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1 Trajectories of negation

1.1 Structuralinvarianceandlexicalvariation

Certainstructuralpropertiesof negationin Greekhavebeenstableoverthreemillen-
nia. All dialectsatall stagesdistinguishtwo typesof negation,EMPHATIC andPLAIN.
Emphaticnegationis alwaysa bipartitestructure(possiblydiscontinuous)that con-
sistsof a negativeheadplus an additionalfocusedindefiniteNP or adverb. But in
their lexical form thenegativeexpressionsvarywidely, especiallytheir focusedindef-
inite component.(1) illustratesthisparadoxicalcombinationof structuralstabilityand
constantlexical innovation.It displaystheplain andemphaticversionsof ‘nothing’,
‘not any’ of themodernCretandialectandthreeof its antecedentstages.

(1) PLAIN EMPHATIC

(I) AncientGreek o>̃u . . . ti o>̃u-de . . . én

(II) EarlyMedievalGreek (oÎ)dèn . . . ti dèn . . . tÐ-pote

(III) Greekdialects dèn . . . tÐpote dèn . . . k�n tÐpote
dèn . . . prãma
. . .

(IV) Cretan dèn . . . prãma dèn . . . dros�
dèn . . . �pantoq 
. . .

The negationsystemof otherstagesanddialectsof the languageis built the same
way. What accountsfor this ubiquitouspairing of negators?What causesthe high



rateof lexical replacementin this domain?And how canthetwo bereconciled?The
answerto all thesequestionslies in the semanticgroundingof the processknown
as JESPERSEN’ S CYCLE. A first clue to the answercomesfrom the natureof the
synchronicanddiachronicrelationsbetweenthetwo typesof negation.

1.2 Thetypologyof negativeexpressions

Emphaticnegationalwayscontainsa focusedindefiniteexpressionwhich is drawn
from a relativelysmall stockof itemswith a characteristicrangeof meanings.It is
eithera MINIMIZER (Horn 1989:452,Krifka 1995)or a GENERALIZER; eachcanbe
eithernominalor adverbial.

A nominal minimizer denotesa negligible number,amount,or part of some-
thing,e.g.ClassicalGreekoÎ dè én “not evenone”,ModernGreekdialectal(dè . . . )
dros(i)� “(not even)a dewdrop”,gouli� “a sip”, triq�ri “a hair”, roujoÔni “a nos-
tril”, klwnÐ “a twig”. It strengthensthe forceof the negationQUANTITATIVELY by
makingit stricter. In stating“I did not drink (even)a drop”, “I did not find (somuch
as) a twig” a speakerextendsthe negationevento the most insignificantamounts,
which on the ordinarylenient interpretationof a negationmight be exemptfrom it.
Correspondingly, anadverbialminimizeris a degreeadverbmeaning“not evento the
smallestdegree”,e.g. the slightestbit. It likewise strengthensthe forceof negation
quantitativelyby makingit stricter.

A nominalgeneralizerdenotesa maximallygeneraltypeor class,andstrengthens
the negationQUALITATIVELY , by extendingits scopeto includeeverythingin that
maximalsortaldomain(“nothing of anykind”, “nobodywhatsoever”,“not in a mil-
lion years”,“not ever”). Typical examplesareMedievalGreekdèn . . . tÐ-pote “noth-
ing whatever”andModernGreekdialectaldè . . . prãma “not a thing”. An adverbial
generalizeris normallya manneradverbmeaning“in anywaywhatsoever”.

Quantitativeandqualitativestrengtheningcanevenbe combined,asin the Pon-
tic/Cappadociantype(Neg). . .enaše‘not onething’, i.e. ‘not evenoneitem[theleast
number— quantitativestrengthening]of anysortwhatsoever[qualitativestrengthen-
ing]’.

A nominalminimizercanbeextendedto awidersortaldomain;atthemaximalex-
tensionit canbecomeadegreeadverb.Thesemanticdevelopmentis “minimal piece”
> “minimal quantity”> “minimal degree”.This developmenthasmadeadverbsout
of Englishabit andtheirGreekcounterpartssuchasklwnÐ ‘twig’ andyÐqalo ‘crumb’.

(2) Nominalminimizergeneralized

a. dàn
not

êqoume
have

klwnÈ
a twig

nerì
water

‘we don’thaveadropof water’(literally, ‘a twig of water’)(Kea,Salvanos
1918)
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b. dàn
not

êqoume
have

klwnÈ
a twig

(ywmÐ)
bread

‘we don’t havea crumbof bread’(literally, ‘a twig of bread’)(ibid.)

(3) Final stage:nominalminimizerturnedinto degreeadverb

a. dàn
not

koimãtai
sleeps

klwnÐ
twig

‘he doesn’tsleepawink’ (literally, ‘a twig’) (Kerkyra,ibid.)

b. de
not

pon°
hurt

yÐqalo
crumb

‘I don’t feelpainatall’ (literally, ‘a crumb’)(Macedonia,Hatzidakis1917)

While emphaticnegationmaybesynchronicallyformedby theadditionof anex-
pressionsuchask�n ‘even’ or potè ‘ever’ to anindefiniteconstruedwith plain nega-
tion, theconverserelationdoesnotoccur:plainnegationis neverbuilt from emphatic
negationby theadditionof somede-emphasizingelement.In thisprecisesense,plain
negationis formally UNMARKED andemphaticnegationis formally MARKED.

Diachronically, ontheotherhand,plainnegationis usuallyderivedfrom emphatic
negation.Inspectionof (1) showsthateachplainnegationin this particulartrajectory
is etymologicallyidenticalwith theemphaticnegationof theprecedingstage.Indeed,
everyplain negationof Greekwasonceanemphaticnegation,at leastin sofar asits
origin canbedetermined.1

Thegeneralizationsjust formulated— thatemphaticnegationis formedcomposi-
tionally with aminimizeror generalizer,andneverconversely, andthatplainnegation
is diachronicallyderivedfrom emphaticnegation— hold widely for otherlanguages
aswell. Therearenumerousexamplesof emphaticnegationschanging“by them-
selves”into plain negations.Wheneverwe cantracetheorigin of plain negationsin
Indo-European,theyturn out to beetymologicallyidenticalto earlieremphaticones.
This is trueof Englishnot, no, andnothing, Frenchneandnon, Latin nōn andnihil.
Thegeneralizationholdsnot only for clausalnegation,but for independentnegation
aswell. Yesandno wereoriginally reservedfor emphaticassertionanddenial,and
supplantedtheir plain counterpartsyeaandnay in Middle English.Instancesof plain
negationsconverselydevelopingemphaticmeaningsdonotseemto beattested.

1.3 Thecycle

Observationof suchpatternsof changein GermanicandRomancenegationled Jes-
persen(1917)to posit a historicalprocessof repeatedweakeningandreinforcement
nowknownasJESPERSEN’ S CYCLE, whichhesummarizedasfollows:

1Thatwouldincludeo>̃u(k), if theidentificationof -ki in Homerico>̃uki with theIndo-Europeanindefinite
-kwi- is correct.
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. . . theoriginal negativeadverbis first weakened,thenfoundinsuffi-
cientandthereforestrengthened,generallythroughsomeadditionalword,
andthis in turn may be felt asthe negativeproperandmay thenin the
courseof time besubjectto thesamedevelopmentastheoriginal word.
(Jespersen1917:4)

For Jespersen,then, the weakeningof the negationis a matterof phoneticre-
duction,and its strengtheningby additionalwords is motivatedpartly by the need
to maintainthedistinctionbetweennegationandaffirmation,andpartly to makethe
negationmorevivid. He suggeststhatnegationtendsto beweaklystressed“because
someotherword in thesamesentencereceivesthestrongstressof contrast”andasa
resultbecomesaclitic. Thecontrastbetweenaffirmativeandnegativesentencesbeing
notionallyimportant,whenthephoneticattritionof negationcausesit to befelt asin-
sufficient,it is reinforcedby anaddedword in orderto restorethethreatenedcontrast.
Suchreinforcementalsoserves“to increasethephoneticbulk” of thenegative(p. 14),
and“to makethenegativemoreimpressiveasbeingmorevivid or picturesque,gener-
ally throughanexaggeration,aswhensubstantivesmeaningsomethingverysmallare
usedassubjuncts”(p. 15).

Theroleof phoneticweakeningin thishypotheticalscenario,howeverplausibleit
might seem,is not backedup by anydataasfar aswe know. Our analysisof Greek
turnedupnosupportfor Jespersen’sassumptionthatphonologicalweakeningtriggers
the strengtheningof negation.Therearealsosomegeneralreasonsto doubtit. For
onething, phoneticweakeningis too generala phenomenonto explainthe specific
propertiesof this unusualpatternof change.It is a ubiquitoussoundchange,but it
rarely triggersmorphosyntacticchangedirectly, let alonecyclic trajectories,which
(asJespersen1917:4himselfnoted)arespeciallycharacteristicof negation.And one
would like moreconvincingparallelsof phonologicalweakeningprocessesdirectly
triggeringsyntacticreanalysis.In attestedchangesof negativeexpressions,thecausa-
tion usuallygoesin theotherdirection:phonologicalreductionof plainnegativesmay
be morphosyntacticallyconditioned,and,in particular,contingenton their semantic
weakening. Negationsare commonlyobservedto split on the basisof differences
in function. In English,the clausalnegativeheadnot andthe argumentnaughtare
etymologicallythe same,andhavedivergedaccordingto their morphophonological
function,no doubtasa resultof associateddifferencesin stress.Thesamegoesfor
Frenchne ‘not’ andnon‘no’, bothfrom nōn (< neūnum). A similarcasefrom Greek
is the phonologicalsplit of oÎdèn into dé(n) ‘not’ andudé ‘no’ (= SG îqi) in Bova
(Calabria)(Taibbi & Caracausi478). Bovaalsoprovidesan illustrationof a phono-
logical reductionof a negativepolarity item in its modifierfunction,leadingto a split
betweenkanèna, Fem.kammÐa ‘someone,anyone’versusk�na, Fem.kamm� ‘some,
any’ (Rohlfs1949:122).

Thereforewe will assumethat the reinforcementof negationby a postverbalin-
definite(the“strengthening”)is notaresponseto thephoneticweakeningof thehead.
Instead,we will follow morerecentanalysesof Jespersen’scyclein seekingthedriv-
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ing forceof thecyclein pragmaticsandsemantics.

Emphaticnegationtendsto increasein frequencydueto pragmaticallymotivated
overusewhich is characteristicof inherentlyboundedevaluativescales. This rise in
frequencyat theexpenseof plain negationhasan “inflationary” effect,well attested
alsoin politenesssystems,hypocoristics,pejoratives,andscalaradjectivesof all kinds
(Dahl 2001).2 Uncontroversially, an obligatoryelementcannotbe emphatic,for to
emphasizingeverythingis to emphasizenothing. Therefore,when emphaticnega-
tion risesin frequencyto thepoint whereit approachesobligatoriness,it necessarily
weakensto regularnegation.

Thevirtueof thisaccountis thatit explainstheobserveddirectionalityof change,
for it allowsnomechanismby whichplainnegationscouldmutateinto emphaticnega-
tionsthroughnormalusage.However,it is still insufficient,for thetypologicalobser-
vationsof the precedingsectionimply that someof the changesmustbe intercon-
nected:theymustconstitutea CHAIN SHIFT. This is indeedhowJespersendepictsthe
cycle.He imaginesit happeningin two phases.Thefirst, whichcanconstituteaniter-
ablechainshift on its own,involvesaweakeningof thenegationplusacompensatory
strengtheningby meansof someaddedword. Thesecondconsistsof a reanalysisof
thestrengthenerastheprimaryexponentof negation(thatis, asthenegativehead).

Let usthereforemarrytheJespersenianchainshift ideato thepragmatic/semantic
mechanismproposedby Dahl andothers.We endup with the following view of its
natureandmotivation.Thecontrastthatthechainshift maintainsis not thatbetween
affirmationandnegation,asJespersenassumes,but the contrastbetweenplain and
emphaticnegation. And theweakeningthatunderminesthecontrastis not phonetic
weakeningof plainnegation,butsemanticweakeningof emphaticnegation.

The ideathat thefirst phaseof thecycle is a chainshift involving plain andem-
phatic negationprovidesthe beginningof an answerto the diachronicpart of our
puzzle. If weakeningandstrengtheningalwaysgo handin hand,thenit follows that
thecontrastbetweenplain andemphaticnegationwill bemaintainedat eachstageof
thelanguage.

In the nextsectionwe examinethe mechanismbehindthe changemoreclosely,
andaddressthequestionhow, unlike morefamiliar chainshiftsmechanisms,it gen-
eratesa circular trajectory. Our answeris basedon an analysisof the pragmatics
andsemanticsof emphaticnegation,outlinedhereinformally andto beelaboratedin
anotherpaper.

2As Dahl pointsout, not everyfrequentword (andnot eveneveryscalarpredicate)is proneto undergo
“bleaching”, andnot all “bleaching” is dueto this kind of inflationaryeffect. We think thatsometypesof
semanticweakeningarereally automaticresultsof lossof lexicalor morphologicalitemsin asemanticfield
(deblocking). For example,wheredid not acquireits new directionalmeaningthrough“bleaching” from
frequentuse,but simply becauseit automaticallytook over the meaningof whither whenthat word was
lost.
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1.4 An interpretationof Jespersen’scycle

To modela chainshift we needat leasttwo things:a principlethatrequiresthemain-
tenanceof somecontrast,anda processthat disruptsthe contrastby alteringoneof
theelementsthatexpressit. Therequirementthat thecontrastbemaintainedentails
that any neutralizationin the relevantdomainwill be accompaniedby someother
changethat preservesthe contrast,or immediatelyfollowed by someotherchange
thatrestoresit. Sucha sequenceof changesconstitutesa chainshift.

Chainshifts areusually invokedin phonology, wheretheir statusis largely un-
questioned(but in realityquiteproblematic,Gordon2002).But if chainshiftsexistat
all, thenon generalgroundsit oughtto bepossibleto makea strongercasefor them
in morphosyntax,especiallyin coremorphosyntacticcategoriessuchasnegation.The
reasonis thatmanysuchcategoriesareuniversal,andtheir formalexpressionis highly
constrainedby principlesof grammar. Whensucha categoryis lost, it mustberegen-
erated,andtherearealimited numberof possiblewaysin whichit canberegenerated.

Anotherway to put thispoint is asfollows. Theprincipleof contrastmaintenance
caneitherrequirethata particulargrammaticalor lexical distinctionbepreserved,or
thataparticularphonologicalorgrammaticaldevice(say, agivenphonemicor featural
opposition)shouldbearsomefunctionalload.Thechangesdrivenby thesetwo types
of contrastmaintenanceareknownas“push-chains”and“drag-chains”,respectively.
Jespersen’s cycle(at leastaswe understandit) is both,sincethecontrastit maintains
is bothfunctionallydeterminedandhighly constrainedin its formalexpression.

We haveseenthat emphaticnegationsarebuilt morphosyntacticallyfrom plain
negations,andweakenbackto plainnegations.This impliestwo processes.

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

b. Semanticweakening:Theemphaticnegationbecomesnoncompositional,
losesits “even” meaning,andbecomesa plainnegativepolarity item.

Theseprocessesinteractto generatethe complexof changesknown as Jespersen’s
cycle.

Strengtheningandweakeningare functionally antagonistic,in that oneaddsan
expressiveresourceto the language,while the other eliminatesit. Thereforetheir
etiologynecessarilydiffers,andtheyarealsoformally quitedistinct. Yet,aswe shall
see,botharegroundedin thenormaluseof scalarevaluativeexpressions.

Our proposalpartly returnsto the traditionalview that thecycle is drivenby the
expressiveuseof language.In contrastto traditionalphonology-drivenaccountsand
recentsyntax-centeredaccounts,we treatthecycleasfundamentallya processof se-
manticchange,to besurewith phonologicalandsyntacticconsequences.

TheGreekdataprovideanimmediateempiricalreasonfor pursuingthisapproach.
Theevolutionof negationfrommedievalGreekto themoderndialectsinvolvesseveral
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roundsof thecyclewith no accompanyingsyntacticchangewhatsoever, andfor that
matterwith no relevantphonologicalchangeeither. What doescharacterizeall the
changes,however,is aninvariantpatternof semanticshifts.

This is of coursenot to saythat thecycleneverhassyntacticrepercussions.The
weakeningphaseof the semanticshift canactuallybe associatedwith two kinds of
syntacticreanalysis.Thefocusedindefinite,onceit becomesanegativepolarity item,
canbecomea negationheadof its own — the familiar case— or undergoanother
developmentwhich is describedherefor thefirst time: it canbecomeanounor indef-
inite pronounacceptablein positivecontexts.This happenedin four separateGreek
dialects(section3.2).Sothesyntacticaspectof Jespersen’scycleis quitecomplex.3

Also, theweakeningmay, but neednot, leadto phonologicalreductionof oneor
bothof its parts,asaresultof which it caneventuallybecomemonomorphemicagain.

In additionto the inflationarymechanisminvokedabove,the causalexplanation
of Jespersen’scyclerequiresa secondassumption,which concernsnegationsystems,
andis alsoindependentlymotivated. This is that any languagehasthe resourcesto
expressbothboth plain andemphaticnegation.This is certainlytrue for Greek: as
alreadynoted,all dialectsat all timesdistinguishformally betweenthe two typesof
negation.Analysesthat postulateemphaticnegationonly for intermediatestagesin
thetrajectoryreducethisto amereaccident.As far astheyareconcerned,thelanguage
mayor maynothaveemphaticnegationin its repertoirebeforethechangeis initiated,
andagainafter it is completed. If a strengthenermustalwaysbe available,then it
follows necessarilythatweakeningandstrengtheningmustgo handin hand.As soon
asanegationis lost, it is renewedby anotherroundof strengthening.

Why mightlanguages“need”bothplainandemphaticnegation?Probablyto serve
the very samerhetoricalfunctionsthat causeit to be overused.At leastthreemain
functionsof emphaticnegationcanbeidentified.Thefirst functionof emphaticnega-
tion is to markcontradictionof a (possiblyimplicit) assertion.

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

A secondfunctionof emphaticnegationis to denya presumptionor anexpecta-
tion.

(6) A: Whatdid it costyou?
B: I didn’t costmea thing.

Henceit canalsoconveyanimplicit expectation;for example,(6) couldbeusedin a
contextwherethecostof theitemhasnotcomeup in orderto conveytheideathatthe
itemcouldhavecostsomething.

Third, emphaticnegationstrengthensa negativeassertionby lifting contextual
restrictionson anindefinitein thescopeof negationor by forcinga ‘totality’ reading

3On theissueof unidirectionalityin general,seeKiparskyMS.
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ona definiteargumentof a gradablepredicate.A clearinstanceof this latterfunction
of emphaticnegationis aspectualdisambiguation,andspecificallydistinguishingtelic
and atelic readingsof predicates.For example,(7a) is ambiguousbetweena telic
readingandanatelicreading

(7) I haven’teatentheporridge.

• Telic reading:‘I haven’teatenanyof theporridge.’

• Atelic reading:‘I haven’teatenall theporridge.’ [‘. . . thoughI mighthave
eatensomeof it.’]

Adverbialemphaticnegationdisambiguatesthesentencein favorof thetelic reading.

(8) I haven’teatentheporridgeat all.

Weassumethatthesefunctionsaresobasicthatanylanguagemusthavethemeans
to expressthem.

Supposingthata languagemusthavesomemeansof distinguishingplainandem-
phaticnegation,andthatemphaticnegativeelementsmaybecomeweakenedthrough
normalusage,it follows directly that negationmustbe subjectto the characteristic
cyclic courseof changethatMeillet andJespersenidentified.

We arenow in a positionto solveanotherpuzzle. Jespersen’s cycle countsasa
classicinstanceof grammaticalization.Grammaticalizationisconsideredto beUNIDI -
RECTIONAL grammaticalchange(whethertrivially by definition,or in aconsequence
of somedeeperprinciples,Kiparsky MS). How, then, can a CYCLIC trajectoryof
changebeaninstanceof grammaticalization?

Givenwhatwe havesaid,oneanswermight be thatonly onephaseof thecycle,
theweakeningphase,instantiatesgrammaticalization.It consistsof the“bleaching”of
anemphaticnegativeinto aplainnegative,with lossof compositionality, andtypically
with phonologicalreductionaswell. In the strengtheningphase,the lost expressive
resourceis formally renewed.But (in termsof thetraditionaltypologyof change)this
is notgrammaticalizationbutordinaryanalogicalchange.A newemphaticnegativeis
built compositionallyin accordwith thelanguage’smorphologicalandsyntacticrules.
Theiterationof reductivegrammaticalizationandconstructiveanalogyyieldsa cyclic
trajectory.

Self-evidently, all so-called‘unidirectional’ changesmustbe part of suchcyclic
trajectories,thoughpossiblyof extremelylongduration.For,if theinputsof unidirec-
tional changewerenot renewable,theywould no longerexistanywhere,becausethe
changewould havetakenits courseeverywhere.Moreover,becauseof theuniformi-
tarianprincipleit wouldbepuzzlinghowtheyevercouldhavearisenin anylanguage
atanystage.
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2 Jespersen’scyclein Greek

2.1 Descriptivesummaryof thetrajectories

The documentedhistory of Greekhasthreecompletedroundsof the cycle, plus a
fourth which is underwayin a numberof dialects. All consistof a mutually linked
semanticstrengtheningandweakeningprocess;theweakeningphaseof cycleI is also
associatedwith a syntacticargument-to-headreanalysis.Thediachronyof thenega-
tion systemsin (1) is shownin (9). Thefirst columnof arrowsin thechartrepresent
themorphosyntacticstrengtheningby theadditionof afocusedindefinite,andthesec-
ondcolumnof arrowsrepresentthe corresponding“inflationary” weakeningsof the
negation’s force. Keepin mind that the weakeningsarepurely diachronicreanaly-
ses,whereasthe strengthenings,in additionto beingdiachronicinnovations,form a
synchronicoppositionbetweenemphaticnegationandplainnegationin thegrammar.

(9) PLAIN STRENGTHENING WEAKENING

(I) o>̃u . . . ti- −→ oÎ dè én −→ oÎdèn

(II) (oÎ)dèn . . . ti- −→ dèn . . . tÐ-pote −→ dèn . . . tÐpote

(III) dèn . . . tÐpote −→ dèn . . . prãma −→ dèn . . . prãma

(IV) dèn . . . prãma −→ dèn . . . dros�, �pantoq . . .

At stageI, theplain,non-emphaticnegationo>̃u(k) strengthenedtooÎ-dà e>̃ic (oÎdeíc)
‘not evenone’,andoÎdeíc in turn lost its emphaticmeaningandbecameaplainnega-
tive ‘no-one’. ThecorrespondingneuteroÎdèn cameto serveasa clausalnegation,at
first emphatic(‘not at all’), latersimplymeaning‘not’, andbecomingphonologically
reducedto dèn (seeRobertsandRoussou2003:157-160for ananalysisof thischange
in the contextof their approachto grammaticalizationbasedon minimalist syntax).
Thiscyclewascompletedby theearlymedievalperiod.

At stageII, theplain indefinitetÐ- is strengthenedin negativecontextswith potè
‘ever’ in theneuter. In themasculineandfeminine,its emphaticcounterpartis kaÈ �n
ãnac, kaÈ �n mÐa ‘evenone’. Viz. dèn . . . tÐ ‘not anything,nothing’→ oÎdèn . . . tÐ-
pote ‘nothingatall’, dèn . . . tÐc/tin�c ‘not anybody, nobody’→ kaÈ �n ãnac ‘nobody
at all’. TheresultingtÐpote andkanènac arethenin turn weakenedto plain negative
indefinites,in fact, to negativepolarity items.Thisdevelopmentwascompletedin the
medievalperiod.4

4It mayhavebeenatwo-stageprocessfrom astrongnegativepolarity item(anindefiniteacceptableonly
in negativecontexts)to a weaknegativepolarity item (acceptablein otherlicensingenvironments,suchas
antecedentsof conditionalsor questions).
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As emphaticnegativesareweakened,newonesareagainformedto replacethem
(stageIII). Dependingon thedialect,this is donein oneof two ways. Thenegation
canbereinforcedby theadditionof astrengthenersuchask�n ‘evenone’,eitherbare
or addedto anindefinite(includingtÐpote andkanènac):

(10) StageIII: Strengtheningby k�n

a. dàn
not

êqw
have

k�(n)
atall

(ywmÐ)
(bread)

‘I don’t haveany(bread)at all’ (Mani, Blanken160)

b. dè
not

me
me

poneĩ
hurts

k�
at all

‘I don’t feelpainat all’ (Mani, Georgacas106)

c. k�gganenac ‘no-oneatall, notasoul’ (Cappadocian,Danguitsis1943)

d. k�gkanac (< k�n kanènac) ‘no-oneatall’ (Macedonian,Kretschmer273,
Höeg201)

e. k�ntÐpoutac = ‘tÐpota �polÔtwc’ (Naousa,Kontosopoulos181)

f. kadÐbouda = ‘tÐpota ântelw̃c’ (Samothraki,Kontosopoulos188)

In Pontic, the renewalof emphasisis achievedjust by ı́nas ‘one’. The result is an
interestingreversalwherekańıs, etymologically‘evenone’,is usedfor plainnegation
andthebareı́nas‘one’ is usedfor emphaticnegation.

(11) a. kańıskh érjen ‘nobodycame’

b. ı́naskh érjen‘not evenonepersoncame’(emphaticnegation,Drettas281)

Thesecondsourceof newemphaticnegativesatstageIII is strengtheningby lexi-
cal indefinitessuchasprãma ‘a thing’.

(12) brÐskei
finds

mi�n
a

kopèlla
girl

. . . poÌ
who

dàn
not

¢xere
knew

prãma
thing

‘finds a girl whohasnoclue’ (Thera,Kontosopoulos166)

In yet a fourth cycle,someof theseemphaticindefiniteslosetheir emphaticchar-
acterandbecomeweaknegativepolarity items. The emphaticnegationis thenre-
newedby other lexical items. In the Cretandialect,prãma ‘anything, something’,
which wasintroducedat stageIII, becomesa weakpolarity item (capableof appear-
ing in questions,see(13)),andis replacedin its emphaticfunctionby wordssuchas
dros(i)� ‘dewdrop’. Theseexamplesarefrom the copiousinventoryof minimizers
andgeneralizersfrom everystageanddialectof Greekcompiledby Andriotis 1940
(pp.86-87).

(13) a. >Ed¸kasÐ
give-3Pl

sou
you-Dat

prãma?
thing

— >Apantoq !
hope

‘Did theygiveyouanything?Nothing!’ (‘Not ahope!’)

b. ^Efaec
eat-2Sg

prãma?
thing

— Dros�!
dewdrop

‘Did youeatanything?Nothing!’ (‘Not a dewdrop!’)
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c. ^Eqete
‘eat-2Pl

na
to

f�me
eat-1Pl

tÐbotec?
anything

— Dw̃roc!
present!’

‘Do youhaveanythingfor usto eat?Nothing!’ (‘Not evenfor free!’)

3 Strengtheningby k�n- ‘even’ and -pote ‘ever’

3.1 MedievalGreekkanènac andtÐpote

In Medieval Greek, the inheritedplain indefinite tÐc, tin�c, originally ‘someone’,
‘anyone’,beginsto bedisplacedin referenceto humansby thenewemphatickanènac
‘(not) evenone’ (from kaÈ �n énac). In modernGreekkanènac hastakenover,but
reflexesof tÐc, tin�c survivedialectally. In this sectionwe documenta previously
unnoticedintermediatestageof the trajectoryin Late MedievalGreektexts. In the
following sectionwe examinethe survivalsof indefinitetÐc in CalabrianGreekand
theremarkablereflexesof k�n- ‘even’.

At thestageof medievalGreekrepresentedby suchtextsasMakhairas, theem-
phaticforceof kanènac hasbeenattenuatedbutnotyetwholly lost. Its meaning‘(not)
evenone’hasacquiredapartitivecomponentandnormallyrefersto somecontextually
salientgroup. Thetranslation‘(not) evenoneof them’ (German‘keiner’), is usually
appropriate(andindeedthat is how Dawkinssometimesrendersit). In virtue of this
morespecializedmeaningit contrastswith themorenondescripttin�c ‘(not) anyone,
no-one’(German‘niemand’).Theexamplesin (14)-(15)illustratethecontrast.

(14) kanènac ‘anyone(of somegroup)’,‘(nicht) einer/keiner’

a. kaÈ
and

dàn
not

âglÔtwsen
escaped

kanènac
anyone

‘andnotoneof themescaped’(Makhairas16.15, tr. Dawkins)

b. na
that

. . . màn
not

âlemonhj̃|hc
pity-2Sg

kanènan
anyone

‘that youhavemercyonno-oneof them’ (Makhairas16.1)

c. kaÈ
and

�nÐswc
if

. . . �f sùc
leave

zwntanän
alive

kanènan
anyone

‘and if you leaveanyoneof themalive’ (Makhairas16.5)

d. oÉ
the

�rqontec
lords

âsÐghsan;
fell-silent

kaneÈc
no-one

lìgon
speech

oÎ
not

dÐdei
give

‘the lordsfell silent;noneof themuttersaword.’ (Belisarios153)

(15) tin�c ‘(not) anyone’,‘(nicht) jemand/ niemand’

a. dàn
not

�fh̃ken
allowed

tin�n
anyone

n�
to

p�gù
go

eÊc
to

tän
the

soult�non
sultan

‘would allow nooneto go to thesultan’(Makhairas126.4)
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b. tä
the

koũrsoc
pillaging

dàn
not

e>̃inai
is

tinäc
to anyone

di�foroc
advantageous

par�
except

toũ
to the

fous�tou
army

‘pillaging is of advantageto nooneexceptto thearmy’ (160.36)

c. mhdàn
that-not

êqù
have

tin�c
anyone

fwtÐan
torch

‘so thatnooneshouldhavea torch’ (362.11)

d. kaÈ
and

dàn
not

âglÔtwsen
escaped

tin�c
anyone

‘andnooneescaped’(546.4)

e. n�
so-that

m�
not

tä
it

barejh̃
is-bored-with

tin�c,
anyone

�mm�
but

ålwnw̃n
to-all

n' �rèsh
pleases

‘so thatno-onegetsboredwith it but everyonelikes it’ (Threnos11)

f. dàn
not

prèpei
should

�njrwpìc
person

tinac
any

n�
to

sà
you

kathgor sh
accuse

‘No personshouldaccuseyou’ (Threnos165)

g. tin�c �g�phn met' aÎtän m� boulhjh̃ poÐsh
anyonelovewith him notwantdo
‘so thatno-onewouldmakepeacewith him’ (Threnos459)

h. kaÈ
and

n� kratoũn
keep-3Pl

tä
the

dÐkaion,
just

tin�c
no-one

m�
not

�dikh̃tai
is-done-injustice-to

‘and theyshouldkeepjusticeso thatno-onegetsunfairly treated’(Belis-
arios384)

Similar semanticcontrastscanbefoundin theindefinitesof otherlanguages,e.g.
Germanniemandandkein, keiner. Thesearenominalandadjectival,respectively,
andthe partitive readingof the adjectivalkein, keiner is presumablydueto an im-
plicit complementthatdenotesa contextuallysalientgroup. It is likely thata similar
syntacticdistinctionis responsiblefor the differencein meaningbetweentin�c and
kanènac.

Thecontrastappliesalsoto interrogativessuchasEnglishwhich(of them)vs. who,
orGermanwelcherversuswer, andto regularindefinites,whereit seemsto correspond
to the well-known contrastbetween‘partitive’ and ‘nonpartitive’ indefinites. It is
thereforeinterestingthatMedievalGreekexpressedthecontrastformally in all three
of thesepronounseries,that thedistinctionwaslost in all of themin ModernGreek,
andthatin eachcaseit wasthemorespecificindefinitethattookover.

(16) TheintermediateLMG system

indefinite interrogative article
kanènac ‘anyone(of agroup)’ poiìc ‘which’ ãnac (specific)
tin�c ‘anyone(atall)’ tÐc ‘who’ ∅ (nonspecific)
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In ModernGreek,theoriginallyspecificindefiniteskanènac, poiìc, and(in mostuses)
ãnac havedisplacedthe indifferently specificor nonspecifictin�c, interrogativetÐc,
andthenull indefinitearticle.

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

In the familiar scenario,whennegativepolarity itemslosethe requirementthat they
mustbein thescopeof negation,theybecomenegatorsin theirown right. This is the
pathby which, for example,Frenchpersonnechangedfrom ‘a person’to ‘no-one’.
Greekalsooffersa few casesof this type,whichwediscussin section(3.4)below.

More interestingly, however,the “liberation” of negativepolarity itemscanhave
anotheroutcome,which to our knowlegehasnot beendescribedbefore: they can
turn into regularindefinitesor nouns. This hashappenedin four widely separated
peripheraldialectsof Greek. In Cappadocian,kanènac functionssimply asa noun
meaning‘person’,thereverseof thedevelopmentundergoneby prãma.

(17) a. Êtì
this

patiš�q
king

s�lse
sent-3Sg

d�
the

�skèri
“
a

soldiers
t,
his

na
to

¢broun
find-3Pl

dekeinì
that

do
the

kaneÐc
person

‘The king senthissoldiersto find thatman.’ (Ulagatsh,Dawkins384)

b. ¢rte
came

éna
one

kaneÐc
person

‘therecamea person’(Ulagatsh,Dawkins366:2)

c. >̃hton
was

�ll�
other

na
one

kaneÐc
person

‘therewassomeoneelse’(Ulagatsh,Kesisoglu1951,citedfromAthanasiadis
1976:164)

d. ât�
that

kaneÐc
person

‘aÎtäc å �njrwpoc’ (Axos,Mavroxalividis& Kesisoglu94)

e. polÌ
very

ærto
sincere

kaneÈz
person

�nai
is

‘polÌ eÊlikrin�c �njrwpoc e>̃inai’ (Axos,M&K 114)

In at leastsomeof theseCappadociandialects,it continuesto occurundernegationas
well.

(18) t
the

îrgo
work

m�
mine

’c
to

kaneÐna
no-one

dèn
not

dì
it

qairinÐškw
entrust

‘I entrustmy work to no-one.’ (Axos,M&K 182)

In UkraineandCalabria,kanènac is a non-polarityindefinite,either‘someone’,
or moreparticularly‘someonespecific(butnotnecessarilyknown)’, ‘a particularper-
son’. In view of the specificreadingof kanènac in MedievalGreekdocumentedin
theprecedingsection,it is temptingto seeit asanarchaismpreservedon themargins
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of theGreek-speakingterritory, ratherthananinnovationwhich justhappenedto take
placefour separatetimes.

In the Tauro-Romeicdialect of Mariupol (Ukraine),kańıs is apparentlyboth a
specificindefinitein affirmativecontexts,anda weakpolarity itemsundernegation.
At anyrate,Sergievskij(1934:562)glosseskańıs as(a) Russiaǹkto-to' ‘someone
(specificbut not necessarilyknown)’, asopposedto `kto-nibud~' and(b) `nekto'
‘(not) anyone’in thescopeof overtor impliednegation,andcitestheexamples:

(19) a. kańıs ı́rtin ‘someonehascome’(`kto-to prix�l')

b. den fénit bdiná-pa kańıs ‘there doesn’tseemto be anyonearoundany-
where’(`nigde nikogo ne vidno')

Theusesof kanènac in Calabrian,judgingfrom theexamplescitedbelow, arealso
compatiblewith themeaning‘someonespecific(butnotnecessarilyknown)’.

(20) a. kaǹenamuipe ‘someonetold me’

b. ı́rte kamḿıa ‘someone(fem.) came’

c. jir èguokaǹena‘I’m looking for someone’(Rohlfs1949:122)

In Cretan,kanènac maybea simplepositiveindefinite(Pitikakiss.a.).

(21) a. Kianènac
some

perastikìc
passerby

d�
here

pèrase
passed-by

ki
and

¢koye
cut

t�
the

portok�lia
oranges

‘Somepasserbymusthavepassedbyandcuttheoranges.’ (Cretan,Pitikakis)

b. å
the

basili�c
king

kat�labe
understood

íti
that

Íp�rqei
exists

kaneÐc
some

gèrwn
old-man

‘The king understoodthattherewassomeold man.’ (ibid. 412)

c. â�n
if

dè
not

moũ
me

eÒpete
tell-2Pl

poiìc
who

êqei
has

qwsmènon
hidden

kanéna
some

gèronta
old-man

‘if youdon’t tell who(amongyou)hassomeold manin hiding’ (ibid. 412)

Let us mentionin this connectionthat Cretanalso haspositiveprãma ‘something’
(Pagkalos1983,420-1).

(22) KaÐ
and

trw̃ne
eat-3Pl

prãma
something

‘and theyeatsomething’

It is hardto saywhetherpositivekanènac in thesedialectsderivesfrom theme-
dieval specificindefinitekanènac discussedin the precedingsection,or developed
fromtheordinarymodernnegativepolaritystage.In alanguagewith negativeconcord
suchasGreek,thedistinctionbetweenindefinitesof the ‘some’ typeandindefinites
of the ‘no/any’-typeis neutralizedin thescopeof negation.Soa ‘no/any’ indefinite
thatpassesthrougha negativepolarityphasecouldchangeto a ‘some’ indefinite.
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3.3 Continuationof tÐc, tin�c ‘someone’

TheconservativeItaliot dialectof Bovain Calabriahastı́spo(< tÐspote) ‘(not) any-
body’, ‘nobody’. Evena reflex of the bareunsuffixedpronounis preservedin the
Accusativetinó (Rohlfs1949:123).

(23) dópu
since

ti
that

egó
I

e
not

xxoró
see

tin ó
anyone

odóssu
inside

‘sinceI don’t seeanyoneinside’ (Taibbi& Caracausi411)

In Bova, tı́spoalternateswith kańena, asseenin thesetwo parallelversionsof a
proverbialsaying:

(24) a. me
between

pórta
door

će
and

poránda
jamb

mi
not-should

váli
put

kanéna
anyone

ta
the

dástila
fingers

‘nobodyshouldstickhisfingersbetweendoorandjamb’ (T&C 374)
[‘Tra impostae stipitenonmettaalcunole dita.’]

b. me
between

pórta
door

će
and

poránda,
jamb

tı́spo
anyone

mi
not-should

váli
put

ta
the

dastiĺatu
fingers-his

‘nobodyshouldstickhisfingersbetweendoorandjamb’ (T&C 374)
[‘Tra impostae stipitenonmettanessunole propriedita.’]

However,thereis a syntacticdifferencebetweenthem. In the texts,kańenaoccurs
only undernegation,whereastı́spois oftenfoundasanindependentnegation.5 Thus,
thesyntaxof tı́spoin Bovadiffersmarkedlyfrom thatof othernegationselsewherein
modernGreek.It is, in fact,essentiallythatof ClassicalGreek.Whentı́spoprecedes
thefinite verb,noothernegationis required:

(25) a. tı́spo
no-one

pái
goes

sto
to the

Paradiso
Paradise

me
with

tin
the

garŕottsa
carriage

‘nobodyentersParadisein acarriage’(Taibbi& Caracausi1959:384)

b. ma
but

tı́spo
no-one

efáni
appeared

na
to

mu
me

ta
them

ttsipoŕei
knew

dyamer´ısi
interpret

‘but therewasnobodywhoknewhowto interpretthemto me’ (T&C 444)

c. Eśu
You

tisp’
no-one

ád.d.o
other

ka
than

emḿena
me

gaṕai
love

‘Youdon’t loveanyoneotherthanme’ (T&C 345)

Whenit follows, thefinite verbrequiresanadditionalovertnegationsuchase(n).

(26) a. e
not

sse
you-Acc

pasśeǧǧi
surpass

tı́spo
anyone

‘andnobodywill overcomeyou’ (T&C 1959:406)

b. ton
the

ǧeŕo
weather

en
not

do
it

xxorı́
sees

tı́spo
anyone

‘no-oneseestheweather’(T&C 385)

5Otherthanthis syntacticproperty,kanénaandtı́spoappearto beequivalent.At leastwe candetectno
differencein meaningbetweenthemin thetexts.
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c. séntsa
without

na
that

ton
him

ı́vvri
found

tı́spo
anyone

‘without anybodyfindinghim’ (T&C 410)

Theruleseemsto bethatanegativeargumentthatfollows anegativehead‘reinforces’
it (negativeconcord),while a negativeargumentthat follows a negativeargumentis
independent.Thepatternin (25)–(26)is familiar from ClassicalGreek:

(27) a. oÎk o>̃iden oÎdeÐc ‘no-oneknows’ (Aesch.Ag. 632)

b. oÎdeÈc oÎk o>̃ide ‘no-onedoesn’tknow, everyoneknows’

c. oÎdeÈc o>̃ide ‘no-oneknows’

Couldthisperipheraldialecthavepreservedafeatureof ClassicalGreek?Morelikely
thesyntaxof tı́spois simplycalquedonthatof Italiannessuno.

(28) a. nessunomi piace‘I don’t like anyone’

b. nessunononmi piace‘I like everyone’

c. nonamonessuno‘I don’t loveanyone’(*amonessuno).

Althoughthe Italian editorsdon’t makethis point explicit, theysurelynoticedit be-
causetheyregularlytranslatekańenawith alcunoandtı́spowith nessuno(asin (24)
above).TheseItalian counerpartsform a similar syntacticpair: Chi hai visto? ‘Who
haveyouseen?’Nessuno/*Alcuno.‘Nobody’.

3.4 k�(n) asanewstrengthener,andasa head

In Mani, Macedonia,andThrace,k�n (< kai �n) ‘even’, ‘at least’servesasageneral
strengthener(Blanken160,Georgacas106,Andriotis88).

(29) a. dàn
not

êqw
have

(ywmÐ)
bread

‘I don’t haveany(bread)’(Blanken160)

b. dàn
not

êqw
have

k�(n)
atall

(ywmÐ)
(bread)

‘I don’t haveany(bread)at all’ (Blanken160,Georgacas106)

c. dè
not

me
me

poneĩ
hurts

k�
at all

‘I don’t feelpainat all’ (Georgakas106)

d. dàn
not

tän
him

�f kasi
let

n�
to

p�rei
take-3Pl

tän
the

�nasasmì
breath

tou
his

k�
atall

‘they didn’t evengive him a chanceto catchhis breath’ (Mani, Kon-
tosopoulos173)

e. k�ne
atall

gn¸sh
understanding

dàn
not

êqei
has

‘he hasnobrainsatall’ (Selybria,Andriotis88)
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RelatedemphaticindefiniteNPIsincludeN.W. Peloponneseki�c (Kalavritaetc.,Geor-
gacas107),andtheSouthernislandtype(sv)ki�(c) (CreteandKarpathos,Georgacas
106-7,Kontosopoulos32).6

NorthernGreekk�(n) is itself in turn combinedwith other indefinitesto form
compoundemphaticnegativepolarity items.

(30) a. k�ntÐpoutac = ‘tÐpota �polÔtwc’ (Naousa,Kontosopoulos181)

b. kadÐbouda = ‘tÐpota ântelw̃c’ (Samothraki,Kontosopoulos188)

c. kanèmou ‘toul�qiston’ (Alonistaina,Kontosopoulos172)

d. k�gganenac ‘personne!,pasuneâme’(Demirdesi,Danguitsis1943)

e. k�gkanac< kai an k�nac (Macedonian,fromk�nac< kaènac< kanènac,
Kretschmer273,Höeg201)

f. kaniw̃ ‘nothing’ (Aenos,Thrace,Andriotis88)

Thiscyclehasgoneto completionin theCorsicanManiotof Carg̀ese.Herek� has
becomea particlewhich normallyaccompaniesdà(n), without emphasis(“sansqu’il
subsistela moindreidéed’un renforcementde la négation”,Blanken159-161). In
shortsentences,suchas(31a),it is nearlyobligatoryfor mostspeakers;theemphatic
negationis kajìlou asin (31b).(Examplesfrom Blanken159).

(31) a. dèn
not

êqw
have-1Sg

(k�)
k�

‘I don’t haveany’ (je n’enai pas’)

b. dèn
not

éqw
have-1Sg

kajìlou
at all

čairì
time

‘I havenotime atall’ (emphatic)

c. �
the

gl¸ssa
language

dèn
not

âq�netou
get-lost

k�
k�

‘la langueneseraitpasperdue’

d. dè
not

g�n′ei
make-3Sg

k�
k�

pol′u
very

krÔo
cold

‘il nefait pastrèsfroid’

e. dèn
not

ênai
is-3Sg

k�
k�

kakìc
bad

�jrwpoc
person

‘ce n’estpasunmauvaistype’

f. k� qreÐa ‘pasbesoin’

g. xérw lig�ï, m� k� pol′Ô ‘j’en saisunpetitpeu,maispasbeaucoup’

In theplaceof k� thisdialectalsouses�ra ‘tÐpota’ ‘nothing’ (from �rage?).

6Cretan(sv)ki� is furtherstrengthenedto (sv)kiaouli�c, miaouli� (< ki� goule�) ‘(not) even(one)
sip’ (Georgakas109-110).Cypriot Greekhasbareên tẑaÈ (< dàn kaÈ). Blanken161andKontosopoulos
1994:24glossit asaneutralnegation:ên tẑaÈ dÐnei mou = dàn moũ dÐnei, ên tẑaÈ e>̃ida ton = dàn tän
e>̃ida. However,our Cypriot informantstell usthat it retainsits statusasanemphaticnegation.
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(32) a. dàn
not

êqw
have-1Sg

�ra
anything

‘I don’t haveanything’(Blanken109)

b. H
the

ǧunaÐka
woman

ìpou
who

den
not

èǰei
has

�ra
anything

na
to

k�nh
do

p�ei
goes

sto
to the

perÐpato
walk

‘A womanwho hasnothing else to do goesfor a stroll’ (Academyof
Athensfield notes,citedfrom Nicholas534)

TheCarg̀eseuseof k� maybea Frenchcalque.But Blanken160notesthat the
sameusehasdevelopedindependentlyfor thecognatemaḱa in OtrantoGreek,which
hasbeensubjectonly to Italian influence:7

(33) e
not

plónno
sleep

maká
maḱa

‘I’m notsleeping’(‘je nedorspas’)

A parallelwould be the dialectof Thasosoff the coastof Thrace,wherek�(n) can
function as a one-wordemphaticnegation‘not at all, not in the least’ (Panagiotis
Pappas,voce).

4 Lexical renewal of emphatic negation

4.1 Replacementof tÐpoc, tÐpote

Thereplacementof tÐpote andits cognatesby otherlexical itemsis acharacteristicof
EasternGreek.TÐpo(c) survivesin Farasa,Amisos,andin thePonticdialectsof Of
andSourmena(Oikonomidis252,Athanasiadis167).

(34) a. tÐpoc tžì poĩka se ‘I didn’t doanythingto you’ (Farasa)

b. doul eec 'kè jè n� poÐshc tÐpoc ‘You arenot going to do any of the
chores’(Amisos)

c. � k�ta tÐpo 'kÐ âxèr� ‘the catknowsnothing’ (Surmena)

Elsewherein EasternGreekit is oustedby a varieryof otherexpressions.Pontic
dialectshavedèn, tidèn ‘anything’ (Nikopolis kešvki, Papadopoulos121) insteadof
tÐpote asan“anaphorevidée” (Drettas).

(35) a. âg°
I

dàn
nothing

�llo
else

�kÈ
not

yalafw̃
request

se
you

‘I requestnothingelsefrom you’ (Argyroupolis,Balabanis1937:102)

b. >Egnèf�sen
waved

å
the

r�ftec
tailor

kaÈ
and

íntec
then

tereĩ
sees

nà
neither

qalÐn
carpet

nà
nor

dàn
nothing

�llo
other

‘The tailor wavedandat thatpoint seesneithercarpetnor anythingelse’
(DivanKerasounda,Balabanis1937:108)

7Rohlfs(1930:845)termsmak� a “Füllwort derNegation.”
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Other lexical strengthenersinclude(36) kśaj ‘at all’, (37) x́ıč, xits ‘nothing’, ‘at
all’, ‘zilch’, ‘never’ (< Turkish hiç < Persianhěc), (38) dip, ǰip ‘totally’, and(39)
énašé (< Turkish şey< Arabic šay? ‘(any)thing’), skrap(Sarakatsan,Höeg278),
svkr�ou (Maced.Vlasti, Andriotis 89), anda hostof minimizer-derivedexpressions
suchaséna čÐj’, éna kokkÐ, éna nÔj, éna kourtj�, éna tžÐgkra, éna koutsoÔj’, éna
križÐ, éna stali

“
� (Axos,Mavroxalividis& Kesisoglu78).

(36) a. kśaj kh-enenḱasta‘I’m not tiredatall’

b. parádaskśaj kh-éxo‘I havenomoneyatall’

c. kśaj eṕıessin-ardéan‘haveyoueverbeento Ardhea?’

(37) x́ıč, xits ‘nothing’, ‘at all’, ‘zilch’, ‘never’ (< Turkishhiç< Persianhěc)

a. trĩz
three

mèrec
days

qÐč
zilch

qizürÐc
holy-man

rén
not

galaǰèvgi
says

‘for threedaystheholy mansaysnothing’ (Silli, Dawkins288)

b. qÐč
atall

rè
not

sk¸'niti
rises

‘he doesnot riseat all’ (Silli, 300)

c. qÐč
atall

na
to

f�gou
eat

ywmÐ
bread

rèn
not

èqou,
I have,

na
to

for¸sou
wear

roÔqa
clothes

rén
not

èqou
I have

‘I havenota pieceof breadto eat,I havenoclothesto wear’ (Silli, 290)

d. son.
in the

gózmo
world

qı́č
zilch

dé
not

gélane
made-laugh

‘nothingin theworld madeherlaugh’(Sı́lata,452)

e. ¢doune
was

�n
if

grÔo,
cold

qÐč
never

poÔ
that

’dè
not

ǰoÔdoune
was-before

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

f. x́ıč
zilch

kh-erká
not-understands

‘il necomprendabsolumentpas’(Pontic,Drettas402)

Although dı́p ‘totally’ is not a negativepolarity item, it functionsto strengthen
negationin virtueof havingwidescopeoverit.

(38) a. aftósinedı́p ftoxós ‘totally poor’

b. dı́p filótimodenéxi epánotu ‘completelylacksfilotimo’ (Babiniotis181,
cf. Sarakatsan,Höeg278)

c. dÐp-tÐpoutac ( Kozani,Kontosopoulos182)

As mentionedbefore,we analyzethe type énašé to bea combinationof a mini-
mizeranda generalizer:
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(39) a. éna
one

šè
thing

mè
not

lal c
say-2Sg

‘don’t saya thing’ (Ulagatsh,Dawkins376)

b. éna
one

švèj
thing

dèm
not

bìrze
could-3Sg

n�
to

boÐk�
do

‘therewasnothinghecoulddo’ (Axos,M&K 216)

5 Conclusion

Jespersen’s cycle is due to the interleavingof two processes:the strengtheningof
negationby morphosyntacticmeans,andits lossof compositionalityandweakening
(grammaticalization,bleaching). Although they havefunctionally oppositeresults,
theyarenot formal conversesof eachother. Oneis paradigmatic,the othersyntag-
matic. An emphaticnegativealwaysweakensby itself (it is “bleached”),neverin
virtue of beingcombinedwith someotherelement. On the otherhand,negationis
strengthenedonly by combininga simplenegativewith anindefinite.A simplenega-
tive, or a simpleindefinite,neverbecomesanemphaticnegativeon its own.

Both the weakeningandstrengtheningphasesof thechangearegroundedin the
rhetoricalfunctionof boundedscalarevaluativeexpressions.But theyhavedifferent
causes.Theweakeningof theexpressivenegationto anordinarynegationgoeshand
in handwith, andis causedby, increasedfrequencyof use.Its endresultis thelossof
a necessaryexpressiveresourcein thelanguage.Thestrengtheningthatrenewsit is a
consequenceof theneedfor this expressiveresourcein a language.Suchalternation
betweenweakeningandstrengtheningprocessesis an instanceof the largerdialectic
of productionandperceptionin theeconomyof language.
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[OntheCretandialect.Vol. 1] Athens.
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