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BEETEBEICST 50 F7IE libo-words D%

T 7Fx N L)

F—TJ— K libo RERH, WHERB, BSEORAa—F, 74— Ak

1. FCoHIC

AR TIX, 7755 indefinites(REHRBL)1D 5 5, PSIs(Polarity Sensitive
Items; fRPEFRBL) D libo-words D /3 AilZ DWW T, AT RIZH T 2 BILE O R +4
RIREMNRR S, GEMRREZ PO EZTT 5,

FIREIZ 72 % libo-words (%, MAIAYRBLIRAESL, &0 D, @EEIFHEEST
DHEEFRIL (DF Y, concrete events (JHFHIL Moltmann 1997 I2 Xk %)) 0%
WTE R E T (ef:(1) 2

(1) *On  kupil chto-libo na rynke.
he boughtwhat-libo on market
Weixmisg TrEE o7z,
MO 2 MREMREE L LTI RMIZ, LTOLS RbONRET LD,

L ZOoMERBBLIEr Y THESETEAMNICHWWLERLTWD TAERALA G
(meonpenmenénnrie mecronMmenns (neopredeljennye mestoimenija))| (Zxf)is L Cu»
D, BT, REERO Y —A0n% <, nibud’ 23 Db O (nibud’ - words),
koe RFNDH D (koe -words) , to RINDH D (to -words), by to ni byloR¥D 4
@ (by to ni bylo-words) , libo %% % @ (libo -words), niZ5|®D H @ (ni-words),
ljuboj X° vsjakij(ljuboj -words, vsjakij -words), ne RF|D L DHENH 5, AfE TiL,
kto-libo(who-Iibo; F»*)=° chto-libo(what-Iibo; {7*)®D KL 912, wh EFI|Z libo & W
VBB AKRBEIE LI LICK VK INDFESL, libo-words & FES, 723, JeATHEZE
M CHRAN D EBAREIER T 1T B2 > T b, Haspelmath(1997), Progovac (1994) Tl
series (nibud’ -series) , Brown(1999) Ci% words (nibud’ -words) , Abels(2005)
Tl phrases (nibud’ -phrases) & 72> T\ 5,
2 0T BT DAL specific 72 indefinites(to -words) i 5,
(1 On kupil chto-to na rynke.

he bought what-to on market

ixmG cMnrzH -7,
3 ¥£7, libo words [TAEREICEHL, 95 —20u v TiEOAREREL, nibud
-words & KIRIZEZR D E Z AN D DD, WMARIOAEEEORRITATFIERT S
FEETIT A,



FEHEHR (irrealis nonspecific) 27 F & [ ¢
1) EXOFERK LD BICHLOFERRENET D &) BRICH 5 i SC(hotet’
‘want’, sobirat'sja ‘intend’, obeshat' ‘promise’ 7% & O B il 4H E 56 23 B D AR E
F 8, prosit'/ poprosit’ ‘ask’, ugovorit’‘persuade’ 7 £ D H 1 5E il fH B FA A3 HL
HAREFAE), T OGN & D chtoby Hi(3)X°, HHWI % FK T chtoby Hi(4)),
(2) Ja poprosil ego kupit’ chto-libo na rynke.
| asked him  to_buy what-libo on market
WS T2 E S XD ITHICHATL,
(3) Ja hochu, chtoby on priglasil kogo-libo na vecher.
I want COMP he invite_SBJ whom-libo on the_party
RTINS N—=T 4 IZHEZFE O L OHEATV D,
(4) On poshel na rynok, chtoby kupit’ chto-libo k uzhinu.
he went to market COMP to_buy what-libo for supper
P AVZBRAEH R D T2 DI ZE D Te O TS5 ITAT - 72,

(ii) i T
(5) Kupi mne kakuju-libo gazetu.
buy ~me  which-libo paper
AT 2 H > T 1230y,

(i) £Z U7 4 X
mozhno, mozhet ‘can’ X° dolzhen, nado, neobhodimo ‘must’ 72 &% &ie X
) IRRESCIERR IR L 72D, 21U 5 O EFE X deontic modality & & |2 epistemic
modality & T2 LN TE L BIAIFLLFO@)NTIT @Y OfREH D), FT-,
epistemic modality # & 7 RlF % &0 L b irrealis & L TR I, @EF 72X
HEATHOBIEDO L TH->ThH, BTSN D (ef.: (D),
(6) Kto-libo dolzhen emu ob étom skazat’.
who-libo  must to_him about it say
HENPPBICINESTOIRETHD (EbRIThIT BV,

4 ZZTCHAERE L THXFAILELTE LD L DIZEE L% Haspelmath (1997)
THEITLRATWVWHEIHEDTH D,



FEDBPIZ ZNEF D ITEN R,

(7) Skoree vsego, on tam chto-libo kupil.
faster  of_all he there what-libo  bought
BELL, HIFZZTMMHZEZHS7ZTLX 9,

(iv) REZ RS LITBWT

REERTHEI - EOTF VT A HZHRz2zaLLEHFALDHLILLTE D,

LFOEEZRLTVDIDOTHD,)
(8) On chto-libo pridumaet.
he what-libo  will_think_up(invent)
WiIMrzEZ SS9,

4y BB (distributive) 2 > F F X b

((8)1% 7k

sy (distributive) 2 > 7 F A MIKE L Q) LG D 2 XA ST b b,

(1) 2Ry - BEBA N2 bz R

IOarTXANTHE, BEEFLEFHAEOEELHLTH - TH liboowords 738
FENLWZIE, EITTHOEEELEL TWAIETIERZ9D) & E B ICH Y K X

TN 2 SUIR D SCIERY 722 (9a) % LD,
(9) a.0On postojanno chto-libo smotrit po televizoru.
he constantly what-libo  watch on television
i nwobMnE 7T LETR TN,
b.*On sejchas chto-libo smotrit po televizoru.
he right_now what-libo  watch on television
WIx5Mnz7 L E TR TS,

(i) HlF—IZH 7= 2 E{LERBL

W Brelative clause headed by universal quantifier® & 72 &5 3,

Sy % —

CHELBEAERBFORa—-—TRNTHNIE, HEATET D, ZORIF, EHERE LI



FL72 5 T % (cf. (10b))5,
(10)a.Vse oni chto-libo chitali, kogdaja zashjel v komnatu.
all they what-libo  read when | entered in room
FADREBRIC A o T2 REIZ, % B I 2% A TV,

b.*Everybody read any journal, when I entered the room.

%3 (conditionals)

X # 5 45 1F 3 (counterfactual conditional)(cf.(11)) TdH % o>, il D G4 L
(non-counterfactual conditional)(cf.(12)) T 2 MIZBAFR 72 <, Iibo-words3 4 U
LTENTED, B, BITMETITHE Vi b TRV, M3 & A

(FfRH) &%t () o RSa, v 7B TN, %4, Ebo0H
2B W TH, libowords PR A S b,
(11)Esli by on tam kogo-libo vstretil,
if SUBJ.P he there whom-libo met
on skazal by komu-libo 1z nas.
he told SUBJ.P to_whom-/ibo from us
T TN LS T, BITREOHENIS 72T TLL I,
(12)Esli ja poedukuda-libo za granitsu,
if [ go to_where-libo behind broad
ja privezu tebe chto-libo v  podarok.
| will_bring to_you what-libo in  present
ETHENATITIE, RATxdbRcicmnzr LB e LTR-> T D &,

%M X (question)
(13)Vy vstretili tam kogo-libo?
you met there whom-libo
BRI ZTHENERWVE LD,

5 (10) T WE X — 2 dH 7= 5 'L FBLILV (universal quantifier) D vse ‘all TH 5,



B HE ¥ (standard of comparison)
(14)On provodit na rabochem meste vremeni bol’she, chem kto-libo.
he spends  on working place time more that  who-libo
WITHG CHELID bRV ZBI L TWVWD,

SCOPE OF FEW ¢
(15) Nemnogie studentychto-libo znajut ob etom.
few students what-libo  knows  about this
FEAEDFEFTINICONTHHE D RV,
(16) Malo kto  chto-libo ponjal.
few who what-libo  undestood
I3 53 7o T2 NI IR T,

TOO-CONSTRUCTIONS
(17) On slishkom ostorozhen, chtoby poiti na kakoi-libo risk.
he too cautious that_SUBJ.P. go on kakoi-libo risk
BAIMOE DV A7 2L DITIFTEET E 5,
B ERRE
ERREICOWTHEmNITTON D56, EHEGE L WEE
B2 D 2 &R0,
LA E B E (superordinate negation)

it

A
b
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o
S
&
&>
i

FESECELTCHEBEBLTEZD2DIE, MXHAARAEEICE L ER/BICE X, &
REJITHHIE L TWAEEXICEB W Clibo -words R AT SN 584 (EiEo(2) &k
) X, EXHEOHAELEAMICRTEINDIANTH D,

6 SCOPEOF FEWIZxtL, R U< DEREE & =415 SCOPE OF ONLY TIIA AR
L 725, SCOPE OF ONLY ® =27 % A kTl libo -words Offi HIZRBERTH 5
VO DON, KEOEZL XOSUEEHWEICE T M AOE»ELNTZHETH Y,
Pereltsvaig(2000) DFE R 1T R 2 DR LT D,
(1) Tol’koAdam ¢ital ??kakoj-libo Zurnal.
only Adam readPST which-libo  journal
“Only Adam has read any journals.” Pereltsvaig(2000: (3d))



(18)Ja ne prosil ego pokupat’ chto-libo na rynke.

I Neg asked  him  to_buy what-libo  on market
TS H T2 E 9 X5 ITHA TR,
— 5, EH) T X A R Tlibo -words PR A SN WHTIZELTE 9 &,
L DOBREE & Ak, MiCRFEICL > TREN TV D FREOFEBNFHRIC L > TWNT

FWFRNEWS FHERD D,
IO ENLH X, BUEBF znat” know DM XD X H T, RERINEKT
R OIFEDRRIZR > TS L) R TEBAT SN LVDOTH D,
(19) *Ja ne znal, chto Sasha uzhe s kem-libo razgovarival
I  Neg knew that Sasha already with whom-/ibo spoke
po etomu povodu.
on this matter
FFH =2 ¥ BEDIFIZONTT TIZHEN LR L T L b o7z,
— %, govorit’ ‘tell’, skazat’ ‘say’ &\ o 7= T3EEFEFH ) D% A 1Xlibo -words®
AT ERE DORBIC I - TEASND, 2FEV, NEXRADBDEZTIHERY O HFER
EHEICE S TARFFETH D LA DN TWDHYE, libo-words i 2 %, il 21X
U OB TG Z2 R 2 &) TR RIEMHF] OFEENATTRIZR > TR
Be, 2FE0, WMoORKSF LI OB HEEEN ERHENEZ Rz L0 o IE#R
ZRELTVLIOTRVWEGS, YRERITIENTH 5.
(20)a.0On ne govoril, chto videl tam kogo-libo.
he Neg told that saw there whom-libo
BN ZE R F o Ty,
b.On govoril, chto videl tam *kogo-libo .
he told that saw there  whom-libo
Wiz Z CHrE Rl E o,

B S E (implicit negation) : complement of absence X° bez ‘without’
(cf.:(21))X° prekratit’ (‘stop’, ‘quit’ [(HD2EEZ) D, FikT5]) OXH
HDHHEE-FEOCEIEZFT XL 5 R iES oprovergnut', ‘refute’, ‘disprove’ [ X
B3 %] , otkazat'sja ‘refuse' 7% | (cf.(23))X° otritsat’ ‘deny’, ‘refuse’ [ E



9% ] X° zapretit'/ zapreshat'sja ‘forbid’, ‘be forbidden’, prohibit’ ki3 2% ~
Shb | X izbegat' ‘avoid’ [HETT 5] E\Wolo X A T OIGE)) 7
(21)On spravitsja bez kakoj-libo pomoshchi.
he will_manage without which-libo help

‘He will manage without any help.’ (Pereltsvaig 2000:(15a))8
W HrOF T L THTED (),

(22)My otkazyvaemsja vstat'na storonu kogo-libo v étom dispute.
we refuse stand on side whose-libo in this  dispute
Z O TIEFENPORICSESZ L&MW D,
i< 2 WITHBWT, SEATHRICEIT 5 libo-words BT O E R AT 5, 20D
e, RIS AERITHD ni-words X, [ ZIFFRFHIEEEZNLUINE NI ET
Iibo-words & AHA /AR % 72 L T\ 5% & Pereltsvaig(2000, 2004), Haspelmath
(199D DBFBE L TV D RIZHOVT, RYMEEZRS GO THLLIREHEHT 5., €O

B S E 2T X < ‘doubt’, ‘forget’fct& DEIBEBERELTEEEZGETDHIVDW
Za adversatwe predicates G EN B2 ¢ H D, LrL, BlxiE, e T7TiED
somnevat’sja ‘doubt’ D5 i X Tldlibo -wordsNFBAI SN D (LLTFTOF %25 R) —
Ji, BEMMICIEBEENRERIZRDIELLRZE TH > TH, libo-words®D LIEMITE D
57220 (b)), )

()a.Ja somnevajus’, chto on videl tam kogo-libo.

I doubt that he saw there  whom-libo
FLX N2 CTHENE R E B 2720,
b.Ja ne somnevajus’v tom, chto Sasha prochital kakoj-libo zhurnal.

I Neg doubt in the_fact that Sasha  read which-libo  journal

P ¥ BAIDMEFE R FA T ITEWZR Y, QitifmATE 2 L &2 Ebi )
705, ‘adversative predicate’lZ 2\ ThH, RIFTVABFEICL > TRINTWVHEED
EHREMHRICR > TWBE Lo a7 X FTIX libowords IIBREMETH D, #l
Z 1%, Klima(1964) 7’ ‘affective’ 72 B & L CTZ1F T % ‘adversative predicate’ ®
surprised | )i L CWbH 8 v T EED ‘byl udivljen’ 73 B2 i SCk 3E A3 8 £ O B E &
KL TWDLEEIE, BMEOEBBERIZAHRICR > TWVWDHZ LIy, YO ER DR
R E DR D TRV,

(i) Ja byl udivljentem, chto on znal ob étom ?~*chto-libo.

| was surprised by_the_fact that he knew about this what-libo
IR ZDOZ ElC oW T EH > TWZZ L& W,
LDz &b m o7 58 libo -words 2B L Cadversative predicate’ & M3z L 7= 78 7]
BESLTEMNTALERLDZNE I NICOWTITEMNEY, FLWERIIS KD
FREE L7z,
8 KRN BEOMB LT HIAERAD 7 0 A I ARBORRBRIEICK —IFTWD,



ET 38 ETIHE, TOLIRENTHRECBITIIEZBRDOR 0265720,
libo-words NFAHI & E & LS 2 HE O T THHFIS, HEH LY bANSALE L T
WA EZFLNZE D BT, POXD ARSI LERAICED XD AN
LB, TRLTAHELONDbY NEERET),

2. BEXITHR
2.1 ERWHHETO libo-words D747 (Pereltsvaig (2000, 2004) & V)
Pereltsvaig(2000, 2004) CiX, Iibo -words 73, ni -words 238 °] X4 5 [A i 5
EBRBEICH A INT (LT @23)&2 5 M), F72¥IZ ni-words IE Iibo -words 73
BAISND LI RBEICBWTEATEAZRNE LTS,
(23) *On kogo-libo ne vstretil. (=Pereltsvaig 2000:(11))
he whom-/ibo not met
“He didn’t meet anyone.”
(23 On nikogo ne vstretil.
he ni-whom not met
“He didn’t meet anyone.”
% LT, Pereltsvaig(2004) TiE(24) D & 5 12k _7=%, %5 LIz #& DM
i % ‘bagel problem’ L "X, Z O %, 5y B i (distributed morphology)
DRI % O RE G I BH - (blocking) L Z o 7= b D & L TH#T L TV 510,

O BEBENBNLZENLTHLHNWOLNLZLDOH D NPIs DEMGHT 72 —F b0
SMELT, TNFEFETRXRREIN VDI RER - >OBHHHEN E L T,
monotonicity-based approach (MBA ; HFEIlc b & 3L 7 7 v —F Th 5
(Ladusaw(1980)%) ., & Z TIXHFHEA M (BEZIC XY, HFAEDME L H UHEE
ZHET DL, THEEDownward Entailment) E WO iEZ A WA EENH D) N
JREPH O NPIs DR AI b2 e+ 2 ECEERAE A2 5, )& veridicality-based
approach (VBA ; EE M I s & 3L 7 7 u—F Th b (Zwarts(1995),
Giannakidou(1998)%), & Z TILIEEEME N IRV HIPH O PSIs OB W K2 HET 5
LECEELRKRE B, )ENDH D, TOX DR oD% %S Pereltsvaig(2000)
X, v 73D ni-words, Iibo-words, nibud-words 2SR AIHE,/ R A RE/2 DX %
NENEDX S GENEERL, ZO0HEZHHT 5 LT MBA & VBA, FbHb
MEHTHLDLIPIZOWNTHEBL TWD, B 60766 3o STEERH KO,
Pereltsvaig(2000)1%, Iibo-words DALY, ni-words D /EEEE: TH 5 FEIE & LA
NoBRE, 5F VD DE RELIZIE—FHL WD E L, liboowords D434 iZBI L Tk
MBADO SR ELOVEMTHDLHELTWND,
10 Pereltsvaig (2004)1%, FEFERICE L, —OOEENFELUL-LEEZFHF > TS



(24)ni- and libo -items appear in complementary distribution,.... This
problem is illustrated graphically in (26) below. Ni -items are licensed
in antimorphic contexts, which are represented by the inner circle on
the diagram, whereas libo -items occur only in the shaded
bagel-shaped area covering downward entailing but not antimorphic
contexts. Hence, the “Bagel Problem”.

(25)(=Pereltsvaig 2004: (26) )

Downward entailing

04 Antimorphic

2.2 EBWRWmHTYTEAVLEERELROTARICE TS libowords DR L
2.2.1 Haspelmath (1997)

Haspelmath(1997)(%, #SiEICH T 2 RERIOSMRIE, Hikz 55EE
BB 5720 OB WS B~ v 7 (implicational map) 1T, & REHKX
NEDOHBIZIEN > THWLNANEHE LTZMETHD, 22T, B TERE
BB ONH 28 LK% Haspelmath(1997: 7))/ 55 H L TH L,

UE, FUENIVEBICEESN TWAIEZOFNEHIND LW FZ L FITE TR
STW5b, LT, ]1b0 words & ni-words iZ DE IR & W ) BEWRGHSLMAHEEITE
AEJICR L TH D —J7, ni-words IZOWTDOALRHIEEERE L WD KRG RS
BENHDHLELTWD, 22X - T, Iibo-words % ni-words X 0 JE W Al REBR
B2 TWnWbZ Lil72b DT, ni-words DNE:H &1 5 B85 Tl libo-words I ff b
RN



by to ni bylo

e\

direct ,
. . . -
indirect negation

negation

-libo

\puufl(. specific irrealis
I\nuwn unknown non-specific

/\()('

question

conditional comparative

j free-choice

ljuboj/ugodno

-nibud’

Iig. 4.8.16. Russian

1 Haspelmath(1997:7TDIC L 2 v U TR AR ERBOBERmNEGE~ v 7

/

Z ZTlE, v ¥ 7§k liboowords IZOWT, BEMwmI~ v 7 LT, RHiEEIS
7= 5 direct negation DEIZIFHAFEF N TR W ENZ 5D,

2.2.2 Tatevosov (2002)

—J7, MUESEM®WWT 7o —FORMA THH 24T > T 5 Tatevosov
(2002)13 libo-words (X [FAEiG ERIICH 25 BT L, KB O BEEM] b %560 70 2
b, FiELHMEBOMBEOIFESFHMEIZODWVWTE KL TS, (Tatevosov
2002:139-140))

(26)a.Nobody came. (*Anybody didn’t come.)
b.I saw nothing. /I didn’t see anything.
(27)a. Nikto | *kto-libo/ *kto by to ni bylo ne prihodil.
ni-who  who-libo who by to ni bylo Neg came
dEb R0 T,
b.Ja ne vizhu nikakih/ kakih-libo/ kakih by to ni bylo prichin
I Neg see  ni-which  which-libo which by to ni bylo reasons
ne hodit’ tuda.
Neg to_go there
ST AT VBT RS LRy,
el L, EFBLHEMEBER T REHEZET 2N 6L, Tatevosov(2002) 1%
Haspelmath(1997) O B~ v 72 BEIEL £ LD HBICIE, TORBERmM~
v 7 (LLFOK2) H T, liboowords ® HiEIX, FH G EERSE (DIRECT



NEGATION) £ TIZAENRLRWE TR AN TWD

mo-cepus Hubyoo-cepus  .1ubo-cepus HuU-CepUs

i ( iNDIRECT "\ | [oIRECT
QUESTION NEGATION NEGATIO

SPECIFI SPECIFIC IRREALIS |
KNOWN UNKNOWN| NON-SPECIFIC
" CONDITIONA ﬂ‘OMPARATIVE FREE- J

CHOICE

Koe-cepus 6b1 Mo 1y GvL10-cEPUA m0boi

CxeMa 6.4. Pycckue HeomnpeeJeHHbIe MECTOMMEHHS] HA CEMAHTHUECKOH KapTe

2 Tatevosov(2002:14DIC L 2 0 v THAERBROBERGHEE~ v 7

¥, #%IT libo-words D AIZOWTFEL < L5 &L 912, Tatevosov(2002)D
b, EEAR+S DD,
WD 2.3 Hi TIEMERDOMHIETA DT s mEHEML, 3 ®WTIE, AELInh
TWeir & &8, libo-words DEHGMEZ L VLGB T 5,

2.3 RITHARDOREER

bk U 7= R E BB TO libo-words O B AIX°, Ilibo-words & ni-words O
o4 (‘bagel problem’) & W9 EEak2y, & Vi libowords IZBI LIE L <
RWHTH D, EBRIZIX, Iibo-words NRIFINGERLILEL, BEAT—TN
WCIRR SN 20138 E < R on s, (RIZHT 261 TiX libo-word (X ni-word &
BEEH|ZHILHLTES,)

72720, MM, REGTTDOEA, ni-words BNEbLILD FNR KK TH D,

]ibowords@ﬁﬁﬁ H/ff,'fziﬁf@{iﬁﬁ ITNWANWALRBERNFEEL TWDB, Hil i, %
T D X ICEBEFTREME & b 0, T2 W TIXBERHEICEMifi 72 LIl L - T
ﬂfﬁfﬁéﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁ [RE &4 TW 5 Iibo-word A AN & EFE & L LT WalZe &
2iFond, (—F, AGEEOHETYH, libowords BV N T WS, BRIE
bHD,) 2FY, AMEERHLEELET ZH L L TIE nirwords D FNE WV EFE 2T
t, LT ‘bagel problem’ 23\95 X 97, M OMICITR>TWVWRNDTHD,



(28)Ja eshche ne sovetovalsja s kem-libo po étomu povodu.
I still Neg consulted with whom-/ibo on this matter
FTZDZ LIZHOWTEREFEE SR L TV,
S BT, ni-word & Iibo-word X[ RBREE TH W B 5 721F TIE 722 <, ni-word
& Iibo-word AFEIN THRET L 2L bbb D (LLTFOfl2Z5MH),
(29)Nikogda ne govorite vash parol’ komu-libo.
ni_when Neg tell your password to_whom-libo
HXHZHEIC B B DANRAT = REHZRNTLIZS 0,
(30)Lichno ja nichego protiv kogo-Iibo ne imeju.
personally | ni-what against whom-libo Neg have
8N BT ITFAIEFE LS LT H S R 2 R > Ty,
(31)Ja ni razu ne videl kogo-Ilibo iz nih v pJjanom sostojanii.
| ni once Neg saw whom-libo fromthem in drunken state
o DN ERS XS S TRETRIZZ &80,
fe < 3 HiTIlX, libowords Z B X DOFEIEIC L D2 HRIOEWIZEL, £0
nonspecific indefinites & 9 BERPEE 2 & 12 L7, Focus X° Topic (2721
I &LV, BWEESCENHIN MBI 2Ltk b0 THDLZLIZHNT, &6
WCESESERBZH T RN OLEET D,

3. Topicalizabiliy - Focalizability & Iibo-words MEER[(ZDWLNT
3.1 Iibo-words NEEFELUSNDEZE

AR T Iibo-word (ZEARNICHE AT ERFLEIETELLEERDL, TDO—F
T, UFCTRTEIIC, BEXT liboword WAERTEZAMEICEL TIE—ED
RN D LML, €95 LIEHIRITZ 7 +— 0 AEEO — R0 2 BRI LT
WHLHLDThHhLLERD, BEMICMBELE 201X, UFTOXSIcELdsn L
NTE DMRESLIERI S TF Th 512,

S TF: GEIEO A HERSVWe O 7 EETIEd 508, T O, FEAE (3CH)
I FEEICS SO LWERY, EBRAE (B ORTH 2 WIECR) ITITER

12 = Z CiX, libowords NBA[ SN D7D NTER, — KR EHE2 EFFMHEZL T
HIZLWEEIRE LTS,



BICSEDLLVWERENE TND L,

LV b, BEFEZLXICEBNC, EXFIHEOSGSE, GEFHLVAENCH DAL
BEIXEEONETHDD, 74— W ABENHMETH D,

% ®»—J T, libo-word I% nonspecific indefinite & \» 9 WIERJE KA A L T
DM, FAIEIAR, FESCESICRZICEESIZ2WEEDOL O TH Y, libo-word
AR =B RI2H, FECHLRVIZWDTH D,

UbEDoZfza2&x5E, BEFHLZEZLXITEBWT, libo-word 2% EFE L Y Hi
(KD Z LK LTHIRMR N D Z LI 5,

ZZTh b 72T Pereltsvaig(2000) D i & FLTH L\ ((32)), (32) D I LM
MHEaMND LI, ANGEOLEIE, HEFMOANIES & Y%AMEILT +—F A
RN DMNEROT, 20O L 45T ibo-word @ nonspecificity & V9 &
BB <D 74— ARV S EOMTHEESELT, RERRIICRD,

fth 77, Pereltsvaig(2000) D il D FENE % 25 % 72 (33) D X 512, Ilibo-word 723 JC D
P, 2F 0, BEOBAINE LT TWDHEA, Yk E T o053 % ek
blnwhs, 7+ —H AL LTTR, ground ODFTHLIERE Y7 TH D tail
ELTRTMbN D DALERDOT, FAEEEREK TH->TH libo-word D ffi lIZ
MRE DY 720N

(32)*On  kogo-libo ne vstretil. (Pereltsvaig (2000: (11))
he  whom-libo not met
“He didn’t meet anyone.”
(33) On ne vstretil kogo-libo.
he not met whom-libo
WITHE L bbb RINo T,

ZOEHIT, TOMETRESIND libowords (HMFERE) TH, HERD
RNCBEN T 5 &, SUTERIIZIESTHENIZR D,

L Z AN, libowords O EHEFEDHI~DBENT — R ICRAE MKW DT Tl
<, HLFEOFUNTOVWTITHEMICREER &V, &V DI, liboword MEE
BEL Y ATICR D B TIX, liboword 2 ZDHEEN M v 7 L LTHRINGL S
BPNEEALETH D, liboword (TIEF, NRFEDHFEEIETLEAD, LvL,
libo-words DB EFE X VETIC KON DB DI E A E1X, libo-words M RE S L7



FEIBN OS2 ET L) HmTHBELTWS,
libowords W EFEL DV ANZK G D RNl & L TIZLLTFD L 5 RRGEMN
ZIF 5518,

Q). HEDPEHDOTORKFEDHE BT HEL FREDOAMED) HHENEE
ENTVDLHERE,
% 21%, Ilibo-word |Z iz nih (from them)=X> drugoi (other) & \» > 72 EHE M {1
720, Iliboword AR R EIC Lo TEMINTZY LTV LHAETH D,
(34) Kogo-libo,kto mozhet obygrat' Federera,ja ne vizhu.

whom-l/ibo  who can beat Federer I Neg see
72T T TDHHENN, ZIFRZ R, BTAHADRWD L HITH
Z72N)

(i1). Iibo-words DA% b L IT/ENL D TW5S (chto-libo 72 & Tlix7e < kakie
libo7e ED XD ELTWD) Bh, REREITY libo -words 25 LA T4
& LD TS I3 SUHERIC 22 D (cf.:(86a), (E7=, Zi4LH D libo-words
I DONME TIXHARTH DAl b IERE I N2 (ef.i(36b)),) Z 9 L& Tk
kakie-libo 13— REWRANIZITZEMIC R 214, FEE, HARERECRT 2546, R
SNV EBLEZN,

18 7o, RILTHET 7y —ALSMT, libo-word 23 B THEFRE LV AR &5 6
ELTE, TR XSz, EARGEIHGLSIIEERH Y, BIFN 7 +— 0 ALED
#O“C“ﬁ)éi?ﬁﬁ%%ﬁ&)fwéi9*&%75)7*07”62@50

(1) a. Nikakie prinuditel'nye pokazanija nashi sotrudniki davat'

ni-which  forced testimony our officials to_give

kogo-libo ne vynuzhdali.

whom-libo  Neg compelled

b. Nashisotrudnikine vynuzhdali kogo-libo davat’ nikakie

our  officials Neg compelled whom-libo  to_give  ni-which

prinuditel’nye pokazanija.

forced testimony

2L O TILHEN D b EHLD ISRES 25l & HE > L LTVEEATLL,
MDVT:kﬂﬁ@%f%ﬁ%%%ﬁfé¢fwaMMMWﬁ,%@ﬁ%ﬁ*%
vacuous (R XD EANH DM, FiiE determiner &9 XY adjective (ZITVVE
] L'CWZ) EEZEZLND EFwmLETWD,



(35) Na kakie-libo opredelennye uchebniki my ne orientiruemsja.
on which-libo  particular textbooks ~ we Neg orientate_ourselves
LT HATAT & DR E D HM 2 AAIZ L T2,

(36)a.*Na kogo-libo my ne orientiruemsja.

on whom-libo we Neg orientate_ourseves
b.My ne orientiruemsja na kogo-libo.
we Neg orientate_ourseves on whom-libo
I BHITRED AAIC L T,

(37) Kakogo-libo osobogo diskomforta on ne chustvova.
which-libo special  discomfot he Neg felt
i) & 7> D K BI 72 8 K 2 T C TV e o Tz,

3.2 Iibo-words NEFEDIHZE

T Iibo-words N EFEH D WITFEFEO —H THLIHZAIZT DWW TR TEE
VW, EIR 0@ v, Tatevosov(2002:140)1X LA T D #i] % 2 1 [ i &5 & TlE, HRFED
libo-words NFF S5 —F, FiEE L CEFHF SRV E W I FRIREZ 1T > TV 515,
(—7, ni-words IZBI L CIE, 25 L7 EiEL AMGEL OB OIEIFRIER R Hh
72un,) (cf.:(26),(27))

L2 LeRs, ZORBIIARTZRRED TH D, MENIZ, FiED libo-words D
e, XD ENZV, EFED libo -words % 5 L L OBAE OIK S 1%
REY, R OBRESENSMH TF OFEICER L TS &5 x5,

LV b, FEAME (OCHE) IFTEERICSSD LVWEEP KRR TTR G2
WEWIFHENRDHDH—FT, LD LY, A¥E nonspecific indefinites |, F
ARLERICRAICEFEIRWHEEDO O TH D, 61T, D7, libo-word

15 Jibo-words IZRFEDHE XL OF THEH I NTZHEIX, BEMRICK T S0 E ISR
<WBAEN, BEDAT—TNIZMRINDDOTH S, %ZYL , Bz, S, —
BERT G, Bha2ERTH, HMNEERITE chtoby fi, Baker (1970)D\ H \»
b s TR RFE (1)7J‘Hﬂéﬂniﬁ EThb, LL, ZOMBEITFFIICH > N~
BMELTEZ, ARTEHIILEEXERDRWVW LITT 5,
(i) Nadejus', chto kto-libo ne vosprimet skazannoe kak lichnuju obidu.
I_hope that  who-libo Neg take what_has_been_told as personal offence

(RA2Y) BT SHEZ P PMEAANRI MR & L TRITIED D Z &3m0 EfFE Lz,



MDEFETH D56,

FEIIRORTEIONAT IF BV T EERARE W LEEZ D TWD
e LOMTHEIEENE LT <, MRWIC, EFED libo-words 7 & 2 XN H R
ERDIEBLZNDTHD,

EZTADN, EFEO libowords Z B UNRBEINDIGENH D,

EFTNE, BHGEOLAHLE O Tho7- L 512, libowords 78 EiEO & Z2 F7-
LTS XY REQRBEREO—H Lo TWDLEEITHEMAIRETH D, # 21, (38)
IAREF O —F, BUOFAFMDO —EIZR>TWDIHETH D,

(38) Ubezhdat’” ego v chjem-libo ja ne stal.
convince him  of what-libo I Neg tried
AT Z MK LTS E L D LT Lnoiz,

(39) No takaja partija, sozdannaja dlja kogo-libo ili pod kogo-libo,
but such party established  for whom-libo or under whom-libo
nikogda ne budet 1imet' uspeha v obshchestve.
never Neg will_be have success in society
HEPDTZDIZ, b LIFHENCEDETEL N X O RBUGLITHRN D
XREND I LFRL TR,

(40) Predpolozhenija i dovody  kogo-libo ne mogut sluzhit'
speculations and arguments of_who-libo Neg can serve
dokazatel’stvami.
as_pieces_of_evidence
e DOHEWROH I L AR T 1T e E A

Flo, LA L FEICR VIS WHEEAEESR, XETEEE LTHY
BINDHNZ =V FEARWICRICH T EEFBUNDOERO N — L@ L T D,
& Vi, preverbal 72\ i& T Ilibo-words AR LT WHNIZIZLL FO X 9720
DI %16,

16 Wh ZREMOERLEOEIEOENICELY, EHICENTHHHHEOHR

(Intervention Effect) (2B L, Z DK% NMIEEFE (intervenors) @ £ AL [ HEM:
DFETRKD HHFFE E L TiE (Tomioka(2007)%) 23d% 5, F7-, Aguiar&Rodrigues
(2008)1X 7 Z VL « RV ks HIVEED I & 21T quantified DPs (AN |Z 3= 8L R HE
TH DN, 1) HIRAER R Z Y4 i% quantified DP 28 H/REJICHE 5 A0, i) Uk



Q). HEDPEHDOTORKFEDHE BT HEL FREDOAME D) HHENEE
ENTWDHEERE, #l21E, libo-word (T iz nih (from them)X> drugoj (other)
EWVo EHEBENMITIMABND, F72iX, liboword 2 BIRE 72 &2 X - TEH
SN LTWDLIHEAETH D, BlAE, GDIITRERRETH L2, (42) TIER
BENPRVBEESN TN D, REROHIZRIZ 2 SHIT TE L,

(41)*Kto-libo ne mog kupit’ étu mashinu. Ona

slishkom dorogaja.

who-libo  Neg could buy this car it too expensive

PN ZOBEEESTIIZT RN BT EDHAE LD,

(42) Kto-libo {iz nih / drugoj} ne mog kupit’ étu mashinu.

who-libo  from them other Neg could buy this car

Ona slishkom dorogaja.

it too expensive

(o0 | BlO} PN ZOREEE T2 F TR0 L ET A7 0,
(43) Kto-libo iz  nashih sotrudnikov tuda ne ezdil.

who-libo  from our officials there  Neg went

BB ITHED HE 22T o TR,

(44)Iz-za kustov vyshel zdorovennyj kobel' porody boksjera bez

from bushes came_out huge male_dogof_race boxer without
osheinika. Hozjaina 1 voobshche kogo-libo poblizosti ne bylo.

dog-collar owner and at all who-libo  nearby Neg was

FEHDPNOEHEZ DT TWRNWARZ =L WO FBEOT I RERR
DN TET, FHELMDHENDE ITIT VR o T,

(ii). Iibo-words 7° kakoi-libo 72 ED L 9 72, JERFAMEZE TH HEE.

(45) Kakih-libo prepjatstvij so storony administratsii ne bylo.

which-libo obstacle from side of_ administration Neg was
EREEICE DM L0 EFEIE RN T,

5 3% quantified DP O R EAVFEEL domain NIRE SN DB AL, £ 95 L=HIEMN
EREnd EHEML TV,



(46) Kakih-libo dokazatel’stv u nas ne bylo.
which-libo pieces_of_evidences at us Neg had
FATZ AT S OFERITH D AT LI,
L)L, HEGEEITE-S T, EFED Iiboword # B EFE L BFORKITE I E 72
ELTH, WEMTRLARNWI ERZV, Fl2IE, ROFITIE, EiENBEOR
WAZE L TWTH, FEHARSBEDL,
(47)A  étoj mashinoi voobshche ne interesovalsja???kto-libo.
and this  car at_all Neg had_interest who-libo
COHIZEHL TSR ZR L TR o T,
(48)Vchera mne ne zvonil ???kto-libo.
yesterday to_me Neg called who-libo
WEHI3EE D ACEREZ LTV,
INOLOBEINBERICHZZDTOITIELBICKR TV LI EENIIL FE Yy 7 & LT
A b FR—vary EESNSELRRITLRLR,

Thix, EFETH D libo-word 73, HEFRL L OBEFH DK A DN IET L FEIEZ
EVRDPOARAARLERDRWEOIZIE, MOEFEOERME L 2D T, £O
MLER7 =B ALLONONDMETH> TERLRWVEN ) JAELH 2D
THh o, (BT TEETIE, Topic fLEITHEAMICLIATSH Y, 74— ALEIF (K
ERER L) B0/, £721%, XREBALND,) UL, —KICIZERS
BIEFRE L B O%ONEICE &2 ZIXFERFIZSCRONMEIZ 72 5 D T, libo-word

RO, EFENEWRMICT =W ATROIIZHOW T, HEERF LI TR
LDTHD,

(49) # Vchera mne ne zvonil Sasha.
yesterday to_me Neg called  Sasha
=T v IIEHRAICEFE 2 LEEATL,

(50) # Etoj mashinoj ne interesovalsja on.
this  car Neg was_interested_in he
Bld Z OHICHK Z R S o Tz,

17 FFED libo-words % & e X O TIEMEAIWHIZIZ 72 Vbt 2 A0 H 5, 295 L
TR EICEENMIE L TWDXOHBIICIIFEECHEAEZELHD EEbNS,



TEH

AKFETIXERHAE LT, 27 Iibowords NMER SN D 72DI120W 7= & 72 n
EWVITRWVWEMEE LT, KREoNDIRCTOBEHICMZ, FEIHIZLY Z0RE
FIZENELD Z L@l T 21213, B SUERMSME TF (FEPERERD
HRIZREONDEM) 2 bbDLETEETLHZLITED, EITHETREL R
TR THoTMHyEED, L0 +ERSHORBNITADZ & Ewm LT,
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