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Horn (1989) identified a number of irregular or marked negations that are not used in accordance with the standard rule of propositional logic.  He concluded that negation was pragmatically ambiguous.  Van der Sandt (1991) disputed Horn’s ambiguity claim, and proposed a uniform semantics for all negations.  I will provide an informal explanation of van der Sandt’s theory, and develop a number of objections.  I show that irregular negations are not anaphoric, as Van der Sandt believes, but compositional.  I argue for Geurts’s (1998) view that there are several different rules for irregular negations.  I reject the implicature theory in favor of the semantic ambiguity thesis.


§I.  Irregular Negations

By a regular negation, I shall mean a sentence containing “not”(or a synonym) that is used according to the rule we rely on in propositional logic:

1. 
not-p = –p.

I use “p” as a place-holder for sentences, and “not-p” as a placeholder for any negation whose root is “p.”  If “p” is “The sky is blue,” “not-p” is “It is not the case that the sky is blue” or anything synonymous, such as “The sky is not blue” or “The sky isn’t blue.”  I use “p” to designate the proposition expressed by sentence “p,”and “–” to designate the negation operator on propositions.  Other than being distinct from sentences, the only essential feature of propositions for our purposes is that they can be true or false.  –p is to be true when p is false and false when p is true.  We can leave it an open question what truth value p has if it has presuppositions that are false.  It is understood that (1) is relativized to a context, since any sentence “p” can express different propositions on different occasions of use.  Note that I am using the term “negation” ambiguously, meaning either an operation on propositions, a proposition with that operator applied, or a kind of sentence.  Regular negations, by definition, are sentences.


Now consider negations like the first clauses in the following compounds:

2. 
(a)  He did not kill some of the grass:  he killed all of it.
Scalar Implicature Denial

(b)  That’s not a tomto: it’s a tomto.
Metalinguistic Implicature Denial


(c)  The king of France is not bald: there is no king of France.
Presupposition Denial
These clauses can be interpreted as regular negations, but so interpreted the whole compounds are contradictory.  They would most naturally be interpreted in a way that is not contradictory, however.  I call negations that are not used according to (1) irregular negations.
  Irregular negations are typically marked in various ways (Horn 1989: 374): they are typically said with a different intonation, and have a different range of synonyms.  (i) Intonation.  In (2a), “some” would be said with high intonation, and “all” with low.  In (2b), “tomto” would be said with lower pitch than “tomto,”and both would have a down-up-down contour.  (ii) Synonyms.  “He failed to kill some of the grass, he killed it all” can only be heard with the regular, contradictory meaning of (2a).  Replacing “some” with “any” in (2a) or “not bald” with “non-bald” in (2c) has the same effect.  When the negations are irregular, the sentences in (2) can be reformulated using the “not-but” construction.  “That’s not a tomto but a tomto” for (2b) and “The king of France is not bald but nonexistent” for (2c).


Even when negations are irregular, their meaning is still compositional.  For example, replacing “kill” with “see,” “fertilize,” or “water,” changes the meaning of (2a) in completely predictable ways.  And the meaning of (2a) on a particular occasion depends in predictable ways on whether “grass” means marijuana or the standard lawn plant.  So we should ask the following questions: What are the compositional rules governing irregular negations?  Does one rule cover all cases? 


§II. Geurts’s Theory

Geurts (1998) holds that there is no single rule that covers all irregular negations.  He holds, correctly I believe, that (2a) and (2b) are used to mean the following:

3. 
(a)  He did not kill just some of the grass, he killed all of it.


(b)  That’s not a thing whose name is pronounced tomto, it is a thing whose name is


   pronounced tomto.

Geurts suggests that (2a) and (2b) are irregular because of a semantic transfer, whereby “on a given occasion, a word acquires a contextual meaning that is not encoded in its lexical entry” (1998: 288).  He would thus suggest that “some” means “just (only, merely) some” (at least some but not much) in (2a).  On my view, “some” has its standard meaning even in (2a): what is going on is that we use the first clause of (2a) irregularly to express a proposition with unexpressed constituents – the constituents that are expressed in (3a).
  An implausible view both Geurts (1998: 287) and van der Sandt (1991: 333) reject is that “not” itself is ambiguous.  If this were true, then we would expect to find that simple negations like “John is not bald” have both a regular and an irregular interpretation.  But we find only the regular interpretation.  Moreover, it is hard to see how a lexical ambiguity in “not” could account for the specific differences in meaning between (2a-c).  


Geurts’s rule for presupposition denials is very different.  The basic idea is that the second clause of a sentence like (2c) cancels the presupposition of the first clause, leaving a consistent result.  What the first clause of (2c) presupposes is “There is a king of France.”  What it asserts is “Nothing is a king of France and not bald.”  Geurts takes (2c) to express the conjunction of what its first clause asserts and the negation of what its first clause presupposes.  

3.
(c)   Nothing is a king of France and not bald, and nothing is a king of France.
While (3c) does not seem synonymous with (2c), the two do seem to have the same truth conditions.  
We can provide another analysis of presupposition denials that is more along the lines of Geurts’s handling of implicature denials.  What (2c) tells us is that the proposition expressed by “The king of France is bald” is not true because one of its presupposition is false.
  That is:

3.
(c) The proposition that the king of France is bald is not true because there is no king of France.
This formulation also gives the correct truth conditions for (2c), but seems much more nearly synonymous.  Geurts could view (2c) as involving a semantic transfer, whereby “The king of France is not bald” is used to refer to the proposition expressed by “The king of France is bald” and to assert that the proposition is not true.  We can also view the presupposition denial as expressing a proposition with unexpressed constituents.


§III. Van der Sandt’s Theory: Anaphoric Form

Van der Sandt distinguishes negation from the speech act of denial.
  If A says “John is bald,” B can deny what A says by uttering the sentence “John is not bald.”  In this case, a negation is used to perform the act of denial.  But we can also use positive sentences to deny things, as when B says “John is not bald” and A responds by saying “John is bald.”  Here A denies what B said.  Van der Sandt assumes that irregular negations are used to object to some aspect of the previous utterance.  He notes that (2c) is infelicitous unless someone has previously claimed that the king of France is bald.  (2c) is used to deny a presupposition of that claim.  Van der Sandt thinks that (2a) and (2b) similarly presuppose previous utterances of “He killed some of the grass” and “That is a tomto” respectively.  Let the prior utterance be “p.”
  Van der Sandt (1991: 334) defines the information content of “p” to be the conjunction of three elements:

as(p)
What “p” asserts.

pr(p)
What “p” presupposes.
im(p)
What “p” implicates.
Van der Sandt proposes that every negation is used to deny the information content of the previous utterance.
  He originally proposed that the truth conditions of a negation are given by the following alternative to the regular rule:

4. 
not-p = –[as(p) & pr(p) & im(p)].

Since van der Sandt takes the first clause of (2c) to deny a statement with a presupposition but not an implicature, he takes it to have the truth conditions given by:

It is not the case that: nothing is a king of France and bald, and something is a king of France.

When this is combined with the second clause of (2c) the result is equivalent to (5c):

5. 
(c) Either something is a king of France and bald, or nothing is a king of France; nothing is a king of France.

Since van der Sandt takes the first clause of (2a) to deny a statement with an implicature but not a presupposition, he takes it to have the truth conditions given by: 

It is not the case that: he killed at least some of the grass, and did not kill all of the grass.
Thus van der Sandt assigns the following truth conditions to (2a):

5.
(a) Either he killed none of the grass, or he killed all of the grass; he killed all of the grass.
Van der Sandt does not tell us how his theory handles form denials, but here is a guess.  He would assume that (2b) is used to deny the previous utterance of “That is a tomto.”  The assertion of this previous utterance is That is a tomato and its implicature is “Tomato” is pronounced tomto.  Hence (2b) would have the truth conditions given by:

5.
(b) Either that is not a tomato,  or “tomato” is not pronounced tomto; “tomato” is pronounce tomto.
Since van der Sandt seems to assign appropriate truth conditions to our sample sentences containing irregular negations, his theory has promise.


Van der Sandt denies that there is any ambiguity in natural language negations, and claims to have provided a uniform semantics for them, applying to “John is not bald” as well as the marked cases in (2).
 He observes that rule (4) reduces to the regular rule (1) whenever “p” has no presuppositions or implicatures.  This does not mean, however, that van der Sandt’s theory assigns the correct truth conditions to regular negations.  First, there are few if any utterances that have no presuppositions or implicatures.  “John is bald,” for example, presupposes that John exists, and in most contexts will implicate something, perhaps that John does not need a comb.  Consider “John’s teacher gave at least some As.”  This presupposes that John has a teacher, and implicates that his teacher did not give all As.  So van der Sandt’s theory would rule that “John’s teacher did not give at least some As” is true if John does not have a teacher, or if the teacher gave all As.  The first result is questionable, since the negation arguably presupposes that John has a teacher.  The second result is clearly incorrect: implicatures are typically not truth conditions.  Van der Sant’s theory rules, finally, that the sentences in (2) do not have an interpretation on which they are contradictory, although they clearly do.  Van der Sandt’s informal remarks, inspired by Horn, suggest that speakers can select what they object to when they use a negation.  But his semantics rules that the speaker has no choice but to object to the total information content of the previous utterance.  Since van der Sandt’s theory is untenable for regular negations, I will henceforth treat it as a theory of irregular negations only.  


§IV. Problems with the Anaphoric Theory

As we have seen, van der Sandt’s theory makes the truth conditions of an irregular negation dependent on the content of the previous utterance.  But irregular negations do not require a previous utterance.  Sentence (2c), for example, would be perfectly interpretable, and have the exact same truth conditions, even if it were the only line on the page.  It has the same truth conditions in the following dialogue, in which it is the first line.  

A:
The king of France is not bald: there is no king of France.

B:
A’s statement comes out of the blue, but what he says is true.
To justify his assumption that there is always a previous utterance, van der Sandt (1991: 333) correctly observes that sentences like (2) are infelicitous in some way when they occur out of the blue.  But the infelicitousness does not seem to deprive them of truth conditions or make them uninterpretable.  Van der Sandt and Maier (2003ms: 6) also observe that they “evoke a strong ‘echo’.”  That is, when we hear a sentence like (2c) in isolation, we imagine a prior utterance of “The king of France is bald.”  Van der Sandt uses this to justify the claim that “none of these sentences is interpretable as the first utterance in a discourse.”  But despite its “echo,” the irregular negation A uttered was perfectly interpretable as the first utterance in his discourse with B. Van der Sandt (1991: 341) claims that his theory “accounts for the fact that [2c] cannot be used felicitously in isolation.”  However, the hypothesis that (2c) has no content or truth conditions does not explain why it has an echo or why it is infelicitous in the specific way it is. “What A said is something B denies” is infelicitous if A did not say anything.  But it has no echo, and is infelicitous in a different way.  Furthermore, irregular negations can occur in conditionals and disjunctions that are not at all infelicitous in isolation and have no echo.  Consider an example Geurts (1998: 303) used to make a different point.  

6. 
(a) If Harry is a bachelor, then it wasn’t Harry’s wife who shot the burglar.


(b) Either Harry is married or it wasn’t his wife who shot the burglar.

These compounds are completely felicitous one-liners.  Indeed, they are echoless logical truths.  The irregular negations that constitute their second clauses have the same interpretation here as they do in the conjunctive constructions we have focused on.


Even when there is a prior utterance, the interpretation of an irregular negation does not depend on it’s content.  This is quite clear from (2a), for example, for which the previous utterance was “Now consider negations like the first clauses in the following compounds.”  Even in dialogues, the interpretation of an irregular negation need not be a function of the content of the previous utterance.  Consider:

C:
Say something that is true – anything.

D:
Okay: The king of France is not bald: there is no king of France.

We will of course wonder why D chose that truth to assert.  But we will wonder that no matter what he says.  A different problem arises when ambiguous terms are used with different meanings.  Consider:

E:
The president of St. Petersburg is bald.

F:
The president of St. Petersburg is not bald:  there is no president of St. Petersburg.

It is quite possible that E was referring to St. Petersburg Florida while F was referring to St. Petersburg Russia.  If van der Sandt’s rule were correct, the truth of F’s statement would depend on facts about a city in Florida even though he is talking about a city in Russia.  Yet another possibility is for the utterance prior to “not-p” to contain “p” as a subordinate clause, as in:

G:
Meinong thought that the king of France is bald.

H:
The king of France is not bald: there is no king of France.
Applied to this dialogue, van der Sant’s rule would erroneously make H’s claim concerning the king of France equivalent to the negation of a conjunction whose conjuncts were about Meinong.


Another of van der Sandt’s reasons for thinking that irregular negations require a previous utterance is that they are used to issue a denial.  Obviously, if an irregular negation is used to deny what someone has said, then there must have been a prior utterance.  But not all denials involve denying what someone has said.  Some involve simply denying that something is the case.  For example, H denied that the king of France is bald.  But he did not deny what G said.  To do that, H would have had to say “Meinong did not say that the king of France is bald.”


Even when irregular negations are used to deny what someone has said, van der Sandt’s rule often assigns incorrect truth conditions.  It is possible for presuppositions to be cancelled, for example.  But this will not affect the truth conditions of a presupposition denial.  Consider:

I:
The king of France is bald, if France has a king.

J:
The king of France is not bald:  there is no king of France.
J’s reply denies that France has a king even though I’s utterance did not presuppose that it does. It is similarly possible for implicatures to be cancelled.  “He killed some of the grass” would normally be used to implicate that he did not kill all the grass.  But if K used this sentence as an understatement because he and L are standing out where it is obvious that the whole lawn was devastated, then there would be no implicature that the man did not kill all the grass.  Even if the implicature of K’s statement were cancelled in this way, L’s reply would have the same truth conditions as (2a).

K:
He killed some of the grass [said as an understatement].

L:
He didn’t kill some of the grass:  he killed all the grass.

L’s utterance would be infelicitous because it implies that L either misinterpreted K or is belaboring a point K has already made.  But that does not deprive K’s utterance of truth conditions.  Finally, van der Sandt’s theory cannot account for the fact that there are many implicatures irregular negations cannot be used to deny.
  Consider:

M:
Can you go to the movies tonight?

N:
I have an exam tomorrow. 

O:
You don’t have an exam tomorrow:  you can go to the movie.

Given M’s question, N would most likely have implied that he could not go to the movies.  This implicature is denied by O, of course.  But O’s utterance can only be interpreted as a regular negation.  Stressing “exam” makes no sense given the second clause in N’s statement.  On van der Sandt’s theory that the truth conditions of an irregular negation  are determined by the informational content of the utterance denied, however, it seems that O’s statement should be interpretable as a true irregular negation.



§V. Van der Sandt’s Theory: Compositional Form

Van der Sandt describes irregular negations as “anaphoric” because on his view, their truth conditions are determined by the content of a previous utterance.  We have seen that irregular negations are not anaphoric in the way van der Sandt imagines.  The problems we have raised can be avoided, however, by relying on the compositionality of irregular negations.  The meaning of “It is not the case that the king of France is bald” on any given occasion of use is dependent on the meaning of “It is not the case that” and “The king of France is bald” on that occasion.  Whether regular or irregular, the truth conditions of “not-p” depend on the truth conditions of the component sentence “p,”
 not on the truth conditions of some previously uttered sentence “p.”  All the problems in §IV can be avoided by restating van der Sandt’s rule as follows:

7. 
not-p = –[as(p) & pr(p) & im(p)].

When a sentence “p” is used as the root of a negation, the speaker does not use it to implicate anything.  Thus L did not use “He killed some of the grass” in the dialogue above to implicate anything.  Nevertheless, this sentence does implicate “He did not kill all of the grass.”  For sentences of the form “S Ved some O” are generally used to implicate “S did not V all the O.”  Once we make van der Sandt’s theory compositional rather than anaphoric, im(p) needs to be defined as a “generalized” rather than a “particularized” speaker implicature.
  This is appropriate since we are trying to account for what irregular negations mean, not for what particular speakers mean by them.  I believe we were actually relying on the compositional rule (7) rather than the anaphoric rule (4) when we explained how van der Sandt’s theory assigned the truth conditions given by (5a-c) to (2a-c).  For we made no reference to any previous utterance in the process.  If we had, we would have assigned completely inappropriate truth conditions.  Relying on the echoic feature of irregular negations, van der Sandt might say that when we interpret “not-p,” we imagine that “p” was the previous utterance, and use it as “p” in rule (4).  But if we understand the anaphoric rule in this way, then it is equivalent to rule (7).


The reliance on what a sentence implicates creates an apparent problem.  Consider:

8. 
Gates did not buy some of the stock, he bought 57.39% of the stock.

This is appears to be a standard implicature denial, in which the second clause denies what is implicated by the root of the first clause.  But sentences of the form “S Ved some O” do not implicate “S did not V 57.39% of O.”  There could conceivably be a context in which some speaker used “Gates bought some of the stock” to implicate that Gates did not buy 57.39% of the stock.  But (8) is not restricted to such an unusual context.
  It is just as conceivable for a speaker to use the same sentence to implicate that Gates did not buy 53.79% of the stock.  So there is no reason to take im(p) to be “Gates did not buy 57.39% of the stock” rather than “Gates did not buy 53.79% of the stock.”
  Of course, “S Ved some O” does implicate “S did not V all O.”  But if this is used as im(p), the truth conditions van der Sandt theory assigned to the first clause of (8) would not make it true, as it should.  Van der Sandt can handle this case, I believe, by recognizing that “S Ved some O” has another implicature, namely “S did not V much O.”  The implication that Gates did not buy much of the stock would be false if he bought 57.39% of it.  This forces us to recognize that van der Sandt needs some way of accommodating the fact that the sentence negated may have more than one implicature or more than one presupposition.  A natural way to accommodate this possibility is to redefine im(p) and pr(p) as the conjunction of all propositions implicated or presupposed, respectively, by “p.”


A less tractable problem arises when there is more than one presupposition.  Consider Geurts’s (1998: 285) empress example.

9. 
The king of France did not have dinner with the Canadian empress: France doesn’t have a king.

Assuming that pr(p) is the conjunction of all presuppositions of “p,” van der Sandt’s theory assigns the following truth conditions to (9):

10. 
Either nothing is a king of France who had dinner with an empress of Canada, or nothing is a king of France, or nothing is an empress of Canada; nothing is a king of France.

Geurts thinks this interpretation is a mistake because he takes (9) to presuppose that Canada has an empress, while van der Sandt’s truth conditions have no such implication.  I think Geurts is wrong about this particular example.  It is true that (9) does not explicitly deny the queen presupposition, the way it denies the king presupposition.  It is also true that the speaker using (9) might presuppose that Canada has a queen.  But it does not seem true that (9) itself presupposes that Canada has an empress.  The “not” cancels that presupposition as well as the king presupposition.  However, I think we can find a sentence for which Geurts’s objection goes through.  Consider:

11. 
It was not the king of France with whom the Canadian empress had dinner: France doesn’t have a king.

This transformation of (9) does clearly presuppose that Canada has an empress.  Van der Sandt’s theory would assign the same truth conditions to (11) as to (9), and therefore fails to account for the presupposition of (11). 


The existence of both an implicature and a presupposition creates a different problem.  Consider:

12. 
The queen of England does not own some English land: there is no queen of England.

The negated sentence “The queen of England owns some English land” presupposes that there is a queen of England, and implicates that the queen does not own much English land.  Hence van der Sandt’s theory assigns the following truth condition to (12):

13. 
Either it is not the case that a queen of England owns at least some English land, or there is no queen of England, or the queen of England owns much English land; there is no queen of England.

On this analysis, the first clause of (12) is true, but the whole sentence is false because its second clause is false.  This accords well with one way of interpreting (12).  But on this interpretation, the first clause of (12) is an implicature denial: it is true because the implicature of its root is false.  The problem is that there is another way of interpreting (12), on which it is a presupposition denial.  On this interpretation, (12) says that the proposition that the queen owns at least some land is not true because there is no queen.  (12) thus misidentifies why that proposition is not true.  The two interpretations are marked by a different intonational pattern: putting at least as much stress on “some” as on “not” signals the implicature denial interpretation.  Putting little stress on “some” and more on “not” signals the presupposition interpretation.  The problem for van der Sandt’s theory is that it would assign the same truth conditions to the first clause of (12) on both interpretations.



§VI.  The Reverse Anaphoric Theory

Van der Sandt & Maier (2003ms) tackle the problem presented by Geurts’s empress example.  The basic idea of their modification is that the second “correction” clause of the denials we have been considering determines which presupposition or implicature comes within the scope of the negation in the structure representing the truth conditions of its first clause.  Let “c” stand for the subsequently asserted correction clause.  Let pr(pc) be the presuppositions of p other than the one denied by “c.”  The compositional form of van der Sandt & Maier’s revision assigns the following truth conditions to irregular negations.

14. 
not-p = pr(pc) & –[as(p) & –c & im(p)].

Thus in (11), “p” is “It was not the king of France with whom the Canadian empress had dinner,” and “c” is “France does not have a king.”  pr(pc) is There is a Canadian empress who had dinner with someone, and as(p) is A king of France had dinner with someone.  im(p) is assumed to have no value.  Hence (11) comes out with the truth conditions of (15):

15. 
There is a Canadian empress who had dinner with someone, and either no king of France had dinner with anyone or there is no king of France; there is no king of France.

In the case of (16), pr(pc) is There is a Pope, –c is –It is necessary that a Pope is right, and  im(pc) is the same as –c. 

16. 
It is not possible that the Pope is right: it is necessary.

Hence van der Sandt and Maier’s revision assigns the following truth conditions to (16).

17. 
There is a Pope, and either it is not possible that a Pope is right or it is necessary; it is necessary.

While the truth conditions assigned to (11) and (16) are appropriate, the reverse anaphoric theory faces several problems.  First, it assigns the same truth conditions to (9) as to (11), even though (9) does not presuppose that there is a Canadian empress the way (11) does.  Second, the revision assigns consistent truth conditions to (18):

18. 
It was not the king of France with whom the Canadian empress had dinner: Canada does not have an empress.

Even if its first clause is interpreted as an irregular negation, (18) is inconsistent.  The second clause contradicts rather than cancels the empress presupposition of the first clause.
  A semantic theory needs to assign the correct truth conditions to all sentences of the language, not just those sensible speakers would use in cooperative contexts.  Third, the van der Sandt & Maier revision still makes the first clause of (12) unambiguously true.  Finally, just as an irregular negation need not be denying a prior utterance, so it need not be corrected by a subsequent utterance.  When “The Chemlawn man did not kill some of the grass” means “He did not kill just some of the grass,” it is true whether or not the speaker follows with “He killed all of the grass” or some other correction.  Furthermore, the reverse anaphoric theory assigns different truth conditions to an irregular negation whenever it is followed by different corrections.  But “He did not kill some of the grass” does not change truth conditions when it is followed by “He killed 90% of it.” rather than “He killed all of it.”



§VII. Implicature Theory

It is generally accepted that even though speakers commonly use sentences of the form “Some of the S is P” to mean “Some but not all of the S is P,” the sentence itself unambiguously means “At least part of the S is P.”  “Some but not all of the S is P” is a standard conversational implicature rather than a second sense.  We might similarly propose that the irregular use of negations involves a standard conversational implicature rather than a second sense.  Thus suppose S utters (2a) “He did not kill some of the grass, he killed all of it.”  Interpreted literally, we might say, S’s statement is self-contradictory.  But when, as is normally the case, we assume that S is not just contradicting himself, we take him to mean something non-contradictory, namely, “The man did not kill just some of the grass, he killed all of it.”  If what he meant is something other than what he literally said, then the irregular meaning of the negation is an implicature.  On this view, the literal contradiction is intended not only for dramatic effect, but also to signal that something is being implied other than what was said.  Since the use of sentences of the form “S did not V some O” to implicate “S did not V just some O” is conventional, the irregular meaning is a sentence implicature.
  The rule relating the sentence implicature to the meanings of the words in the sentence used is compositional.  Van der Sandt (1991: 341) claims to be providing a formal semantics for irregular negations, and so rejects the pragmatic approach.   But he does not need to.  Rules (4), (7), or (14) could just as well be interpreted as rules for generating the truth conditions of the proposition standardly implicated by an irregular negation. 


Geurts (1998: 288) seems to be endorsing the implicature theory when describes semantic transfer as involving a “contextual meaning” that is not encoded in a word’s “lexical entry,”and contrasts “semantic transfer” with “polysemy.” But he seems to be  talking about word meaning rather than speaker meaning when he says that semantic transfer is a process in which “a word acquires a contextual meaning.”  I think the word “tomto” means “tomato” (lycopersicon esculentum) in (2b), rather than “girl” (its slang meaning), even on occasions in which speakers use it to express the idea “thing called ‘tomto’.” This observation seems to support the implicature theory, as does our earlier observation that the word “not” is not itself ambiguous.


Despite its attractions, I do not believe the conversational implicature theory is tenable.  First, we do not normally hear or intend the contradictory meaning of irregular negations.  Implicature involves meaning or implying one thing by saying something else.  We must therefore be able to “hear” the literal meaning as well as the non-literal.  But when we use irregular negations, we do not hear the contradictory interpretation at all.  They do not work like “I do and I don’t” given in response to “Do you like the president’s policy on Iraq?”  They are more like idioms, in which the regular meaning can be heard if we focus on it, but is not normally perceived or intended.  In the case of (2b), for example, the speaker clearly is not saying that the object is not a tomato (although the listener may have momentarily thought so until the second clause arrived).  Second, the irregular interpretation appears to be non-cancelable.  For example, since P’s remark in the following dialogue cancels the upper-bounding implicature of “some,” we should also expect the irregular meaning of Q’s comment to be cancelled if it were an implicature.

P:
As the square of opposition tells us, if he killed all of the grass, then he killed some of it. 

If he did not kill some,  he killed none.

Q:
He did not kill some of the grass: he killed all of it.

But as long as Q’s remark is given the right intonation, it will be interpreted as a non-contradictory irregular negation.  If “some” is unstressed, Q’s remark will be heard as regular and contradictory.  Third, the irregular interpretation does not seem to be detachable.
  As we observed above, the substitution of synonyms may block the irregular interpretation.  This is to be expected with metalinguistic implicature denials like (2b), of course.  But it happens with other irregular negations too.  If the implicature theory were true, we would expect that substituting “at least a part” for “some” in (2a) should have no effect on its interpretation.  But in fact, it forces the contradictory regular interpretation.  Similarly, “He killed all of the grass, but not some of it” has only the regular contradictory reading.


If the irregular interpretation of a negation is not a conversational implicature, perhaps it is what Grice (1975: 25) called a “conventional implicature,” one that is determined by the conventional meaning of the words rather than by the conversational context.  Using (2a) as an example, the issue turns on what the speaker says.  The irregular meaning is a conventional implicature if what the speaker says is that the man did not kill any of the grass.  The seems clearly incorrect.  What the speaker says is that the man did not kill just some of the grass.  Furthermore, even if “He did not kill just some of the grass” were a conventional implicature of the first clause when (2a) is an irregular negation, that would still imply that the first clause is ambiguous, with a meaning that does and another that does not carry this implicature.


One advantage of a pragmatic account of irregular negations is that we do not have to explain how a mere implicature of a subordinate clause can become part of the meaning and truth conditional content of the larger compound.
  How can the semantic ambiguity thesis explain this?  The answer could be as simple as “through repeated usage.”  Given that sentences of the form “S Vs some O” are standardly used to implicate “S Vs just some O,” it would have been natural for speakers to use “S does not V some O” to implicate “S does not V just some O.”  As in the case of idioms, it is also plausible that as “S does not V some O” was used over and over to express “S does not V just some O,” this usage became first conventional and then direct.  When that happened, sentences of the form “S does not V some O” acquired the irregular sense in addition to their regular sense.
  In the irregular sense, these sentences express propositions with an unexpressed constituent, which can be expressed by the word “just.” When and why did such constructions acquire their irregular sense?  These and the same questions for idioms are questions for historical linguistics rather than semantic theory.
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.

	�	Horn (1989: 363, 374) calls irregular negations “metalinguistic.”  But as Geurts (1998: 275) observed, only “form” denials like (b) actually refer to words.  Horn called irregular negations metalinguistic because he took them to formulate objections to previous linguistic utterances. 


	�	The classic example of a sentence expressing a proposition with unexpressed constituents is “It is raining,” which expresses the proposition It is raining here (see Perry 1986).


	�	This is the view of Linebarger 1981, discussed in Horn 1989: §6.5.1.  Horn correctly observes that Linebarger’s analysis does not work for implicature denials.


	�	See van der Sandt 1991; van der Sandt & Maier 2003ms.


	�	Van der Sandt (1991: 336-7) assumes that the previous utterance was produced by a different speaker.  Horn (1989: 375) observes that speakers can use irregular negations to deny something they themselves have said earlier.


	�	See van der Sandt 1991: 334, 337; van der Sandt & Maier 2003ms: 8, 16.  Horn 1989: 363, 374-7, 420-434 discusses many others who have held similar views. The formulation of van der Sandt’s theory is quite complex because he uses discourse representation theory (Kamp & Reyle 1993; Geurts 1999) to generate the truth conditions for “not-p” from those of “p” (and the “common ground”).  I focus on the truth conditions assigned, and not the method of generating them.


	�	Van der Sandt 1991: 338-9, 341ff; van der Sandt & Maier 2003ms: 2ff, 


	�	Compare Horn 1989: 388ff and Geurts 1998: 281ff.  


	�	This is not necessarily the meaning that “p” would have had had it been uttered as an independent sentence in that context (cf van der Sandt 1991: 334ff).  The speaker could have used it to mean something other than what he did mean by it.


	�	See Grice 1975: 37-8 and Davis 1998: 6-7, 21, 149 on this distinction.  Contrast van der Sandt 1991: 333.


	�	“He did not buy a car, he bought a Cadillac” presents the same problem.  


	�	Gricean theory is no help.  A rigorous examination will reveal that Gricean theory predicts that both are implicated if it predicts any scalar implicatures (Davis 1998).  


	�	Geurts’s (1998: 302) theory faces a similar problem because “It is a general constraint on presupposition projection that the consistency of the discourse representation be preserved in the process.”  Geurts (1999: 57, 59-70) later claimed that this constraint is entailed by Grice’s theory of conversation (specifically, the maxim of quality), and that it is therefore defeasible.


	�	Standard conversational implicatures are “conventional” in one sense (common practices) even though they are not “conventional implicatures” in Grice’s (1975: 25) sense.  I investigate conventional conversational implicatures in Davis 1998: Ch. 6 and 2003: §10.4.


	�	Horn (1989: 365) and others cite “Grice’s Razor” as an argument against the semantic ambiguity thesis.  But I think that the postulation of multiple conventional conversational implicatures is no more economical than postulating multiple senses (Davis 1998: 18-27).


	�	Grice (1975: 39; 1978: 43) identified “cancelability” and “non-detachability” as two tests of implicature.


	�	Cf. Horn 1989: 370, 384.  Contrast van der Sandt 1991: 332-4; Geurts 1998: 294.  


	�	Cf. Grice 1975: 58; Morgan 1978; Horn 1989: §5.3.1.






