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SEMANTIC INTERPRETATION OF KOREAN EXTERNAL NEGATION

Ik-Hwan Lee

(Yonsei University)

o] =R Jo} 2YEL SulHE Sistod uIUAY ojujol B HAstein Re] FYojut. B, of £
£, 3018 WSS (internal negation) S BE Y95 (external negation)o) Y-8 EP532
Bb7avh orhe g EolE BWpo] UASh. D23, ol SR oulg FAP Hstel, 3Rl
oYt 7189 ofBg 4. 88U A% THYLIT At B3], okliEFHL aristot1)d] FE2l0f
AP TWof YAISHE e oontague) 2] $HE FAo| Jolo] R il NHAYA] X W A
Fic, 23, ol TAE AT st PR AR AUV ojoiy Mol WHYE AgvlE
(situation semantice)obd F012] FRRYE ChREU oI 4 Ut BAR AWk, ol £A4T A
4 At ol uighy upatit, 53] Jolo] olN9go] opyAPlE FolAdel BAR A tHE 4 At vt

BYY oulag e el vobhae $Eo O

1. ME.

qderyer  Agdeld: iy spey
negatiomol A53he BARZA Itk 3L} (Rnglebrotesa
1981b; Cooper 1988; forn 1989). 6] oM, 4 Jojii:
SRegel Jeohe B2} Arhs B £k, oy 9
Buao) o EAE A8l IAYSE elet elEMel £
2323 ngsolol Yokt A% 2ol2l2 Yok B, of BB
sjuadol oAl + Yt fjviel Be4E i, oY
el AR g BHAYA THE 4 b AL oulol By M9
gisto] 712e) FM54A 2ulL(possible vorld semantice)Z 4F
SJu1 2 (situation sesantics)Ohd UlUI® BAYE 473, L%
#e Rojr}, »

oS %20g Sioto] o) T thedt Aol LT The
nPois  cdojsh e Aol o83, 2¥yHoR o
of oIY 4 gl Wl AR ¥t urddME, ofF
AxdA0) Sgeely WXk, Yol HAlLjnjEof vix2 9
E 90T Eahole) s o) $HEY S8 %)

(external

Z3E -2l 7Eg viRisteE Hoith

3. 8NHY Fo4UE ooty BAY BYLEL BadE
Ak, vEskME Jo) HAPEL] Bap-ov) g Mo el
2 el e BAEE AL o) FAPIAY 39 7
LBE AN v E3YPE e Aol YoM 4
Poju) 2o EAPE 2k, o8 273,299 At} &
22, virdoMiE o132 wolE s, Weg e

1. U (1uternal negation)Z /424 (external negation)
dolohu e chgal AL EREE AN oM Yuiyd
7% (sentential negation or propositional negation)fr X)
2.
(1) Not evary student passed the test.
(2) A child hasn’t been born in this town for two years.
(3) Its not true that Mary likes Jobn.
oulziel wop & wi, $  ZAA BB 23
(negationy & WA B2& YYD eooper 22 UA Brh ® F
AB2T WY, moE $3o) e o) FYIREY
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(existential quantifier) a (child) 2t} ¥} ¥-& 4¥IE e
2y ol 2ujgde eIt o P T ()2 iR s
3h 2 epgea] Rsich

(4) There is some child who has pot been born in tho town.

2|3, (3)8] Aokt rit is not trued] JulSHHE vl
W) T ALY Y (metalinguistic) FP2E WAEY thy
8 2% VA7 2 992 U 2AKE Aok,

(5) Mary likes John.

A -8 FE 52, 901 5799 noco] 2718 YR
Yol thte] T2 RAse] 49 ke 490 Hox
o)y oz dgsiojol Prhe A4 BB ok e, o)
Bidol ool B BREY 2Rl gthe AE Y AR
ohith. ojopu olgl e 2dul B2 1tho) BAY
ME BA42T g R2E PRSI Ut} (each 198011972):
75; Eatz 1977:238; Barwise & Perry 1983:138; Cooper 1888:49;
Horn 1989:467,477,487). ERM, olei¥ ojv|® RgnYL A
Ho2e LAY RELYo ¥ 4 AL FhE w0l
3 EPPYE MM UERA 2ot dE 52, A o) B
T AT 'not  every student'®  YPYELT(generalizea
quantifier)? ‘every student’'?} RAHEE HNeR Zhaym,
@8 B3 AT 7o) Fol Aol vsht & AU
F 'a chile 3% AT YD Wrt, 22|32 (9)8 F
€ 08 B3¢ BIVYY YuE Ushiyy) AP 4990
H(matalinguistic) WYt E4Th(Cooper 1985:50). o1X%)
Fololde  ouid EYYHE BAYeRE AR
(constituents)®] NHELHY (B, BAT Y (verd phrase
negation)) EYE] vl 4o A Re R Pyurt,

uteby Folopit BANOR FAHME RLENHA 3o 2
4% oA Bk S £ ), 98 e, T (o),
i PESH 2A B} (3} 5B TR
(5) Mary likes Jobtm.

(8) Mary does not like John.
(7) Mary disiikes John.
(3) It’s not true that Mary likes John,

Wl ()2 (58 +44 rhde AAQ2eE Bz
th Jeht 2 (3 MY SORIE R 4 et oleY
& 7Y YRR e ohg3 e

(5) Like (ary, Jobn)

(1)’ SLike (Mary, John)
(3)" —[Like (Mary, John)]

M F @ € EEYeR AR Ythkroch 1975:102).
3) ¥ BYPY (anetence negation)2F EO1EM (verbal
negatton)! ()" RTH T] ¥ AYojct. E YR ojoly] 8,
Y F 3 T M2 AN contrary) ) FAoIN, (5 2
M’ & ME R¢(contradictory)BAIL}. F, (5)” 2 (3)’ &
A Horue) Y S AT, B4 A (ta1se) Y S+ St
WA, ) F 2 A WY 45, BN ARY 45
itk oAy Folf] 7EGLEYY YBQ SolBe Aoy 3
2w ek PBYLE, B2 oPIAITIE 2oy goj:
U5 (intornal negationyolet WalA| 2, Witigtg olr)she
FH5YE vl o] %YH (external negation)2F 2| ¥ git}.

ojg} Btto] thid] oA Kwlgch.

(8) John couldn’t solve many of the problems.
(9) John couldn’t slove all of the probleas.
(10) All of the problems were not difficult.

o] AL do] BYOIRE uisie] WA Aajshe e

dPHoZ o] A B 258 vy 3444

AU 2% 238k 2 Ath (Lasnix  1975[1972]:24,32,40;

ohch s,

Jackendoff 1972:352¢; Kroch 1975:65-67). &, BAIZ ML o}
FAROAT, oY o2 A9} BPsto] LY} 0y
B2 BoE RETh Wk MYoRE, AREY] s &
Yol ool W FUAE BE Wolv], T W) Gojzt ¥
Aot INEY 2t FL PURE 2 soleh. olE fat &
2L e tha3t ol vhebd 4 et
(11) [=8]: a. MANY (NoT)

b. ¥OT (MANY)
(12) [=9]: a. ALL (WOT)

b, NOT (ALL)
(13) [-10]: a. ALL (WOT)

b. NOT (ALL)

A an, an, an M ERE B a9 el

2, e-EUL A7 994§ Jebd, ojg) AL A%E M2
stof Qojof gloiy BAY golvgE U A iy} oy
549 uly Bl Al Aew PAEAG 4 Aok

111, ORI AEMHAA (artstotie) ] HAk2]
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8] gojoks B 5+ At YL 20} 2elo)20(ancient
creemOBME  TPWTRIGY 2 Utk F, okIAEWAx
(Aristotle)?] RAEEeolS B ¥ANEE WA g2
9lt}(Englebretsen 1981b; Horn 1389:463-5). RITLT 8§ oju}
H BAREY ASSAE QWA gt Re ohin, Slodd 4
WA AT PR ey ek g Yshe Sl o
7o ofe| AR 2e] elol Y morn(1989)8] LoME ok
aadh D&3}7ck.

(14) a. Logic i8 the study of propositions. A proposition io a
gentence which can be true or false; every proposition ic
either true or false.

b. Bvery (simple) proposition is CATEGORICAL, containing
something {(the SUBJECT) about which something (tho
PREDICATE) is said.

c: There are no propositional operators as such.

d. Subject and predicate can be combined by two differcnt
MODES OF PREDICATION, (PREDICATE) AFFIRMATION (in which
the predicate is AFFIRMED of its subject) and (PREDICATR)
DENIAL (in which the predicate is denied of its subject).
Affirmations and denials differ in QUALITY.
€. A predicate may be truly denied of its subject becaucc
the subject fails to exist, because the predicate falls to
applty naturally to it, or because the predicate expresseso
a property which the subject accidentally fails to
possesas. Thus, Socrates iq not wise (assuming o
nonexistent Socrates), The number 2 is not blue, ard
Reagan is not a Democrat are all true instances of
predicate denial,
£. Any term may be d. Not (as in Not ic
fury) is an instance of subject term negation, not-~happy
(as in John is not-happy) of predicate term negation. A
predicate term negation affires a negative term (mot-
‘happy) of the subject; a predicate denial (John is not
happy) denies a positive term (bappy) of the subject., I¢
John does not exist, the £ is tically false ard
the latter is true.

8. Predicate term negation yields CONTRARY oppositions;
A 1ia B and A is not-B cannot both be true but may both ko
false. Predicate denial yields CONTRADICTCIY
oppoaitions: € is D and C 18 not-D neceasarily differ in
truth value in that one must be true and the other falco.
h. Predications,whether affirmations or denials, may bo
UNIVERSAL (AIll men are (not) happy; No men are (not)
happy), PARTICULAR (Some men are (not) happy), SINGULAR
(John is (not) happy), or INDEFINITE ((4) man is (rot)
happy). This is a distinction in QUANTITY.

i. Predication of whatever qualityn and quantity may be
ASSERTORIC (is/isn’t), APODEICTIC (must be/ needn’t bo),
or PROBLEMATIC (may be/ can’t be). This is a distinction
in MODALITY.

3 aodd 3 g7k YA £ Qe AL ool AJW 4
2AM, ofE|AE Al EElopE BAHAR $73E0) Folg)
woi7h Weeix A shis) B¢ AR ot Yol WYHE I
ok 27N gdrhe APdolc), £ Eo] o) 6]7 Ao
2738 QA Pl L9 4 BERYel glrhe Aot
F, B350l Qon, g-Yok 27E o] Ak U 2P 2
ad o Ax, 24 Whe FAY ALLY  (extornal

negation) 2 FVEAE gt o] $YE B4 FY22: o
ZR 270 2RHA got, Addejoid Japdree A9
o FRAFTEE Y 4 A Wk peivtslepM 2 ot A:
ojo)E Qg R 0 Age] BEYeI): AT Yo yeh}
adrh F, ool WY 30§18 TZE (referent or object)©l
FAst goW I WAL AR (ra1ee)0] VT PF0) Yot
olAe 22 o989 ouisiye] diol),

$ o3 2Rt kA Y Hol drt. 6% dohW
A1 $%(predicate term negation) RBussall(1974[19087)0]L}
rrege 195211019100 SlojAel BARAY N9 AL A e
Zo] AMlole}. olg} Bl thy (15), ae), angl EPE L
2},

(15) The man is happy.
(16) The wan is not happy.
(17) The man is unhappy.

A ae)d ole|AEWHAL] ZegyoR PAHCRE o
S|tk 132 and ofE]ARRH2L Ynidrdes B4
Yot g4 £ 9d, olelAERele oY 23R 0l
(B2h% $g0El Aol ReRY #oi¥Y  (predicate
dental) $7-FH FEsE2 gl

AFAA2 e KUY, ollAERALY $Peeiopd
AL BYRYL AYsA gtk o)L sussentofi}
rrege®] £} chE FPolrh. AV, ol ARFAME
Spiyg BAnge] aske 98 AYEI e Jojrt,

orlof B3] 2|Fe] =3 4L AL, ol olzjAr gL
2} 3410] montague(r074) EPol ASE 2 ek sMlolr, ole]
2 g 28% o, sarictotle as a Montague grammarjanvOli}
"aristotlianized Montague grasmar” 2t BHE morn(1989:479)8)
Egol A g2iA gttt §, 2el BHoME B
ZE 57380 Fojst govt Wkl o) AEHE Ao
B350 B (syncategorammeticallyy AR vk 22}, o
uHQ BN VAL YA A HEs] gy,
ol 2 goid FAY TAS BAY RN 3y
o] glo}] HYR 4 A&S 2ol k. oM A7) Wy ofr)
7B} ofzlAEedEAl] Siof D2jojAoohAu} wontauged] PO
of 2832 BAY Yet st 39 R PARCh: ARl
7198k Solrt. '

BlTo] WP, ofe] AREAAL} montagues THPO] XM
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gFAg iz dEdsedd

(surtace)ol  EVEE TYFZE FRA] B4 22E A7
sha, Zof w2y oju|z UL ou] 202 Mt Yt A
ojc. el Jolef oju|Ho® o ¥NY F YIS Hulg B
317 $1% 8 BAR2oh ek el Eds BAHY By
3 w40l AYsigle Zojrh. o2, TY 22 Pt Ak

2 ol Y Bab-Sulg ol 2T Bab-2un] JRPo| P
Islojol % Y& Ak Sl ARolrt. oA o7t oY 4
Ag AU givhe A& odete] 220k

w. Joi8] oI nnzt 34

ol £ Jol $HEL BAY S TS =2
A, ol £ Qo] 3R oA AT WA
o] 2R F RIS EolshAct. it Jojohe iyl #
Behe ey XV 53 AT GEE LolArh2
YA shof thE Hobd o=l VYR AW AT FNHY
B4-9 A4 =25

1. ol 4422 Ro4A] el

EPrzaq 9, F448 5730 Ol B4 84 2o
vehdth (AP 1977:670; 01 1080:52). o] RPol TR
W old €9, PRt b ol gef vehtxa) gect. el
|, Fojok 4o12] 'no man,’ 'not sany men,’ ‘mot often,’
‘not all the people,’ 52 A& EV} 1thE 4ok AL W
Z2] FPe| gith. olw yol: B4 Yof viehirieis, 2
¥ B4 o) oie} thE EY Apolo] YPI BAR 3o }Y
8] goj¥irh. thg as-amel o1 B 24
s) ZF AHRe] F k.
(19) 2 Ao} 22| fistch.

o] Z4E2 HulE VoY doE vhehdY heat g Aol
t}.
(20) {=18): All ths pecple did not cowe., (verbal negation

only)
(21) [=19]: (i) Rot all the people came.
{i1) It is not that all the people came.

23R ao P B Y1 $YRLE, anst B
€ P04 4% 3322 g2l frlh oldBammE o ¢
1§ 4ol Y(verbal nemation)'2X, #%Y-nnl -BURA
(santential negation)’ 0% FUSch oloiqe gy £
Fryolehe S0l 2712 S}

o] SvkA £%2] $EER TAYLE it vl Slopd 2
200 £ Jo] BARAEE TR el Eso] V%
ASYCL g 2, @, o8 AR F U VLY EIR A
E Reol o158 Tsha 798 Lot
(22) 87t r},

(23) ¥7h 2 g},
29y 97} 2R Weth

44, S end o 29 3R] el LPEE hiy
A7z EEFAMIch: Hol U BABAES Plolglch
F, 4% asen), ol¥ulasryy, 2EFamn, VEarers
o] Wardol gloiM Zis) xlele AT, T A5FzolM 99
w4343 49ER B5 S4B oA o
& Aolteh. o] w] PP oY V19r9)o] XS] =2 He| 9
o} 391x] A4 AL, o By A2 MR 889 ¥
shool} Rl T3 U2 WYANEE YRR Y. oY
A4 BRT 2 o] DY ABTZ & A LHE Aol
shlel olsct of v ¥4 Wol AeE £k Holh

olel¥t ©td A&z JHdAl Wel, $Y4F e, 197), =
2% 1075), 01718 1079y, oA (1979) FolME of ¥ ¥
g 27 o2 ABITTo EEHE o] e xoE
Wt B3] ol%2, ¢9 v ABIE JME Ast YAl
20 @n-08 S emonvay) £1E WHML. &, of
T2 and o] 2L YR Aot Yo, olEk F
e ke e ehhix] Rshka Pt Baryer
E, o1& th=A 48 Uy Ade= & w ov] 2 ojn]
o Ut e el 4o 2Pl WSk o W Y
AY AT I AEEERY 4ol gEo) BAY Aot &

A GUEE BAol R vlRo] § W, VY UFI: THIE
AR Aolgon, 445, 22, o|9d¥ B Y5, of
23 P 3UBTZ THdo] IR & + 2

2 $4% ammndl FHoAE DFRNe) [eSA g R
£ ohJAW, 28] r370] $IAl: (mc-placement) N2 BB
%2 (complement) BHE L2UMEE T2 F20] ohls) upR
of, B 433z sMepMel WHINAL 2UNLT w=2n)
22|32, 200l Holt AlJot 2LHLE oA HI JE N
273 (phrase structure sules) & FH2X 3He BYolBAE
ol 3ol Wake | Il
principle)of SISl 2 ¥ 4 Q= Aojeh. G, $43

4343 2] (composttionality
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23 olF3AIZ T FHY0) Eisithe A Rolr] SIsME o AN
T E2lg olok MR, 8% =2t ol ¥ asreyolM A
5] sjle =z, of7lope BB HYos 2wy Foj4el &
xei5)7] sistole oleidt ol Tol &N ojok i g E&l%}
2 g,

2. o] EH3Y F4

2l 8 nd 5)-a0dl Fo dE FESH], FoloiM
T BAYLE 209 Y Bl Aniyez Fo4e s
S99 i fepgex i 5 A Uk AE Y
% uh Qo). ol2i¥ 2ol e Jojobrt tig FEaiA v}
il 23 gojsl thE L o] B4l golNY TRl ot
g BT Lebdth upne] wsh, Jejopdt 4oly
A2 BEAE obIshA) 9, PNl 4% oAV
Tt @25), @26), @Ol FoiY AR RAl
(25) a. BT YTl U548 O Folin,

b 2T AUl A4E FoIoIK| vt
26) a. 3 27} B4E 24 Foliid,

b, ¥ Aot Pag OISR At
2 = BT 2T UAE QF Foldc},

b. B AUFol U4 FoISIR| Yexh.

ol T4E v MYIRE thy ey, 29, Go MY
v 4 glck.

(28) [25-]:["-!;(!0‘!)1
[250): (1) (ALLOROT))
(11) [HOT(ALL)]

(29) [26a]:[ONR(¥O))
[26b]: (1) [ONE(¥OT)]
(i1) [HOT(ONE)]

(30) {27a}:[MANY(NOT)}
127b): (1) DANY(NOT))
(11) [NOT(MANT))

SiolM oju] A3 A AW, @s)-@noh FIT of FolM,
a-FFEL 2o1¥Y(verbal negation) Ol R, v-EHEL YR
% (sentential negationy¥ WOITL. (28)-csmyok BQ 2 AW, &
YRR ulB2 Yo, ALY FoNolch. ERLAES
2o 3ol OfLiet DE, 84, BRI 212 PMale] Alolef
7IEE PUVLR U5k Wl Fo4olrt.

o] AtZ oM AW 4 Yt UL vhad Ach WM, INE

ol ZYE] gt JFolol ALY viyoz Fo0Y AyE
Zech wtebd, Feie] o9 FALYL $2Y 2Ad g
A gk Je=E g0l B YE AR Y 432
2ofM EESMe A2 EHX] 2otk ERR] ot 3
A AP SistedMEts, FeloE, Yelshe el 343
89392 447 Yeid 384 sholok P,

v. Ol AEDAA montague £ 47
S urgold £81E Montague(1974) BB YO noro}
2ATE B4 T BARHY BATZE B8N RN e
Atk W& AFsgith. 2L montague T'PNM HAE WY
Batae] o9} golB Wshe wol7] el glrt. el o
2 ol As] $Ykels) YA gk Bl
X 235t} oY Hxol YA montauge?] BAMY L2 9
o] el 2454 B4Rl e Jolx 2L s 4
{12018 (aetalinguistic) E¥olzhegel 7]Qsta Y ol
BRI ofeidt defatRel YUBHe] MG TAGALE, Sl
A L% wis} Zpo) BHEAL] BARZE AT v Ioig Y
A& theeds vlEsith wety, Jolo] Vg AFl A8
wontague’t Y $FE W A% o onF Aol =7 4
& AL
31y 20| FHE SAMA
s13. o194
o € Py
vla(o{) € P
Alop, r () - OiL) L .
T A o 370 O EUS A g
s14. 2493
9€e,
LO (=3 R
A7k, v 9 = 9" + K OLLI BIL}
e’ 2oE ppd BURA (LhE T, wA
T B4 uHY lS(nonfinite reor) 2R vRE Y.
32) O FHE HARA
- 3. 7, () = Ax ~d.
T4 F (D) =+ 9.
oA o 7AFE A, e nF 302 F EYE E
2512 Sl AP V9 st 2% ’
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Pt

ol iAe FedEeid

(33) B9} vlAE & Folel,
V- S Geivl s - 8 LN 2 B

2ol o) ot BTN elgR a3 1S 3R 5
Alg ARBAY, 332 5 MY 2232 eov oo Y 242

t},

(35)(=331: 449t vixbe l‘.’.‘ Fob¥itt, ¢, 4
i ‘ i
qs, r vix)g ¢ %r?ﬂ. v, 13
ulzbz Foist, v, 6
]
I""_——L_—1
[
v)at, 1 Fotst, v
38)(=341: W5V} v]AAG FolokA] Feth, ¢, 14

4l “l’?’% Fopiit, ¢, 4

I'"—__l_'—'_l
|
- ] vk g Fobst, v, 6
{
l_'*""‘_—l
|
ula}, ¢ Fols}, wv

2] Dol W2 i (-2 o] Ao}

(37) [=33): —ilike’ (c, )
(38) [=34]: —[(ike’ (c,m)]

o] ERERe) the (308 B} A BAR W) W
g8t gt
39) 47} viAHE Fohiiet

g AP 3 e UEHHLE eunthe 22
{contredictory) BAoTh. Wio], 30y N RPLR oot
Pqd D (contraryy  BACIE. uRo] Ysh, (30)2] %40} vl
A FoBiR] gechehe EVE FoloiMe Uy zPe
3 7R 1t is not that/the cass that John likes Mary Ol
W5 EVLPM, FoiEDVE AIAYD £3I] 2ol Y
A o)},

Slobq 2l iy wye cujyo R ZojyE Rerke W&
HHY ok gltk. o), S¥¥TE 3 2ol U et 2
£ 799N constituenta) FoMM o xR £ SX
Sithe 34 3481 44 49 & gtk 2 3 PR 244
0] BATF (verd phrase)0] 2R $14-5732] 37kx] spgo} Lty
A3 Arhe A2 292U A Ay

2 2x], o1} RSP} ) ppyPs) Baprze) oul
SR AT AR AT, I 3AE Aol 23R 2R A

Behgith. thy HolMT 2ol EVEH2L g AR
ol W, 99780 BA) o9 4R & AL o
£ 44 FEst 14

vi. AHgelnlEgl olyy

-’-‘-I-E°ﬂ 'ﬂ@ﬂl i 83 Ag%ﬂ"‘% (Barwise & Perry 1983;

cooper 1987, 1989)00MT &1 (verb phrase negation) F%

47 (sentence negation)0] P-FHIT YTt el Adgolol U
Zhate] golge A TRl & gAY, BYRAYE cired
& ¥ vk ZE AFED ok Aggeuag guAD
Barwise®} perry®] Vd-& the (aoyol P-83}7ct

(40) The simplest form of negation in BEnglish is verb phrase

negation, rather than sentence negation. Compare:

{(2) A DOG WASN'T BARKING
with

(3) IT IS NOT TRUE THAT A DOG WAS BABKING.
In (3) there is an esbedded sentence, while in (2) there
is none. The type of negation in (2) can easily be handled
in VP rules, as has already been indicated in an earlier
section. But sentence negation is a coaplicated matter,
not one we take up in detail here. If I say "A dog is not
barking,” this can describe any factual situation in which
some dog is not barking at the location raferred to.
However, if I say "It's not truo that a dog is barking,"
my new utterance doesn’t mean that. Indeed, to ask what
situation I am describing seems to miss the pu-k. Rather

prinanity t prociuds seseatn types of Biteations, nameiv:

those with barking dogs.(Barwise & Perry 1883: 138)

oA o1ES) U F T TANSE WSS 2A Avein)
L POl Bg AHEYTh BME (declarative sentence) 715
YA (possible world)o WM Ftrue) R (£a1s28] AYSRE £2]

£ 7o) ohlel PP(sivmsiond 71ESHE RO ® 2RwTL

5 O SEE Micracerg 22l
(support)y Bk, o] XA2] AYE the anel 22 3 Fe &
28 # uehat,
ay sl- g~

ol 4 4% S Al o7 & AxYChe Rolek, A
(e E ABoIEY HEEEA the (2] ofs} ol ERwL

A-&-Eobject) 2H

@2) a. €{, 1ike, Jobn, mary; 1}

b. 4, 1ixe, John, mary; 0)
olEi¥ AMEL A F(time-placer® LiEhAE H21%4 (3}
U8 Bprace)d] BA(relation), o] BA Ui A& MM
F(inaividuale), 2832 AHE) 2,477 VB WHRE I
Z(polarity value)2E 1011} o TYUSIA ¥t f2lt ofF 4

- 70 —



19890dx &3 9 PIFoiPrAzy §4UI =23

Aol ofF A3ged S AL ool I AYE IEHe ®
A O ol g b e, o 3 B Wl AE 2
4 A et
13) a. s 1= €L like, Jobn, Mary; 1) 7} AFBhE 3o
John liked mary ¥ ¥730) 4% s & 7lEPr}.

b. a |= €8, 1ike, John, Mary; 0} 7} AFsh: oo
John didn’t like Mary BH= Eo| A% o & 1Yl

o] 3% (38} a3y A7 PAHYLE o] HE Hert.
F, w3 4P 7Y Ado) 71eR 4% A9 A
AE L E-E DR Aok SR, the (und] BEL Suix|
22 oY) T P4t Brn
(44) It’s not true that John likes Mary.

o} et 94 B Aol xIx[¥ehr] srhe, $ (aze)8t
e 393 & IR LS TR 2r Asple
Ag 878k 7390t Wk SlopA] oju) A wp YT, o)z
T PAE TEHLE o8] 0] riohn Likes mary'Bhe %
= Beo] obd P Y (contrary) BAA vk ALY B
¥ Zorh. weky, 71ed ARl AeiM 5Y AMe) AxEE
Ag TVLE st = R ELRM: oY BRRY, &
9827, & AW offA Bk ool utE 4 oyl V4
T BarwiseS} perrve) Wol AIHHO} Q& AFPolrt. BYRHe)
andt} or BEZ AR BYY Fookt A O YU
(Cooper 1984, 1987, 1989). BIX|TH, ofrlof Ab§IUeizYt

Cand L ALY Auivk ARAuiBoe 3 TR 4
Siche W& XYk Aex S-¥sichn A4}

Folal B¢t A osh AL ANDAHY FPo A £
BYYT AT, o BAY Byl gk Wk, B, 3
olgt AL F2E N =T AT B B Jol 9
222, o duing PHI) Wil Ju)dol HA| R}
2 gl ae VEHAYA] XY Aotk ol £ vt U 4B

39), (33), (3r& 4710} &Yt
39) B4t v Foliieh
(33) H42} wjakg 2 Foptict,
(38) 952} ulZHE FobsiR| bt

A9 =88 ARNY, oo nd ZEBACIR, (nst
o)£ P2 M siyg 7HY & Yot Jel3 o] =R

A FulE e Jol HiR o] wiAjelth. (3 folvPeln,
ot TRelth. Aguies] 4%, A, 21X g Ade

EE g #0870 F& 2o3AL 4AUY &+ Yot s,

aH8) WAIIRAL AP olRTh, b, AAB 37
o) ALE QRS] oJT) TBelT. F, (a7t EIE 4
£ 2 4%0] AABKE Aol Yolok Berd, W2HLE 1 A
& 33)0] 3ol HE Tyt AMlolzr] Rrbe 2318 o)l
o S14siE A%el AxIshe Aol HUSA) WD Bk ek
o3 el HUVTE 32 T thEo),

ofefst T4 AgelolBel 1 B Aeit Wobd Ty
A2, et Woha) Wobo] YLk T o) WY &
Deaivuarion?) AYN 494 % wota-situation?) AYE A
2 Holthuorn 1960:470). oi7JoB Wb 4IH4BIT 74
Y2 A zact) & A2 caupport)SFE TAUY 4% B D ot
. AN AUEY P98 BE FEULET YPUL 2 2
£ o7 42 Aok Holch. o] 2327 ofy 4
Hohete 81 (08 gl AURA 2 AT tactar& 23]
S 2490 49E QYSkE Zolth. of 24U o] 74
3§ A4EES UYLT ol goY RAA A¥E H A7HA
AT, AT ol 2Y 4B AU e WA Aeln)
222 ojeie Yol | Holch. b, V4] AHpelul e A

AH 2] (realistic meaningy & FUBLT Y] ujolrt,

vir. 8% 9 2%,
o] R %1 Fojo) T7h4 £35S b A =)
sk, olei¥ Sobal £ ojuiE B tHE 4 A SujEg A
2 ZHolgieh. 1A 3P Slata, S0 USRst s e 5
712 o] GAYo R oA LNlel fEohe AESIAL. F
, Ol AEBHAA (aristor1e)®) LHETIMIE JuHoR 1hay
A3 slgggel R IE AT AUY EPYE Kok 2
P33e 95 92 gk o] R In) ejojAclo) BYL
3e] BAh2zo} Qo) Mol geelehs M & gl A
th. 22]3 Yelol 24 WPR 2B (ontague) TYME 27
0] 3ho% AYAA Fotrd, oL Woloh rreva mot
trae... 9 TR ASI0I EVE ASSHH AT BRYYe
BARZO} GEkD WY 4 W) MBIAE ROE £33}
it Fofobe uHD oNydel BE BAYIZE
23 gleh. wetsd 3012) 4k oleiY 3L B4l o
27) S5 F3) BUYSIE AT 730) AFoRIh: A
SRstolch. Telstel, olRlARgAA- BED nBL BiolEd
4% 573,22 oAt YT UKD, Jolof JolME, 9
olShe W) TR chet BAL-2v] 7o} gl BYL
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