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AEBSTRACT

The author considers the rule of negatlve
transportatlon in English and discusses his ideas about such a rule
in contrast to the theories set forth by Robin Lakoff. The rule of
negative transportation allows the shifting of a negative, under
certain conditions, from a lower clause into a higher one. The .
discussion centers around the occurrence of tag-questions which can
be attached to a statement. Lakoff claims that, with certain
exceptions, it is normal for the tag-question to show opposite
polarity, as far as negation is concerned, to the sentence on which
it is formed. The author refutes this explanation and argues +that
~contrasting tag-questions indicate that the main sentence or host
clause is to be taken to be the point of view of the speaker;
matching tag-questions indicate that it is rot. (VM)
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NEGATIVE TRANSPORTATION AND TAG-OUESTIONS ’ -
(Preliminary Version)

-Ray Cattell

University of Newcastle

There are two possible interpretations for sentences llke (1.
(1) John doesn't believe that Harrv can win.
By the first of them, (1) is simnly the negation of (2), and means,
"It is not the case that John believes that Harry can win’'.
(2) John believes‘that Harry can win.
But there is also .a reading that means much the same as (3).
(3) John believes that Harry can't win.
Under this interpretation of (1),.the nesative which anpears overtly

in the first clause seems to have semantic anpnlication to the contents

 of the second clause.

These considerations led Fillmore to nropose, in 19631, that
there should be a rule of negative transportation, shifting a
negative, under certain conditions, from a lower clause into a
higher one. In her paper, "A Syntactic Argument for Negative
Ti’ansportation”z> Robin Lakoff comments that the motivation for this
rule was otiginally entirely semantic. She examines a syntactic
motivationiof'the rule that was pronosed by ifasaru Kajita, but
rejects it as inconclusive. She then provides a new set of svntactic
arguments. in favour of the rule of Megative Transportation. I will

briefly explicate a central part of her argument.

Most sentences of English can have a tag-question added to
them, as illustrated in (4). - - ’
(4) a John has left, hasn't he?

‘b.  John hasn't left, has hé?
Lakoff claims that. the normal thing is for the tag- questlon to shuyw

the opposite polarity, as far as negation is concerned to the

sentence on which the are formed. Thus if the main sentence is
.. >

positive, as'it is in (4a), the tag will be negszive, and if the main

oy

" From: 1inguistié Communicabions; 6, 1072.
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Sentence is negative, as it is 1in (45), the tag will be positive.
She admits that Doéitive>tags do sometimes occur on nositive
Sentences, as in (5),

(5) John has left, has he?

but says that such sentences are usuallv sarcastic or "quite

different in meaning" (n.142), if they are Frammatical at all,

If a senteuce has two or More clauses, the tag-questions are
usually formed o1 the»ton clause, as (%) shows .
(6) a2, John thinks the var is endine, doesn't hae?
b. % John thiiks the war is ending,‘isn't it?
In (6a), the tas is formed on the first clause, and (6b) shows that
it is impossible to form one on the second., The same is true if
there are more than two claﬁées“
(7) a. Mary said that John thinks the war is ending, didn't she?
b.

.,
b

3

-

said that John thinks the war is ending, doesn't he?

P

i

oy

¢. ¥ Yary said that Johnp thinks the war ig ending, isn't it?

‘q

Only the first clause, not the Second or third, is capable of having

a8 tag-question formed on it,

The only exception to ihis, according to Rohin Lakoff, occurs
when the top S contains a nerformative, The term “"performative: uas
introduced By J.L. Austin to refer to a certain type of sentencebor
utterance., He sald that the word indicated that "the issuing of the
utterance is the rerforming of an action - it is not nérmally thought
of as just saying something”.3 So, if someone éays, “I pronounce
¥Ou man and wife'", énd he is legally qualified to do so, he is
actually doing the action of making vou man and wife by uttering these
words. And if same anpropriate perso; says, "I name this shin Venus'',

he is actually performing the office of naming it in uttering the words,

One such\nerformative verb, it 15 claimed, is Supnpose., in g
sentence like (8), ' '

8. I sunpose the war is ending.
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Ir a case like this, where tha ton clause contains a nerformative verb,

Lakoff says we denart from the usual nractice of forming the tag-
question on the top clause, and form it on the next § down. Thus
(%9a) is satisfactory, but (9b) is not. .

(¢) a. I sunpose the war is ending, isn't it?
b. *# I suppose ihe war is endingz, don't I?

Again; it makes no difference if there are more than tvo clauses.

[N

(10) a. 1 suppose Jolin thinks the war is ending, doesn't he?

endins, isn't it?

W

o,
&

b. #* I supnose John thinks the war

i)

]

c. * T supnose John thinks the war is ending, don't I7
Because there is a performative verb in the first clovse, mo tag-
question can be formed on it, as {1.0¢c) shows. And‘(lOb) reveals
that no tag question can be formed on the third and last clause,
either. The only one thaé can have a rag--question formed on it is.
the next one down from the reorformative clause, i,e., the second one.

This is shown in (10a).

Because of these facts, TLakoff finds it rather odd that (lla),

rather than (11b), should be grammatical. -
(11) a. I don't suﬁnose the Yankees will win, will they?

- b. % I don’t suppose the Yankees Will‘win, won't they?
She argues that the negative must originate in the lower S in (lla),
and be there at the tire the tag-question is formed. Thus, since
Sunpose is a performative verb, vz may say that that tag—quéstion
was formed on the next S down, and that it shows the opposite
polarity from it, in the‘Underlying_structure. The alleged rule
of Negative Transportation onerates only when‘the verb in the higher

clause is one of a very limited set: think, beljeve, sunpose, guess

and want are in the szat, according to Lakoff, but hone, feel and

realize_are not.

This is only nart of her total argument, which has been justly
admired for its elegance. On the strength of it, some have become

convinced of the validity of the Negative Transportation rule, but

1z



Ray Jackendoff4 has provided some reasons for being at least sceptical
about it. and I, too, find the evidence for it far from conclusive.

I von't retrace Jackendoff's arguments here, but instead will offer
new ones, varticularly aimed at the validity of the argument of.

Lakoff's that I have just descr1ned

To begin with, I would ‘like to cha 1lence the adeauacy of what
Lakoff says about sentences where the tac«nuestlon and the clause on
‘which it is formed match each other in polarity. To- me ;- (5,

(John has left, has he?) is a comnletely normal bentenLe bUL Lalkoff

says that such sentences where they are orammatlcal are usually
sarcastic- or "quite different in meaning. A pood deal derends on
what she means by this last nhrase, and she doesn' t say, but in wny
dialect, (5) certainly doesn’t have to be sarca¢t1c, thovgh it may be.
This could be merely a difference between Australian and American
dialects, but Guy Carden informs mes'that the same judement is not
uncommon in America. It would seem nreferable then, if uossible; to
have an account of the formation of tag-auestions which would exnlain

these cases of matching polarity, too,

Even if there is some disagreément about how normal ?R) is,
‘there should be. little about the: normality of senrences such as (l?)
- (12) 1 hope the water is’warm, is 1t°_ '
v Here there is matching polarity, ‘and in fact, ommosite ﬁblarity'is

not”accenfable.‘ T

(13). % I hope the water is warm, isn't it? "
Yegative tag-questions are not poss’ ‘e when the hlghpr verb 1s hope,
trust, or any one of a similar Set. xére aré other llnds of

CEE :

qexamples, too.
»(34) a. - I hear John won, did he?
b.. % I hear John won, didn"t he? '
(15) a. I wonder if John won, did he?

b.oo® I .wonder .if John. won, didn/t he?

ERIC
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(16) a. I doubt if John can win, can he?

b. * I doubt if John can win, can't he?
It would seem that a theory which says that in normal cases tag-
questions show opposite polarity from the clauses on which they are
formed, is simply turning its back on much of the data. I am
interested invfinding an accoun* of tag-questions which will‘'give a -
princiﬁled explanation for the occurrence of these sentences, as

well as the ones discussed by Lakoff.

I am going to use Ehe term ‘‘host-clause" to refer to the y
particular clause on which a2 tag-question is formed. For a while,
I will limit my%observatidns to cases in which the host-clause 1s
positiﬁe. In such cases, where there is only the host-~clause and
the fas-question, the tag may be of either matching or contrasting
polarity, in my dialect. Both (17a) and (17b) are normal sentences,
in other words. '
(17) a. The book is obscene, is it?

b. The hook is obscene, isn’t it?
Consider (l7a)ﬁfirst, which I have said does mnot have to be sarcastlc
It cculd be used if the speaker hadn't read the book, or if he had
read it and forgotten what it was like, or if he was not sure what the
legal definition of obscenity was — in short, in any circumstanCeS'
where he was in ‘no position to promote his own opinion. In all the
uses that I have just describéd;'it could be said that the‘point'of
view expressed in the host~clause (“The book i obscene'') is not a

point of view that the speaker is putting forward as his own. Rather,

- it is one he is citing in order to ask the listener if it-is his. And

even if (17a) is used sarcastically ('Oh, so the book is obstene,’ is
it?) that'is-also a case where the host-clause is not put‘forwafaﬂés
the speaker's own point of view: quite the contrary. It seems
possible to make the generalization, then, that so far as positive
host~ clauses are concerned, ‘a match'n¢ tag~quest10n ‘means that the

host-clause is not put forward as:the point of view of the speaker,

13
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but as one that is possibly that of the listener. In (17k), on the
other hand, the speaker seems to be offering his own opinion, and
asking for agreement: so it may be that contrasting tag-questions
indicate that the speaker's own opinion is being put forward for

acceptance.

I must admit that speakers of my dialect often seem to add
rositive or negative tags to a nositive host-clause almost

indiscriminately, but this mav wall be because there is sometimes g4

minimal semantic difference between offering a view asg your own and

asking for agreement with it, and offering a view to which vou don't
necessarily subscribe, and asking whether the listenar agrees with
it. But there seem to be reasons for thinking that the basic
difference is the one T have indicated. Apart from intuitive
feelings about the Semantics involved, there are¢ other pieces of
evidence which support the notion I have presented. Suppose Harry
is engaged in a conversation with John, and the last part of one of

Harry's utterances is "Claude is rich”. John can pick up and echo

these words of'Harry's; but if he decides to add a tag-question to

them, he must make it one of matching polarity, as in (18).

(18) Claude is rich, is he? |

He cannot reasonably utter (19) as a response to Harry's statement
that Clause is riéh. ' | .

(19) Claude is rich, isn’t he?

Otherwise, Harry could be evcused fer thinking that John hadn'; been-

listening. The point Is perhaps even clearer in the dialogue shown
in (20). . v
(20) JOEN : -~ I have translated that~Russian sentence for
you. It means, "Necessity is the mother of
invention,
HARﬁY: It means, "Necessity is the mother of

invention®, does it?

 Compare this perfectly normal dialogue with the one in (21).

o
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(21) JOHN: I have translated that Pussian senteince
for you. It means, 'Necessity is the

mother of invention'.

HARRY - It means, '“acessity is the mother of

invention, doesn’t 1t''?
John could justly he anncyed because it seemed as though Harry was
claiming as his own a translation which .he had surely just heard
from John. And this is the roint: it is inannronriate for Harry
to use a tag-question of contrastinz polarity, precisely because
this signals that he is nutting forward the translation as his own

view,

There is also ancvther kind of indication that the hypothesis
is correct. Tae-questions of matching polarity can be attached not
only to statements, as in {(22a), but also to questions, as in (22b).
(22) a. John drank beer, did he?

b. Did John drink beer, did he?
Tag—cﬁestions of contrasting pclarityv, on the other hand, can be
attached only to statements, not to guecticus, és the examnles in
(23) indicate. A '
(23) a. John drank beer, didn't he?

' b. * Did John drink beer, didn't he?

Uhy :he‘diffgpence? _ngla if I put forward a pronosition as my own
point of_vigw{ I nust give it in the fofm of a_stapemeﬁt. ‘A main
quéstion_is éiﬁﬁly not the appronriatce sentquefqumffor putting .
forward a claim, aﬁ_opinion; a judgment, etc. Hence, tag-questions
of contrasting-polarity will never occur on main'questions,‘only on
statements. But since a tag~questibn of IMTCHiNG ﬁoiérity ié used
when the sneaker is putting forward a point df view thaqjis’not
his own, but is possibly'someone else’s, it is berfeéti&‘iﬁhﬁlace

on a main question.

There seems to be a fairly clear differentiation between the

significance of matching tag-questions and that of contrasting ones,

17
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nrovided we keep the host-clause nositive. The situation is a
little ‘more comnlicated when we-lool: at cases where the host—clause
contains a negative element. The simnlest case, where the sentence
is spoken simply as an echko of what has alread bLeen sajd, nresents
no problem.
(24) JOHYN .-+ and Sue hasn't graduated yet.

HARRY : She hasn‘t'graduated yet, hasn't she?
This is in conformity with the notion that matching nolarity should
be used if the contents of the host-clause are not nut forward as
the speaker’s noint of view. 1In general, however, the use of
matching negative nolarity is much wore restricted than that of
matching nositive polarity, for reasons that I do not kuow. Tor
instance, it is not nossible to have a negative question with a
matching negative tag.
(25) * Nidn't John drink beer, didn't he?
Nor is it possible to have matching negatives in an emhedded

sentence.

These are just interesting unexplained facts, but a more
crucial difficulty arises whete there is a negative host-clause
but a positive tag-question, as in (26).

(26) Sally isn't pregnant, is she?

There are two quite different'interpfetations of this sentence:-

(a) One where the host clause Sally 1s1 t oregnantr is the

v1ewn01nt of the sneaker. In th1s case, it is uttered v1rtua11yr

*1ke a statement usually mlth a falllno "ntonatlon contour, anc

the tag questl n 1s added nerely to iwv1te aoreeﬂent

(b) .,One:whe:e the host-clause is MOT vepresented as the
viewnoint of the speaker, or not necessarily.sc,. anyway. This.
interpretation_is“brought out much more clearly in (27).

(27) Sally isn't pregnant by any chance, is shei_'.,a-, C
The sneaker of (77) may well be hlntln that he 1Jnks Sﬂlly IS

-

oregnant so the Host—clause as 1t stands here cajnot be Levarde4 as

18-



necessarily the point of view of the sneaker. And so it is with this
kind of intermpretation of (26), which seems to have much more of the
spirit of a auestion about it than of a statement. And the tapg-

question usually has a rising intonation contour.’

vy
|

e difficulty is that in this second internretation, wmy thecry
would s2em to predict a matching nolarity between host-clause and
taz-guestion; however, there is a negative in the host-clause, and
the tag~question is positive, Consequertly, there seem to be
difficulties for the theory at this noint. I will now attemnt to
give a solution for them. 1In order to do so, I need to turn for a
minute to ordinary yes-no questions, as opnosed to tag-questions.
e are used to thinking of yes—no questions in English as being fqrmed
transformationally from statements by reversing the order of the
subject and the first part of the auxiliafy. There is a natural
tendency, therefore, to assume that there will be a one-to-one
semantic relationshin between statements.and questions. But
cdnsider 28). _
(28) Didn't Aunt Eliza get married?
Two interpfetations are possible. One is directly related tn (29).
(29) Aunt Lliza didn't geét married.
The question (28) asks for verification of the statement (29).
But there is another interpretation of (28) which cannot be regarded
in the same way. Rather, it seems to be asking whether (30) isn't
true. o » .
(30) Aunt Eliza got married.
Paraphrasing, we might express. these two interpretations of (28) by
the two questions in (31).
(31) a. Is it correct thaf Aunt Eliza didn't set married?

b, Isn't is correct that Aunt Eliza got married?
The first interpretation therefore seems to be based on a negative
sentence, and the second on a positive one. 1In the'seédnd case, the
negative seems to be associated with the questioning device, rather

than with the original sentence. It is as though NEG-0 were a tyne
o :

ERIC 19.
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of question rather different from plain 0, and as if the nolarity of

the questionning element.were in. contrast with that of the base-

sentence.

There is some interesting c¢7idence in support of this way of
looking at things. It is well-known that in English there are some
items that occur only in the environment of a negative or a question
or a limited number of affectivas items. One case in point is the
word much, when it is used without heavy stress.

(33) a. - Sue didn't bring much.

b.- * Sue brought much.

As (33a) and (33b) illustrate, much can occur in the environment of
a negative, but not in a positive environment that contains no

other affective item. If we turn (33a) into a question, we get (34).
(34) : NDidn't Suc bring much?

It is immediately noticeabla that (34) is not ambiguous, in the way
that (28) was. There 5 an internretation which can be paranhrased
by (35a), but none .aloug the liines of the inadmissible (35b).

(35) a. Is it correct that Sue didn't bring much?

b. . % Isn't it correct that Sue brought much?

‘The second ‘reading of the negativé question (34) is excluded because

the: corrésvonding POSITIVE sentence is excluded. And this type of
reading is excluded‘every time there is no relevant positive.:
sentence. Just 0 take one more example, the negative sentence (36a)
iS'pétmissjblé English; but the corresponding positive sentence. that
might be expected, namely, {36b) does not occur.

(36) a:i-- .Jane .didn't leave until 3 a.m.

b. * Jane lefv until 3 a.m. - o

When ‘we turn (36) into a.question, we get (37). - -

“(37)- - - Didn't Jane leave uncil 2 a.m.? _
' Again, there is no ambiguicty. There is an internretation that may

.pe-expressed--as shown in (38a); but none that may:be expressed as

shown in (38b).
A
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(33) a. Iis it correct that Jane didp't legve until 3 a.m.?

b. * Isn't it correcfbthat Jane left until 3 a.m.?-
There seem to be good zrounds, chen, for thinkiné that of the two
kinds of internretation that occur for negative questions, one is

based on a negative statement and the other on a nositive statement,

So much for the ordinary ves-no questions. WYow ie’ us turn
baclk to the sentences that have tasg—questions on the end. We have
already seen that there are two kinds of interpretation for
sentences like (26).

(26) Sally isn't pregnant, is she?

ow, the one where the hoest~clause, Sally isn’t nregnant, is nut

forward as the wiew of the speakgr s=zems to be based fairly
obviously on the negative sentence (39).

(39 Sally isn't pregnant.

But the second interpretétion'fairly obviously isn't. Mote that
(39) is not ambiguous, but (26) is. An extra meaning therefore
seems thbe imnorted aléng with the tag-duestion“ This is ekacﬁly
what we found with ordinary ves-no questions, though the meanings
are certainly quite diffevent here. TFurthermore, what seems to be
being discusser in the seéond internretatibn of (26) ié ;he'
positive sﬁhtement (40). h ' - .

{40) Sally is pregnantcf

In fact, the two interpretations.miqht be_naraoﬁfased by f&l)'(a)

and. (b) resnectively.

(41) a. It is correct that Sally isn't nregnant, isn't it?
b, Tt isn't correct, by any chance, that Sally'is'pregnant,
is it? S | '

The same.sorﬁ of evidence can be produced here. as fdr ordinary-
yes~no'quespi§ns, (42), for ins;ance, is not ambiguous in the way
that (26) is. o ' |
(42) ‘Sue didn't briﬁg‘mugh, did she?

There is a reading along the lines ofu(43a), but none along the lines
of (43b).

21
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(43) a. It is correct that Sue didn't bring much, isn't it?
b. % It isn't correct, by anv chance, that Sue brought much,
is it? | '

If it is true that the second tyne of reading for (26) was hased on
a positive underlying sentence, then the absence of the second
reading for (42) is explained by the absence of the positive sentence

(33b) (Sue brought much). Similarly, because the negative sentence -

(35a) occurs, (Jane didn't leave until 3 a.m.) but not the positive

(36b) (*Jane left until 3 a.m.), there is only one internretation
for (44).

(44) Jane didn’t leave until 3 a.m.,'did'she?

I propose, then, that in sentences like (26), wvhere there are
two interpretations, the neyatlve is taken to be nart of the basic

sentence for the first interpretation, and as part of the questlon

- for the second. When I say that the negative is taken as part of

the questioﬁ, I do not mean that the tag-nuestion itself is read
as negetive, for that would give a different meanipg, but rather
that the negative is grammatically llnled to the question-device.
I make no proposal here about the best formal machlnery for

capturing this. There are various p0351b111t1es. for 1nstance

there might be an interpretive rule that read NEG as s1multaneously

having two scopes; one in which it was taken as mart of the ba81c
S, and another in which it was taken as nart of the w1der structure
which included the question. Or, in a generative semantlcs ayqtem,
different underlying configurations would be necessary 1n the under-

lylng semantic structure, and subsequent rules would nproduce the same

surface structure. It seems highly likely that it would be possible

"to present-what I am describiﬁg in either sy¥stem, and absolutely

certain .that much more work would have to be done to motivate precise
proposals in either. I will assume, however; that formal machinery
could be devised to reflect what seems to be a clear enough notion:
thHat the negetive may be alternatively taken as part of the basic—
sentence or as part. of the questioning device. ‘

Lo e}
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We are nov ready to take a further ster. Vhat if the polarity
of the tag-aquastion was determined, not by the surface polarity of
the host-clause, buflbv the underlyving nolarity? Then, in the case
wvhere the underlying host--clause contained a negative, the nositive
tag-question would have contrastine molarity, but in the case where
the underlying host-clause was in itself positive, the nositive tag-
question would MATCH it in polarityv. But if that is true, we ncir
have an elegant symmetry in the poiarity of tag-~questions. We can
now say without reservation that tag-questions show contrasting
polarity to the host-clauses when the latter reﬁreSent the speaker's
point of view'", and matching nolarity when they don't. Or,
alternatively, we may say that when a negative occurs in the surface
of a host-clause, and the tag is nrositive, various readings will be

taken, involving both matching and contrasting polarity, provided

;

a nositive base-sentence is a grammatical possibility.

For the discussion that follows, I need a term by which I can
conveniently refer to all verbs which, under certain circumetances,
allow tag-questions to Le formed on the next clause down. 1 will-
use the term ”buckpasging verbs”'to‘describe them, since they pass
the buck to the next clause down, as far as tag-question formation

is concerned, under the anvrovriate conditions.

Lakof{'s argument annears to work, it seems to-me, only because
she uncousciously restricts the data. Perhans the most crucial case
of this is her insistence, in effect, that_the‘only buckpassers are
performatives. Amongst the performatives, she finds that when the

next clause down from a buckpassing verb has a tag-question of

' -matching nolarity, it is always the case that the buck-passing verb

can also be interpreted as one of the ''negative transnortation®
verbs: hence, that exnlanation for the matching nolarity of the
complement sentence and the tag-question is always available, If
there were any examnles of sentences where complement~clause and

tag-question had matching polarity, but the hieher verb was NOT a

ne
20
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negative transportation verb, her argument would be considerably
weakened, for it would omen un. the possibility.of zome other
explanation fof,the,matching polaritv. Yer argument leans fairly
heavily on the notion that the ONLY occasion when watching polarity
occurs is when there is.a higher so—calléd Hegative Transnortation

verb.

Jow, T maintain that what she says is nerfectly true for

performative verbs, but not for all verbs, and that she is misled by

‘her false observation that the only verbs that dllow tag-questionz

to be formed on the next S down are nerformatives. Although the lack
of a definition makes the concent of a nerfcrmative rather vague,
intuitively T wculd say that the statements in (45) (a) and (b) do
not seém’'to havé performatives in the first clause.
(45) a. I'm sure that's right,

b. I know that it's very immortant.
If the verb in the main clause of (45a) were, sav, certify,

(I certify .that that's right), we could say that the very utterance
24

of the sentence constituted the act of certifying, and that it was
a performative sentence. Likewise, in (45h) if the verb were-

confirm (I_confirm that it's.very imnortant), the speaker would be

performing the act of confirming even in saying so. But I cannot

see that there is anything of a ngrallel‘kiﬁd.in (45a) or (45b).

Yet 1f we try to form tag~questions on these.sentences, they

must, in each case, be formed on .the second S. -.

(46) a.  I'm sure that's right, dsn't it?:
.. b. I know that it's verv important, isn't it?
(47) a. * I'm sure that's.vight, aren't I?

. bo * T know that;it'é very..important, don't-I1?
Nepgative Transnortation is not in.question, therefore, and
sentences (48a)_.and (48b). are genuine cases of matching polarity. -;

between comnlement $ and tag-question.

24
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far, . nave tried to show that Lakoff ls wrong in claimine
that tag-questions always contrast inp polarity witn the 5's on which
they are formed, and thét there is a nrincivled.semaﬁtic regularity
governing the coudlrlons under which contrasting and matching
polarity occur. I have said that the reagon LakofF makes this wrong
claim is that she fail ro notice certain cases where matching
polarity between host-clause and tag~question cannot he exnlained on .

the basis of Necative Tranbuoxtaunon,

&

In the following sectiou, I wish to demonstrate that the negative
element nevertheless nlays a crucial role in determining the polarity

of the tag--question, whether the negative occure in the host-clause

.Or not. Consider (50a) to {50d).

(50) a. John failed, did he?

b. John failzxd, didn't he?
c. John didn't fail, did he?
d. John didn't fail, didn't he?

"These four Sentences renresent the logical nossibilities of positive

and negative nolarltv, where there is only one clause in the basic
sentence. For scme unknown reason matching negative nolarity, as
in (50d), is unacceptable, except as an echu-quastion, so we will
concern ourselves with the other thre3¢- (50a) has matching positive
polarity, and (50b) contrasting volarity, and we have seen that this

correlates with the fact that in (50b}, bui not (50a), the- vronosition

John falled is belng nut forward :as the svoaker s point of ‘view. (50c),

on the other hand, is amb¢9u01s between two readings. In one, the
tag question will have a falliing intonation, -and the reading will be
that the. speaker’s view is that John didn't fail. ‘In the other, the
tag-quastion will have a risiug intonation, and the reading will

involve the notion that the speaker is wot putting forward the

proposition John didn't fgll as his own. In the latter case, as we
have seen, the basp Jentence is to he regarded as positive, and the
R LT . ' o

negative element is to be 2ssociated with the gues*ioning device.

2F
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Now consider what hanpens when we trv to embed each of these in a
higher positive clause, as in (51).
(51) a. * I know that John-failed, did he?

b. I know that John failed, didn’t he?

c. I know that John didn't fail, did he?
Let us supnose, as seems not unlikely, that the complement of
know must represent the speaker’s own noint of view, Then the
peculiarity of (5la) would be ‘accounted for by the fact that it
does not conform tolthat requirement, since there is matching
polarity. (51b), on the other hand, does. And notice that in (51¢),
- the tag~question can only have a falling intonation, which means that
the host-sentence is a true negative. Consequently, (51c) also has
contrasting nolarity, and presents the sneaker's point of view in
the host-clauc~. now let us sce what hanhenb when we make the ton
clause negative.,
(52) a. I don't know that thn failed, did he?

b, # 1 don't know that John failed didn't he?

c. I don't know that John didn't fail, did he?
The acceptability ratings of the first two sentences are reversed
and so, in fact, is that of the third, since in (52r) the tag-
question can only have rising 1qtonat10n vhich shows that the
host-clause is not a true negative, but a disquised nositive,
Consequently, only matching nolarity occurs at the underlying level
when the top clause is nepated that is, the_complement of don't
kggz is never the speaker's point of view. It apnears, then, that
one effect of neoatlon on a verb llke knovw is to reverse the
requirement that the complement be the speaker's point of view, and

hence the real polarityv of the tag- auestlons

Now since (51c¢) and (52a) are far from synonymous, (52a)
cannot be derived bv 7EEatLV9 TranSportatlon, but has the top S
negated from the start Under other circumstances, the words

"I don't know might be interpreted to mean "It is not the case that : f@

O
FRIC I know...'" and the negative would then produce the logical negation
o] ‘
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of the sentence. PRut that reading is unavailable in (52a), because
the tagaauestioq is did he? Under the sentence-neration readingg the
tag would have to he do 1? This means that the interpretation of
negative + ¥now in (52a) is:-— -

(a) not the loeical denial of the sentence, and

(b) not derived from negative transportation.
The interpretation may be roughly paravhrased as “I'm not sure”
or "I tend to doubt’. Since such readinas exist, it is not necessary
any longer to assume, with Lakoff, that because a negative in the
top 8 is not the logical denial of the sentence, it must he defived

by Negative Transnortation.

These considerations throw new light on he; examnle which
appeared earlier as (lla) in my numbering, and which I repeat for
convenience now as -(53).

(53) I don‘t supnose the Yankeés will win, will they?

Working on the assumntion that nositive host-clauses normally take
negative tag-questions, Lakoff finds it “odd" that the tag-question
in (53) is positive rather than negative, and uses this as an
argument for supposing that the host-clause must have been nepative
in the underlying Structure. But we now havé the possibility of
explaining these same facts in another way, namely, that so-called
performatives like supnose CAM carry a negative in,tﬁeir own right,
even thougH that negative is ﬁot to be read as the logical denial
of the sentence. This then makes the polaritv of the tag-questions

perfectly normal. ) o Come g

Sentence (53) would not, in itself, comnel acceptance either

 of Lakoff's analysis or the one presented here, but the latter

provides an exnlanation for sentences like (52a) as weil, whereas
Lakoff's theory leaves them unexnlained. In addition, we are able
to account for sentences (22) to (27), which would otherwise be

unexplained.

27
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There is a further advantapeu ”obln Lakoff quotes Dwnpht
'Bolinﬂer as s;vinﬁ that he LePls that tHevc is a sliOht dlffcrence

kotween the meanwnos of the (a) and (b) senteneeo in (54) and (55).

(54) a. John' thinks that Rill doesn't like Harriet.
b.  John doesn't think that Pill likes Harriet.

(55) a. I expect it not to hannen. ' B
b. I don’i ewnect ig to harmen,

Niscussing this ciaim of Bollnger's, Laloff says (». 141)
‘.. .it seems o me that it wust be true in part at least™. But if
it is true, as Jackendoff has nointed out, it is very damaging.to
any theorv that wonts to derive omne membe¥ of each nair from tbe
‘other, vhile maintaining that all meaning is nreqenr in the under~
lying structure. However, the dlfference that‘Bollnger is referring
to is exactly the scrt that would be required by'our'thoery, since

it is parzllel to the diffarence between (SZa) and (Slc)

Onece the role of the nepatlve has been arrived at, it helps to
explain cerLaLn facLo'Pven about nerformatlves whlch Lakoff's
descertJon eannor aneount for.  The verbs Suppose . and hope are both
performatives, in the ense rhat Lakofr uses Lhat term and both are

‘buckpassing verbs, as (5 63 hove. . '
(56)‘a. I snonoc- " pv'von t ob]ect wi]l they?
' b; L hope they won' t obJecL w111 thev”
Onl y suppose however 'and honn{ can be neaated. L
57) a. I Jon L sunnose Lhcv will obJect will theyf

b. % T don'u hope thev will obiect will they7
The explanation’ fov thik might appear to be that unEooe is’ a
Negative Transportation wmlb and hope isn't, ‘Therefore, the negatine
that is capable of oceurrlno in the" comolemenE'éf hone will never be
promoted to the idﬁ'élause: "hence the nonoecdurrence of (57b). 'That
is not suffician: eYnLanafvon, howevcr for most verbs that are not’
Negativu Transvortaticr verbs can nevertheless be negated cﬁéﬁéélVés;‘

e.g., claim in (58),
Q '
ERIC . o
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(58) a. I claim that thev didn't win,

b. . I don't slaim—=hat they won.,
So the imnortan: Fact about. (57b) is not fust that hone cannot he
a Negative Transnartation verb: it is addltlonally that hone

just cannot be negated.

Lakoff's theoxry nrovides no exnlanation for this fact, but
the present one does. It is “art of the meaning of hone that the
sneaker does not know what the facts are. but is exnressing his
”19H€S about what they may turn out to be. The comnlement of hope
can therefore VEVER h,.. the committed viewnoint of the sneaker.
Consider (59),
(59) . John isn't angry, is he?
Tm isolation,’(59) is ambiguous between two readings.which may be
roughly characterized as fm (60). ‘ '
(6) a. ~ John certainly #sn't angrv, is he?- (Falling intonation)
b, John isn't angry by any éhance is he? (Rising intonation)
Im (60a), it seems clear that the committed v1ewrolnt of the
sweaker is that John isn't. #nery, and that he is mere]y asking for
agreement with this view. Bt in (GOb) the sneaker isn’ t comm1tted
to the wiew that John isn't anwry - in fact he may be subtly
suggesting that he is. Now, when (59) is embedded as the
compiement of hone, it ceases to be amblguous, as can be seen in (61),
(612‘ I hove John isn't aﬁgry, is he? :
There s no reading of (61) parallel with {60a); only'one‘narallel
with (&0b), .
(62) a. * I home John ' certainFy isn't éngry, is he? (Falling iﬁtdnation)
b. T hove Jann~isn't angrv By an& chance, is he? (PlSlng)
It is obvious from ! this examnle that the view that somethlnz
definitely is ‘the case is not. ‘compatible wirith the verb hope and
consequentlv that the domplement of hone anmot ren.esent the |
committed viewpoint of the speaker. But *4651 if a negatlve on a
pe rformatlve has the «ffect of denying thay maat foLlows IS the
Q committed view of the smeaker, it would be reﬁundant for one to cceur .
ERIC ) | | | 2 |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



20
on hope, since it would be pointless to deny what the verb hone
does not assert. Lakoff herself comments on the fact that it would
seem to make no sense to negate a parformative. But if the negative
on a performative were to be read, not as the logical denial of - the
sentence, but as an indication that what followed was not the speaker’:
viawpoint, it WOULD meke sense For a negativa tc occur on a performative,
but it would make no sense for one to occur on the particular performative
hone. And in fact we do find that negatives occur on narformatives
and that no negative can occur on hone: Thence this explanatidn

correctly predicts the facts,

There is one remaining puzzle concerning negatives that has been

ed

i)
]

iscu

[

left out of Robin Lakoff ‘s ‘data, and has bezen scarecely ever

m

in American writings, though it was glanced at in one recent articl
The reas01 the problem hag been ignored mav ur that the examples I am
about to guote do not occur very commonly in Ame:ican dialects.

(63a) and (63b) are entirely normal for my dialect

(63) a. Harry can drive, I sunpose, can‘t he?

b, ‘Harry can't drive, I don't suppose, can he?

Such order-changes appear fo occur only with the so-rzalled
rerformatives. Lakoff claims (»n,144) that it is nonsense for a
performative to he negated in underlyin:; structure, and, if she is right
that surpose is a rerformative verb (a matter on which T have some
doubts), what she says ought to apply just as much to (G63L) as to any

other performative sentence. But the negative in ¥ don’t suppnose in

(GJb) has clearly not been transnorted to that 8§ from Hanry can’t drive,

‘51nce one is still im evidence there. The only .way it‘might'be possible
to claim that thé’ negativa in the suppose clause started out in the
other one would be ro urong e a copying rule, in addition to the
transoortat;on rﬂle. There would then be the task of ezﬁlalnlnp why

the ne?atlve Waa transaorred in, say, (lla), but copied in (63b), and
how these separate rules could fcfm Parts of an integrated system.

Until cuch an nvnlaaatlon is forthecoming, however, it would seem that

Q
[ERJ!: the neoatlve transnortatlon theory -f fails to account for sentences like
o

(63b).
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I do not claim to Have anything like a perfect solution, either,
but I suggest the following as a viable possibility. - The negative
of (64a)_1s (64b).

(64) a. I suppnose Harry can drive.

b. I don’t suppose Harry can drive.

It seems that the 5coneqof such a negative is the whole of the
sentence, not just one clause, for the negative element commands
both clauses. And with verformatives, this secems to have semantic
implications for the subordinate clause. The second clause is still

in itself nositive for tag-forming nurposes, but is within the scope

of the negative on the first clause. tlow, let us sunpose that (64a)

can’ undergo a postposing transformatlon, so as to hroduée (65).

(65) Harry can drlve' I.Supmose.

In the event of (64a) being negated, this postﬁosting oneration would
be carried out before the nlacement of the negative.‘ When the'second
clause was r‘ubordinate to the first, it was only necessary to have .a
eoatlve in the first clause to ensure that it commanded both clauses.
But in (65), the noqtn081ng oneration has chanoed the relatlonshlo of
the clauses: neither is now subordinate to the other. So, Lf )
each clause is to be ccmmanded by thehﬁegatives it will have to
appeaf Separately in each one. And it does, as (66) shows.

(66) Harry can’t drive, I don't‘suppose.

An appropriate tag~questiorn can then be.addad, as'in (63b);

There are some other related Dhenomena that seem to throw some

'llght on what is hannenlng here. - ﬁueatlonc 1nvolv1n0 nerformative

verbs, for instance, have a rather Slmllar paradlgm to the negatlves
that have just been described. Consider (67a) to (67d). '
(67) a. Do you think the Yankees will win?
b. * Do you think will the Yankees win?
. c, Will the Yankees win, ‘do you think?

+d.- * The Yankees will win, do you think?

If the question in the think clause comes first, as in (67a), then

there is no question in the second clause. If the other ¢lause comes

31.
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first, hcwevar, as in 7¢), both clauzas can be questions, This ig
exactly parallel to what we have just seen for negatives,  When a
clause containing ome of a special set of verbs occurs first, with
the other c]ause svbnrdlnated to it, sffective proverties like
negation and qu:stions seem to extend ovef the two clauses, and need
to be expressed only once; but whan such a clause occurs second, and
the other clause is not subordinated to it, fhe affective nropertieg

Seéew to need to be exnressed separately in each clause.

Actually, if we were to accent Lakoff's areument in Favour of
a rule of Megative fransportation, a somewhat parallel argument could’
be advanced in favour of a rula of Ouestion Transportation.. It is

possible to make two kinds of rerly ta (68), as set out in (69) .

(68) Do vou thinlk John quarrelled with Mary?
(69) a. Yes, I do.
b, Yes, he did,
‘The first of these (69a); seems to he a respouse that is appropriate

if the first clause ig regarded as being questioned; but (69h) seems
appropriate if it ig considered- that the second clause is being

f
questioned. : T ]

In the lattcr casc the whole Scnthca is regarded as raising a
question about the second clause, though the questicnning device
occurs in the first, lence, a rule of .neotlon fransoortatlon seems

as frasible as one of Megative FranauortatLon. But surely a more

~likely'explanatiqn 1s that affectives such as ne gatives and questions,

whén they occur in the first clause, cdan ke 1nternreted under

aporopriateé conditions, as bnv1nv 2 scope vhlch includes the second

‘clause,

And now,-one last problem. It was shown oarlver that

performative verhs are ‘not the on]y buck—nas¢1no ones, It is not
:even certaln that all the varbs Lakoff 584ys are performatives really

‘arP“ It is by no means obvious that rhe .two verbs in (70) are of the

Same kind.

PSS
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{(70) a. I name‘this.ship the $.5. Pericles.
~b. - I suppose this ship is the 5.5, Pericles.
in (70a), it ‘is clear that my words coincide with my act of naming;
(70t) it is not nearly so clear that in saying the word: Suppose
T am performing the act of sunposing. There is at least the suspicion
that (79b) could be a report of a mental event: ﬁhat has already
quietly occurred. Hotice that (71la) is possible, but not (71b).

{71) a. I hereby name thic shie the $.S. Pericles.

b. * I hereby suppose this ship is tha 5.S. Pericles.

Furthermore, there are mysteries about buck-nassing verbs that
are not at all solved by sayinglthat they are performatives.
There ére, for instance, sentences like (72a), where the subject
of the buck-passing verb is not even "I',
(72) a. You nust admit (that) the hook .is obscene, isn't it?.

b. * You must admit (that) the book is obscene, mustn't you?
This use of admit occurs only with first and secoud person, not
with third, as (73) shows. ' _
(73)>a. I must admit (that) the book 1s obs céne, isn't it?

b. * Tom must admit (that) the book is obscene, isn't it?
It is true that admit is a performative verb by almost anybojy;s
definition when it is used in first person; but it is elear that
it is:not only in its performative use that it is a buck-passing verb.
Some .deictic quality allows it‘to operate in this capacitv in either

first or second person, but not third. Other verbs ‘whi.ch are

"similar(in this regard are agree, coufess, allow, acknowledge and

concede. If you agres, you have to agree VITH someone: +if you

confess, allow, acknowledge or concede something, you have to ‘do it

to someone, ‘even if it iz only to yourself. The notion of at least

two personae being involved with these verbs miy be the reason why

second person, as well as the more normal first, allows buckoass;ng.
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There is an even odder fact ahcut admit, though: "ﬂamely, that
if wve change the auxiliary, i ceases to ha a buck-rassing verb.
Yor instance, if wa substitute will for must, the pattern is the one
shown in {(74).
(74) a. * You will admit (that} the baok is obkscene, isn't it?

[ You wili admit (that) the book is ohsce ene, won'tc you?

Likewise, if there is no auxiliary at all, admit ie not a bhuck-
9 Al bnsiiiouldl

\.)
0

sing verb,

»

na
(7

v

a. % You admit (that) the houok g obscene, isn't it?

s

(951

b, You adnit (that) the book is obscene, don’t vouy

& is eunly when must 1s used, in fact, that admit is a buck- Dass1po
verb. Thosze who consider that auxiliaries are main verbs anyway may
wish to claim that the buck-passing verb here is must, rather than

admit; but if 50, they will face two dif¥fi iculties. One is that of

'éxplainlng how this verb passes the buck two clauses dovn, instead

of the usual one. The other is that of e¥plaining why must passes
the buck only when there are certain verhs lile admit_in the next

clause ‘down, and not wheu there are others like feel, hore and want.

In this paner, T have taken iust one of the main arguments that
ave been advanced in favour of the rule of Hegative Transportation,’
and tried to show that the facts on which it rests require no such
rule for their exnlanation., If we regard contrasting taq-ﬁuestions
as indicating that the host-clause is to be taken to be the point of

view of the Speaker, and matchinp Cag—~questions as indicating that

.

t is not,; then no change in the nlacement of the megative is
necessary to yield consisten; and prinecinled semantic interpretations.
Although I have exnressed myself in that way. my arguments are not,
in themseives meant to distinguish between interpretive and
generative semantic systems, for it seems nossible to construct

similar arguments in either system,
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