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Sells,Peter. 2001. ThreeAspectsof Negationin Korean.Journalof Linguistic
Studies6, 1–15. Koreanhasthreeforms that expressnegation:short-formnegation,long-form

negationandinherentlylexical verbs. The goal of this paperis to arguethat therearethreeseparate

notionsrelatedto theexpressionandinterpretationof negationin Korean,whichmustbekeptseparate.

Theyarethenotionsof anegativeclause,of thesurfacec-commanddomainof anegativeelement,and

of thesemanticscopeof a negativeelement.Themainargumentsderivefrom the interactionsof the

negative-sensitiveadverbyekanwith different formsof negation,andof the interactionof examples

with bothyekanandanegative-sensitiveitem like awmu-to(‘anyone’). (Stanford University)

1. Introduction

This paperis concernedmainlywith syntacticaspectsof negationin Korean,and
with thelackof isomorphismbetweensurfacesyntacticpositionandthesemantic
scopeof negation.1 Negationis typically expressedby oneof theitemsin (1):

(1) NegativeItems

a. Long-FormNegation,e.g.,cap-cianh-ass-ta‘did notgrasp’

b. Short-FormNegation,e.g.,ancap-ass-ta‘did notgrasp’

c. Lexically negativeverbs:eps-ta‘not exist’, molu-ta‘not know’.

My mainpurposehereis toshowthattherearethreeseparatestructuralnotions
thatmustberecognized,regardingtheexpressionandinterpretationof thesetypes
of negationin Korean,andnoneof whichcanbereducedto anyof theothers:

(2) StructuralNotionsof Negation

a. Thesurfaceform of negation(SFN 6= LFN).

b. Thenotionof a ‘syntacticallynegativeclause’.

c. Thesemanticscopeof negation(in theinterpretationof a clause).

1I amgratefulto Jong-BokKim andMiok Pakfor assistancewith someof theexampleshere,and
to Shin-SookKim for similar assistanceaswell asvery usefulcommentson the pre-finaldraft. My
interestin yekan(section3) wasre-awakenedby Cho(2001).
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Therearethreemain sectionsin this shortpaper. In section2, I discussthe
structuresof Short-FormNegation(SFN)andLong-FormNegation(LFN), show-
ing that the two typesof negationaredifferent in surfacestructure,that is, have
differentsyntacticproperties,illustratingwith examplesinvolving complexpred-
icates. In section3, I presentdatainvolving the negative-sensitiveitem yekan
whichfurthercorroboratethedifferencesbetweenthetwo typesof negation.Sec-
tion 4 providesevidencefor the independenceof (2)b and(2)c: datainvolving
yekaninteractingwith negativepolarity itemsis presentedwhich clearly shows
that thereareseparatesyntactic(licensing)andsemantic(scope)conditionson
thedistributionof thosenegativepolarity items.

I believethattheobservationsin this papergetusasfar astheneedto recog-
nizethethreenotionsin (2): butanylargeconclusionsaresomewhatprovisional,
in thesensethatnoteverythinghereyet receivesa fully adequateexplanation.

2. The PhraseStructure of Negation

SFNinvolvesthenegativeadverban, while LFN involvesadifferentconstruction,
with thenegativeverbanh-tatakinga contentverbasits complement.Thetwo
areoftentreatedashavingacommonsource,with anh-tasupposedlyformedfrom
anindependentnegativemorpheme(eitheran or ani) anda ‘dummy’ verbha-ta.
This is perhapsplausiblefor aform like ilk-ci mosha-ta(‘cannotread’),butmuch
lesssofor thelesstransparentilk-ci anh-ta(‘doesnot read’)—infact, thereis no
knownphonologicalderivation(in Korean)thatwill deriveanh-tafrom ani ha-ta
(seeSells(1995,305)).

Focussinglesson the surfaceform andmoreon the syntacticandsemantic
propertiesof negation,muchrecentwork hasassumeda singlesourcefor at least
SFNandLFN, in termsof theGovernment-BindingTheory(andlaterMinimalist)
functionalprojectionof NegP. Theideafor NegPin Koreanseemsto originatein
Ahn andYoon (1989); for a surveyof severalrelatedproposalsseeKim (2000,
60ff.). My purposein this sectionis to showthat SFN andLFN havedifferent
surfacesyntacticcommanddomains,andthereforethe“an” partof eachof them
cannotbelocatedin anidenticalsyntacticposition,somewherewithin aNegP.

For analyseswhich takethesurfacefactsof negationmoreat facevalue,it is
perhapstemptingto treatSFNasaprefix,asit is markedby an(or mos) appearing
directly in front of thenegatedverb.Theprefixalaccountis presentedin its most
convincingform by Kim (1999)(seealsoKim (2000)). However,I think there
are reasonsto be skepticalof it, and I will continueto assumethat SFN must
betreatedasa combiningwith a syntacticword—aV0—to createa syntactically
complexV0.2

2If SFNan is aprefix, thatwould in fact strengthenoneargumenthere,namelythatSFNandLFN
havevery differentsurfaceforms.
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Undertheseassumptions,(3) representsthesyntacticstructureof anilk-nun-ta
(‘is not reading’):

(3) Short-FormNegation

V

Neg V

an ilk-nun-ta

Thatis, (3) involvesthesyntacticcombinationof two words,giving acomplex
elementalsoof bar-level0. Evidencefor thisanalysiscomesfromvarioussources,
includingthelackof morpho-phonologicalevidencefor aputativeprefixstatusfor
SFN,andmorecrucially from thefactsof negationwith complexpredicates(see
Sells(1994),Sells(1998b)),whicharesummarizedin this section.Oneapparent
argumentfor a prefixalaccountis the fact thatSFN is not syntacticallyiterable:
*an an ilk-nun-ta is ungrammatical.This canbe explainedon an accountthat
adopts(3) by the fact that sucha doubly negatedform is blockedby the non-
negatedform (seeSells(1998a)).

The datafrom complexpredicatesis simply illustrated. Let us considerthe
complexpredicatesin (4), drawn from a wide rangeof possiblecandidatesin
Korean.

(4) a. ilk-e po-ta
read-COMPtry-DECL

‘try to read’

b. ilk-e cwu-ta
read-COMPgive-DECL

‘give thefavorof reading’

c. ilk-ko siph-ta
read-COMPwant-DECL

‘want to read’

LabellingtheverbsV1 andV2 from left to right, so thatV1 is ilk- with some
complementizingsuffix, andV2 is theverbwhich selectsfor V1, it canbenoted
thatit is notpossibleto negateV2 by placingSFNimmediatelyin front of it (see
Sells(1991),Sells(1998b)).
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(5) NegatingV2: immediatelypreverbalSFN

a. *ilk-e an po-ta
read-COMPNEG try-DECL

‘not try to read’

b. *ilk-e an cwu-ta
read-COMPNEG give-DECL

‘not give thefavorof reading’

c. *ilk-ko an siph-ta
read-COMPNEG want-DECL

‘not wantto read’

Thissuggeststhatnegationsomehowcannotinterrupta complexpredicate.It
is importantto notice,though,that it is not the casethat V2 cannotbe negated;
long form negationis alwayspossible:

(6) NegatingV2: LFN

a. ilk-e po-ci anh-ta
read-COMPtry-COMPNEG-DECL

‘not try to read’

b. ilk-e cwu-ci anh-ta
read-COMPgive-COMPNEG-DECL

‘not give thefavorof reading’

c. ilk-ko siph-ci anh-ta
read-COMPwant-COMPNEG-DECL

‘not wantto read’

Moreover,exampleslike thosein (5) do havegrammaticalvariants,but with
theshortform negationin front of V1, asshownin (7), eventhoughthescopeof
negationincludesV2. Theungrammaticalexamplesin (5) becomegrammaticalif
theshortform negationis placedin front of thewholecomplex.

(7) Negationof V2: SFNprecedingV1

a. an ilk-e po-ta
NEG read-COMPtry-DECL

‘not try to read’

b. an ilk-e cwu-ta
NEG read-COMPgive-DECL

‘not give thefavorof reading’
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c. an ilk-ko siph-ta
NEG read-COMPwant-DECL

‘not wantto read’

Strictly speaking,in theseexamples,thereis of coursean ambiguityof the
attachmentof negation:is it just V1 that is negated,or is it theconstituentwhich
consistsof the two verbs?Thereareno restrictionson negatingV1 (unlike V2).
In general,it is possiblefor negationprecedingV1 to takescopeover thewhole
complexpredicate(in theanalysisof Sells(1998b),asa complementof V2), or
just overV1, thoughin a givenexampleoneinterpretationmaybepreferredover
theother. Theexamplesin (8) and(9) illustratethesepossibilities.(8) hasunam-
biguousnegationscopeover‘want’:3

(8) na-nun[Swuna-lul po-ko siph-un mankhum-ina]Mira-lul
I-TOP Swuna-ACC see-COMPwant-PRENOMextent-as Mira-ACC

an po-ko siph-ta
NEG see-COMPwant-DECL

‘I don’t wantto seeMira asmuchasI wantto seeSwuna.’

(9) hasunambiguousnegationscopeunder‘want’, justoverV1:

(9) na-nunku namca-lulkyelkhotasi an manna-ko siph-ta
I-TOP thatman-ACC ever againnotmeet-COMPwant-DECL

‘I wantto nevermeetthemanagain.’ (. . . Hewassoawful!)

This leadsusto thefollowing generalconclusionsaboutnegationin complex
predicates.

(10) In aV
1
–V

2
complexpredicate:

a. Shortform negationof V1 immediatelyprecedesV1.

b. Shortform negationof V2 immediatelyprecedesV1.

Sells(1998b)arguesthat (10)bshowsthat SFNandV1 bothcombinein the
samestructure,asselecteddependentsof V2: everyverb can optionally select
for a negativeadverb,which will be the SFN of that verb. As this selectionis
syntactic,theconstructionof SFN andtheverbwill besyntactic.Consequently,
SFNof V2 is asshownin (11):

3My thanksto David Beaverfor discussionof whatkindsof exampleswerenecessaryto makethis
point, andto Shin-SookKim for constructingtheKoreanexamples.
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(11) NegatingV2: V

Neg V V

an mek-e po-ta

On the otherhand,if only V1 is negated,thenit will selectfor the negative
adverb,combinewith it, andthenV2 will combinewith thatsyntacticallycomplex
constituent,asshownin (12).

(12) NegatingV1: V

V V

Neg V po-ta

an mek-e

In contrastto SFN,LFN is aconstructionwherethenegativeverbanh-tatakes
a verbalcomplement,aspartof a kind of complexpredicate,asshownin (13):

(13) Long-FormNegation

V(P)

V(P) V

. . . ilk-ci anh-nun-ta

LFN showsmoreflexibility thanSFNin its semanticscope,andit is likely that
thisis in partdueto LFN beingableto takeaV0 complement,oraVP complement
(it mayeventakeanS complement;seeSells(2001)).

3. The Construction with yekan

In the analysisdevelopedabove,SFN is a sisterof the verb that it negates,and
thereforecannotc-commandout of the(immediately)containingV0. In contrast
LFN is itself a verbwhich takesa verbalcomplement,andwhich cantherefore
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c-commandarbitrarily largepartsof thestructure(thepartsschematizedby ‘. . . ’
in (13)).

ThiscrucialdistinctionbetweenSFNandLFN is corroboratedby thebehavior
of theadverbyekan, which showsthat thephrasestructurehasto havetheartic-
ulationjust given,in orderfor therelevantconstraintsto bestatable.This adverb
yekanliterally means‘commonly’, but can only be usedin conjunctionwith a
negative,to mean‘uncommonly’in a positivesense(seeCho(2001)).Although
it needsto cooccurwith a negativein thesameclause,theword immediatelyfol-
lowing yekanmay not be negativeitself,4 asseenin the contrastin (14)a/b. In
fact,yekancannotform aconstituentwith anegativeelement.5

(14) a. yekan coh-ci anh-ta
commonlygood-COMPNEG-DECL

‘is uncommonlygood’

b. *yekan an coh-ta
commonlyNEG good-DECL

c. yekan papo-ka ani-ta
commonlyfool-NOM NEG.COP-DECL

‘is uncommonlyfoolish’

Thefact that(14)cis acceptableshowsthatthelicenserof yekanis not just the
negativeverbanh-ta, but ratheranyovertlynegativemorphemein theappropriate
structuralrelationship.Thatrelationshipseemsto besurfacec-command.Clearly
yekanin (14)bcanonly combinewith an coh-ta, which is a constituentwhich is
itself negative,andin whichnegationcannotc-commandyekan.

Thestructuresof (14)a/bareshownbelow. Theconstraintthatyekanimposes
is thatit mustcombinewith apredicativeconstituentwhich is notnegative,yetbe
in thescopeof anegative.This forcesthestructureshownin (15)a,with theLFN
verbanh-ta, which maytakea VP complement.I assumethatyekanis a regular
adverb,whichadjoinsto anyconstituent(VP in thiscase).6

4This generalization,from Sells(1994),only fails to hold in thefixed expression. . . yekanani-ta,
apredicateindicatingsomeextraordinarypropertyof its subject.

5yekanmayalsoappearin RhetoricalQuestions(seeCho(2001)),a fact ignoredhere.
6Even if different bar-levelswere assignedin the structuresgiven in this section,the structural

relationshipsbetweeneachelementwould be the same,andthe argumentwould remainunchanged:
LFN canc-commandyekan, butSFNcannot.

7



(15) a. VP

VP V

Adv VP anh-ta

yekan coh-ci

b. * VP

Adv VP

yekan V

Neg V

an coh-ta

On a moregenerallevel, theconstrastin (14)a/bindicatesthatSFNandLFN
arenot merelyinnocuousvariantsof someidenticalunderlyingform, or thatthey
simplymark‘negativesentences’.

For (14)c,thestructureappearsto bethatshownin (16).

(16) VP

NP V

Adv NP ani-ta

yekan papo-ka

Eventhoughpapo-kais nominal,it is hasa predicativemeaningthat yekan
canmodify, andthecomplexNP is in thec-commanddomainof ani-ta.7

7In theanalysesof Kim (1999)andCho(2001),thedifferencesbetweenSFNandLFN areencoded
by assigningtheLFN verbanh-tathefeature[+aux], andvariousgrammaticalpossibilitiesaresensi-
tive to this feature,ratherthansurfacec-commandrelations.Theacceptabilityof (14)cmeansthatthe
negativecopulaani-ta mustalsobetreatedasanauxiliary.
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With this backgroundin mind, considernow the following setsof examples,
basedonCho(2001):

(17) a. *Marcia-ka yekan cal an ttwi-n-ta
Marcia-NOM commonlywell NEG run-PROG-DECL

b. Marcia-ka yekan cal ttwi-ci anh-nun-ta
Marcia-NOM commonlywell run-COMPNEG-PROG-DECL

Hereyekanmodifiescal, andthis constituentis c-commandedby LFN, but
not SFN.In contrastto anh-ta, inherentlynegativeverbslike eps-tado not have
theability to licenseyekan:

(18) a. *Sue-ka yekan ton-i eps-ta
Sue-NOM commonlymoney-NOM not.exist-DECL

‘Suehasmuchmoney.’

b. Sue-ka yekan ton-i manh-ci anh-ta
Sue-NOM commonlymoney-NOM much-COMPNEG-DECL

‘Suehasuncommonlymuchmoney.’

(18)aappearsto showthattheinherentlynegativeverbfails to licenseyekan,
while LFN in (18)b is a successfullicensor. The relativepositionof yekanand
ton-i doesnot matterfor theunacceptabilityof (18)a: (19) hasa differentorder,
but is still bad.

(19) *Sue-ka ton-i yekan eps-ta
Sue-NOM money-NOM commonlynot.exist-DECL

However,it is likely that theunacceptabilityof (18)ais dueto the failure of
yekantocombinewith anappropriatelyscalarconstituent:in (18)bit will combine
with ton-i manh-ci‘be muchmoney’,but thereis norelevantscalarconstituentin
(18)a. Evenif we providesucha potentialconstituent,usingthe adverbmanhi,
theexampleis still ungrammatical,with aninherentlynegativeverb:

(20) *Sue-ka yekan ton-i manhieps-ta
Sue-NOM commonlymoney-NOM much not.exist-DECL

Of course,all of theungrammaticalexamplesin this sectionaregrammatical
if yekanis removed.

Otherevidenceperhapsthateps-tacannotlicenseyekancomesfrom construc-
tionslike (21):

(21) kep-i eps-ta
fear-NOM not.exist-DECL

‘be fearless’
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Sucha constructioncannotdirectly combinewith yekan, but it canif LFN is
addedin to thestructure:

(22) a. *yekan kep-ieps-ta
commonlyfear not.exist-DECL

‘?beuncommonlyfearless’

b. yekan kep-i eps-ci anh-ta
commonlyfear-NOM not.exist-COMPNEG-DECL

‘be uncommonlyfearless’

All of theungrammaticalexampleshereshowthataninherentlynegativeverb
like eps-tacannotlicenseyekan, evenif theright c-commandconditionshold.

Finally, it is worth notingthatyekandoesnot haveto be‘close’ in anylinear
senseto thenegationthatcooccurswith it, asshownby (23).

(23) na-nunyekan [pay-ka pwulu-ko] [swum-i
I-TOP commonly[stomach-NOM be.full-CONJ] [breath-NOM

cha-ci] anh-ta
gasp-COMP] NEG-decl
‘As for me, my stomachis extremelyfull andmy breathis extremely
short.’

If yekanhasto beimmediatelyin thescopeof anegativeelement,therelevant
structureof (23) is thatshownin (24).

(24) VP

NP VP

na-nun VP V

Adv VP anh-ta

yekan VP VP

pay-kapwulu-ko swum-icha-ci

This exampleillustrateshow both yekanandanh-tamay takephrasalscope
syntactically(cf. (13) for thestructureof LFN).

In summary, thegeneralizationsaboutyekanareasfollows:
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(25) a. yekanis neverlicensedby inherentlynegativeverbssuchaseps-ta

b. yekanformsaconstituentwith thepredicativeconstituentthatit mod-
ifies

c. theentireconstituentcontainingyekanmustbec-commandedby the
negativeelement,usuallyLFN

So, thesefacts show that the negativeadverban is generatedin a position
structurallylower thanthepositionwherethenegativeverbanh-tais generated:
thus,thetwo appearto haveadifferentunderlyingstructure.Thesurfaceposition
of negationis not necessarilyisomorphicto semanticscope,a mattertakenup in
thenextsection.

Thefact thatinherentlynegativeverbslike eps-tadonot licenseyekan—even
thoughthey presumablycould c-commandthe constituentcontainingyekan—
suggeststhattheremight besome[+neg] featurethat is associatedwith (at least)
LFN butnotinherentlynegativeverb.However,whenit comesto licensingcanon-
ical negativepolarity items,this canbeaccomplishedby anytypeof negation,in-
cludinginherentlynegativeverbs.Thismatteris alsotakenup in thenextsection.

4. Syntactic Licensing and SemanticScope

Above,I haveshownthatinherentlynegativeverbsandSFNcannotlicenseyekan,
andfor SFN I attributedthis to the fact that an SFN markerlike an doesnot c-
commandanyelementof theclauseotherthantheverb(or verbs)whichit is sister
to. Now, for otherkindsof itemssensitiveto negation,suchasthosein (26),any
kind of negativeform is sufficientasa licenser:

(26) NegativeSensitiveItems(NSIs)

a. amwu-to‘anyone’,amwukes-to‘anything’,amwutey-to‘anywhere’,
etc.Theparticle-to means‘even’.

b. NP+pakkey‘other than’; cf. pakk ‘outside’ + -ey (dative marker).
With negation,this formsa constructionwith themeaningof ‘only’.

Foramwu-NPs,theprimaryinterpretationis asnegativepolarityitems,like the
negativepolarityuseof anyin English.NP-pakkeyplusnegationhasthemeaning
of ‘only’. For example,illustrating with amwu-to, all of thesubjectsin (27) are
interpretedwithin thescopeof negation:

(27) a. amwu-to ton-i eps-ta
anyone-evenmoney-NOM not.exist-DECL

‘No onehasmoney.’
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b. amwu-to ku chayk-ul an ilk-ess-ta
anyone-eventhatbook-ACC NEG read-PAST-DECL

‘No onereadthatbook.’

c. amwu-to ku chayk-ul ilk-ci anh-ass-ta
anyone-eventhatbook-ACC read-COMPNEG-PAST-DECL

‘No onereadthatbook.’

Eventhoughthereis no evidencethat an in (27)b c-commandsthe subject,
andeventhoughthe inherentlynegativeverb in (27)aandSFN in (27)b cannot
licenseyekan, theycanperfectlywell licenseanegativepolarity interpretationfor
amwu-toin thesubjectposition.

Now in English, the negativesensitiveitem any hasboth NegativePolarity
anda FreeChoiceinterpretations.I will refer to theseinterpretationsas ‘NPI’
and‘FC’ respectively. TheFC interpretationin Koreanis alsopossiblein certain
circumstancesfor theNSIsin (26)a(for full discussion,seeSells(2001)).

We haveseenabovethatLFN licensesyekanby c-commandingit. However,
the interactionof LFN andyekanseemsto putsan upperlimit on the scopeof
negation,for a negativesensitiveitem in thesubjectpositionof anexamplewith
yekandoesnotgetanNPI interpretation,but ratherit getsanFC interpretation.

Considerfirst thefamiliar patternin (28): only LFN licensesyekan.

(28) a. *Marcia-ka yekan an yeyppu-ta
Marcia-NOM commonlyNEG pretty-DECL

b. Marcia-ka yekan yeyppu-ci anh-ta
Marcia-NOM commonlypretty-COMPNEG-DECL

‘Marcia is uncommonlypretty.’

Now we replaceMarcia-kaby amwuyeca-to(‘any woman’). SFNis still not
possible,butLFN is (in (29)b);but,negationdoesnotscopesemanticallyoverthe
subject,which thereforereceivestheFC interpretation.8 If yekanis removed,as
in (29)c,negationscopesoverthesubject,which receivesanNPI interpretation.

(29) a. *amwu.yeca-to yekan an yeyppu-ta
any.woman-evencommonlyNEG pretty-DECL

b. amwuyeca-to yekan yeyppu-ci anh-ta
any woman-evencommonlypretty-COMPNEG-DECL

‘Every womanis uncommonlypretty.’

8Somespeakersof Koreanfind (29)bunacceptable;for thesespeakersamwuyeca-toshouldreceive
anNPI interpretation,but this is notpossibleasyekanlimits thescopeof negation.
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c. amwuyeca-to yeyppu-ci anh-ta
any woman-evenpretty-COMPNEG-DECL

‘No womanis pretty.’

Specifically, theFreeChoiceinterpretationfor theNPI amwuyeca-tocanbe
rendered‘No matterwhich womanyou pick, thatwomanis extremely/unusually
pretty’, and it thereforeimplicatesthat no womanis just ordinarily pretty. To
reiterate,negationcombineswith yekanto give the usualinterpretationfor that
construction,but in so doing,negationis not ableto takescopeover theNPI to
givea trueNPI interpretation,whichwouldbe‘No womanis unusuallypretty.’ A
similareffectis seenin (30):

(30) amwutoyekan pappu-ci anh-ass-ta
anyone commonlybusy-COMPNEG-DECL

‘Everyonewasextremelybusy.’ (No onewasjusta little bit busy.)

These‘scope-shrinking’effectscanalsobefoundin examplescombiningboth
typesof NSI from (26) (seeSells(2001)).

Regardlessof theactualsemanticscopeof negation,NSIsarelicensedonly in
clausesthataresyntacticallynegative(headedby anyof thethreenegationtypes
in (1), andsowehavethegeneralizationsin (31):

(31) Distributionof NegativeSensitiveItems

a. An NSI that is syntacticallylicensedin a negativeclause,andis in
thescopeof negation:interpretedasa trueNPI.

b. An NSI that is syntacticallylicensedin a negativeclause,but is not
in thescopeof negation:interpretedasFree-Choice.

c. An NSI that is not syntacticallylicensedin a negativeclause:un-
grammatical.

Basedon theseobservations,Sells (2001)arguesthat an NSI must first be
properlysyntacticallylicensed.This is accomplishedif theNSI is in aclausecon-
tainingoneof thenegativeelementsin (1) roughly, theNSI shouldbecommanded
by anegativeelement,wherecommandis essentiallytheclause-materelation(see
Langacker(1969)).This is a purelyformalsyntacticlicensingproperty, indepen-
dentof both themorpho-syntacticform andthesemanticinterpretationof nega-
tion. Evenmorestronglythanthe factsof yekandescribedabove,this makesit
highly unlikely thepopularideaof positinga NegPin Koreansyntaxto account
for both the licensingof NSIs andthe scopeof negationcould everbe madeto
work. Rather,for the licensing,theremustbesomepurelyformal feature[nega-
tive] which canbea propertyof clauses,suchthatanNSI canknowwhetherit is
in a [negative]clauseor not.
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5. Conclusion

We areled then,to recognizedifferentwaysin which negationmaybepresentin
a clause,repeatedherefrom (2):

(2) StructuralNotionsof Negation

a. Thesurfaceform of negation(SFN 6= LFN).

b. Thenotionof a ‘syntacticallynegativeclause’.

c. Thesemanticscopeof negation(in theinterpretationof a clause).

Thesurfaceform of negationis relevantfor truec-commandrelations,which
determinethe licensingof yekan; any form of negationmay indicatea syntac-
tically negativeclause,and licensean NSI, regardlessof whetherthe negative
elementc-commandstheNSI or not; andfinally, evenif a negativeelementsyn-
tactically licensesanNSI, thatNSI mayor maynot be in thesemanticscopeof
negation(which is alsonot necessarilyisomorphicto thec-commanddomainof
negation).

In termsof semanticscope,anynegativeelementcantakewidescope(asseen
in (27)),but it neednot: for instance,for many(butnotall) speakers,thescopeof
SFNdoesnot includethesubjectif thesubjectis a regularquantifier(i.e.,not an
NSI):

(32) manhunsalam-i Seoul-eyan ka-ss-ta
many people-NOM Seoul-toNEG go-PAST-DECL

‘Many peopledid notgo to Seoul.’ (many> neg)

Finally, in somecases,evenlong-formnegationcannottakewidescope(asin
thescope‘shrinking’ examplesabovewith yekan).
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