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Sells,Peter. 2001. ThreeAspectsof Negationin Korean. Journal of Linguistic
Studies6, 1-15. Koreanhasthreeforms that expressnegation: short-formnegation,long-form
negationandinherentlylexical verbs. The goal of this paperis to arguethat therearethreeseparate
notionsrelatedto theexpressiorandinterpretationof negationin Korean,which mustbekeptseparate.
Theyarethenotionsof anegativeclause of the surfacec-commandiomainof a negativeelementand
of the semanticscopeof a negativeelement. The main argumentslerive from the interactionsof the
negative-sensitivadverbyekanwith different forms of negation,and of the interactionof examples
with bothyekananda negative-sensitivitlem like awmu-to(‘anyone’). (Stanford University)

1. Introduction

This paperis concernednainly with syntacticaspect®f negationn Korean,and
with thelack of isomorphismbetweersurfacesyntacticpositionandthe semantic
scopeof negation: Negationis typically expressethy oneof theitemsin (1):

D Negativeltems
a. Long-FormNegationg.g.,cap-cianh-ass-tadid notgrasp’
b.  Short-FormNegationg.g.,an cap-ass-tadid notgrasp’
c. Lexically negativeverbs:eps-ta'not exist’, molu-ta‘not know’.

My mainpurposéhereis to showthattherearethreeseparatstructurahotions
thatmustberecognizedregardingheexpressiomndinterpretatiorof thesetypes
of negationn Korean,andnoneof which canbereducedo anyof theothers:

(2) StructuralNotionsof Negation
a. Thesurfacegform of negationSFN# LFN).
b.  Thenotionof a‘syntacticallynegativeclause’.

c. Thesemanticscopeof negation(in theinterpretatiorof aclause).

1| amgratefulto Jong-BokKim andMiok Pakfor assistancevith someof the exampleshere,and
to Shin-SookKim for similar assistancaswell asvery usefulcommentson the pre-finaldraft. My
interestin yekan(section3) wasre-awakenedby Cho (2001).



Therearethreemain sectionsin this shortpaper In section2, | discussthe
structureof Short-FormNegation(SFN)andLong-FormNegation(LFN), show-
ing thatthe two typesof negationaredifferentin surfacestructure thatis, have
differentsyntacticpropertiesjllustratingwith examplesnvolving complexpred-
icates. In section3, | presentdatainvolving the negative-sensitivééem yekan
whichfurthercorroborateéhedifferencesetweerthetwo typesof negation Sec-
tion 4 providesevidencefor the independencef (2)b and(2)c: datainvolving
yekaninteractingwith negativepolarity itemsis presentedvhich clearly shows
that thereare separatesyntactic(licensing)and semantic(scope)conditionson
thedistributionof thosenegativepolarity items.

| believethatthe observation#n this papergetusasfar asthe needto recog-
nizethethreenotionsin (2): butanylargeconclusionsaresomewhaprovisional,
in the sensdhatnoteverythinghereyetreceivesa fully adequatexplanation.

2. The PhraseStructure of Negation

SFNinvolvesthenegativeadverban, while LFN involvesadifferentconstruction,
with the negativeverb anh-tataking a contentverbasits complement.Thetwo
areoftentreatedashavingacommonsourcewith anh-tasupposedlyormedfrom
anindependenhegativemorphemdeitheran or ani) anda ‘dummy’ verbha-ta
Thisis perhapplausiblefor aform like ilk-ci mosha-ta(‘cannotread’),butmuch
lesssofor the lesstranspareniik-ci anh-ta(‘doesnotread’)—infact, thereis no
knownphonologicalerivation(in Korean)thatwill deriveanh-tafrom ani ha-ta
(seeSells(1995,305)).

Focussingesson the surfaceform and more on the syntacticand semantic
propertieof negationmuchrecentwork hasassumed singlesourcefor atleast
SFNandLFN, in termsof theGovernment-Bindind heory(andlaterMinimalist)
functionalprojectionof NegP Theideafor NegPin Koreanseemgo 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,somewheravithin aNegP

For analysesvhich takethe surfacefactsof negationrmoreat facevalue, it is
perhapsemptingto treatSFNasa prefix, asit is markedby an (or mo9 appearing
directlyin front of thenegatedrerb. The prefixalaccounis presentedh its most
convincingform by Kim (1999) (seealsoKim (2000)). However,| think there
arereasondo be skepticalof it, and| will continueto assumethat SFN must
betreatedasa combiningwith a syntacticword—aV°—to createa syntactically
complexv? 2

2|f SFNanis aprefix, thatwould in fact strengtheroneargumentere,namelythat SFNandLFN
havevery different surfaceforms.



Undertheseassumptionq3) representthesyntacticstructureof anilk-nun-ta
(‘is notreading’):

3) Short-FormNegation
Y,

N

Neg \%

an ilk-nun-ta

Thatis, (3) involvesthesyntacticcombinatiorof two words,giving acomplex
elementlsoof bar-level0. Evidenceor thisanalysiscomedrom varioussources,
includingthelack of morpho-phonologicavidencdor aputativeprefix statusor
SFN,andmorecrucially from thefactsof negationwith complexpredicategsee
Sells(1994),Sells(1998b)) which aresummarizedn this section.Oneapparent
argumenfor a prefixal accounts the fact that SFN is not syntacticallyiterable:
*an an ilk-nun-tais ungrammatical. This can be explainedon an accountthat
adopts(3) by the fact that sucha doubly negatedform is blockedby the non-
negatedorm (seeSells(1998a)).

The datafrom complexpredicatess simply illustrated. Let us considerthe
complexpredicatesn (4), drawnfrom a wide rangeof possiblecandidatesn
Korean.

4) a. ilk-e po-ta
readcomMPtry-DECL
‘try to read’
b. ilk-e cwu-ta

read€oMP give-DECL
‘give thefavor of reading’

c. ilk-ko siph-ta
readcoMPwant-DECL
‘want to read’

LabellingtheverbsV; andV, from left to right, sothatV; is ilk- with some
complementizinguffix, andV is the verbwhich selectdor V1, it canbe noted
thatit is notpossibleto negateV, by placingSFNimmediatelyin front of it (see
Sells(1991),Sells(1998b)).



(5) NegatingVs: immediatelypreverbalSFN

a. *ilk-e an po-ta
read€OMP NEG try-DECL
‘not try to read’

b. *ilk-e an cwu-ta
read€OMPNEG give-DECL
‘not give thefavor of reading’

c. *ilk-ko an siph-ta
read€OMP NEG want-DECL
‘not wantto read’

This suggestshatnegatiorsomehowcannotinterrupta complexpredicate It
is importantto notice,though,thatit is not the casethatV, cannotbe negated,;
long form negations alwayspossible:

(6) NegatingVs: LFN

a. ilk-e po-ci anh-ta
read€OMP try-COMP NEG-DECL
‘not try to read’

b. ilk-e cwu-ci anh-ta
read€oOMP give-COMP NEG-DECL
‘not give thefavor of reading’

c. ilk-ko siph-ci anh-ta
readc€oMpPwant-COMP NEG-DECL
‘not wantto read’

Moreover,exampledike thosein (5) do havegrammaticalvariants,but with
the shortform negationin front of V,, asshownin (7), eventhoughthe scopeof
negatiorincludesV,. Theungrammaticaéxamplesn (5) becomegrammaticalf
theshortform negationis placedin front of thewholecomplex.

7 Negationof V,: SFNprecedingv,

a. an ilk-e po-ta
NEG read€oMPtry-DECL
‘not try to read’

b. an ilk-e cwu-ta
NEG read€oMP give-DECL
‘not give thefavor of reading’
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c. an ilk-ko siph-ta
NEG read€oOMP want-DECL
‘not wantto read’

Strictly speaking,in theseexamplesthereis of coursean ambiguity of the
attachmenbf negation:is it justV thatis negatedor is it the constituenivhich
consistsof thetwo verbs?Thereareno restrictionson negatingV; (unlike V).
In generaljt is possiblefor negationprecedingV; to takescopeoverthe whole
complexpredicatg(in the analysisof Sells(1998b),asa complemenbf V;), or
justoverV, thoughin a givenexampleoneinterpretatiormaybe preferrecover
theother Theexamplesn (8) and(9) illustratethesepossibilities.(8) hasunam-
biguousnegatiorscopeover‘want’:3

(8) na-nunSwuna-lul po-ko  siph-un mankhume-inaMira-lul
I-TOP SwunaACC see€cOMP wantPRENOMextent-as Mira-Acc
an po-ko siph-ta
NEG seecOMP want-DECL
‘I don'twantto seeMira asmuchasl wantto seeSwuna.

(9) hasunambiguousegatiorscopeunder'want’, justoverVy:

(9) na-nunku namca-lukyelkhotasi an manna-ko siph-ta
I-TOP thatmanAcc ever  againnotmeet€coMPwantDECL
‘| wantto nevermeetthemanagain. (... Hewassoawfull)

Thisleadsusto thefollowing generakonclusionsaboutnegationin complex
predicates.

(20) In aVl—V2 complexpredicate:
a.  Shortform negatiorof V,; immediatelypreceded/; .

b.  Shortform negatiorof V4 immediatelypreceded ;.

Sells(1998b)argueghat (10)b showsthat SFNandV; both combinein the
samestructure,as selecteddependentsf Vs: everyverb canoptionally select
for a negativeadverb,which will be the SFN of thatverb. As this selectionis
syntactic,the constructiorof SFN andthe verbwill be syntactic. Consequently
SFNof V; is asshownin (11):

3My thanksto David Beaverfor discussiorof whatkinds of examplesverenecessaryo makethis
point, andto Shin-SookKim for constructingthe Koreanexamples.



(11) NegatingVs: \

Neg \% \%

an mek-e po-ta

On the otherhand,if only V, is negatedthenit will selectfor the negative
adverbgcombinewith it, andthenV, will combinewith thatsyntacticallycomplex
constituentasshownin (12).

(12) NegatingVy: Vv

Neg \% po-ta

an mek-e

In contrasto SFN,LFN is aconstructiorwherethenegativeverbanh-tatakes
averbalcomplementaspartof akind of complexpredicateasshownin (13):

(13) Long-FormNegation
V(P)

V(P) \%

AN |

... ilk-ci anh-nun-ta

LFN showsmoreflexibility thanSFNin its semanticscopeandit is likely that
thisisin partdueto LFN beingableto takeaV® complementor aVP complement
(it mayeventakeanS complementseeSells(2001)).

3. The Construction with yekan

In the analysisdevelopedabove,SFN is a sisterof the verb thatit negatesand
thereforecannotc-commanabut of the (immediately)containingv®. In contrast
LFN is itself a verb which takesa verbalcomplementandwhich cantherefore



c-commandarbitrarily largepartsof the structure(the partsschematizedy ‘. ..’
in (13)).

ThiscrucialdistinctionbetweerSFNandLFN is corroboratedby thebehavior
of the adverbyekan which showsthatthe phrasestructurehasto havethe artic-
ulationjust given,in orderfor therelevantconstraintgo be statable This adverb
yekanliterally means'‘commonly’, but canonly be usedin conjunctionwith a
negativeto mean‘uncommonly’in a positivesensgseeCho (2001)). Although
it needgo cooccurwith a negativein the sameclause the wordimmediatelyfol-
lowing yekanmay not be negativeitself,* asseenin the contrastin (14)a/b. In
fact, yekancannotform a constituentvith anegativeelement’

(14) a. yekan coh-ci anh-ta
commonlygood-COMPNEG-DECL
‘is uncommonlygood’

b. *yekan an coh-ta
commonlyNEG goodDECL

c. yekan papo-ka ani-ta
commonlyfool-NOM NEG.COP-DECL
‘is uncommonlyfoolish’

Thefactthat(14)cis acceptablshowsthatthelicenserof yekanis notjustthe
negativeverbanh-ta butratheranyovertly negativemorphemen theappropriate
structurakelationship Thatrelationshipseemdo besurfacec-commandClearly
yekanin (14)bcanonly combinewith an coh-tg whichis a constituenwhich is
itself negative andin which negationcannotc-command/ekan

Thestructuref (14)a/bareshownbelow The constrainthatyekanimposes
is thatit mustcombinewith a predicativeconstituentvhichis notnegativeyetbe
in the scopeof anegative.Thisforcesthe structureshownin (15)a,with the LFN
verbanh-tg which maytakea VP complementl assumehatyekanis a regular
adverbwhich adjoinsto any constituen{VVP in this case)’

4This generalizationfrom Sells(1994),only fails to hold in the fixed expression . . yekanani-ta,
apredicatendicating someextraordinarypropertyof its subject.

Syekanmayalsoappeaiin RhetoricalQuestiongseeCho(2001)),afactignoredhere.

SEvenif different bar-levelswere assignedn the structuresgiven in this section, the structural
relationshipsbetweeneachelementwould be the same,andthe argumentwould remainunchanged:
LFN canc-commandyekan but SFN cannot.



(15) a. VP

VP

/\A

b. * VP

TN

Adv VP

yekan /\/\

Neg \%

an coh-ta

Onamoregeneralevel, the constrastn (14)a/bindicateshatSFNandLFN
arenotmerelyinnocuousvariantsof someidenticalunderlyingform, or thatthey
simply mark‘negativesentences’.

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

(16) VP

N

NP \%

Adv NP ani-ta

yekan papo-ka

Eventhoughpapo-kais nominal,it is hasa predicativemeaningthat yekan
canmodify, andthe complexNP is in the c-commandiomainof ani-ta.”

7In theanalysef Kim (1999)andCho(2001),thedifferencesbetweerSFNandLFN areencoded
by assigninghe LFN verb anh-tathe feature[+aux], andvariousgrammaticapossibilitiesaresensi-
tive to this feature ratherthansurfacec-commandelations. The acceptabilityof (14)c meanghatthe
negativecopulaani-ta mustalsobetreatedasanauxiliary.



With this backgroundn mind, considemow the following setsof examples,
basedn Cho(2001):

(17) a. *Marcia-ka yekan cal an ttwi-n-ta
MarciaNoM commonlywell NEG run-PROGDECL

b. Marcia-ka yekan cal ttwi-ci  anh-nun-ta
MarciaNnoM commonlywell run-COMP NEG-PROGDECL

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

(18) a. *Sue-ka yekan  ton-i eps-ta
SueNOM commonlymoneyNOM not.exiStbECL
‘Suehasmuchmoney
b. Sue-ka yekan ton-i manh-ci  anh-ta

SueNOM commonlymoneyNOM much-€OMP NEG-DECL
‘Sue hasuncommonlymuchmoney

(18)aappeardso showthattheinherentlynegativeverbfails to licenseyekan
while LFN in (18)bis a successfulicensor The relative positionof yekanand
ton-i doesnot matterfor the unacceptabilityof (18)a: (19) hasa differentorder,
butis still bad.

(19) *Sue-ka ton-i yekan eps-ta
SueNOM moneyNOM commonlynot.existbECL

However,it is likely thatthe unacceptabilityof (18)ais dueto the failure of
yekanto combinewith anappropriatelscalarconstituentin (18)bit will combine
with ton-i manh-ci'be muchmoney’,butthereis norelevantscalarconstituentn
(18)a. Evenif we providesucha potentialconstituentusingthe adverbmanhij
theexamplés still ungrammaticalwith aninherentlynegativeverb:

(20) *Sue-ka yekan ton-i manhieps-ta
SueNOM commonlymoneyNOM much not.existbECL

Of courseall of theungrammaticatxamplesn this sectionaregrammatical
if yekanis removed.

Otherevidenceperhapshateps-tacannoticenseyekancomesrom construc-
tionslike (21):

(21)  kep-i eps-ta
fearNOM not.existbECL
‘be fearless’



Sucha constructiorcannotdirectly combinewith yekan butit canif LFN is
addedn to thestructure:

(22) a. *yekan kep-ieps-ta
commonlyfear not.existbECL
‘?beuncommonlyfearless’

b. yekan kep-i eps-ci anh-ta
commonlyfearNOM not.existcOMP NEG-DECL
‘be uncommonlyfearless’

All of theungrammaticaéxamplediereshowthataninherentlynegativeverb
like eps-tacannoticenseyekan evenif theright c-commandonditionshold.

Finally, it is worth notingthatyekandoesnot haveto be‘close’ in anylinear
sensdo the negatiorthatcooccurswith it, asshownby (23).

(23) na-nunyekan [pay-ka pwulu-ko]  [swum-i
I-Top  commonly[stomachnoM be.full-conj [breathnom
cha-ci] anh-ta
gaspeompP] NEG-decl

‘As for me, my stomachis extremelyfull and my breathis extremely
short.

If yekanhasto beimmediatelyin thescopeof anegativeelementtherelevant
structureof (23)is thatshownin (24).

(24) VP
A
NP VP
/\
na-nun VP \%
A ‘
Adv VP anh-ta
AN
yekan VP VP
pay-kapwulu-ko swum-icha-ci

This exampleillustrateshow both yekanand anh-tamay take phrasalscope
syntactically(cf. (13) for the structureof LFN).
In summarythegeneralizationaboutyekanareasfollows:
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(25) a. yekanis neverlicensedby inherentlynegativeverbssuchaseps-ta

b. yekarformsaconstituentvith thepredicativeconstituenthatit mod-
ifies

c. theentireconstituentontainingyekanmustbec-commandety the
negativeelementusuallyLFN

So, thesefacts show that the negativeadverban is generatedn a position
structurallylower thanthe positionwherethe negativeverb anh-tais generated:
thus,thetwo appeato havea differentunderlyingstructure. The surfaceposition
of negationis not necessarilysomorphicto semanticscopea mattertakenupin
thenextsection.

Thefactthatinherentlynegativeverbslike eps-tado notlicenseyekan—even
thoughthey presumablycould c-commandhe constituentcontainingyekan—
suggestshattheremight be some[+neg]featurethatis associatedavith (atleast)
LFN butnotinherentlynegativeverb. Howeverwhenit comedo licensingcanon-
ical negativepolarity items,this canbeaccomplishedby anytypeof negationjn-
cludinginherentlynegativeverbs.This matteris alsotakenup in thenextsection.

4. Syntactic Licensing and SemanticScope

Above,l haveshownthatinherentlynegativeverbsandSFNcannoticenseyekan
andfor SFN I attributedthis to the fact thatan SFN markerlike an doesnot c-
commandnyelemenbf theclauseotherthantheverb(or verbs)whichit is sister
to. Now, for otherkindsof itemssensitiveto negation suchasthosein (26), any
kind of negativeform is sufficientasalicenser:

(26) NegativeSensitiveltems(NSIs)

a. amwu-tdanyone’,amwukes-to'anything’,amwutey-to‘anywhere’,
etc. Theparticle-to meanseven'.

b.  NP+pakkey‘other than’; cf. pakk ‘outside’ + -ey (dative marker).
With negationthis formsa constructiorwith the meaningof ‘only’.

ForamwuNPs theprimaryinterpretations asnegativepolarityitems like the
negativepolarity useof anyin English.NP-pakkeyplusnegatiorhasthe meaning
of ‘only’. For examplejllustrating with amwu-tq all of the subjectsin (27) are
interpretedvithin the scopeof negation:

(27) a. amwu-to ton-i eps-ta

anyone-evemoneyNOM not.existbECL
‘No onehasmoney
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b. amwu-to ku chayk-ul an ilk-ess-ta
anyone-evethatbook-ACC NEG readPAST-DECL
‘No onereadthatbook:

c. amwu-to ku chayk-ul ilk-ci anh-ass-ta
anyone-evethatbook-Acc read€OMP NEG-PAST-DECL
‘No onereadthatbook:

Eventhoughthereis no evidencethat an in (27)b c-commandshe subject,
andeventhoughthe inherentlynegativeverbin (27)aand SFN in (27)b cannot
licenseyekan theycanperfectlywell licensea negativepolarity interpretatiorfor
amwu-toin the subjectposition.

Now in English,the negativesensitiveitem any hasboth NegativePolarity
anda FreeChoiceinterpretations.l will referto theseinterpretationsas ‘NPI’
and‘FC’ respectively The FCinterpretatiorin Koreanis alsopossiblein certain
circumstancefor theNSIsin (26)a(for full discussionseeSells(2001)).

We haveseenabovethat LFN licensesyekanby c-commandingt. However,
the interactionof LFN andyekanseemsto putsan upperlimit on the scopeof
negationfor a negativesensitiveitem in the subjectpositionof anexamplewith
yekandoesnotgetanNPI interpretationbutratherit getsan FC interpretation.

Consideffirst 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
MarciaNoM commonlypretty-COMP NEG-DECL
‘Marcia is uncommonlypretty’

Now we replaceMarcia-kaby amwuyeca-to(‘any woman’). SFNis still not
possibleputLFN is (in (29)b);but, negatiordoesnot scopesemanticallyoverthe
subject,which thereforereceiveshe FC interpretatior? If yekanis removedas
in (29)c,negationscopesverthesubjectwhich receivesanNPI interpretation.

(29) a. *amwu.yeca-to yekan an yeyppu-ta
anywoman-evergommonlyNEG pretty-DECL

b. amwuyeca-to yekan yeyppu-ci anh-ta
any woman-evertommonlypretty-COMP NEG-DECL
‘Every womanis uncommonlypretty’

8Somespeakersf Koreanfind (29)bunacceptablefor thesespeakeramwuyeca-toshouldreceive
anNPI interpretation put this is not possibleasyekanlimits the scopeof negation.
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C. amwuyeca-to yeyppu-ci anh-ta
any woman-evermretty-COMPNEG-DECL
‘No womanis pretty’

Specifically the FreeChoiceinterpretatiorfor the NPl amwuyeca-tocanbe
renderedNo matterwhich womanyou pick, thatwomanis extremely/unusually
pretty’, andit thereforeimplicatesthat no womanis just ordinarily pretty. To
reiterate,negationcombineswith yekanto give the usualinterpretationfor that
constructionput in so doing, negationis not ableto take scopeoverthe NPI to
giveatrueNPIl interpretationywhichwould be‘No womanis unusuallypretty’ A
similar effectis seenin (30):

(30) amwutoyekan pappu-ci anh-ass-ta
anyone commonlybusy-COMP NEG-DECL
‘Everyonewasextremelybusy (No onewasjustalittle bit busy)

Theséscope-shrinkingeffectscanalsobefoundin examplegombiningboth
typesof NSI from (26) (seeSells(2001)).

Regardlessf theactualsemanticscopeof negationNSlsarelicensedonly in
clauseghataresyntacticallynegative(headedy any of the threenegationtypes
in (1), andsowe havethegeneralizations (31):

(31) Distributionof NegativeSensitiveltems

a. An NSl thatis syntacticallylicensedin a negativeclause,andis in
thescopeof negationinterpretecasatrue NPI.

b.  An NSl thatis syntacticallylicensedin a negativeclause putis not
in the scopeof negation:interpretecasFree-Choice.

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

Basedon theseobservationsSells (2001) arguesthat an NSI mustfirst be
properlysyntacticallylicensed.Thisis accomplishedf theNSl is in aclausecon-
tainingoneof thenegativeelementsn (1) roughly, theNSI shouldbecommanded
by anegativeelementwherecommands essentialljtheclause-mateelation(see
Langackel(1969)). Thisis a purelyformal syntacticlicensingproperty indepen-
dentof boththe morpho-syntactiéorm andthe semantidnterpretationof nega-
tion. Evenmorestronglythanthe factsof yekandescribedabove,this makesit
highly unlikely the popularideaof positinga NegPin Koreansyntaxto account
for boththe licensingof NSIs andthe scopeof negationcould everbe madeto
work. Ratherfor thelicensing,theremustbe somepurelyformal feature[nega-
tive] which canbe a propertyof clausessuchthatan NSI canknow whetherit is
in a [negativelclauseor not.
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5. Conclusion

We areled then,to recognizaifferentwaysin which negatiormay be presentin
aclauserepeatederefrom (2):

(2) StructuralNotionsof Negation
a. Thesurfaceform of negation(SFN # LFN).
b.  Thenotionof a‘syntacticallynegativeclause’.

c. Thesemanticscopeof negation(in theinterpretatiorof aclause).

The surfaceform of negationis relevantfor true c-commandelations which
determinethe licensingof yekan any form of negationmay indicatea syntac-
tically negativeclause,andlicensean NSI, regardlesof whetherthe negative
elementc-commandshe NSI or not; andfinally, evenif a negativeelementsyn-
tactically licensesan NSI, that NSI may or may not be in the semanticscopeof
negation(which is alsonot necessarilysomorphicto the c-commandiomainof
negation).

In termsof semanticscopeanynegativeelementantakewide scopeg(asseen
in (27)),butit neednot: for instancefor many(butnotall) speakershe scopeof
SFNdoesnotincludethe subjectif the subjectis a regularquantifier(i.e., notan
NSI):

(32) manhunsalam-i Seoul-eyan ka-ss-ta
many peopleNOM Seoul-toONEG gO-PAST-DECL
‘Many peopledid notgoto Seoul. (many> neg)

Finally, in somecasesevenlong-formnegationcannottakewide scope(asin
thescopé€shrinking’ examplesabovewith yekar).
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