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T 70 -libo, -nibud’ ASERL D5 A

Evseeva Elena

E1E BA

KT, UL 7HAREEB (indefinites) OHTH, W OAhDT Y
THFAPMIBVTHEIED “F—N=F v 7" &EE 25 libo- R5, nibud-
SN B, ZNSDGAFICONWTEEEZIT)

FRDH ) AEFRIIE, 4FTOLE L DEITHIRIZB TR~ A D
HFTCHITOMRER>TETV D, OV TREORERB % - 72 4T3 1L
K&, BRI, BaEmmnise, ZERREmIIFZEICS 5 2 L5 T
&b,

9, BAGNLR T 7u0—Foh T, RNERHLEREOT 2 6 AR5
MLED &L LTwaAEX%EL LTk Haspelmath (1997) %3 %

Haspelmath (1997) 14, REFBORHEE SHLEBICHEES 27200
EWEEE~ v 7 (implicational map) =T, #SEOERNEREIE
DHEFAZIED > THWLNL D, ZOGARREER L THb, 22
TH Y 775D indefinites D53 4f % ¥ | 72X % Haspelmath (1997:71) 7*
SEIHLTELE, ROBY TH A,

1AM Tid indefinites IR E LT [AEEB] Lotz 2, b, TOMGEIEBEB L
UV TREETEHEMIZHVSO N TW S [ REM %G (reonpenenéunse MecTonmenus
(neopredeljennye mestoimenija)) | (24 & LT %, % 72, kto-libo, kto-nibud’ (who-libo;
who-nibud’#7>) O & 512, wh EHEIZ libo X nibud’ &\ ) BFEEHBIESEL I L I2X DI
ENDEEER, AFTIEZNZN libo-words & nibud™-words & 55,

BB, JATHIZER CREIO BARMIEO 1387 5 T %, Haspelmath (1997), Progovac (1994)
T |& series (nibud™series), Brown (1999) T i¥ words (nibud-words), Abels (2005) T I
phrases (nibud-phrases) & 7> T\ 5,

(17)



by to ni bylo

question indirect negation
specific)( specific irrealis negation
known unknown non-specific

conditional

koe- -to comparative

-nibud’

free-choice

ljuboj/ugodno

Fig. 4.8.16. Russian

1 Haspelmath (1997:71) (2L 20 7iERERBOBER®RGGE~ Y 7

mo-cepust nubyds-cepus  1ubo-cepust Hy-cepust

= - DIRECT
QUESTION HINEGATIO
SPECIFT SPECIFIC IRREAL!S l
UNKNOWN|  NON-SPECIFIC
r CONDITIONA COMPARATJy-— FREE- ]

I s b CIHOICE

INDIRECT
NEGATION

Koe-cepus Ob1 M0 Hu G5110-CEPUA oboli

2 Tatevosov (2002:141) 12X A0 Y 7iEAERBOERGHGEE~Y Y 7

—75, WU CHEBGRNT 71— F ORA A THH %247 o T 5 Tatevosov
(2002) 1FEAMIZT Y THEOANELRI Z HGICEE 2D TS, Tatevosov
(2002) DHLG 7 B OME IR HE  (comparative) &R TAEERBICH 5
2, ZOMOITLTFHFAMILMNALEN TV 2,

=1, BEOBERENOT KA S NS AR 1 2 Al A C#E L 7o f
D) b, GBHIORENZ LD L LTI, HEHGEOHMAIDO T TRER
&E 2 ML & 9 & L7z Progovac (1994) 5% %,

=7, BYTEHEOANEEBL (LI ni-words) HELEOHLHRIZZE T
WA IFSEICIE Brown (1999) % Abels (2005) #3# %,

B, Mkl 7 70— 2B S nibud-words D 43H1213 Brown and
Franks (1995) % Brown (1999) #*# %, Brown and Franks (1995) i,
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iti=na @ PSIs (Polarity Sensitive Items; MRS #H) % — ML HAd 5

12 & ) 9 H4 5 Progovac (1994) %-21F, 13 738 nibud-words % HA% 5

MO A THIT 24T > T 5, Brown (1999) (X% ® X 9 7% Brown and

Franks (1995) O #1%, F 3 & A% —#iEaw - M/NEFZOVSHA TER

L7705 Th %,

—F, BP0 T, RO ANERBIE PSIs 0 —ff &

2

LTHEEIND T &% v BEIRUIZIE, monotonicity-based approach

3
(MBA) & veridicality-based approach (VBA) 75HIEIZ7 % 2 & 7%,
FOEIBZODHNEZ, CNOORELRH L PSIsO—HTH 5
1

weak NPIs & LT L &9 & LTWwaHIZEE LTI, Pereltsvaig (2000)

Wb

B, TEOEWERGNT 70 —F OHRICITHRFEVIIZE L LTI
Yanovich (2005), Pereltsvaig (2008) 2@ 5.

L2, WINORERZLFTZOWTH ZNENOBHGHH A E
WIZIE S 2 WEAE2H Y, BATIEOM T LIZ LIE, ARBREIZEE LA
NBVERBRERENL 700, RETIZENENOARERLFAIE L L B2
DWT, FATHZEIC BT 2BIRORY) 2 L LA He e S brel 3
HZEIWZELHWNDY D S,

WETITEFTHEGERELZ BV RETOSHIZIOVTRRT 5,

2 HEMIZL LD 7T Tu—FTHAH (Ladusaw (1980) %), % 2 TN Wiz
L0, HFEADEFE CEEEIET O, THEE (Downward Entailment) &\ fi3h% H
WAEED D D) IR O EBRMEIEH (Negative Polarity Ttem, NPI) DR8] 5% #l5E
T ETEELREE RIS

3 HEMIZH LD 77U —F (Zwarts (1995), Giannakidou (1998) %) TH %, €I T
WFIEEE DL WHEIB O H M IEEH  (Positive Polarity Ttem, PSI) O §h%HET % 1
TEEREH S,

4 FHEMMEEHHCEHEMEEH OM S IZBT 2 MW EBLE A 5 O HIZ oW T, Zwarts
(1995) %> van der Wouden (1997) #%4%CTd %, van der Wouden (1997:36) 1%, 7 — L1t
B9 FEE 2 £ V., monotone decreasing (374 % downward entailing), antimultiplicative,
anti-additive, antimorphic &\ WO DMWE % %E3 L T\ %, %72 van der Wouden (1997:

36) TIENPI%#ZDi@EI2LY, weak, medium, strong ® 3 fEIZIX5 T B2 IEZN2EN,
monotone decreasing, anti-additive, anitimophic BgBiC/ER T L EHR L Sb,
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E2Z FETHRETOSH
nibud’-words, libo-words & |2, MIEIAGZRBEE T, &) bl)y, #HE
F 3BT OE BT (0F Y, concrete events (JHEEIZ Moltmann

5

1997128 %)) BT ST (cf: (1)),

(1) *On kupil chto-nibud’ / chto-libo na rynke.

he bought what-nibua” what-lbo  on market

Bidish T hEHE - 72,

—7J5, A WS T TF A MILITO@E) TH 5. (nibud-words,
libo-words & b IZHW SIS DY, libo-words (& A ¥ A W2  SCEEFEIZ
L GHEN D HS)

2.1. 3E¥HE#E (irrealis nonspecific) I>FF X k
FHERBI L TXIAMELTIHZIE DT G ~ (v) DLHI%do
D 5o

() EXOHERE L) RICHLOFEREEDPMET 2 &) BRICH 2L
(hotet’ ‘want’, sobirat’sja ‘intend’, obeshat’ ‘promise’ 7 & @ - & il By Fi 3
WA ASSEE N, prosit’‘ask’, ugovarivat’ ‘persuade’ 7z & @ H HyFE I #HIEhE A
W2 AREFEH), 0o OBFIA L % chtoby i (3) %, LLTFD (4) < (5)
DEHIZ, HEZERT chroby i (4).

5 T L7ary7FA b TIHERYOIER specificity 05BN LHITEIC R > Twh7zd, O
¥ T RETIE Z DA 1 specific 7 indefinites (to-words) 2MEib L5,
(1)" On kupil chto-to na rynke.
he  bought what-fo on  market

BT TR % H > 720
(20)



(2) Ja poprosil ego kupit’ chto-nibud’/ chto-libo na rynke.
| asked him to_buy  what-nibud’ whatibo  on market
T T ZE ) L9 ITHRICHEA 7,

(3) Ja hochu, chtoby on priglasil kogo-nibud’/ kogo-libo na vecher.
I want COMP  he invite_SBJ  whom-nibud’ whom-lbo  on the_party
FAITEA =T 1 17D ZTFH ) L) EA TV 5,

(4) Ja dal synu deneg, chtoby on kupil sebe chto-nibud’/ chto-libo na
| gaveto_son money COMP he bought SBJ to_himself what-nibud’ what-ibo on
obed.

lunch

FITEFICBEZZAMPZE ) X G,

Ciiy a5 (nibud’ -words 25— TH %)

(5) Sprosi ob etom u kogo-nibud’ / kogo-libo iz prepodavatelei.

ask about this at  whom-nibud’ whom-/ibo from  teachers

ZHUZOWTIIREDTEN IV T 72 & v,

(iii )€ 5") 7 1 HESL

mozhno, mozhet ‘can’ X dolzhen, nado, neobhodimo ‘must’ 7% &% &t X
9 231X nibud’-words, libo-words * FU[ T A BB L b, TNH D
3% | deontic modality & & % |Z epistemic modality b £ 3T Z &L A TZX 5
(Bl z1x, LT (6) 13280 OWRhdH %), 72, epistemic modality
ZETHEIF 2 &L LD irrealis & L THRZ SN, nibud-words, libo-words
MR EnD (cf: (7))o

(21)



(6) Kto-nibud’/ kto-libo dolzhen emu ob étom skazat’.
who-nibud’ who-ibo  must to_him about it say
HPPFEIZINETIRETHD (EbLoFUILbiwv),
AEPDEIZCNEF ) IHEN RV,

(7) Skoree Vsegc(;, on tam chto-nibud’/ chto-libo kupil.

faster  of_all he there  whatnibud® what-ibo  bought

BEHL, HIZEITMArEES7ZTLE I,

(iv) Fk % 229 302 BV T (nibud-words H— KT %)

KR ETHIIFTE L FOMEZRL TV L HTEI—MEOES) 71 EH%
BLLEERLILLTE S,

(8) On chto-nibud’ / chto-libo pridumaet.
he what-nibud’ what-iibo will_think_up (invent)
WM aEZDIEH 9,

2.2. HEH (distributive) 2> 7% X b

ST TFFAMIKELDE()D 25 1 TG BN b,

(i) %y - BENA N2 2R RGE

CoarFFAPTIE, BEFLBBEOHEFHLTH-> T nibud’
-words SFET S5 (Bl 21X, ETPFOEEL R L TWBHIELENZ (9b)
EEIIICHE D RSN TV B RO CGEN 7 (9a) % B o

6 HERES) T4 OERE RO THARFNESR TH > T po-moemu ‘in my opinion” [ FA
DEZTIE] O L) REREZMCEAE121%, THEA ] 5 nonspecific TH A &) fERZ LIZ
{7V, nibud’-words X libo-words Tlx7: <, to-words 2SIV 5115,
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(9) a. On postojanno chto-nibud’ / chto-libo smotrit po televizoru.

he  constantly what-nibud’ what-ibo  watch  on television
WiE oM % T L ETH TV,
b. *On sejchas chto-nibud’ / chto-libo smotrit po televizoru.

he right_now what-nibud” what-ibo  watch on television

WZA A r%E T LE TR TV,

(i) R F — 2B 72 B AL & o

O 7RETIE, UZo%ERIE, bW relative clause headed by universal
quantifier D& 7% 53 (10), FRF—12H725ELEHOAT—THTH
W, BEOEEPHBTEL20THS (11). ZORIE, EFELLLITR

7

HDTHL (cf. (12))o

8
(10) Kazdyj, kto ¢&ital kakoi-nibud’ / kakoi-libo zurnal, uze znaet éto.

everybody who readPST  which-nibud”  which-libo ~ journal already knows that
“Everybody who read any journal already knows that.”

(Pereltsvaig 2004: (10f))

7 (10) & (11) TEHEF —12d7- 2= LEBLULV universal quantifier @ kazhdyj ‘everybody’
Thbo

B, ZHLarTxAMIML T, Pereltsvaig (2008) &, Farkas (1997) 12X %
variables @ 3 fi~® F{L[X4 (individuals 7* situations 7%* worlds 7*) X 0" variables [H]
WA~ DFEH & W) 7 4 F 724t 72 £ C, nibud-words % domain variable & 3t7%5 &)
(co-vary) ¥ % dependent variable & L THZ 25 &R L TWwb, T2 LD, (11) Tik
kazdogo % domain variable & § 2 A, 2F ) 0GR HEMMEFILIC® AL L
7z RcEA (V>3) LA RSBV EDHHEING L LT,

—7J7, Haspelmath (1997) TlX, ZZTZIF7-L) 2olix, AERAFIZL->TESILTY
LR LOGIEDHIPEL o TVD I LD LA, NERLFAIZEL > TES N TV DR
F—ZH b mAEEHAFE L T L HROMIZHELE N TS DT, unique TldZe\, L7z
255 T, nonspecific TH bR EN5b,

8 Lk, SIHOMEIXFICIERL2WVIRY, SIHTOREEE A5, 72721, Z7uATIE
ARHPEZREOM R E T HARERIAO 70 AIARROLMREIH— ST 5, 2B, (10), (11
DEFNEA 4 Pereltsvaig (2004, 2008) OB nibud™, libo-words Mz 725 DT b,
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(11) Kazdogo o  ¢&ém-nibud’ / éém-libo sprosili.
everybody.ACC about what-nibud” what-ibo  asked.PL
“They asked everybody about something.” (Pereltsvaig 2008: (2b))

(12) #They asked everybody about anything.

2.3. &#X (conditionals)

G (counterfactual conditional) (cf. (13)) THh A%, HHDS:
ff: 3L (non-counterfactual conditional) (cf. (14)) Td 2 2 12 B % & <,
nibud’-words & libo-words 7S U5 2 LA TE %, B, LATHIZETIE D
TN SN THRWA, FSCRRIE (G &t (FE) 12007
e, Bt b R, U THEOLAEIIELLDOHIIBWTY, B Eb,

(13) Esli by on tam kogo-libo / kogo-nibud’ vstretil, on skazal by
if SUBJ.P he there whom-nibud’ whom-ibo met he told SUBJ.P
komu-nibud’ | komu-libo iz nas.
to_whom-nibud’  to_whom-/ibo from us
HETHEP LD TV, TRIZFEOHERICE 72 TL &9,
(14) Esli ja poedu kuda-nibud’ / kuda-libo za granitsu, ja privezu tebe
if 1 go to_where-nibud”  to_where-/ibo behind  broad |  will_bring to_you

chto-nibud’/ chto-libo v podarok.

what-nibud’ what-libo  in present
L E 2 ENATINE, ozl fird 7LEy e LTH- T
<5 &,

4. %EMX (question)
Yes-No 8tf13CCld nibud-words, libo-words (X328 &5 (cf.: (15)),

(24)



(15) Ty ezdil kuda-nibud’ / kuda-libo letom?

you went  where-nibud’ where-ibo  in_summer

HRTIFRIZEI I MTES I LR ?

UTTIEZENDUAN DT, RN 2SN OER I % & &80
WTEBRT L, fmrbE) &, LAKROBIO L HIZHE L#EE L TnwiAY;
BB > T nibud’-words, libo-words 2520 S5,

(16) Zvonil 1i Sasha komu-nibud’ / komu-libo?

called Q Sasha to_whom-nibud’ to_whom-/ibo

=T v TFE,ICERmE LT LD ?

B, LB EHET LT TIERC, ARRthoniie b#EaTE 5
(cf. (17))s L2 L, (17b) IZRENTWVD L 12, Ui 2B Ao fhd &
i L CWwilX, nibud-words, libo-words [IF2H] ENB VD TH b, 7%
B, UDHFEEHEAELTHTS, 74— 7 A2 E RTBHHE S OEEIC
MCHIEMNTEDLN, ZOBY nibud-words, libo-words (LF2H] S 7z
WOTHb, B2, Lk (16) b, 74— AN Sasha lZH ) ZD L) 7%
A Y A=Y arToaRanegg, (17) LF USCEEOHETICZ %,

(17) a. Tol’ko ona znaet, Sasha li zvonil Natashe.
only she knows Sasha Q called to_Natasha
W2 FIEF Y — v Y IEBHHZ Lo = vy &) hrHlo
TWwa,
b.*Tol’ko ona znaet, Sasha li zvonil komu-nibud’ / komu-libo.
only  she knows Sasha Q called to_whom-nibud”  to_whom-iibo
W IZFITHEPICEREZ LD =2 v h &) i iloTni,
(25)



Y212, BRI BWTHBFEDINOER PR O 7 + =7 A% > T
WG, BEEFERL T2 REBOEBRDHRIE > TWT, FEARKI
specific definite T % O T, nibud-words, libo-words ($FEAAYIZFET
NEVDOTH 5,

—7, Wh %E[#]3C1E nonspecific DERIEIZH 725 %\ DT, LT O nibud’
-words, [libo-words 2SHRETH A L M) v 7 s x BEiTiE, #A 2 Wh-
BER S B\ T nibud-words, libo-words 3R SN W E ENTW 5D,
BY 512, (18) 1 [ERFFEICHMOE > T ARnTL L) ] &vw) EIRT
SN LGB L OYAIZB VT DA nibud-words, libo-words 13
FEC, DA% E 5 72O T 2] LW ) FRTIIFELENTH 5,

(18) #Komu on chto-nibud’/ chto-libo kupil?

to_whomhe what-nibud’ what-ibo  bought

BIEFE AT 2 B o TNz ?

72720, T2 Chiay T ¥ A MEESL Wh- B3 (skol’ko ‘how many’, v
kakie dni nedeli ‘what days of the week’ 72 &) & nibud’-words, libo-words
RRATTELEAIRHLTB &7\ (cf (19).

(19) Skol’ko chelovek ob étom chto-nibud’/ chto-libo znajet?

how_many people about it what-nibud’ what-ibo  knows

FIUZOWTHT D% > TV DB DIF TN T H?
%8B, UTOBITRENTVWS X9, Wh- BEEPEHOMEE L 20 k8
W) ZNE BB L TRAERBHEOMOE LY ) 2EENNHERNITZ 25

4, nibud’-words, libo-words 25N TH LE0H 5o

(26)



(20) Kto iz vas znaet ob étom chto-nibud / chto-libo?
who fromyou knows about it what-nibud’ what-iibo
H1272HOPTEUI DWW TP Z H > T D NFFET S 5 ?
(21) Kogda ty v poslednij raz byl gde-nibud’ / gde-libo za granitsej?
when you in last time were where-nibud”  where-/ibo behind abroad

HRIIEVORBIZHND &I To 72D ?

F72, 29 L72BITIXEEE 2% nibud™-words, libo-words 12 & - THEb &
NTVLHMREFETERV LV ZRAERICH L LEZHN, WBFEIC
X o THEbEN TV S HEED nonspecific TH 5 5T, Yes-No £ L 3
WrAdbHEEZ D, EHIZ, 29 LML, Wh- ZERFAR (f. (22)),
ERE (cf. (20)) L <I1EEEM (cf. (21) 2#RIHEICHELNLT VS,
PZar 72 b HUL, £NLIO Wh- ZHROFER L2 BT b
ST 5o

(22) S kem iz étih ljudej u vas byli kakie-nibud’/ kakie-libo kontakty
with whom from these people at you were which-nibud’  which-ibo contacts
v proshlom godu?
in last year
INHEDNORTHLRZIFEEREMOEPrOT Yy 7 M eU-722
EWBHBHD?

2.5. LkEE% (standard of comparison)

2D YT F A DT nibud-words IZAHKTH 5o

(27)



(23) Zdes’ prijatnee zhit’ chem *gde-nibud’/ gde-libo v mire.
here  more_pleasant to_live that where-nibud”  where-fibo in world

‘Here is more pleasant to live than anywhere in the world.’

Haspelmath (1997: 274 (A125))

26. Tt

NPL & L CHbN TV B RERBOL CIZHRN R RES S L EREED A
BT, WHhWwLDEREBELEATITONTWAERTEIIBVWTELL LS
b0 TLTC, DEESEE L CIIREI CERL217) BHEGEREZIZ LD, L
TYTICEGLAGRN T Y 7% 2 N, Sefhas, SR, Wi ioms,
UTOL)mbDbHIT6NTWA, TNHDI YT FALTO nibud-
words, libo-words DA FEMEIZLITF C/RLAZ#MY) T, —E LW, (F
7z, SCOPE OF ONLY \ZB 5 22OV TF ) &, BRERTOMH S,
DE-ness 7213 T 7 < nonspeficity & \» 9 ZFF D H 5 libo-words & nibud*-
words D&M L bRV OTHLEEZOND,)

(24) SCOPE OF ONLY
Tol’ko Adam éital 22 kakoj-libo | *~? kakoj-nibud’ #urnal.
only Adam  readPST which-libo which-nibud’ journal
“Only Adam has read any journals.”  cf. Pereltsvaig (2000:(3d))
(25) SCOPE OF FEW

a. Nemnogie studenty citali kakoj-libo / kakoj-nibud’ zurnal.

few students readPST  which-lbo which-nibud’ journal

“Few students read any journals.”  cf. Pereltsvaig (2000:(3e))

9 ZoOaryTFANT libo-words DFEHIIAHAKRTH D L) 0N, REEOEEB L Ok
PRI IS 2S5BS NI TH Y, Pereltsvaig (2000) OFH & IZHRZ BiEHE
o TWh,

10 ZBLEHOHIBIZOWT, * ~2 DX )W (~) ORIBITEEOHI AR L T b D1
BHORFES G OO EFRR LB, MO NDH 722 L ER LT,

(28)



b. Malo kto chto-libo / chto-nibud’ ponjal.
few  who what-ibo what-nibud’ undestood
{22355 7 o 72 NiEAFIR TS
(26) TOO-CONSTRUCTIONS
Adam sliskom ustal, ctoby citat’ kakoj-libo / 7?~Ok kakoj-nibud’ Zurnal.
Adam too  got-tired in-order-to to-read which-/ibo which-nibud’ journal

“Adam is too tired to read any journal.” cf. Pereltsvaig (2000: (3i))

EIE BEMRETOLfH
BEMNEREEIZOWTHERIITON TV A3 EHEE (direct negation)
LS E  (indirect negation) & W) BEADSRIEIZ 4 A& %\,
AP EEMICEE S ND &) ZEEGEICH LT, MENTEICIE—k
)12 FALET &G % (superordinate negation) & [ R 722 5% (implicit
HEEINL LT T, EEGE (318i), hEMEGE (3.2
i), EPRIEE (3.38) DMEHIZERL T,

R

negation) | 7%

31. BEESTE

PERDFEATIIZE T, EFETEORBEIZH L TIEEARMIZ ni-words 2°H
VB, libo-words & nibud’-words 2SR SN Ev ) T EA RIS
BOLNTV D,

Mi—, WEFAEEERECIIH LN W E SN D nibud-words 257
BERFE LT L EIIONT, BITHRTERSINL I LDb o7 hE L
LTid, AROTWEFIEREL TO L0 ERINIIEITRENEVIZEL Y, »
bW % pleonastic/expletive (TUFENY1R) =T E L TOMATREM (Brown
and Franks1995, Brownl999%) »%% %,

% 21X, Brown and Franks (1995), Brown (1999) (&, & (i)~ (iii)
D& BBl %, FEGER ne &I LT L BRIIITEESENIIHEL <,

(29)



F /2l E OREGERSE & ZWIZ, ni-words 25FET LY, nibud’-words

FHWA Z EAHTHEIC 74 b expletive negation BIEEDFI & L THIF T\ 5,

G)chut’ ne ... % poka ... ne ® X 9 7 Hi
(27) ...poka ne poluéu vasego / kakogo-nibud’/ *nikakogo otveta...
until NEG receive [your / which-nibud’ | “ni_which answer]gen

“...until I receive your/some/*no answer...” (Brown1999:96 (7))

D)BENRARL % H 5 DT kak by, chtoby i
(28) Ja bojus’, kak by kto-nibud’/ *nikto ne narusil éksperimenta.
| fear how SUBJ.P. who-nibud” *ni_who NEG  ruined experimentgey
“I'm afraid someone might ruin the experiment”

(Brown1999:96 (8))

(ifi) % 2O Ii Yes-No BRI, ne V ASCHHIZEE L 7 Yes-No 5%

(29) Ne vyzyvaet li pobeda kadetov kakix-nibud’ /*nikakix besporjadkov?
NEG cause Q victory  of-cadets [which-nibud” | *ni_which disturbances]gey
“Could it be that the cadet victory is causing disturbances?”

(Brown1999:108 (39))

L2L, PLE® expletive 2R E L xR\ 5, HEROEITHIZETIE, E
BB EEREZ BT ni-words 23 i, libo-words & nibud’-words I
iz 7w, DFNVMHMISAE R LTS L) 2 LIRS ROFITEE S
T,

11 Restan (1969) % Z# 12, © ¥ 7 ik Yes-No 5[] L % 1. informative, 2. rhetorical, 3.
dubious, 4. presumptive, 5. emotional \Z57F 7254, li Yes-No BRI\ 5 & & AWk

DXL, ~3.ThY), Zhold, BESNHEICHEOEENSETINDL 4.5, LITE,
expletive negation & L COMHAHHETH S &, Brown (1999) (ZiERTW2,

(30)



Z ®rilE, Haspelmath (1997) OELFII~ v 7 CH X4, Brown
and Franks (1995) 3 & 0" Brown (1999) (25 Td, nibud-words 738
W, MER ne BEIN L WA OBRBETHN, FEHGERETIEIHL 2w E
STV,

¥ 72, Pereltsvaig (2000, 2004) Ti&, libo-words 7%, ni-words ASiRA] &
N2 HETEREECRET ST (UTo (30) 2BM), F72512 ni -words
14 libo-words A S 15 £ 9 AEHEZ B TRT S AA WL LTV 4,

(30) *On kogo-libo ne vstretil.  (=Pereltsvaig 2000: (11))
he whom-iibo not met
“He didn’t meet anyone.”

(30)” On nikogo ne vstretil.
he  ni-whom not met

“He didn’t meet anyone.”

Z LT, Pereltsvaig (2004) Tix (31) @ X )2k 728, Z9 Lz
HOME % ‘bagel problem’ LW, ZOMES, 0B (distributed
morphology) DH:ALA % I VIEREGRIIEHIE (blocking) 25 o7z D&
LTHHT L Tw B,

(31) ni- and libo- items appear in complementary distribution,.... This

problem is illustrated graphically in (26) below. Ni-items are

12 7% 8B, Brown and Franks (1995) 3 £ 0" Brown (1999) (2B Tld, libo-words O 45 #T 1k
b T, LA L, b L libo-words % JEAHIT5E O DE Bl CHW 5 11% weak NPI %
FELTELZD%5, nibud-words DIV EFERD LD E LD THHH) LEZHLND,

13 2O nibud-words bR L& SITW5,

14 Pereltsvaig (2004) &, FEHRBEINICEL, ZO0EEIHL L &M 2> Cw b4, &
AL ) BB ICTRE SN TV EROF M SN 5 & LTWwb, libo-words & ni-words %
DE B#5i & v 9 BRI SR B IR EARICHE L CTH D —F, ni-words 12D\ T DA%
BiBE & W MR R RHEER D H L LT b, TIUI L 5T, libo-words (& ni-words £ 1)
I REBRSE 2 55> T D 2 L2 5 DT, ni-words 25RH S 415 BB Tl libo-words (%
bz,
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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”.

(32) (=Pereltsvaig 2004: (26))

Downward entailing

‘ Antimorphic

F#ELZ, Yanovich (2005), Pereltsvaig (2008) DWW NIZHBWT L YK
DEFOBFEA I —TABRIZOWTE, FRidAv,

PR D IATIIED H TIE, libo-words O [7] i 75 5E B di T o W AEME 12
filtit 5T % DU, Tatevosov (2002) I2BWTTH 5, Tatevosov (2002)
TlZ, libo-words (X FAEIEEERIECH LA L, HFHEOBMEE S 50T
IS5, EFEE HWREOMLBEOIMIIEIZIOWTE LA DH %, (Tatevosov
(2002:139-140) )

(33) a. Nobody came. (*Anybody didn’t come.)
b. I saw nothing. / I didn’t see anything.
(34) a. Nikto | *kto-libo ne prihodil.
ni-who who-ibo  Neg came
b Ko7z,
b. Ja ne vizhu nikakih / kakih-libo prichin ne hodit’ tuda.
| Neg see ni-which  which-lbo reasons Neg to_go there

HZ VAT WEINIE R A5 20,
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722, ERRE HARER XBITREBIZIBIT 5 b, Tatevosov (2002)
i3, Haspelmath (1997) OEMFGIH~ Y 7E2BIEL F LD LBICIE, Z0
EWHN~y 7 (WiBOM2) HTIE, libo-words O A, [FIHI7G 2SR
5 F TIPS B WE TRIAH I T D,

% 72Dl L@ Tatevosov (2002) D% & 135012, nibud™-words o [F] i i3
SED A 2 — T HNOMMOWEEMIZE L Tid Brown (1999) THERENT
Who

Brown (1999) (3 expletive negation . T nibud-words »>fli JH 7] & T
BB HEGH LIzR, TOMEOHTROOEZDHIF VL, ZLT, Z0H
WZBI LTI, TED kogda ‘when |12 & V) iR i1 2 RB S /- EEELFH O
A d—=TWIZH LA, nibud-words DA I — TS REIZ 2 5 &

LTwb,

(35) ..on xodit k bufetéice, kogda ona ne zanjata s kem-nibud’ drugim.
he goes to waitress when she NEG busy  with who-any  another
“.. he goes to the waitress’s place, when (ever) she’s not busy with

someone else. “ (Brown 1999:96 fn. 3 (i))

£ o &9 %11, Brown and Franks (1995) TIEEIFH5 R TE S §,
Brown (1999) TZZD L) ZBIOFAENZ D 1Bl HITH72FTITLHE
HZHIEC S T, ‘attenuated 72 LOBI L STV 2,

L2 L, ZoOfE ni-words 3381 4172\ Brown (1999) ML TZFT
W % MR 7 expletive negation OF & (3E - T, Z OB TIEHERAIZRIX
DHBEVPETIERSHFIEL TWT, ni-words D B TFETH S (kDI
2o
15 ‘attenuated’ D EARAY 2 EIRIZ ST Brown (1999) TIEFMIL A5, REDOTIHEGF - 72,

expletive [ZITWHRED I L2 TFL TS L) TH b,
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(35)’...on xodit k bufetchitéice, kogda ona ne zanjata ni s kem drugim
he goes to waitress when she  NEG busy n/ with whom another
Wix, 2oz M LAHDFIOFHEICEH L THITL < W2 (W»
DY) DL AT, (Brown 1999:96 fn. 3 (i) Oflo7 L

)

FLoTBLE, £ OBITMIEICE W CIEEL E B Tld ni-words
AfEbI, libo-words & nibud’-words EFIfi DA E L L TWAH EWVWH L
BRI > TV AH EF R Do

LAL, EBICEERGEORE THEbLIL TV 5 libo-words & nibud’
words BAB DL FHEELTE (UTOBIZEIE).

(36) Tol’ko Natasha ne kupila chto-libo / chto-nibud’v tom magazine.
only Natasha ~ Negbought what-iibo what-nibud” in that shop
FE =X D SDNE T bR o7,

(37) Ploho, chto kto-libo / kto-nibud’iz nih ne prishjel.
bad that whoibo  who-nibug’ from them NEG ~ came
(Moo T) fEd (it #) Kaho7z0ld L (v GRE71).

(38) Ja ne vizhu kakih-libo | ??kakih-nibud’ znachitel'nyh izmenenij.
| Neg see  which-ibo which-nibud’ substantial changes
NI & DR L 722D R R 75

(39) Ja ne nuzhdajus’ v ch’jem-libo | 2??ch’jem-nibud’ sochustvii.
I Neg need in who's-libo who's-nibud’ sympathy

FITFHEDOFEF O LEE LT,

16 AETHDLORLTWVBFADLLLIEA I —Fy bRIA—NRAPSIEEL LD T L >V LR
DSHULT, SUEMEHIBNC DWW I E I X B 720 T oo o 73RS ISR L & o
TWh, CHEROHAS P NLHEEICOVTIEZFORTEEX 2L Th D,
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(40) Ja eshche ne sovetovalsja s kem-libo / ??kem-nibud’ po étomu povodu.

| still Neg  consulted with whom-lbo whom-nibud’ on this matter

AEZDOZ Lo TEERE DAL Ty,

512, ki@ ), (Tatevosov (2002:139-140)) H3H D libo-words
HRFEND—T, FFED libo-words IZFF SNV E V)RR EIT> T b,
(148 (34) =z, L2 L4ad s, Hid Tatevosov (2002) A%Cik L Tw»
BITEHAMTIEAR L, (D) PEMTHL I e bbhb L )12, il
FThHhoTHRTENLLELH D,

(41) Kto-libo iz nashih sotrudnikov tuda ne ezdil.
who-libo from  our officials there Neg went
M2BEDOHHEFEDL HE 12 T-> T,

(42) Kakih-libo dokazatel’stv  u nas ne bylo.
which-/ibo pieces_of_evidences at us Neg had

Tz B S A OFERIZH ) TEATL

INFETIEITH25HbLHI S LI, nibud-words A3 2 SCHEM T
B LI TER N F2BTHIZELSZF T 5 libo-words DFID X 9 12 (cf.
(30), (34)), libo-words B EELGE LR TE L WHEND L, Afa Tl
ZDREIZE L TIE, libo-words b nibud’-words b EFHELGE LA L, HE
A= THIHERE NS 121, —EDHFIHE > TR IT UL R b2 wh 5
REEZ S,

3, nibud-words IZDOWVWTE ) &, fEAT— IR S G5 5558
FKEL, nibud-words HAKFEN SNHEHE (2 OBEIIHED M- T
SIEARMICET ENLDTH L) &, AKBW SNEVERRIZTITL I LN
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ZLTC, KRBT EINZVERICBWT, BEND S 72K S NG
FEAT—THIEREND 720121, ME20 [EE] OFTEPLETH S,
ZFoL [&E] & LT, 15D DFEH D positive expectations D FFFE
RHIF5Nb, T2 TV positive expectations & &, TEDNEH T 5 Hi
DEEMEDOEBNTRETH S (ThHolz) LWVIFEEOR#ETRL T2,

Z) LEESROBOEL SN LREMZREIL L CTE, FEFEOMSHO
AP & %97, Baker (1970) OV [H§5I7Z787E (special predicates)f(cf.
(37)) 7 +— 4 A D dazhe ‘even’ X tol’ko ‘only (cf. (36)) ([FHEDfH) &
7% edinstvennyi ‘sole’, odin ‘one’ & Vo 2RI Lo THESND), i
DREER KT EHND 5 tak i (ne) (after all) X &L HI% LT EN D,

—F, E)LEEENELID I VL) %, BEiziao LT 5 [{RER
fil & THBCREIEF ONEE ] O &) BEOYE1E, nibud-words D& 5E
A —TNERHPHETH 2 (cf. (38) ~ (40))o (FEL < 13 Evseeva (2011)
= ZM).

KU libo-words I2DWTE ) &, libo-words 734 L T\ % IEAFENME & 9
WIERER L, Ak, FELEMICLZIGHESZVEEOLOTH D,
libo-words 14K 7 + —H A12d, FEICHLDIZLWOTHL, 2D

BELTHRENS) BEFRELVENICES Z LI120 L THIRDS 005 2 & 12
A (212 X o T, Pereltsvaig (20000 @ (30) % Tatevosov (2002)
18

D (34) THEF72FIOIETFEESHIHEND ) —F, libo-words 2FRE &

NN O R A2 T THEIXEEE L COMBRDTREICAR Y, BERLD

Bk, FFEICORVHL0OTHL (cf: (41), (42)),

17 Baker (1970 : 182ff.) o [4¥5lZ2385% ] (special predicates) & 1%, ZDWILH<MfF> S
Nz <EN>HN720) <HESENZ) LTOWRHESRY. LAaro722 L ICMT 5, <
ESRCERH>RRESREBT L L) RilkiliTh b,

18 72721, libo-words i nibud-words & [k, 4520 [&iE] OAE UL TWHESTOHFTHH S
N7zgaE, BEFHIT T AMEICERZ CRBITEN, BEAI—THIHERENLDTH S
(cf. (36), (37))o
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3.2. LUEETE (superordinate negation)

FREHBEICELTE) &, MO EMTHLICELEHTHLICE L,
THE LT 2458 12 BT libo-words, nibud-words 75781 S L5854 12,
(BlZEHY LT ES ) 7 1 fESCTO nibud-words O % i iL), 3%
KRR S0 5 (BT OB BIE)

(43) a. On ne prosil, chtoby my priglasili kogo-libo / kogo-nibud’.
he Neg asked that we invite whom-fibo whom-nibud”
IR B D 2T 5 L9 1A TV 2\,

b. On prosil, chtoby my priglasili kogo-libo / kogo-nibud’.
he asked that we invite whom-fibo whom-nibud’

BAIRAZ2BIZFED ZRFET 2 & 9 IZHHA TS,

19 72720, EXHHFIC L o TREAERBOBAGITAIRIC L 256055, B2 #iXH)
FISAE T HRBFEZE (Ga), 5 LFE [HENICELR] [aaTE 2R T, -
EWIHOANICHLTHE=ZHICH LI 2E) 22 MBMICEEEL TV W) XRIZR Y, Z
9 L7723k Tl libo-words 2ESE &1, nibud’-words (ZZVAHKIZE L SLb, —F, #iL
B NE TR TH D (b)) OFTIE, FEEFV - v IZH LT [@5IETERw] — 5T, #
LWL THEEN TV LHESFHFE Lo THTFEFLL AV DTH-T, 79 LFENE
CTRLLBWVEW) TRIZAR S, 9 L72CIRTIE, libo-words, nibud-words & b 121§ 2
%75, nibud-words O FHEREDOEEFIZ BV THEDILL HEDE .

(i) a. Ja ne hochu, chtoby Sasha komu-libo / 2komu-nibud’ govoril ob étom.
| Neg want that.SUBJ.P. Sasha to_whom-iibo to_whom-nibud’  tell about this
I =2 v HFZDOZ L EHICOEDAEVTIEIL W,

b. Ja ne hochu, chtoby Sasha komu-libo /| komu-nibud’ skazal ob étom.
| Neg wantthat.SUBJ.P. Sasha to_whom-ibo  to_whom-nibud’ tell about this
I =2 ¥ L xiflEPICE o TIL L v,

B, RO (ia) OX 9 IZHISCHBIE2CRESFH O S IIAZE TARTS Lito R =@
H Y Z, nibud-words b K TH %o (—F, Wil THREIFE S HEDLNL T2 (ib) 1EEHE
DYWRDOATH %)

(ii) a. Ja ne hochu, chtoby ob étom kto-libo / kto-nibud’ znal.
I Neg want thatSUBJ.P. about this who-ibo ~ who-nibud’  leamed
HFZOZ EZFHIM->TIEL BV

b. Ja ne hochu, chtoby ob étom kto-nibud’/ kto-libo uznal.
I Neg want that.SUBJ.P. about this who-nibud” who-lbo  learned

AFZoZ EZHIZHHMOENTZL v,
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(44) a. Ja ne dumaju, chto Sasha chto-libo / chto-nibud’ ob etom znaet.
I Neg think that Sasha what-ibo what-nibud” about this knows
Y= DRIV TI A2 M > T B ERITED v,
b. Ja dumaju, chto Sasha chto-libo / chto-nibud’ ob etom znaet.
| think that Sasha what-libo what-nibud” about this knows

= v BTN E N> TWnb ERITE S .

—F., HEWNI YT F AT nibud-words, libo-words 2SR8T] S L7\ #f
LI LTE) &, MoRELFEME, MORFHIZL > TRIN TV LHED
FEHAFHRIC R > TOTEIWIT BV E W) EEhH 5,

IO L, FZIE, znat’ know 7 EOPEBFM LD L) IZ, FE
FHPRTIRRYOGIED IR 2 > T D L) BRESCTIRFRT Sk,

(45) Ja ne znal, chto Sasha uzhe *s kem-libo / *s kem-nibud’
| Neg knew that Sasha already with whom-/ibo with whom-nibud’
razgovarival po etomu povodu.
spoke on this matter
Y =2 vy BEDMHIZO T TIZHEP LML T2 e IS %
o7z,

—75, govorit’ ‘tell’, skazat’ ‘say’ & \>- 7z [FEiEENE] | D413 nibud’
-words, libo-words DA G HE ORI L o TEA S NS, BRI,
RERBEPETIBRYOGEDNFEICE > TAAFETHL ER-ZONTWD

20
Y&, libo-words 75, Z L CTIMRIZ £ o Tl nibud™-words bz %, flz
20 nibud’-words OERIZEY L CIEEFE BN K E 2 0o SR o s, L, [
Wi ERL | ZEPWESN, FOMEIANIZE VSRR S, nibud-words A3ZE R
ECTHLETHEDHERIEAP —HLT0E, Z0HTIR, HfFPFRobnTnbEEES
N5 (47) OFHS nibud-words DA HKRTH 5.
(38)



T ORI T R c b ) T RAART] Ottt
BoTORVEE, D%, HORE L IXHORILS SFES (s %
7] B0 HEBRL TS OTEVEE, LURERCENTH D,

I

(46) a.0n ne govoril, chto videl tam kogo-libo / ??~Ok kogo-nibud’.
he Neg tell that saw there whom-/ibo whom-nibud
BIEFEDrZ R E T o T,
b. On govoril, chto videl *kogo-libo | *kogo-nibud’.
he ftell that saw whom-/ibo whom-nibud’
(A VA VAR =W
(47) a. On ne govorit, chto predprinimaet chto-nibud’ / chto-libo po étomu
he Neg says that do what-nibud’ whatibo  on  this
povodu.
matter
BIZZLDZ LIZONTMSEDPDOREEZ > TV DHEF o TR,
b. On govorit, chto predprinimaet *chito-nibud’ / *chto-libo po étomu
he says that do what-nibud’ what-ibo  on this
povodu.

matter

WIEZDOZ L IZOWTI S PO KEI > TWAHEF o> Tnb,

EBY) T4 RRTBFEH NI O 7V —T 2R L T b, LakoEl)
%9 L7ZRESCTIEND - TO R WA I3 ST TEARM I Iibo-words,
nibud’-words & b IZREW ML (ZNZNOFILD (b) 2ZH), HEN
b o 72a1E, FEXEEFIC L o GEVBRONE 00, FERMIZIZEM
WHEETH D Z L%\, 7272 L, necessity (deontic (48), epistemic (49))
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DYE1%, ni-words, libo-words 235G S, nibud’-words 734 H AR 12K
Lois LB 25525 .

NECESSITY (DEONTIC)

(48) a. Ty ne dolzhen komu-libo | *~Ok komu-nibud’ govorit’ ob étom.
you Neg must to_whom-/ibo to_whom-nibua”  tell about this
HR7EIOZ LIl b F o TEWIT v,

b. Ty dolzhen komu-Iibo / komu-nibud’ skazat’ ob étom.
you must to_whom-iibo  to_whom-nibud’ tell about this
HRIEZDOTLEHEPIIEINETT,
NECESSITY (EPISTEMIC)
(49) a. On ne dolzhen byl skazat’ ob étom komu-libo / ??-Ok komu-nibud’.

he Negmust was tell about this to_whom-ibo to_whom-nibud’
Lichno ja emu verju.

personally | to_him trust

WIEZEDZ EZFHIZHE 72T TV, RIIEEZEL %,

21 7238, [[ U necessity (deontic) T& - T b nibud-words 25JE LN TdH % nuzhno, nado
(‘need’ [ETHL[RE7Z]) LWwIHEY) T4 2 RKTEHEABEL DL, $72, TOHEE
ni-words 23l 1% 75, libo-words, nibud-words b EHTHETH 5 L HI§ A& V5,
(i) a. Tebe ne nado bylo s Ok~*kem-nibud’/ ?2~Ok s kem-libo / ni s kem sovetovat’sja.

to_you Negneed was with whom_nibud with  whom-fibo  ni with whom consult
B L SHEL TT T e o7,
b. Tebe nado bylo s kem-nibud’ | s kem-libo / *ni s kem posovetovat’sja.
to_you need was with whom_nibud” with whom-iibo ni with whom consult
B A LT RETL
E 512, necessity (deontic) % % L TW A ikFEIZ1E nelzia Ccannot’ [~ TlZwWiF 2\ |
[RETIEZR]) DD, nelzja BHISIIATE TR L E 54\, F72 nibud-words 1373

HRTH %,
(ii) Nel'zja bylo govorit’ ob étom komu-libo / *komu-nibud’/ nikomu.
cannot  was to_tell about this to_whom-ibo  to_whom-nibud’”  ni_to_whom

ZOZLIZDVTHHII D T o TdWniF o7z,

Z 9 L72S5ED MR o 72 necessity (deontic) €41 7 1 #LIZ BT nibud’-words 3 E#E
W#ETo HH M & L Cld, nibud-words OARTE TRE)GF L OMEDES, & L IIINs 0k
IHBAEFHTZOH EFH L5 L9 I libo-words 1212 & & 4 & nibud’-words D EH] S 112
v [HREMRERE] 2RI B22 88T 5,
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b. On dolzhen byl skazat’ ob étom komu-libo / komu-nibud’.

he must was tell about this to_whom-libo  to_whom-nibud’

WTFDOZ E2HENICE 721X T T,

POSSIBILITY (DEONTIC)

(50) a. Ja ne mogu posovetovat'sja s kem-nibud’/ s kem-libo. Ja ne imeju
I Neg can consult with  whom-nibud”  with whom-/iibo | Neg  have
prava govorit’ ob étom.
right speak  about this
MITFEE DM E T LI LN TE RV, THIZOWTII S T
WIF WD 7,

b. V printsipe, ja mogu posovetovat’sja s kem-nibud’/ s kem-libo.

in principle I can consult with whom-nibud’  with whom-/ibo

BRCHIS, #EPEMHETHIENTE S,

POSSIBILITY (EPISTEMIC)
(51) a. Ob étom ne mog kto-nibud’/ kto-libo / nikto uznat’.
about this Neg could  who-nibud”  who-libo ni_who learn
ZDOZ LD HBITTA R,
b. Ob étom mog kto-nibud’/ kto-libo uznat’.
about this could who-nibud’ who-libo  learn

ZOZEZFHEDPDPHI o T LE 72D b Lz,

F L HTHBL L, nibud-words, libo-words & H 12, BEBTEND L9
BRELE 7 H1E, EXICHEDIMb o TORT EINDLDOTH L, (FIshE
necessity (deontic) T nibud-words DfEMHTH 5,) —F7, AFAA &
NBEnboo, EXHEESIMbEILICL o TRITEND LRI
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X, Whwa [F#iER] BFo%ETH L, 72721, ZoWaE, kil

D, BHKOEROBWDFEE ORI Lo TEAES N, RIFY, HSREE

Lo TEIN TV LHEREBOEBDHIRIZ L > THIWIT 2o 2F 1, (nibud’

-words DAL IRDBIRATR S DD, ) libo-words, nibud-words & %
, BRYIDAGEE TH B URDEE > TwiuE, ERTETHL LT 5,

3.3. EMMETE (implicit negation)

implicit negation DX FfH & L T L < BIF 51 5 DX, adversative
predicates ? doubt T 5. L5 OMBHIHIE LTV 51 Y 7O
& L Tl somnevat’sjia ‘doubt’ T, libo-words, nibud’-words & H [ZF8W] &
N, 512, ELKETH-> T, libo-words X nibud’-word O L F: 1%
FEDLS R ((54) M),

(52) Ja somnevajus’, chto on videl tam kogo-nibud’ / kogo-libo.
| doubt that he saw there who-nibud’ whom-/ibo
I3 Z CThlkpr 2 Rz L B2 v,
(53) a. Ja ne somnevajus’ v tom, chto Sasha prochital kakoj-libo /
| Neg doubt in the_fact that Sasha read which-ibo
kakoj-nibud’ zhurnal.
which-nibud’ journal
= AP HERE R A TZIE N Vv, (it FEATE S & 2RI

b\

—77, ‘implicit negation’ & L T & < 217 511 % complement of absence
% bez ‘without’ 23 2 il 12 B\ TIE— AL libo-words 23 £ 1 5,
nibud’-words OfFEHIZE L TXHE 5N TWT, REHKRTH S LKL
22 HELTHEZEETSHH D (semantically negative predicates : ‘doubt’, forget’ 7z &)
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BN & libo-words & DENLVEK T2 A5\ 5,

F512, complement of absence |ZBJ L TIIANHAR L § 2 Ndd 7 {, &5k
TOMAICE L TEMER VLI TH L, 72, LT L) XTI,
nibud-words ZMEDL N EE, (S POFERSH > TEI L] Lw)E
AR E L DN DD 5o

(54) Otsutsvie kakih-libo | ??~Ok kakih-nibud’ dokazatel'stv zastavilo nas
absence of_which-ibo of_which-nibud’ proofsGEN made us
otkazat’sja ot étoj idei.
to_reject from this idea
“The absence of any proof made us reject this idea.”

(Pereltsvaig 2004: (10h))

(55) On spravitsja bez kakoj-libo | *~Ok kakoj-nibud’ / *nikakoj pomoshchi.
he will_manage without which-ibo which-nibud’ ni-which help
‘He will manage without any help.’

BIIMEPOFHF LT TES (LEH),
(Pereltsvaig 2000: (15a))

7B, I 9 L7 predicate of absence & ilfi A, C libo-words 23520 S L5
L LT BITOENLDIZL, prekratit’ (‘stop), ‘quit’ [ (HLEER) D5,
HIE$2])) OX) %hd b3 - BE0EILERT L) LBeE (cf (56))
X oprovergnut’, ‘refute’, ‘disprove’ [ XEL$ % | , otkazat’sja ‘refuse’ [ 5 |
(cf. (57)) X° otritsat’ ‘deny’, ‘refuse’ [{37£$ % | X° zapretit’ / zapreshat’sja
forbid’, ‘be forbidden’, ‘prohibit’ [£51-9"% &4t 5 |(cf. (58)) % izbegat’
‘avoid’ [#1 % ] L\ o728 4 7OiFh (of. (59)) Thrb, I L7y A
T OB B\ T nibud-words % i 2 %70 &9 2B L TERLE O 2
ARy A
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(56) Snachala registrirovali kazhdogo gostja v zhurnale, a zatem voobshe
first registered every guest in journal and then at_all
prekratili propuskat’ kogo-libo / *~Ok kogo-nibud’, ne imejushchego
stopped let_in whom-/ibo whom-nibud”  Neg having
propiski v dome.
registraition in house
KOO HITKDLZ NEHEZHEEIIEHL TV, BRIk Thb
X, CORYIHERBHFOZVANTTRTHET I L% LD,

(57) My otkazyvaemsja vstat’ na storonu kogo-libo / *~Ok kogo-nibud’
we refuse stand on side whose-/ibo whose-nibud”

v étom dispute.
in this  dispute
O TIEFEP OO Z & 2 5

(58) Zapreshaetsja ustranjat’ kogo-libo / *~Ok kogo-nibud’ iz uchastnikov

is_forbidden remove whom-/ibo whom-nibud’ from members

ot uchastija v pribyljah 1 ubytkah.

from participation in profits and loss
A=%D L IFEEANOME (IS8T 5 8E) 2564052
EPEIEEIN TS,

(59) On izbegaet govorit’ ob étom s kem-libo / *~Ok s kem-nibud’.

he avoids speak about this with whom-/ibo whom-nibud’

RIEZZDHIZOWTHEE DFFET L 2T T 5,
X 512, ‘adversative predicates’ D—2>TdHh A & N5 ‘difficult 2%t
LT % trudno’ (‘difficult’ [PREE] [HEL ) &vo 72 ECRFFEOHH LIS

DVTHRLEIEDNFER %o

(44)



(60) Ego trudno v chjem-libo | 2?2~0k v chjem-nibud’ ubedit’.
he hard in what-/ibo what-nibud’ convince

PVAT O N TR S5 2 & 138 L v,

By A1, WRNRTEZEE WL PONEN L EADH LT Y T*
A MRS PORENZRIEE LR BENZIX Y ML) 28ETL &
9 7 ‘affective’ 72 I > 7 F A MBI L Tld nibud’words O LHEMEIZ DWW T
A O THEA 3 T %o

TEHTHELCE, WOPDI YT F A ML T libo-words DI 7}
BREIND L 0D, EARIIZIE libo-words, nibud-words & b 12, 18R
DRHEETH 2 UMRAHE > T UL, Wb 5 affective 2T > 7 F X+ T
ARITETHD LT R 5.

W2, HGRFRIC L o TREN TV L2 FEOEHNHIRI > TVD LD
7% 3T F A N TlE libo-words & nibud-words 37 FBREECTH 5, B2 1F,
DE 2> 7 ¥ A b®—>Tdh 5 scope of ONLY Tlx, BEDFEBLH 1L A
B2 ->THY, ONLY @ scope T nonspecific 2 N ERXBH 2 HiHT 5 &,
BREMENDTH S,

L <, Klima (1964) 7% ‘affective’ 2 ZH% & L CTZIF T 5 ‘adversative
predicate’ @ surprised |Z/HG LT 50 Y 7RED byl udivijen’ H¥HL S Fi3C
BEESEBEOEL R L TV 25460, ONLY LRk, BMEOEBR AKX
HIfRIC > TWAB I EIZ2 ), BEOEROFEREI D T,

\

(61) Ja byl udivljen tem, chto on znal ob étom?~*chto-libo /??~*chto-nibud’.

| was surprised by_the_fact that he knew about this  what-/ibo what-nibud’

R Z D Z LD TMDp 2 H > Tz Z LBz,
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BAE FE®

CNETRARLTEZT Y THAERBONMZ I 2 TRIZE LOTEL

L, RoEH TH 5,

=10y THEONERBOGMG ([~ IFEMOH ORI ERL TWw5
(/] @BSCc L > THWAE DL Z 2R LTWD,)

=

o (BsE)

libo-words

nibud’-words

irrealis nonspecific contexts (2)-(8)
distributive contexts (9)-(11)
conditionals (13)-(14)
ML (question) (15)-(22)
standard of comparison (23)
scope of ONLY (24)
scope of FEW (25)
TOO -constructions (26)
direct negation (34), (38), (51), (53), (40)-(46)
superordinate negationl (AKFIN SBT3 TFARN)
(negative raising = & 1r) (43)-(44), (48)-(51)
superordinate negation2 (45)

(AW ENLVa Y FFAL)

superordinate negation3 ‘5§56 %’ (46)-(47)

implicit negation (52)-(61)

Ok

Ok

Ok

Ok

Ok

7

Ok

7~0k

Ok

Ok

Ok

Ok

Ok

Ok

Ok

Ok

7

* %

Ok

?7~0k

Ok

Ok / *~Ok

?27~0k

Ok / *~Ok

(46 )
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