric
expressions as reciprocals ("each other") and necessa-
rily bound anaphors (...) The result of application of
these rules we may call a "logical form".

It should be reasonable to say that the theory of
grammar — or more precisely, '"sentence grammar" — ends

at this point." (1976:104).
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Besides these components, the existence of another component,
containing rules that operate in a different domain and obey
different conditions, has been implied; to quote from Chomsky
again:

" Given the logical forms generated by sentence grammar,
further rules may apply. Pronouns not yet assigned
antecedents may be taken to refer to entities desi-
gnated elsewvhere in the sentence, though this is never
necessary and is not permitted under certain conditions
(...) These further rules of reference determination
may involve discourse properties as well, in some
manner; and they interact with considerations relating
to situation, communicative intention, and the like."
(p. 104).

And below:

" As noted before, the rules of sentence grammar obey
quite different conditions from those that apply
beyond." (p. 105).

There are not only implications, however, for the exi-
stence of this new component. Williams (1977) has emphasized
the necessity of such a component, which he calls "discourse
grammar". His paper ends up with the following wishs:

" What is urgently needed is .a careful articulation of
the discourse component of grammar, on a par with
vhat has been done for Sentence Grammar. If it is a
theoretically valid entity, then it will be possible
to formulate it as a set of rules governed by gene-
rally valid laws. It is not likely, in my opinion,

that everything that has been named under the term
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"discourse grammar" in the literature will be explained
by a single coherent theory; more likely, explanations
will follow from the interaction of a number of distinct
theories." (p. 138).
Williams, however, has gone further than simply emphasizing
the necessity of discourse grammar: he has offered suggestions
as to wvhat a theory of discourse grammar might be like or
vhat kind of rules it might employ.:In particular, Williams
has shown that two deletion rules made use of in English
grammar, Gapping and Comparative Deletion, operate under
conditions and constraints that VP deletion does not obey.
Thus, the latter can freely violate both the Complex Noun
Phrase Constraint and the Coordinate Structure Constraint,
and operate "across utterance boundaries'", as (88340) (Wil-

liams's (1), (2) and (3)), respectively, demonstrate:

(88) a. The man who didn't leave knows the man

who did.

b. John didn't immediately open the door

— first he shut the window and then he did.

c., A: Did John leave?

B: Yes, he did.

On the basis of this sort of data Williams argues that:

" We may formalize the difference between the two rule
types by assigning them to separate components of
grammar. Those rules like Comparative Deletion and
Gapping that are sentence-bound and that obey Ross's
constraints we will call Sentence Grammar rules,

following Chomsky [(1976)]. These rules define the form
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and meaning of sentences. Those rules which, like

UP Deletion, apply across sentences in a discourse

and which do not obey Ross's constraints we will

assign to a component to be called Discourse Grammar

[ footnote omitted — I.V.]" (p. 102).'
The content of this quotation is, obviously, in accordance
with Chomsky's suggestion that "the rules of sentence grammar
obey quite different conditions from those that apply beyond".

The implications of the distinction sentence grammar/

discourse grammar for our observations so far are obvious.

We discuss them below.

4.2 The relation of the distinction sentence grammar/

discourse grammar with the distinction ordinary/

contradiction negation

Here we shall try to show that the double functioning of
negation defended in this chapter corresponds to the dis-
tinction sentence grammar/discourse grammar; and that some
apparent peculiarities are explicable in terms of this dis-
tinction.

We have seen in the previous section that instances of

Contrary to Williams (1977), Lasnik (1976) did not
dare to take this step, although he was aware of the different
properties (i.e. different domain and results of application,
different constraints) of his AtF rule, and let it operate in
the same component as his other scope rules (see 1.1 in this

chapter; for the relevant criticism see 2.1).
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the same phenomenon, namely, deletion under identity, appear
to have different characteristics: as Williams (1977) has
pointed out, VP deletion, unlike Gapping and Comparative
Deletion, is not sensitive to the relevant Ross's constraints
and operates '"across utterance boundaries". We have also seen
that on the basis of these characteristics it has been argued
that VP deletion must be dealt with in terms of discourse
grammar (see the relevant quotation from Williams (1977) a-
bove). Parallel, though weaker and indirect, suggestions we
can find in Chomsky and Lasnik (1977:footn.44):
" Deletion under identity, if this process exists as
part of sentence grammar ";
and in Chomsky (1980: footn. 6):
" (...) the phenomenon of "deletion under identity",
which is perhaps to be excluded from sentence-grammar,
at least in part."
Let us now see whether the MG data discussed so far offer an
analogous basis for the distinction between sentence grammar
and discourse grammar; and whether the peculiarities noted
can be accommodated in what is called discourse grammar,
To begin with, let us repeat the main differences
that have led us to the suggestion that there must be two
distinct functions of negation, ‘ordinary’ and ‘contradiction’.
We have pointed out above that the instances of what is called‘
ordinary negation (a) are subject to the general constraint
on the double occurrence of negation in a cyclical node, and
(b) have nothing to do with anything outside the sentence
boundaries. On the other hand, the instances of contradiction

negation (a) can freely violate the general constraint on the
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double occurrence of negation, and (b) are always met in
context-bound denials: in fact they deny the truth, and
unsay the content, of a proposition expressed or ihplied
previously (This proposition may be carried by a positive or
a negative sentence; hence the violation of the constraint
on double negatives).

There is, however, a third difference between the
tvo types of negation, which is also interesting for our
discussion here. If we look at the deletions we discussed
in connexion with contradiction negation, namely, the
deletion of the verb(phrase)® in the second part of ala-
conjunction, we see that they are of a particular kind:
(a) the relevant rules delete (under identity) a n vy
verb(phrase), not a "named" lexical item (i.e. they differ
from, e.g., that- deletion in English, which always applies
on the same "named" item); (b) the structural description
of the rule of deletion under identity encompasses two dif-
ferent sentences of the surface (unlike that of deletion of
particular items, which does not make reference to anything
outside the boundaries of the sentence it reduces). What is

more important, hovever, this deletion of V(P) in the second

What is called here Deletion of the verb(phrase), or
Equi V(P) deletion, should not be confused with Williams's
VP-deletion: unlike English, MG does not exemplify both
"Gapping" and "VP-deletion"; that is, the application of de-
letion on a verb(phrase) never leaves behind the auxiliary,
and thus what Williams calls "VYP-deletion" is not exempli-
fied by MG. What we call Deletion of the verb(phrase), or
Equi-V(P) deletion, is closer to "Gapping", rather than to
Williams's "VP-deletion", (although it does not obey the
constraints that "Gapping" does (see Williams 1977)).
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part of the ala- conjunction has been shown to be a syntactic

means for the indication of contradiction negation and for
its distinction from ordinary negation. We can add thus a
third difference to the differences of ordinary and contra-
diction negation referred to in the previous paragraph:
instances of the latter only can exemplify deletions under
identity in "ambigquous" ala- conjunctions.

To recapitulate, contradiction negation (a) does not
obey general constraints on negation which govern the other
instances of (sentence or constituent) negation; (b) is inva-
riably exemplified by context-bound denials; and, finally,
(c) is exclusively connected with deletion under identity in-
volving two sentences in "ambiguous'" ala- conjunctions. The
dependence of (b) and (c) on context is obvious, wvhile (a)
underlines the independence of this type of negation from
general constraints established on syntactic grounds. As far
as I can see, we can legitimately argue on the basis of these
characteristics that contradiction negation is an object of
discourse grammar, rather than sentence grammar. On the other
hand, ordinary negation, which has been shown to obey the
same constraints as constituent negation and does not
depend on context (i.e. it does not copy previously uttered,
or implied, positive or negative sentences in order to unsay
them), must be examined in the framework of sentence grammar.

It is worth noting that the kind of deletion wvhich indi-
cates contradiction negation in the second part of ala- con-
junction, i.e. deletion under identity, is exactly the kind
of deletion that Williams (1977), on the basis of independent
evidence, assigns to "a component to be called Discourse

Grammar". And this cannot be coincidental.
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We can, therefore, suggest that the two functions of
negation considered in this chapter belong to two different
components of grammar. The fact that they are not sensitive
to the same constraints and are not in the same way dependent
on the context, and the particular relationship between con-
tradiction negation and deletion under identity give us good
grounds for this suggestion.

This is not, though, the only evidence we have for the
association of the double functioning of negation defended
here with the distinction sentence grammar/discourse grammar.
Some independent evidence is also found in Liberman and Sag

(1974). We discuss it immediately belowv.

4.3 Some indirect evidence for the relation of contra-

diction negation with discourse grammar-

Liberman and Sag (1974) try to determine different
pitch contours and describe their interaction with the role
that the utterance of a sentence plays in a discourse.1 They
discuss problematic sentences like that in (89)

AN s, R /’_\//\
(89) a. All the boys didn't come.

b. All the boys didn't come.

(their (2a-b)).and draw, on independent grounds, conclusions
that are surprisingly similar to our conclusions here,

They remark that there are two routes along which one

. They used a real-time hardware pitch extracter and

an A-D converter linked to a PDP-9 computer.
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can "account for informant responses to such sentences, which
many people feel to be ambiguous between the so-called "neg-
V" and "neg-Q'" readings...'":

" Following the first route, one would treat the de-
termination of scope relations in sentences like [(89)],
and the derivation of their intonation, as part of the
same system, either by marking abstract linguistic
structures with some precursor of the output intonation,
to which scoping rules (whether interpretive or gene-
rative) could refer, or by having intonation generated
according to the operation or output of scoping rules."
(p. 417).

Such an analysis (but of the interpretive, not the generative
model) has been followed by Jackendoff (1972) (see. section 1.1).
The formal semantic account of the intonational facts that

he puts forward, however, is criticized by Liberman and Sag,
vho prefer the alternative route:

" A second way to deal with facts like those in example
[(89)] would be to consider the semantics of scope and
the pragmatics of discourse function to be separate
systems, which of course will interact in practice, but
are formally and conceptually distinct; and to argue
that the intonation contour of example [(89b)] belongs
in the second, pragmatic, category " (p. 417).

They do not agree with Jackendoff's view that the pitch con-
tour he calls accent B (see 1.1) is "a semantically contra-
stive contour centered on some element in a sentence". Accor-
ding to their analysis, this contour (exemplified in (89b)

is "a pragmatic utterance-based contour, unrelated to
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contrast" (p. 420).

It is obvious that this remark is in harmony with our
discussion of the interaction between accent B and contra-
diction negation above (see 3.2): since the lattér is consi-
dered to be a subject of discourse grammar, rather than
sentence grammar, accent B, which can be assigned only to
utterances exemplifying contradiction negation, falls auto-
matically within the domain of discourse grammar.

What is even more interesting, Liberman and Sag present,
among others, the following piece of evidence for their view:
" We find that this contour [ what has been called accent

B; see (89b) — I.V. lis appropriate (although of

course optional) just when the speaker is using the

utterance which bears it to con tradict

— he may contradict what has just been said by

another, he may contradict some assumption or impli-

cation of what has been said or done by another,

or he may contradict himself." (p. 421).
This is a clear correlation between what we called contradi-
ction negation and accent B. That is, Liberman and Sag, on an
independent basis (their pitch contour data) have come to
distinctions and correlations parallel with the ones argued
for here. The following quotation is even more striking:

" If a sentence containing a negative is used as a
contradiction, it's natural to adopt an interpretive
strategy which takes the negative itself to be the
vehicle of that contradiction, i.e. to assume that
what is being contradicted can be discovered by simply

removing the negative particle from the sentence in
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question. This will guarantee that the negation will
take wide scope with respect to any other operators in
the sentence." (p. 423).

We can say then in conclusion that data from two diffe-
rent languages, English and MG, leads us to the same end: the
correlation between rising pitch in the end (accent B) and
contradiction negation, and the connexion of both with dis-
course grammar. As far as I can see, this parallelism between
the two languages not only shows that English and MG have
chosen the same means for the indication of the distinctions
in the functioning of negation argued for in this chapter,
but also supports the distinctions themselves.

It remains to see how the facts that point to the
adoption of the discourse component could be accommodated in
a grammar of MG (and in a grammar of English). We will not,
however, pursue this question here: our basic target in this
thesis was to account for as many phenomena of negation
falling within the domain of sentence grammar as we can, dis-
tinguishing them from phenomena of negation that do not fall

within this domain.

5. Summary

In the introductory section of this chapter we said
that we would try a new approach to the problem of negative
scope, avoiding the two main lines adopted by previous ana-
lyses.

In particular, since Klima (1964) accounts of negation

have been proposed that are based either on the (compatible
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vith presupposition) assumption that negative scope can be
fully determined or on the (contradicting the logical defi-
nition of presupposition) assumption that negative scope 1is
indeterminate: this latter assumption is considered to be
superior to the former because it can be the basis far the
explanation of an area of data on negation that has been
ignored by the fully determinate scope analyses, and in any
case contradicts their predictions. In our analysis here

ve have been defending a distinction between two kinds of
negation, ‘contradiction’ and ‘ordinary’, exemplified by

two different types of data: context-bound denials (contra-
dicting the logical definition of presupposition) and
context-free negative sentences (compatible with pre-
supposition). We have tried to shov that this distinction
avoids not only the counterintuitiveness, the inconsistencies
and the loss of possible generalizations that characterize
the indeterminate negative scope (entailment-based) accounts
(see 2.2.1 and 2.2.2), but also a lot of syntactic problems
(see 3.1.1, 3.1.2 and 3.1.3). Finally, on the basis of the
observation that negation acts in two different ways, and

a number of facts such as the free violation of general
constraints, the connexion with context of the one kind of
negation, namely, contradiction negation, etc., we have
argued that some part of our data on negation, namely, the
context-bound denials, belong to the domain of discourse
grammar, rather than sentence grammar. The distinction
between sentence and discourse grammar allowed us to account

for the otherwise peculiar fact that some constraints on
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negation seemed to be and not to be obeyed by the relevant
data, and that some factors seemed to be and not to be

involved in the interpretation of negative scope.

6. Final conclusions

The consequences that the distinction ordinary/contra-
diction negation has for entailment analysis are obvious.
Given that the arguments against the notion of presupposition
and its significance in the area of semantics are heavily
dependent on context-bound denials, entailment analysts do
not delimit semantics, as they believe (cf. Kempson 1975),
but enlarge its domain to account for discourse phenomena as
well; indeed, they remove presupposition from semantics
because, they claim, it is a pragmatic, rather than semantic,
notion, but in fact the evidence that is called in to justify
this removal reflects discourse phenomena; thus they appear to
extend, rather than delimit, semantics to include pragmatics.

On the other hand, our distinction between sentence
grammar (context-free) ordinary negation and discourse grammar
(context-bound) contradiction negation does not question the
significance of presupposition at all: given that the possible
counterevidence for this notion in fact relies on context-
copying denials, and thus belongs to another domain, that of
discourse grammar, nothing prevents presupposition from being
a sound, and unproblematic, notion of sentence grammar se-

mantics.

It is worth noting here, after the discussion in the
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last sections, that our distinction between tvo kinds of ne-
gation preserves the notion of presupposition without being
subject to Kempson's criticism for analyses that recognise
the significance of the notion ‘context-bound denial’:

" Unfortunately for the presupposition account, the
incorporation into natural-language semantics of an
additional operator has some awkward consequences.
First of all, notice that it is hard to avoid the
consequence that all sentences are two- or three-,
if not many-ways ambiguous, for positive sentences
can also be used as denials.

(26) A: John has passed his exams.
B: He hasn't passed his exams.
(27) A: John hasn't passed his exams.
B: He has passed his exams.,
The status of B's utterance in conversations (26)
and (27) is the same — he is denying the truth of A's
statement. On the argument that — P corresponds to
natural language denial, the second sentence of (27)
vould therefore have to be given a semantic characte-
rization corresponding to
— ( v(John has passed his exams))
But the problem does not stop here. The conversation
could have repeated itself, A saying "He hasn't", B
replying obstreperously "He has". Yet the principle
involved is now getting out of hand. It involves yet
another semantic representation of the positive and

negative sentences respectively as
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- (= (v(John has passed his exams)))
for A's response and
—~ (= (= (~(John has passed his exams))))
for B's response." (1975:97).
That this criticism is inapplicable in the case of our ana-
lysis can easily be shown.

First of all, the negation operator in context-bound
denials, the contradiction negation, as we have been calling
it, does not belong to the semantics of sentence grammar; thus
our analysis does not suffer from the consequences of '"the
incorporation into natural-language semantics of an addi-
tional denial operator": our two kinds of negation correspond
and belong to two different components of grammar.

Second, the consequence "that all sentences are two-
or three-, if not many- ways ambiguous" is allowed only in
the framework of an analysis that seeks to account for the
two kinds of negation in the same component, i.e. the
semantics of sentence grammar. However, in our analysis
this consequence is precluded: the ordinary negation
and the contradiction negation of a sentence do not co-exist
in the semantic component of sentence grammar, and thus the
latter does not suffer the difficulties that Kempson points
out. In general, a sentence will be interpreted as a context-
bound denial, i.e. as exemplifying a contradiction negation
not, on the basis of its contextual, syntactic and intona-
tional characteristics, in the discourse component.

Grice's maxims and his Co-operative Prihcfple might be
helpful at this point. In particular, the interpretation of

a negative sentence as a context-bound denial could be ex-
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plained in terms of the maxim of relevance or the maxim of
manner and the contextual characteristics of its utterance,
More analytically, by uttering (26B) immediately after A's
utterance of (26A) in Kempson's conversation above, speaker

B offers a piece of information that is the ‘contrary’ of

the information that A has just established in the context:
in its conventional (sentence grammar) meaning (26B) is the
opposite of (26A). This is not, however, the only difference
between A's and B's contributions: when A uttered (26A),
there was nothing relevant in the context; he just offered
his information; on the other hand, when B uttered (26B),
there was something relevant in the context, namely, the
opposite information. This means, according to the lines of
Grice's analysis, that the hearer, A, has two alternatives:
one is to think that B does not take into account his utterance
(26A), and thus breaks the Co-operative Principle (perhaps,
accidenfally: B may not have heard A's (26A) and by coinci-
dence has, and decides to offer, the opposite information

at that very moment); the other is to assume that B is obser-
ving this Principle and that by offering the opposite infor-
mation B does not simply intend to inform him that John failed
in his exams, but, first of all, to deny his (26A). B now
knows that A has these two alternafives; B also expects that
his deviation from the Co-operative Principle is not enough
to confuse his hearer A, and that the latter will assume that
he is doing so in order to convey some extra information in
accordance with that Principle and that he, B, expects him,
A, to work out that extra information. Thus B proceeds with

the utterance of (26B). A, on the other hand, provided that
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he has no reason to believe that B intends to break the Co-
operative Principle and flout its maxims, interprets (26B)
as a denial of his (26A). As far as I can see, this could
be a fairly natural and intuitively supported explanation;
and it can easily be seen that it is applicable in conversa-
tions like (27) as well, on the one hand, and, as we said
above, avoids the problems that a s e mant ic repre-~
sentation in terms of "A ", "“lﬁ and a sequence of parenthe-
ses would involve, on the other hand.

Finally, what is more important, there is an asymmetry
and inconsistency in the quotation from Kempson above, if I
understand her correctly., If (26B) and (27B) are in fact
denials, as she herself characterizes them, then the entail-
ment analysis can (with the problems we have been discussing
in this chapter) capture the denial interpretation of (26B)
in terms of the indeterminate scope of negation in the se-
mantic component. It is obvious, however, that the denial
(27B) cannot be captured in the same terms, and in the same
component, by entailment analysis: the semantic component of
this sort of analysis will provide (27B) with its conventional
meaning, and its interpretation as a denial will unavoidably
rest on pragmatics. This, however, means that in the frame-
wvork of entailment analysis "positive" denials are interpreted
as such by a different component than "negative" denials: the
former are assigned their denial status in the pragmatic com-
ponent, while the latter are provided with that status by the
semantic component, thanks to the "indeterminate'" scope of
not. Either, then, (27B), and in general "positive" denials,

vill not be characterized as denials in entailment analysis,
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in which case this analysis avoids the asymmetry and incon-
sistency above, but loses the argument against presupposition,
or both (26B) and (27B) are denials, in which case the seman-
tics of entailment analysis is inadequate, since it cannot
capture "positive" denials like (27B), although it is sup-
posed to capture the denial interpretation of negative sen-
tences.

On the basis of our discussion here we can, I think,
conclude with the suggestion that an adequate and natural
explanation of negative scope should take into account the
distinction between context-bound (context-quoting) and
context-free instances of negation, and treat these two types
of negation in the framework of two different grammatical
components. Their characteristics are too distinct for them
to be treated in terms of the same component. In chapters I-
IIT1 we sawv a tentative treatment of MG ordinary negation
within the framework of sentence grammar. On the other hand,
technical suggestions for the description of contradiction
negation within the framework of discourse grammar cannot be
offered yet: the characteristics of this component are hardly
known. It could be said, perhaps,that Grice's theory might
offer a valuable insight into the pragmatic treatment of con-

tradiction negation.
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APPENDIX

There is a use of ¢6xi, and mi, which we have not dis-

cussed so far because it apparently involves discourse: d&xi

(no/don't) and mi (don't) (the latter is much more restricted
because, on the one hand, it invariably denotes prohibition,
and, on the other hand, it may freely be substituted by &xi)
can occur as one-worded "answers" to preceding assertions,
implications or questions, like the English particle no. The
behaviour of dxi seems to have some interesting aspects, and
thus we shall concentrate our discussion upon its characte-
ristics, leaving mi outside our consideration.

Although both 6xi and no apparently have parallel roles
in MG and English, respectively, they demonstrate some essen-
tial differences. In particular, MG 6xi appears to differ
from English no in the same way as Russian njet. To quote
from Lyons (1977:777):

" it should not be forgotten that, as speakers of
English, we are tempted to interpret Yes and No
as meaning "That is so" and "That is not so". Not
all languages, howvever, have forms of assent and
dissent that can be interpreted in this way. For
example, Da and Njet in Russian are much more
satisfactorily interpreted, not as meaning "No"
and "Yes", but "I accept (what you assert or imply)"

and "I reject (what you assert or imply)'". Hence,
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the possibility of saying what is often mistrans-

lated into English as Yes, it's not raining."

Consider (1) and (2) below:

(1) A: tin ayapd o jdnis.
her loves ‘art.’ John.
(John loves her).
B: 6xi, &én tin ayapd.
no, not her loves.

(No, he doesn't love her).

(2) A: 8én tin ayapd o jdnis.
not her loves ‘art.’ John.
(John does not love her).
B: né, &én tin ayapé.
yes, not her loves.

(= No, he doesn't love her).

(1) and (2) suggest that the interpretations "I reject (what

you assert or imply)" and "I accept (what you assert or

imply)" of 6xi and né, respectively, are more satisfactory.
There is, however, another, more interesting, characte-

ristic of éxi. If we compare (2B) with (3B) below:

(3) A: 8én ti ayapd o jénis.
not her loves ‘art.’ John.
B: 6xi, 8én tin ayapa.

(= No, he doesn't love her).

we see that éxi is interchangeable with its opposite in
meaning né in the s a m e environment (: there is no other
difference between (3B) and (2B), and (3A) is exactly the same

as (2A)) w i t h o u t any differentiation in meaning.
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Though, if we conversely try to substitute né (yes) for 6xi

in (1B), anomaly is unavoidable. Compare (1) with (4):

(4) A: tin ayapd o jédnis.
her loves ‘art.’ John.
B: *¥né, &én tin ayap4d.

yes, not her loves.

The behaviour of éxi then is not as straightforward as it
initially appeared: in some cases (cf. (1) and (4)) it is

not interchangeable with né, and this is in harmony with
their normally having opposite meanings (see the previous
paragraph), but in other cases (cf. (2) and (3)) it is inter-
changeable with né€.

It is obvious that the association of 6xi and né
simply with the interpretations "I reject (what you assert
or imply)" and "I accept (what you assert or imply)",
respectively, cannot explain the facts pointed out in the
preceding paragraph: in particular it cannot explain the
fact that né introducing a negative "answer'" is always
interchangeable with éxi, but not vice versa. In what
follows we will try to account for this inconsistency in
terms of the distinction ordinary/contradiction negation,
independently postulated in our analysis of negation.

Looking more carefully at the pairs (2)-(3) and
(4)-(1) we see that the former, which displays interchange-
ability, differs from the latter, where né sounds anomalous,
in one important respect. A's utterances are negative in
(2) and (3), while in (1) and (4) they are positive.

More clearly, we see that in (1) and (4), where the pre-

ceding utterance is positive, 6xi and né introducing a
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negative "answer" are bound to their interpretations "I
reject (what you assert or imply)" and "I accept (what

you assert or imply)", respectively; hence the anomaly in
(4B). On the other hand, in (2) and (3), where the pre-
ceding utterance is negative, éxi introducing a negative
"answer" is no more associated with the interpretation

"I reject (what you assert or imply)"; hence, (3B) is not
self-contradictory. Is this simply a matter of coincidence?
I.e. is it simply accidental that the apparently equivalent
to né (:"I accept...") 6xi is "answering" a negative utter-
rance (see (3A))7?

Compare (3) with (5) below:

(5) A: tin ayapd o jénis.
her loves ‘art.’ John.
B: *6xi, tin avyapd.
no, her loves.
B': né, tin ayapad.

yes, her loves.

Undoubtedly, éxi is bound to its normal meaning "I reject
(vhat you assert or imply)" in (5B): if it could be inter-
preted as "I accept (what you assert or imply)", (5B) would
not be anomalous and would not differ in acceptability from

(5B'). Given now that 6xi is absolutely natural in (éB)
(6) A: &én tin ayapd o jdnis.
not her loves ‘art.” John.
B: 6xi, tin ayapa.

no, her loves.

(vhere it retains its normal meaning "I reject (what you
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assert or imply)"), we can suggest that the difference in
acceptability between (5B) and (3B) is not due to the fact
that in the former, (5B), 6xi introduces a positive "answer",
but to the fact that the preceding utterance is negative

(see (3A)) in the one case and positive (see (5A)) in the
other. Put differently, the occurrence of the apparently
equivalent to né ("I accept...") 6xi is possible only if the
following condition is satisfied: it must be preceded by a
negative utterance.

We can then conclude that it is not accidental that
6xi is interchangeable with npé only if it "answers'" a nega-
tive utterance, although we have no explanation for this
restriction at the moment. Let us nowv see what bearing, if any,
this eonclusion might have on a second question that our
discussion so far gives rise to, namely, "is it accidental
that of the two particles, 6xi and né, it is only 6xi that
may have a second use which makes it equivalent to the other
particle?"

Compare (3) and (6), repeated here for convenience:

(3) A: o jdnis 6én tin ayap4d.

t ’

art.’ John not her loves.
B: 6xi, &én tin ayapd.
no, not her loves.
(6) A: o jénis 86n tin ayapd.
‘art.’ John not her loves.

B: dxi, tin ayapé.

no, her loves.

6xi seems to preserve here the double functioning that

negative sentences have been shown to demonstrate. More
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precisely, éxi following a negative utterance, here (3A),
is interpreted, as we have seen, as equivalent to né ("I
accept..."); that is, (3B) is paraphrasable as "I accept/
It is true that John does not love her". On the other hand,
é6xi following the same negative utterance (compare (3A)
with (6A)) in (6) has the opposite intepretation ("I
reject..."); that is, (6B) is paraphrasable as "I reject/
It is not true that John does not love her", Put differently,
6xi in (3B) r e p e at s a previous (ordinary) negation
(cf. its being equivalent with (2B)), whereas (6B)

e rases a previously uttered negative sentence.

Cf. the difference between its second part tin avyapd,

which contradicts (6A), and the second part &én tin ayapé

of (3B), which repeats (3A).

These second parts in fact indicate the function that
6xi is each time performing. Hence, if nothing follows ¢xi,
as in (3'B) below

(3') A: o jdnis &én tin ayapd.
‘art.’ John not her loves.
B: 6xi.
no.
the "disambiguation" between the two functions of ¢6xi is
impossible in MG: we do not know whether B's éxi expresses
his acceptance or his rejection of what A has said.

On the basis of these observations it is legitimate,
I think, to suggest that éxi exemplifies ordinary negation
and contradiction negation, respectively, in (3B) and (6B).

If this suggestion is correct, then we can easily

answver our second question above, namely, "is it accidental
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that of the two particles, 6xi and né, it is only &6xi that
may have a second use which makes it equivalent with the
other particle?" Given a negative utterance, like A's
utterances above, one can either deny (making use of an
(erasing) negative particle) or accept its (negative)
content. Provided now that one's repeating the (ordinary)
negation of a negative sentence shows one's acceptance

of the negative content of this sentence, the answer of
the question above is simply that only 6xi can both deny
(6xi#né) and repeat (6xizné) a previous negative utterance;
vhile né invariably indicates acceptance of the content of
the previous (positive or negative) utterance.

It is obvious that on this basis we can naturally
account for the condition that we have left unexplained
above, namely, that éxi may be understood as equivalent to
né only if 6xi "answers" a negative utterance. As pointed out
here, this apparent equivalence is possible only if ¢xi
repeats (zimmediately follows) a preceding negation.

To recapitulate, in this Appendix we have discussed
6xi occurring as an one-worded "answer" to preceding asser-
tions. We have pointed out some peculiar phenomena concerning
its use and we have argued that they are naturally explicable

in terms of the distinction ordinary/contradiction negation

defended in chapter IV,
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