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1 Trajectories of negation

1.1 Structuralinvarianceandlexical variation

Certainstructuralpropertieof negationin Greekhavebeenstableoverthreemillen-
nia. All dialectsatall stagedistinguishtwo typesof negationEMPHATIC andPLAIN.
Emphaticnegationis alwaysa bipartite structure(possiblydiscontinuous}hat con-
sistsof a negativeheadplus an additionalfocusedindefinite NP or adverb. But in
theirlexicalform the negativeexpressionsary widely, especiallytheir focusedndef-
inite component(1) illustratesthis paradoxicatombinatiorof structuralktabilityand
constaniexical innovation. It displaysthe plain andemphaticversionsof ‘nothing’,
‘not any’ of themodernCretandialectandthreeof its antecedengtages.

D PLAIN EMPHATIC
(D AncientGreek 00 ... 1L 00-¢ ... &v
(I) EarlyMedievalGreek (o0)dév ...tt dév ...tl-tote
() Greekdialects dév ...tinote  8év ...xav tinote
dév ... mplua
(IV)  Cretan O¢v ...mpduo v ...Jpocd
dév ... dmavtoyn

The negationsystemof other stagesand dialectsof the languages built the same
way. Whataccountdor this ubiquitouspairing of negators?What causeghe high



rateof lexical replacemenin this domain?And how canthetwo bereconciled?The
answerto all thesequestiondies in the semanticgroundingof the processknown
as JESPERSENS CYCLE. A first clue to the answercomesfrom the natureof the
synchronicanddiachronicrelationsbetweerthetwo typesof negation.

1.2 Thetypologyof negativeexpressions

Emphaticnegationalways containsa focusedindefinite expressiorwhich is drawn
from arelatively small stock of itemswith a characteristidangeof meanings.It is
eithera MINIMIZER (Horn 1989:452Krifka 1995)or a GENERALIZER; eachcanbe
eithernominalor adverbial.

A nominal minimizer denotesa negligible number,amount, or part of some-
thing, e.g.ClassicalGreeko0 8¢ &v “not evenone”, ModernGreekdialectal(3¢ . . .)
dpoac(1)d “(not even)a dewdrop”,youhid “a sip”, tpiydet “a hair”, poudoivt “a nos-
tril”, »ovi “a twig”. It strengthenghe force of the negationQUANTITATIVELY by
makingit stricter In stating”l did notdrink (even)adrop”,“l did notfind (somuch
as)atwig” a speakerextendsthe negationevento the mostinsignificantamounts,
which on the ordinarylenientinterpretationof a negationmight be exemptfrom it.
Correspondinglyanadverbialminimizeris a degreeadverbmeaning‘not evento the
smallestdegree”,e.g. the slightestbit. It likewise strengthenshe force of negation
gquantitativelyby makingit strictet

A nominalgeneralizedenotes maximallygeneratypeor class,andstrengthens
the negationQUALITATIVELY , by extendingits scopeto include everythingin that
maximalsortaldomain(“nothing of anykind”, “nobodywhatsoever”;'not in a mil-
lion years”,“not ever”). Typical examplesareMedievalGreekdév . .. ti-tote “noth-
ing whatever’andModernGreekdialectaldé¢ . . . npdua “not athing”. An adverbial

generalizers normallya manneradverbmeaning‘in anyway whatsoever”.

Quantitativeand qualitativestrengtheningan evenbe combined,asin the Pon-
tic/Cappadociatype(Neg)...enase‘not onething’, i.e. ‘not evenoneitem [the least
number— quantitativestrengtheningdf any sortwhatsoevefqualitativestrengthen-
ing]'.

A nominalminimizercanbeextendedo awider sortaldomain;atthemaximalex-
tensionit canbecomeadegreeadverb.Thesemantiaevelopmenis “minimal piece”
> “minimal quantity” > “minimal degree”. This developmenhasmadeadverbsut
of Englishabit andtheir Greekcounterpartsuchasxiwvi ‘twig’ anddiyaio ‘crumb’.

(2) Nominalminimizergeneralized
a. dev Eyouue XAwWl vepd
not have atwig water
‘we don'thaveadropof water’ (literally, ‘a twig of water’) (Kea,Salvanos
1918)



b. 8ev &youue xhwvi (Poui)
not have atwig bread
‘we don't havea crumbof bread’(literally, ‘a twig of bread’)(ibid.)

(3) Finalstage:nominalminimizerturnedinto degreeadverb

a. dev xowdton XAwvl
not sleeps twig

‘he doesn’tsleepawink’ (literally, ‘a twig’) (Kerkyra,ibid.)
b. 3¢ movd diyoho
nothurt crumb
‘| don’tfeelpainatall’ (literally, ‘a crumb’)(MacedoniaHatzidakis1917)

While emphaticnegationrmay be synchronicallyformedby the additionof anex-
pressiorsuchasxdy ‘even’ or toté ‘ever’ to anindefiniteconstruedvith plain nega-
tion, the converseaelationdoesnot occur: plain negations neverbuilt from emphatic
negatiorby theadditionof somede-emphasizinglement.n this precisesenseplain
negations formally UNMARKED andemphationegations formally MARKED.

Diachronically ontheotherhand plain negatioris usuallyderivedfrom emphatic
negation.Inspectionof (1) showsthateachplain negationin this particulartrajectory
is etymologicallyidenticalwith theemphaticmegatiorof theprecedingstage Indeed,
everyplain negationof Greekwasoncean emphaticnegation at leastin sofar asits
origin canbedetermined.

Thegeneralizationgist formulated— thatemphaticnegations formedcomposi-
tionally with aminimizeror generalizerandneverconverselyandthatplain negation
is diachronicallyderivedfrom emphaticnegation— hold widely for otherlanguages
aswell. Thereare numerousexamplesof emphaticnegationschanging“by them-
selves”into plain negations.Whenevemwe cantracethe origin of plain negationsn
Indo-Europeartheyturn out to be etymologicallyidenticalto earlieremphaticones.
Thisis true of Englishnot, no, andnothing Frenchne andnon, Latin non andnihil.
Thegeneralizatiorholdsnot only for clausalnegation but for independenhegation
aswell. Yesandno wereoriginally reservedor emphaticassertioranddenial,and
supplantedheir plain counterpartyeaandnayin Middle English. Instance®f plain
negationgonverselydevelopingemphatianeaningsio not seemto be attested.

1.3 Thecycle

Observatiorof suchpatternsof changen Germanicand Romancenegationled Jes-
persen(1917)to posita historical procesf repeatedveakeningandreinforcement
nowknownasJESPERSENS CYCLE, which hesummarizedisfollows:

1Thatwould includeoa(x), if theidentificationof - in Homericobx: with theIndo-Europeatindefinite
-k¥i- is correct.



...the original negativeadverbis first weakenedthenfound insuffi-
cientandthereforestrengthenedjenerallythroughsomeadditionalword,
andthis in turn may be felt asthe negativeproperand may thenin the
courseof time be subjectto the samedevelopmenasthe original word.
(Jesperset917:4)

For Jespersenthen, the weakeningof the negationis a matterof phoneticre-
duction, andits strengthenindy additionalwordsis motivatedpartly by the need
to maintainthe distinctionbetweemegationandaffirmation,and partly to makethe
negationmorevivid. He suggestshatnegationtendsto be weakly stressedbecause
someotherword in the samesentenceeceiveghe strongstressof contrast’andasa
resultbecomesiclitic. Thecontrasbetweeraffirmativeandnegativesentencebeing
notionallyimportantwhenthe phoneticattrition of negationcausest to befelt asin-
sufficient,it is reinforcedoy anaddedwordin orderto restoreghethreateneaontrast.
Suchreinforcemenalsoservesto increasehe phonetichulk” of thenegativgp. 14),
and“to makethenegativemoreimpressiveasbeingmorevivid or picturesquegener-
ally throughanexaggeratioraswhensubstantivemeaningsomethingzery smallare
usedassubjuncts™(p. 15).

Therole of phonetiowveakeningn this hypotheticakcenariohowevemlausibleit
might seem,is not backedup by any dataasfar aswe know. Our analysisof Greek
turnedup no supportfor Jesperses’assumptiothatphonologicalveakeningriggers
the strengtheningf negation. Therearealso somegeneralreasongo doubtit. For
onething, phoneticweakenings too generala phenomenoto explainthe specific
propertiesof this unusualpatternof change.lIt is a ubiquitoussoundchange but it
rarely triggersmorphosyntactichangedirectly, let alonecyclic trajectories,which
(asJesperset917:4himselfnoted)arespeciallycharacteristiof negation.And one
would like more convincingparallelsof phonologicalweakeningprocesseslirectly
triggeringsyntacticreanalysisin attestecchange®f negativeexpressionghecausa-
tion usuallygoesin theotherdirection: phonologicateductionof plain negativesnay
be morphosyntacticallgonditioned,and,in particular,contingenton their semantic
weakening. Negationsare commonlyobservedo split on the basisof differences
in function. In English,the clausalnegativeheadnot andthe argumentnaughtare
etymologicallythe same,and havedivergedaccordingto their morphophonological
function, no doubtasa resultof associatedlifferencesn stress.The samegoesfor
Frenchne‘not’ andnon‘no’, bothfrom non (< neunumn). A similar casefrom Greek
is the phonologicalsplit of o08¢v into 3&(n) ‘not’” andudé ‘no’ (= SG &yv) in Bova
(Calabria)(Taibbi & Caracaus#t78). Bovaalsoprovidesan illustration of a phono-
logical reductionof a negativepolarity itemin its modifierfunction,leadingto a split
betweencavéva, Fem.xauuio ‘someone anyone’versusxdvoe, Fem.xauud ‘some,
any’ (Rohlfs1949:122).

Thereforewe will assumehatthe reinforcemenof negationby a postverbain-
definite(the“strengthening”)s notaresponséo the phonetioweakeningf thehead.
Insteadwe will follow morerecentanalyse®f Jesperses’cyclein seekingthedriv-



ing force of thecyclein pragmaticandsemantics.

Emphaticnegationtendsto increasén frequencydueto pragmaticallymotivated
overusewhich is characteristiof inherentlyboundedevaluativescales This risein
frequencyat the expenseof plain negationhasan “inflationary” effect, well attested
alsoin politenessystemshypocoristicspejorativesandscalaradjectivesf all kinds
(Dahl 2001)2 Uncontroversiallyan obligatory elementcannotbe emphatic,for to
emphasizingeverythingis to emphasizenothing. Therefore,when emphaticnega-
tion risesin frequencyto the point whereit approachesbligatorinessit necessarily
weakendo regulamegation.

Thevirtue of thisaccounts thatit explainsthe observedlirectionalityof change,
for it allowsnomechanisniby which plainnegationsouldmutateinto emphatimega-
tionsthroughnormalusage Howeveriit is still insufficient,for thetypologicalobser-
vationsof the precedingsectionimply that someof the changesnustbe intercon-
nectedtheymustconstitutea CHAIN SHIFT. Thisisindeedhow Jespersedepictsthe
cycle. Heimaginest happeningn two phasesThefirst, which canconstituteaniter-
ablechainshift onits own,involvesa weakeningf the negatiorplusa compensatory
strengthenindpy meansof someaddedword. The secondconsistsf a reanalysiof
thestrengtheneasthe primaryexponenbf negation(thatis, asthe negativehead).

Let usthereforemarrythe Jesperseniachainshift ideato the pragmatic/semantic
mechanisnproposediy Dahl andothers. We endup with the following view of its
natureandmotivation. The contrasthatthe chainshift maintaings not thatbetween
affirmationand negation,as Jespersemssumesbut the contrastbetweerplain and
emphaticnegation And the weakeninghatundermineghe contrastis not phonetic
weakeningf plain negationbut semantioveakeningf emphatiocnegation

Theideathatthe first phaseof the cycle is a chainshift involving plain andem-
phatic negationprovidesthe beginningof an answerto the diachronicpart of our
puzzle.If weakeningandstrengthenin@lwaysgo handin hand,thenit follows that
the contrastbetweerplain andemphaticnegationwill be maintainedat eachstageof
thelanguage.

In the next sectionwe examinethe mechanisnbehindthe changemore closely
andaddresghe questionhow, unlike morefamiliar chainshifts mechanismsit gen-
eratesa circular trajectory Our answeris basedon an analysisof the pragmatics
andsemantic®f emphaticnegation putlinedhereinformally andto be elaboratedn
anothempaper

2As Dahl pointsout, not everyfrequentword (andnot eveneveryscalarpredicate)is proneto undergo
“bleaching”, andnot all “bleaching” is dueto this kind of inflationary effect. We think that sometypesof
semantiaveakeningarereally automaticresultsof lossof lexical or morphologicaitemsin asemantidield
(deblocking). For example,wheredid not acquireits new directionalmeaningthrough“bleaching” from
frequentuse,but simply becausét automaticallytook over the meaningof whither whenthat word was
lost.



1.4 An interpretatiorof Jesperses’cycle

To modela chainshift we needat leasttwo things: a principlethatrequireshe main-
tenanceof somecontrast,anda procesghat disruptsthe contrastby alteringone of

the elementghatexpresst. Therequirementhatthe contrastoe maintainedentails
that any neutralizationin the relevantdomainwill be accompaniedy someother
changethat preserveghe contrast,or immediatelyfollowed by someotherchange
thatrestorest. Sucha sequencef changesonstitutesa chainshift.

Chain shifts are usually invokedin phonology wheretheir statusis largely un-
questionedbutin reality quite problematic Gordon2002).But if chainshiftsexistat
all, thenon generalgroundst oughtto be possibleto makea strongercasefor them
in morphosyntaxespeciallyin coremorphosyntacticategoriesuchasnegation.The
reasorns thatmanysuchcategoriegreuniversal andtheirformalexpressios highly
constrainedby principlesof grammarWhensucha categoryis lost, it mustberegen-
eratedandtherearealimited numberof possiblevaysin whichit canberegenerated.

Anotherway to putthis pointis asfollows. Theprincipleof contrastmaintenance
caneitherrequirethata particulargrammaticabr lexical distinctionbe preservedpr
thataparticularphonologicabr grammaticatievice(say agivenphonemior featural
opposition)shouldbearsomefunctionalload. The changeslrivenby thesetwo types
of contrastmaintenancareknownas“push-chains’and“drag-chains” respectively
Jespersenr’cycle (atleastaswe understandt) is both, sincethe contrastit maintains
is bothfunctionallydeterminedandhighly constrainedn its formal expression.

We haveseenthat emphaticnegationsare built morphosyntacticallfrom plain
negationsandweakenrbackto plain negationsThisimpliestwo processes.

(4) a. Morphological/syntacticstrengthening:A plain negationis emphasized
with afocusedndefinite.

b. Semantiaveakening:Theemphatimegationbecomesioncompositional,
losesits “even” meaningandbecomes plain negativepolarity item.

Theseprocessednteractto generatehe complexof changeknown as Jesperses’
cycle.

Strengtheningand weakeningare functionally antagonisticjn that one addsan
expressiveresourceto the language while the other eliminatesit. Thereforetheir
etiology necessarilgiffers, andtheyarealsoformally quitedistinct. Yet, aswe shall
see botharegroundedn the normaluseof scalarevaluativeexpressions.

Our proposalpartly returnsto the traditionalview thatthe cycleis driven by the
expressivaiseof language In contrasto traditionalphonology-driveraccountsand
recentsyntax-centeredccountsyve treatthe cycle asfundamentallya procesof se-
manticchangeto be surewith phonologicabndsyntacticconsequences.

TheGreekdataprovideanimmediateempiricalreasorfor pursuingthisapproach.
Theevolutionof negatiorfrom medievalGreekto themoderndialectsnvolvesseveral



roundsof the cyclewith no accompanyingyntacticchangewhatsoeverandfor that
matterwith no relevantphonologicalchangeeither What doescharacterizall the
changeshoweverjs aninvariantpatternof semanticshifts.

This is of coursenotto saythatthe cycle neverhassyntacticrepercussionsThe
weakeningphaseof the semanticshift canactually be associatedvith two kinds of
syntacticreanalysisThefocusedndefinite,onceit becomes negativepolarity item,
canbecomea negationheadof its own — the familiar case— or undergoanother
developmentvhichis describecherefor thefirst time: it canbecomeanounor indef-
inite pronounacceptablén positive contexts. This happenedn four separaté&sreek
dialects(section3.2). Sothe syntacticaspecbf Jesperses'cycleis quitecomplex®

Also, the weakeningmay, but neednot, leadto phonologicakeductionof oneor
bothof its parts,asaresultof whichit caneventuallypecomenonomorphemiagain.

In additionto the inflationarymechanisninvokedabove the causalexplanation
of Jesperses'cyclerequiresa secondassumptionywhich concernsiegationsystems,
andis alsoindependentlynotivated. This is that any languagehasthe resourcego
expresshoth both plain andemphaticnegation. This is certainlytrue for Greek: as
alreadynoted,all dialectsat all timesdistinguishformally betweenthe two typesof
negation. Analysesthat postulateemphaticnegationonly for intermediatestagesn
thetrajectoryreducehisto amereaccident As far astheyareconcernedthelanguage
mayor maynothaveemphatimegationn its repertoirebeforethechangads initiated,
andagainafterit is completed.If a strengthenemustalwaysbe available,thenit
follows necessarilyhatweakeningandstrengtheningnustgo handin hand.As soon
asanegations lost, it is renewedy anotheroundof strengthening.

Why mightlanguage$need”bothplainandemphatimegationProbablyto serve
the very samerhetoricalfunctionsthat causeit to be overused.At leastthreemain
functionsof emphatimegationcanbeidentified. Thefirst functionof emphaticnega-
tion is to markcontradictiorof a (possiblyimplicit) assertion.

(5) A: Obviouslyheatetheporridge.
B: No, hedidn't eattheporridgeat all.

A secondfunction of emphaticnegationis to denya presumptioror an expecta-
tion.

(6) A:Whatdid it costyou?
B: | didn’t costmeathing.
Henceit canalsoconveyanimplicit expectationfor example(6) couldbeusedin a

contextwherethe costof theitem hasnotcomeup in orderto conveytheideathatthe
item could havecostsomething.

Third, emphaticnegationstrengthens negativeassertionby lifting contextual
restrictionson anindefinitein the scopeof negationor by forcing a ‘totality’ reading

30Ontheissueof unidirectionalityin general seeKiparsky MS.



onadefiniteargumenbf a gradablepredicate A clearinstanceof this latterfunction
of emphatimegations aspectuatlisambiguationandspecificallydistinguishingelic
and atelic readingsof predicates.For example,(7a) is ambiguousbetweena telic
readingandanatelicreading

(7) 1 haven'teatertheporridge.
e Telicreading:‘l haven'teatenanyof theporridge.

e Atelic reading:‘l haven'teaterall theporridge’. ['. ..thoughl mighthave
eatensomeof it.’]

Adverbialemphatimegationdisambiguatethe sentencén favor of thetelic reading.
(8) | haven'teatertheporridgeatall.

We assumehatthesefunctionsaresobasicthatanylanguagenusthavethemeans
to expresghem.

Supposinghatalanguagenusthavesomemeanof distinguishingplainandem-
phaticnegationandthatemphaticnegativeelementsnay becomeveakenedhrough
normalusage,it follows directly that negationmustbe subjectto the characteristic
cyclic courseof changehatMeillet andJesperseidentified.

We arenow in a positionto solveanotherpuzzle. Jesperses’cycle countsasa
classidnstanceof grammaticalizationGrammaticalizatiofs consideredo beuNiDI -
RECTIONAL grammaticathanggwhethertrivially by definition,or in aconsequence
of somedeeperprinciples, Kiparsky MS). How, then, cana cycLic trajectoryof
changebe aninstanceof grammaticalization?

Givenwhatwe havesaid,oneanswemight be thatonly onephaseof the cycle,
theweakeningphaseinstantiategrammaticalizationlt consistof the“bleaching”of
anemphatimegativanto aplain negativewith lossof compositionalityandtypically
with phonologicalreductionaswell. In the strengtheningphase the lost expressive
resourcas formally renewedBut (in termsof thetraditionaltypologyof change}his
is notgrammaticalizatiodut ordinaryanalogicathange A newemphatimegatives
built compositionallyin accordwith thelanguagesmorphologicabndsyntacticules.
Theiteration of reductivegrammaticalizatiorandconstructiveanalogyyieldsa cyclic
trajectory.

Self-evidently all so-called'unidirectional’ changesnustbe part of suchcyclic
trajectoriesthoughpossiblyof extremelylong duration.For,if theinputsof unidirec-
tional changewerenot renewabletheywould no longerexistanywherepecause¢he
changewould havetakenits courseeverywhere Moreover,becausef the uniformi-
tarianprincipleit would be puzzlinghow theyevercouldhavearisenin anylanguage
atanystage.



2 Jespersen'cyclein Greek

2.1 Descriptivesummaryof thetrajectories

The documentedhistory of Greekhasthreecompletedroundsof the cycle, plus a
fourth which is underwayin a numberof dialects. All consistof a mutually linked
semanticstrengtheningndweakeningorocesstheweakeningphaseof cyclel is also
associateavith a syntacticargument-to-heackanalysis.The diachronyof the nega-
tion systemsn (1) is shownin (9). Thefirst columnof arrowsin the chartrepresent
themorphosyntactistrengtheningpy theadditionof afocusedndefinite,andthesec-
ond columnof arrowsrepresenthe correspondindinflationary” weakeningf the
negations force. Keepin mind that the weakeningsare purely diachronicreanaly-
ses,whereaghe strengtheningsn additionto beingdiachronicinnovations form a
synchronicoppositionbetweeremphaticnegatiorandplain negationin thegrammar

9) PLAIN STRENGTHENING WEAKENING
() ob ... Ti- — 00 B¢ &v — 008V
(1) (o0)dv...u- — dév...tl-mote — v ...tinote

1y  dév...trote  —  Bév...mpdua —  Bév ...mpdua

(IV)  3év...mpGua  —  Bév ...dpood, dmavioyn. ..

At stagd, theplain,non-emphatioegatiorod(x) strengthenetb 00-8¢ eic (003eic)
‘not evenone’,andoideic in turnlostits emphationeaningandbecamea plain nega-
tive ‘no-one’. The correspondingeuterotdév cameto serveasa clausalnegationat
firstemphatiq(‘not atall’), latersimply meaningnot’, andbecomingphonologically
reducedo 3¢v (seeRobertsandRoussol?003:157-160or ananalysisof thischange
in the contextof their approacho grammaticalizatiobasedon minimalist syntax).
This cyclewascompletedoy the earlymedievalperiod.

At stagell, theplain indefiniteti- is strengtheneth negativecontextswith toté
‘ever’ in theneuter In themasculineandfeminine,its emphaticcounterparts xoi av
gvac, xal &v plo ‘evenone’. Viz. 8év ... ti ‘not anything,nothing’ — o0&¢v ... ti-
note ‘nothingatall’, dév . .. tic/wvdc ‘not anybodynobody’— xai dv Evac ‘nobody
atall'. Theresultingtinote andxavévac arethenin turn weakenedo plain negative
indefinites,n fact, to negativepolarity items. This developmentvascompletedn the
medievalperiod?

41t mayhavebeenatwo-staggprocesgrom astrongnegativepolarity item (anindefiniteacceptabl@nly
in negativecontexts)to a weaknegativepolarity item (acceptablén otherlicensingenvironmentssuchas
antecedentsf conditionalsor questions).



As emphaticnegativesareweakenednew onesareagainformedto replacethem
(stagelll). Dependingon the dialect,this is donein oneof two ways. The negation
canbereinforcedby theadditionof a strengthenesuchasxdy ‘evenone’, eitherbare
or addedo anindefinite(includingtirtote andxavévac):

(10) Stagdlll: Strengthenindpy x&v
a. dev Eyw xd(v) (Pwpl)
not have atall (bread)
‘I don’'thaveany(bread)atall’ (Mani, Blanken160)

b. 3¢ ue movel x&
notmehurts atall

‘I don'tfeelpainatall’ (Mani, Georgacad06)
C. xdygavevac ‘no-oneatall, notasoul’ (Cappadociaranguitsis1943)
d. xdryxavac (< xdv xavévac) ‘no-oneatall’ (MacedonianKretschmel73,
Hbeg201)
e. xavtinoutog = ‘tinota drolltwe (NaousaKontosopoulo481)
f. xadibouda = *tinota évteddc’ (SamothrakiKontosopoulod.88)

In Pontic,the renewalof emphasids achievedust by inas‘one’. Theresultis an
interestingreversalwherekaris, etymologically'evenone’,is usedfor plain negation
andthebareinas‘one’ is usedfor emphatimegation.

(11) a. karisk"érden‘nobodycame’
b. inask" érden‘not evenonepersorcame’(emphatimegationDrettas281)

Thesecondsourceof newemphatinegativeststagelll is strengthenindpy lexi-
calindefinitessuchasnpdua ‘a thing'.
(12) Beloxer way xoméMa . .. 1oL 8ev H€epe npdua
finds a girl who not knew thing
‘finds a girl whohasno clue’ (Thera,Kontosopoulo466)

In yetafourth cycle,someof theseemphatiandefiniteslosetheiremphaticchar-
acterand becomeweak negativepolarity items. The emphaticnegationis thenre-
newedby otherlexical items. In the Cretandialect, npdua ‘anything, something’,
whichwasintroducedat stagelll, becomes weakpolarity item (capableof appear-
ing in questionssee(13)), andis replacedn its emphaticfunction by wordssuchas
dpoa(1)d ‘dewdrop’. Theseexamplesarefrom the copiousinventoryof minimizers
andgeneralizerdrom everystageanddialectof Greekcompiledby Andriotis 1940
(pp.86-87).

(13) a. Edodxoci cov  mpdua; — Anoavtoyn!
give-3Pl  you-Datthing hope
‘Did theygive you anything?Nothing! (‘Not ahope!’)
b. "Egaec npdpo; — Apoad!
eat-2Sg thing dewdrop
‘Did you eatanything?Nothing!” (‘Not adewdrop!’)
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C. "Eyete va pdpe tiBoteg; — Adpoc!
‘eat-2P| to eat-1Planything present!’
‘Do you haveanythingfor usto eat?Nothing! (‘Not evenfor free!’)

3 Strengtheningby xdv- ‘even’ and -tote ‘ever’

3.1 MedievalGreekxovévac andtirote

In Medieval Greek, the inheritedplain indefinite tic, twdc, originally ‘someone’,
‘anyone’,beginsto bedisplacedn referenceéo humandyy thenewemphaticcwvévac
‘(not) evenone’ (from xol dv &vac). In modernGreekxavévac hastakenover, but
reflexesof tic, tvdc survivedialectally In this sectionwe documenta previously
unnoticedintermediatestageof the trajectoryin Late Medieval Greektexts. In the
following sectionwe examinethe survivalsof indefinitetic in CalabrianGreekand
theremarkableeflexesof xdv- ‘even’.

At the stageof medievalGreekrepresentethy suchtextsasMakhairas the em-
phaticforceof xavévac hasbeenattenuatedbut notyetwholly lost. Its meaning(not)
evenone’hasacquiredapartitivecomponenandnormallyrefersto somecontextually
salientgroup. Thetranslation'(not) evenoneof them’ (Germantkeiner’), is usually
appropriatgandindeedthatis how Dawkinssometimegenderst). In virtue of this
morespecializedneaningt contrastaith themorenondescriptwdc ‘(not) anyone,
no-one’(Germariniemand’). Theexamplesn (14)-(15)illustratethe contrast.

(14) xavévac ‘anyone(of somegroup)’,‘(nicht) einer/keiner’
a. xol 3ev EYAUTWOoEY XavEVIC
and not escaped anyone
‘and notoneof themescaped{Makhairas16.15 tr. Dawkins)
b. va ... pév élepovniing xavévoy
that not pity-2Sg anyone
‘that you havemercyon no-oneof them’ (Makhairas16.1)
C. ol dviows . .. dphrone LwVTavoy Xavévoy
and if leave alive anyone
‘andif youleaveanyoneof themalive’ (Makhairasl6.5
d. ol dpyovreg Ealynooy: xavelc Aoyov od 3idet
thelords fell-silent  no-one speech not give
‘the lordsfell silent; noneof themuttersaword. (Belisarios153)

(15) Twdc ‘(not) anyone’,(nicht) jemand/ niemand’

a. dev dpfixev vy va Tyt eic TOV GoLATAvOY
not allowed anyoneto go to the sultan

‘would allow no oneto goto the sultan’ (Makhairas126.4
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b. 16 xoUpoog dev etvan Tvog  Sidpopoc mapd 00 povaditou
the pillaging not is to anyoneadvantageousxceptto thearmy

‘pillaging is of advantagéo no oneexceptto thearmy’ (160.36
C. undev Eyn Twic potioy

that-nothaveanyonetorch

‘so thatno oneshouldhaveatorch’ (362.19)
d. xoi 3ev EYAOTwoEY TS

and not escaped anyone

‘andnooneescaped(546.9
€. vd  un o Bapedyy  Tvac, duut GAwvdY V' dpéon

so-thatnotit is-bored-withanyonebut  to-all pleases

‘so thatno-onegetsboredwith it buteveryondikesit’ (Threnosll)
f. dev npénet dvdpwndc Tvag V& oE xaTnyophon

not should person any to youaccuse

‘No persorshouldaccuse/ou’ (Threnosl65)
g. Twac dydmny Yet adTtov un Boukndi) tolon

anyondove with him notwantdo

‘so thatno-onewould makepeacewith him’ (Threnos459)

h. ol va xpatolyv 1o dixonov, Tvdg un &duxijto

and keep-3PI thejust no-onenot is-done-injustice-to
‘and they shouldkeepjusticeso thatno-onegetsunfairly treated’(Belis-
arios 384)

Similar semanticontrastcanbefoundin theindefinitesof otherlanguagese.g.
Germanniemandandkein, keiner  Theseare nominaland adjectival,respectively
andthe patrtitive readingof the adjectivalkein, keineris presumablydueto anim-
plicit complementhatdenotesa contextuallysalientgroup. It is likely thata similar
syntacticdistinctionis responsibldor the differencein meaningbetweentvdc and
AAVEVOC.

Thecontraseppliesalsoto interrogativesuchasEnglishwhich(of them)vs. who,
or Germanwelcherversuswver, andto regularindefiniteswhereit seemgo correspond
to the well-known contrastbetween'partitive’ and ‘nonpartitive’ indefinites. It is
thereforeinterestingthatMedievalGreekexpressedhe contrastformally in all three
of thesepronounseries thatthe distinctionwaslostin all of themin ModernGreek,
andthatin eachcaset wasthe morespecificindefinitethattook over.

(16) TheintermediatdMG system

indefinite interrogative article
xavévac ‘anyone(of agroup)’ | mot6c  ‘which’ | Evac  (specific)
Twag ‘anyone(atall)’ tlc ‘who’ 0 (nonspecific)
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In ModernGreek theoriginally specificindefinitescavévac, toibc, and(in mostuses)
gvac havedisplacedhe indifferently specificor nonspecifictivdce, interrogativertic,
andthe null indefinitearticle.

3.2 Theliberationof xavévac: from ‘nothing’ to ‘something’

In the familiar scenariowhennegativepolarity itemslosethe requirementhatthey
mustbein the scopeof negationtheybecomenegatorsn theirownright. Thisis the
pathby which, for example,Frenchpersonnechangedrom ‘a person’to ‘no-one’.
Greekalsooffersafew case®f thistype,whichwe discussn section(3.4) below

More interestingly howeverthe “liberation” of negativepolarity itemscanhave
anotheroutcome,which to our knowlegehas not beendescribedbefore: they can
turn into regularindefinitesor nouns. This hashappenedn four widely separated
peripheraldialectsof Greek. In Cappadocianyavévac functionssimply asa noun
meaningperson’,thereverseof thedevelopmentundergondy rpdio.

17 a. ité nati6dy cdhoe & doxépla T, va FBpouy Sexevd o xavelc
X pLoL T, VA TPE
this king sent-3Sghesoldiers histo find-3PI that the person

‘The king senthis soldiersto find thatman’ (Ulagatsh Dawkins384)

b. fpte Eva xavelc
came one person

‘therecamea person’(UlagatshDawkins366:2)

C. fitov 8AN" var xavelg
was other oneperson

‘therewassomeonelse’(UlagatshKesisoglul951 citedfrom Athanasiadis
1976:164)

d. étd xavelc
that person

‘abtoc 6 dvipwroc’ (Axos, Mavroxalividis& Kesisoglu94)

e. ToAU 6pto xavell vou
very sincereperson is

‘ToAD ellixpivie dvdpwnog o’ (Axos,M&K 114)

In atleastsomeof theseCappadociadialects,t continuedo occurundemegatioras
well.

(18) t Gpyou ’'¢xavelva dév do yoarpvionw
thework mineto no-one not it entrust
‘I entrustmy work to no-oné€. (Axos,M&K 182)

In Ukraine and Calabria,xavévac is a non-polarityindefinite, either ‘'someone’,
or moreparticularly‘'someonespecific(butnotnecessarilknown)’, ‘a particularper-
son’. In view of the specificreadingof xavévoc in Medieval Greekdocumentedn
theprecedingsection,it is temptingto seeit asanarchaismpreservednthemargins
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of the Greek-speakintgrritory, ratherthananinnovationwhich justhappenedo take
placefour separatéimes.

In the Tauro-Romeiddialect of Mariupol (Ukraine), karis is apparentlyboth a
specificindefinitein affirmativecontexts,anda weak polarity itemsundernegation.
At anyrate,Sergievskij(1934:562) glosseskaris as(a) Russiankro-ro’ ‘someone
(specificbut not necessariljknown)’, as opposedo ‘kro-uubyas’ and(b) ‘vexro’
‘(not) anyone’in the scopeof overtor implied negationandcitesthe examples:

(19) a. karisirtin ‘someonehascome’(‘kro-To mpuén’)

b. 3en fénit bdina-pa karis ‘there doesn’tseemto be anyonearoundany-
where’ (‘uurae HUKOro He BUIHO’)

Theusesf xavévac in Calabrianjudgingfrom theexamplegitedbelow arealso
compatiblewith the meaningsomeonespecific(but not necessariljknown)’.

(20)  a. karenamuipe ‘someonegold me’
b. irte kamnia ‘someone(fem.) came’
c. jireguokarena‘’l’m lookingfor someone{Rohlfs1949:122)

In Cretanxavévac maybea simplepositiveindefinite(Pitikakiss.a.).

(21)  a. Kuwvévoe tepaotinde dd népace xt ¥xope td nopTtoxdhia
some passerby herepassed-byndcut the oranges

‘Somepasserbynusthavepassedby andcuttheoranges.(Cretan Pitikakis)
b. 6 Baohide xatdhafe &L ndpyel xavelc Yépwy

theking understood that exists some old-man

‘The king understoodhattherewassomeold man’ (ibid. 412)
C. €dv 8¢ Yol elnete TOLOC EYEL Y WOUEVOY XAVEVA YEROVTAL

if notme tell-2Pl who has hidden some  old-man

‘if youdon’ttell who(amongyou)hassomeold manin hiding’ (ibid. 412)

Let us mentionin this connectiorthat Cretanalso haspositive npauo ‘something’
(Pagkalos1983,420-1).

(22) Koi tpidve mpdua
and eat-3P| something
‘and theyeatsomething’

It is hardto saywhetherpositivexavévac in thesedialectsderivesfrom the me-
dieval specificindefinite xavévac discussedn the precedingsection,or developed
fromtheordinarymodermegativepolarity stage In alanguagevith negativeconcord
suchasGreek,the distinctionbetweerindefinitesof the ‘some’ type andindefinites
of the ‘no/any’-typeis neutralizedn the scopeof negation.So a ‘no/any’ indefinite
thatpasseshrougha negativepolarity phasecouldchangeo a ‘some’ indefinite.
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3.3 Continuatiorof <ic, twdc ‘'someone’

The conservativdtaliot dialectof Bovain Calabriahastispo(< tiorote) ‘(not) any-
body’, ‘nobody’. Evena reflex of the bareunsuffixedpronounis preservedn the
Accusativetind (Rohlfs1949:123).

(23) doputi egbe xxordotind od6ssu
since thatl notsee  anyonenside
‘sincel don’t seeanyonenside’ (Taibbi & Caracaus#l11)

In Bova, tispoalternatesvith karéna asseenin thesetwo parallelversionsof a

proverbialsaying:

(24) a.me portate porandami vali kanénata dastila
betweerdoor andjamb not-shouldput anyone thefingers
‘nobodyshouldstick his fingershetweerdoorandjamb’ (T&C 374)
[Tra impostae stipitenonmettaalcunole dita’]

b. me portace porandatispo mi vali ta dastilatu

betweerdoor andjamb anyonenot-shouldput thefingers-his
‘nobodyshouldstick his fingershetweerdoorandjamb’ (T&C 374)
[‘Tra impostae stipite nonmettanessunde propriedita’]

However,thereis a syntacticdifferencebetweenthem. In the texts, kanenaoccurs
only undernegationwhereagispois oftenfoundasanindependentegatior? Thus,
the syntaxof tispoin Bovadiffers markedlyfrom thatof othernegation®lsewherén
modernGreek.lt is, in fact, essentiallythatof ClassicalGreek.Whentispoprecedes
thefinite verb,no othernegationis required:

(25) a. tispopai sto Paradisane tin gartottsa
no-onegoesto the Paradise with the carriage
‘nobodyentersParadisen acarriage’(Taibbi& Caracausi959:384)
b. matispo efani namuta ttsipoidyamersi
but no-oneappearedo me themknew interpret
‘but therewasnobodywho knewhowto interpretthemto me’ (T&C 444)
c. Editisp’ addoka emménagapii
You no-oneother thanme love
‘Youdon'tlove anyoneotherthanme’ (T&C 345)

Whenit follows, thefinite verbrequiresanadditionalovertnegatiorsuchase(n)

(26) a.e sse pas&ygitispo
notyou-Accsurpass anyone

‘and nobodywill overcomeyou’ (T&C 1959:406)

b. tonge® endoxxoritispo
the weathemotit sees anyone

‘no-oneseegheweather’(T&C 385)

SOtherthanthis syntacticproperty,karénaandtispoappearto be equivalent.At leastwe candetectno
differencein meaningbetweerthemin thetexts.
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C. séntsana tonivvri tispo
without thathim found anyone

‘without anybodyfinding him’ (T&C 410)

Therule seemgo bethata negativeargumenthatfollows anegativeheadreinforces’
it (negativeconcord) while a negativeargumenthatfollows a negativeargumenis
independentThe patternin (25)—(26)is familiar from ClassicalGreek:

(27) a. odx 01dev 00Be(C ‘No-oneknows’ (Aesch.Ag.632)
b. 00delc 00X 0ide ‘no-onedoesn’tknow, everyoneknows’
C. 00delc 0ide ‘no-oneknows’

Couldthis peripheratlialecthavepreserved featureof ClassicalGreek?More likely
thesyntaxof tispois simply calquedon thatof Italian nessuno
(28)  a. nessunanmipiace’l don'tlike anyone’

b. nessunmonmipiace’l like everyone’

c. nonamonessundl don’tlove anyone’(*amo nessuna)
Althoughthe Italian editorsdon’t makethis point explicit, they surelynoticedit be-
causetheyregularlytranslatekarenawith alcunoandtispowith nessundasin (24)

above).Theseltalian counerpart$orm a similar syntacticpair: Chi hai visto? ‘Who
haveyou seen?Nessuno/*AlcuncNobody’.

3.4 x4(v) asanewstrengtheneandasahead

In Mani, MacedoniaandThrace xdv (< xou &v) ‘even’, ‘at least'servesasageneral
strengthenefBlanken160,Georgacag06,Andriotis 88).
(29)  a. dev Eyw (o)

not have bread

‘I don’'t haveany (bread)’(Blanken160)
b. 8ev Exw xd(v) (Pwpi)

not have atall (bread)

‘I don’'thaveany(bread)atall’ (Blanken160,Georgacad06)
C. 3¢ pe movel x&

notmehurts atall

‘I don'tfeelpainatall’ (Georgakad06)

d. d&v TOV dprpnaot va ThpeL TOV AVACAOUS TOU XX

not him let to take-3Plthe breath his atall
‘they didn’t evengive him a chanceto catch his breath’ (Mani, Kon-
tosopoulodl73)

e. xdve yvoon dev Exel

atall understandingiot has
‘he hasno brainsatall’ (Selybria,Andriotis 88)
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RelatecemphatiandefiniteNPIsincludeN.W. Peloponnesg.éc (Kalavritaetc.,Geor-
gacasl07),andthe Southerrislandtype (c)xd(c) (CreteandKarpathosGeorgacas
106-7, Kontosopoulo$2) 8

NorthernGreekxd(v) is itself in turn combinedwith otherindefinitesto form
compouncmphatinegativepolarity items.

(30)  a. xavtinoutog = ‘tinota drollTwe’ (NaousaKontosopoulo481)
b. xadibouda = ‘tinota évterddc’ (SamothrakiKontosopoulo4.88)
C. xavéuou ‘touvAdytotov’ (Alonistaina,Kontosopoulod72)
d. xdygavevac ‘personne!pasuneame’ (DemirdesiDanguitsis1943)
e

. xdryrovag < xon av xdvac (Macedonianfrom xdvac < xaévag < xavévoac,
KretschmeR73,Hbeg201)

f. xavid ‘nothing’ (Aenos,Thrace Andriotis 88)

Thiscyclehasgoneto completionin the CorsicarManiotof Cargese Herexd has
becomea particlewhich normallyaccompanie8z(v), withoutemphasig“sansqu'il
subsistda moindreidée d'un renforcemente la négation”, Blanken159-161). In
shortsentencessuchas(31a),it is nearlyobligatoryfor mostspeakersthe emphatic
negationis xadéhou asin (31b). (Examplesrom Blanken159).

(31) a ¥véExyw (xd)
not have-1Sgd
‘I don’thaveany’ (je n’enai pas’)
b. d3¢véyw  xaddrou Corpd
not have-1Saatall time
‘I havenotime atall’ (emphatic)
C. | YAWoo dEV ExdveTou %4
thelanguage not get-lost %®d
‘la languene seraitpasperdue’
d. 8¢ gdv'er  xd mol'v xpo
notmake-3Sg«d very cold
‘il nefait pastresfroid’
e. dév Evar xd xaxde ddpwrog
not is-3Sgx& bad person
‘ce n'estpasun mauvaigype’

f. xd& ypeio ‘pasbesoin’
0. ZEpw Mydi, pd xd& mo)' ‘j'en saisun petit peu,maispasbeaucoup’

In theplaceof x4 this dialectalsouses3pa ‘ tinota’ ‘nothing’ (from dparye?).

6Cretan(o )x8.is further strengthenedo (o )xoovhidie, waouhid (< xd youled) ‘(not) even(one)
sip’ (Georgakad 09-110).Cypriot Greekhasbaregv tfal (< 3¢v xai). Blanken161andKontosopoulos
1994:24glossit asa neutralnegation:gv tol Siver pou = Sev wod divet, Ev tlol eida Tov = Jev oV
edo.. However,our Cypriot informantstell usthatit retainsits statusasanemphaticnegation.
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(32) a. devéyw dpa
not have-1Sgnything
‘I don’t haveanything’ (Blanken109)
b. H Juvaixa 6mou Sev édel dpar  va xdvn deL oTo mepimaTto
thewoman who not has anythingto do  goes tothewalk
‘A womanwho hasnothing elseto do goesfor a stroll’ (Academyof
Athensfield notes cited from Nicholas534)

The Cargeseuseof x& may be a Frenchcalque. But Blanken160 notesthatthe
sameusehasdevelopedndependentlyor the cognatemalé in OtrantoGreek,which
hasbeensubjectonly to Italianinfluence’

(33) e plonnomaka
notsleep malad
‘I'm notsleeping’(‘je nedorspas’)

A parallelwould be the dialectof Thasosoff the coastof Thrace ,wherexd(v) can

function as a one-wordemphaticnegation‘not at all, not in the least’ (Panagiotis
Pappasyocse.

4 Lexical renewal of emphatic negation

4.1 Replacementf tinocg, tirote

Thereplacementf tirote andits cognatedy otherlexicalitemsis a characteristiof
EasternGreek. Tiro(<) survivesin FarasaAmisos,andin the Ponticdialectsof Of
andSourmengOikonomidis252,Athanasiadid.67).

(34) a. tinoc %6 moixa oe ‘I didn’t do anythingto you’ (Farasa)

b. Soul eec %€ V¢ vd molone tinoc ‘You arenot going to do any of the
chores’(Amisos)

Z

C. N xdra tino ul éZ€p’ ‘the catknowsnothing’ (Surmena)

Elsewheren EasternGreekit is oustedby a variery of otherexpressionsPontic
dialectshavedév, t.8¢év ‘anything’ (Nikopolis xedxt, Papadopoulo&21) insteadof
tinote asan“anaphorevidée” (Drettas).

(35) a. éymdv &ho i pohapd oe
| nothingelse notrequest you
‘| requeshothingelsefromyou’ (Argyroupolis,Balabanisl937:102)
b. 'Evvép’oev 6 pdptec xal dvtec tepel v yaAlv ve dev  dAho
waved thetailor and then sees neithercarpet nornothingother
‘The tailor wavedandat that point seesneithercarpetnor anythingelse’
(DivanKerasoundaBalabanisl 937:108)

"Rohlfs (1930:845)termsyuaxd a“Fillwort derNegatior!.
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Otherlexical strengthenermclude (36) ksjj ‘at all’, (37) Xi¢, xits ‘nothing’, ‘at
all’', ‘zilch’, ‘never’ (< Turkish hi¢c < Persianhet), (38) dip, fip ‘totally’, and(39)
éna%e (< Turkish sey < Arabic Say? ‘(any)thing’), skrap (Sarakatsan{deg278),
oxpdou (Maced.Vlasti, Andriotis 89), anda hostof minimizer-derivedexpressions
suchaséva Cif’, &va xoxxi, Eva v0j, Eva xoupTjd, Eva tllyxpa, Eva xoutooly, Eva
xplll, Eva otahid (Axos, Mavroxalividis& Kesisoglu78).

(36) a.
b.
C.

kshj k'-enenlasta‘’l’m nottiredatall’
paradasksij k'-éxo’l haveno moneyatall’
k<hj epiessin-ardéan‘haveyou everbeento Ardhea?’

(37) xig, xits ‘nothing’, ‘at all’, ‘zilch’, ‘never’ (< Turkishhi¢ < Persiarhet)

a.

161 wépec yi& yillplc pév gahojéyt
threedays zilch holy-mannot says
‘for threedaysthe holy mansaysnothing’ (Silli, Dawkins288)

. Y€ p¢ oxd'witt

atall notrises
‘he doesnotriseatall’ (Silli, 300)

. Y€ vapdryou Qoul pév €xou, Vo popidoou polya pEY EYou

atall to eat bread not | have,to wear clothes not | have
‘I havenota pieceof breadto eat,| haveno clothesto wear’ (Silli, 290)

. ooy yoluo yiC d¢ yéhave

in theworld  zilch not made-laugh

‘nothingin theworld madeherlaugh’ (Silata,452)

. fidouve &v gevo, ¥(€ mot 'dé jobdouve

was if cold neverthat not was-before

‘it wascold, suchasneverwas’ (Dawkins557,cf. Demirdesi,Danguitsis
1943:119)

Xi¢ k'-eyrkéa

zilch not-understands

‘il necomprendabsolumenpas’ (Pontic,Drettas402)

Although dip ‘totally’ is not a negativepolarity item, it functionsto strengthen
negationin virtue of havingwide scopeoverit.

(38) a.
b.

C.

aftdsine dip ftoxds ‘totally poor’

dip filétimo den éxi epanotu ‘completelylacksfilotimo’ (Babiniotis181,
cf. Sarakatsarl6eg278)

din-tinoutac ( Kozani,Kontosopoulo4.82)

As mentionecbefore,we analyzethe type énase to be a combinationof a mini-
mizerandageneralizer:
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(39) a. évadé péhahrc
one thing notsay-2Sg
‘don’t sayathing’ (UlagatshDawkins376)
b. &va 5€j déu bople v boix’
one thingnot could-3Sgto do
‘therewasnothinghecoulddo’ (Axos,M&K 216)

5 Conclusion

Jesperser’cycle is dueto the interleavingof two processesthe strengtheningf
negationby morphosyntactieneansandits lossof compositionalityandweakening
(grammaticalizationbleaching). Although they have functionally oppositeresults,
they are not formal converse®f eachother Oneis paradigmaticthe othersyntag-
matic. An emphaticnegativealwaysweakendy itself (it is “bleached”),neverin
virtue of beingcombinedwith someotherelement. On the otherhand,negationis
strengthenednly by combininga simplenegativewith anindefinite. A simplenega-
tive, or a simpleindefinite,neverbecomesnemphatinegativeon its own.

Both the weakeningandstrengtheningghasef the changearegroundedn the
rhetoricalfunction of boundedscalarevaluativeexpressionsBut they havedifferent
causesTheweakeningf the expressivanegationto anordinarynegationgoeshand
in handwith, andis causedy, increasedrequencyof use.lts endresultis thelossof
anecessargxpressiveesourcan thelanguageThestrengtheninghatrenewst is a
consequencef the needfor this expressiveesourcen alanguage Suchalternation
betweenveakeningandstrengtheningrocessess aninstanceof the largerdialectic
of productionandperceptiorin theeconomyof language.
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