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1. Introduction

In Ttalian the word non is used as a negative element similar
to not in English. Thus lb and 2b are the negative counterparts
of la and 2a, showing VP negation and NP negation respectively:

{1} a. Maria viene
b. Maria non viene.
'Mary comes/does not come. '
{2 a. Tutti gli uomini ti guardano.
b. Non tutti gii uomini ti guaxdano.
'All the men/Not all the men are locking at you.'

There are other uses of non that do not correspend to English
not: for example, the well-known cases of 'double negation',
illustrated in 3 with pnessunec 'no one'.

{3) Non viene nessuno.
'No .one is coming.'
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In ﬁﬁwm paper we consider a use of non that is frequently
found in comparatives and that has no English counterpart in
these structures;l

(4) a. Maria & pil intelligente di quanto & Carlo.
b. Maria & pill intelligente di quanto ncn sia Carlo.
‘Mary is more intelligent than Carlo is (not).'
(5) a. Maria & pil intelligente di guanto tu credi.
b. Maria & pid intelligente di guanto tu non creda.
'Maria is more intelligent than you believe {not).'

This use of non is frequently cited as an example of a
'plecnastic element' and is said to be optional in comparatives.
En will present an analysis of 4 and 5 accounting for many
Q¢mmmﬁmnnmm between a and b, both semantic and syntactic. We
will show that this nor is not limited to comparatiwves, but
occurs in various structures, many of which have counterparts
with not in English. While we have not done a detailed study
of languages other than Italian, we expect our analysis to be
helpful in understanding similar uses of negative elements

in other languages.

2, Pragmatics

The semantic difference between a and b in 4 and 5 lies in what
3s presupposed by the speaker, rather than in what is asserted.
In the Hwﬂmwmﬁcnm on presupposition there is reference to logical
and pragmatic presuppositions. §' is a logical presupposition of
a4 sentence S if from S we can conclude 8' and at the same time
mHOH -5 (to be read 'not S') we can conclude 8' {see Horn 1969)
It is also often mentioned that logical presuppositions remain
unchanged under questioning (see Kiparsky and Kiparsky 1970).
One way to find a logical presupposition of an S is to replace the
intonation center in surface structure by a variable (see Chomsky
qupy.. Pragmatic presuppositions, on the other hand, are the
oosmwao:m under which an 8 is appropriate (see Lakoff 1971).
They Hn<ow<m the speaker and, often, the listener, while logical
WHmmﬂv©0mwﬁpoﬁm follow from sentences themselves without regard
Mqu%mmwmwﬁ listener, or context (see Keenan 1971 and Karttunen
Our non is used when certain pragmatic presuppositions ar
present. In fact, guesticning or ﬁmmmﬂwbmﬁm oomwmnmﬁwqm QHmMﬁwl
cally affects the possibility of having non (see 2.1 and 2.2
below). w~Non appears when the speaker is assuming, but has not
been ﬁﬂHm explicitly and therefore is not entirely sure, that the
assertion of the comparative is contradictory to some previously
held belief--most often the belief of the listener, but not
always. 1In order to see this, consider the following contexts:

Context 1 (for 4a)

Dario: Dimmi cosa pensi di Maria e Carlo

'Tell me what you think of Mary and Carle.'
Paclo: Maria € pid intelligente di guanto e/?7non sia
Carlo, ma lui & molto pidl simpatico.
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'Mary is more intelligent than Carlo ig, but he is
much nicer.'

Since Dario has in no way revealed his opinion of Maria and
Carlo, it would be very strange for Paolo to assume that Dario
holds opposite bellefs from his own. Thus non does not appear
in Paclo's response.

Context 2 (for 4b}
pario: Carlo & cosl intelligente che dubito che Maria
possa vincerlo a scacchi.
'Carlo is so intelligent that I doubt that Mary can
beat him at chess.’
raclo: Ma ti sbagli! Maria & pid intelligente di quanto
non sia/é Carlo e potrebbe vincerlo senza molti sforzi.
*But you're wrong! Mary is more intelligent than
Carlo is(n't) and she could beat him with little effort.'

Here Dario has explicitly said that Maria probably cannot beat
Carlo at chess. However, he has only implied that Carlo is

more intelligent than Maria. Paolo may, accordingly, assume
that Dario thinks she is less intelligent, and thus use =non.

But if Paclo is more assertive, he may take Dario's remark °

as equivalent teo an explicit evaluation of Maria's intelligence.
In such a case, he would not use nom, Thus there are two
possible responses here, with differing amounts of intensity on
the part of the speaker's attitude toward his contradiction of
the listener's evaluation of Maria and Carlo.

Context 3 {(for 5a)

Dario: Maria ha continuato a dire sciocchezze, E proprio
cretina, sai? :
'Mary continued to say stupid things, She's really

an idiot, you know?' ) - .
Paolo: Ma ti sbagli! Conosco Maria molto bene ed € piu

intelligente di guanto tu credi/??non creda. .
"But vou're wrongl I know Mary very well and she's
more intelligent than you think,'

Here Dario explicitly states his evaluation of Maria,  There-
fore Paclo responds mogt naturally without non.

Context 4 (for 5b)

pario: Non ho capitoc per niente guest'ultima Hmupﬂnm.
comungue non credo che valga la pena di chiedere ailuto

a Maria- )
'T didn't understand at all this last lesson, but I

don't believe it's worth the trouble te ask Mary for help.'
Faolo: Seconde me fai male, dovresti chiederglielo. Maria
& pild intelligente &i quanto tu non creda/(?) credi.

'As T see it, you're making a mistake, you should ask
her. Mary is more intelligent than you (wouldn't) believe.'
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Here Dario 1s not explicit as to his evaluation of Maria's
intellect, Thus Paolo assumes that she 1s more intelligent
than Dario thinks, and uses nén accordingly. However, if
Paolo takes Dario's remark as a strong indication of his
evaluation of her intellect, then he need not use non.
. In these four contexts we see that non appears when there
is a UM« of uncertainty or indefiniteness about the speaker's
assumption. But it cannot appear if there is absolutely no
justification for the speaker's assumption (context 1) or if
the speaker need not assume anything since explicit statements
of the listener's opinions have been made (context 3). The
comparative without non can appear in all contexts, but it
is a second choice in contexts 2 and 4, where a suitable
mmmﬁE@ﬂ%o: for having nor on the part of the speaker seems
m@mﬂowhpwwm to the context. Thus, ron is not possible in all
comparatives of inequality (contrary to the analyses of Seuren
1969 and Antinucci & Puglielli 1971); rather, non is present
in some comparatives and not in others.

Also, the non of comparatives is similar teo oniy in English
Ammw Horn 186%9) in that, like only, it expresses an expectation.
S50 in 6 (Horn's example),

(6) Only Muriel voted for Hubert.

ﬂwm.mmmm#mﬂ is revealing that he expected someone other than
Muriel to vote for Hubert. Our non reveals that the speaker
exXpects his statement to contradict somecne's previously held
belief. .<mHMOSm constraints on the distribution of nen in
compaxratives can be explained by this presuppositional analysis.

2.1. Questions

.qosgmomm not appear in questioned comparatives of the type seen
in 4:
(7) a. I pid intelligente di quanto & Carlo?
b, *B pid intelligente di guanto non sia Carlo?
‘Is she more intelligent than Carlo is?'

Since pa.q the Speaker is asking the listener whether a compar-—
i1son of inequality is true or not, the speaker cannot simultan=
mocmHM contradict the beliefs of the listener (nonrhetorical
guestions do not contradict, but only ask for information) .
Thus non does not appear in questioned comparatives 1like 7
because a proper context is not present. If 7a and 7b are
-negated, yielding a question conducive to an affirmative

Mmmmonmm.mﬂoa w:mwwmnmbmw.ﬂrmooaumHme<m£HﬁynosHmmeHH
ut: .

(7} c. Non & U%w intelligente di quanto & Carloe?
d. 4205 @ pild intelligente di guanto non sia Carlo?
Isn't she more intelligent than Carlo ig?!

meH5 7d is rejected on semantic grounds: one does not
simultanecusly expect the listener to agree (the expectation
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revealed by the matrix non) and to contradict him (the expecta-
tion revealed by the embedded nonl.

Non, likewise, cannot appear In many questioned comparatives
of the type seen in 5;

(8) a. #*BE pill intelligente di guanto tu credi?
b. *& pid intelligente di quante tu non creda?
*Is she more intelligent than yocu think?

8a is out because one does not normally ask someone for a
confirmation of something they do not believe; 8b is out
because the speaker will not ask the listener to confirm the
opposite of what he expects him to believe. However, if the
belief of the listener is a past belief which he may or may not
still hold, the speaker can gquestion the comparatives both

with and without non:

(8) c©. I pil intelligente di quanto tu credevi?
d. B pid intelligente di gquanto tu non credessi?
'Iz she more intelligent than you thought?!

8c is good because it is perfectly natural to ask the listener
to confirm whether or not a past belief was correct; 8d is
good because it is also natural to ask him now to confirm the
opposite of what we expect he used to believe, Likewise, 9

is natural: :

{(9) a. B pild intelligente &1 guanto lui crede?
b. B pill intelliigente di gquanto lui non creda?
'TIs she more intelligent than he believes?’

To ask information about whether someone is more HSﬁwypwmmﬂ#
than a third person believes or than you expect a third person
to believe, is semantically fine. Thus a context for %b with
non can be found. If the distribution of nron were determined
by factors other than semantic ones, it would be very a%mmwocwﬁ
to explain the acceptability of 8d and %b in contrast with .
that of 7b and 8b. But with semantic criteria, one can explain
the distribution above in a simple way.

2.2. Negation

It is common to find inequalities in which the matrix verb is
negated, as in 10:

intelligente &i guanto & Carlo.

b. Maria non intelligente di quanto tu credi.

c. Maria non intelligente di quanto crede Dario.
'Mary is not more intelligent than Carlo is/you

think/Dario thinks.'

(10} a. Maria non

oW/
Lolis ]
buie s e
crgr s

It is also possible to find inegualities in which the verb Hﬁ
the lower clause is negated with the normal sense of ‘a negation.
Thus in 11 we have an example of the lower verb being negated
by the non seen. in 1b, while in 12 we have an example of the
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non of 4b:

(11} To sono stata all'estero pid giorni di quanti Maria
nen € andata a lavorare.
'I've been abroad more days than Mary has not gone to
work.' (e.g. Mary hasn't gone to work for 10 days
and I've been abroad for 11l -days.)

{12} Io sono stata all'esterc pid giorni di guanti Maria
non sia andata a lavorare.
'I've been abroad more days than Mary's gone to work.'
{e.g. Mary has gone to work for 10 days and I've been
abroad 11 days.)

However, when the matrix verb is negated, it is not possible
to have our special non although it is possible to have a
regular non (of the type seen in 1b). Thus corresponding to
10-12 we have 13-~15:

{13) a. *Maria non & pid intelligente d4i guanto non sia
Carlo.
b. *Maria non € pild intelligente di guanto tu non
creda.
¢. *Maria non € pid intelligente di quanto non creda
Dario.

{14) Io non song stata all'estero pitd giorni di guanti
Maria non € andata a lavorare.
'T haven't been abroad more days than Mary hasn't
gone to work.' (e,g. Mary hasn't worked for 10 days
and I've been abroad for fewer than 10 days.)

{15} *Io non sono stata all'estero pill giorni di quanti

Maria non sia andata a lavorare,

We must account for the unacceptability of 13a, 13k, 1l3c and
15. Consider first 13b. By saying Maria is not more intelli-
gent than the listener believes, the speaker is agreeing with
the listener. Thus there is no expectation of contradicting
the listener, and, on semantic grounds, non is excluded.
Likewise in 13¢, the speaker is saying Maria is not more
intelligent than Dario believes. Thus he cannot simultaneously
expect to contradict Dario, and non is out. In order to
understand why l3a is out, consider 4b again. The presupposi-
tion of the speaker in 4b is that someone does not expect
Maria to be more intelligent than Carlo. In 13a, if the
presupposition were that someone expected Carlo to be more
intelligent than Maria and that the assertion of the inequality
would contradict this belief or expectation, then non could
be used. But here the assertion is that Maria, in fact, is
not more intelligent than Carlo. Thus, rather than contra-
dicting the belief (presupposed to be held by somecne) which
non would reveal, the assertion agrées with it. So in 13a the
semantic environment for nen is not met, and it cannot (and
does not) appear. 15 is out for reasons entirely parallel
to those presented for the exclusion of 13a.

If we tried to account for such facts on the distribution
of our non without reference to semantics, we might propose
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a constraint which says that our non cannot appear if the
matrix verb is negated. Such a constraint cannot apply at the
surface level for three reasons, First, at the surface level
the difference between the non of 14 and that of 15 is not
apparent. It is true that the verb in 14 is indicative while
that in 15 is subjunctive. Thus cone might propose that the
constraint can look at the surface mood of the verbk and deter-
mine which kind of non is involved. However, we claim in 3.2.2
below that there may be some speakers who use the indicative
mood with our non. For such speakers we do not see how our
non could be distinguished at the surface level. Second, we
argue in 3.2.2 below that subjunctive comparatives without non
are derived from subjunctive comparatives with non, by a rule

~deleting it. If there were a surface constraint against the '

appearance of our non after a matrix non, we would expect the
comparatives from which our nen has heen deleted to be fine
after a matrix non. - Phis is not the case. Thus, i1f we delete
the non out of 13, all the sentences are still unacceptable:

(13') a. *Maria non & pid intelligente di guanto sia Carlo,
k. *Maria non & pild intelligente di gquanto tu creda.
c. *Maria non & pid intelligente di guanto creda

Dario.

'Mary isn't more intelligent than Cario is/you
think/Daric thinks,'

From 13' we see that the constraint at hand cannot be operating
at the surface level, since there is no appearance of our non
at the surface level. And, finally, our ncn appears in con-
structions other than comparatives: in section 4, it may follow
a matrix non in some cases. Therefore, a surface constraint
cannot account for the distribution ¢f neon., Thus, our non
does not appear in the examples in this section because it is
out at some underlying level. If we are correct in claiming
that the examples in section 4 contain our roas, then the fact
that it can appear there after negated matrix verbs means that
there cannot be a syntactic constraint operating on an undex-
lying level throwing it out after a matrix non, ]
For these reasons, such a constraint cannot easily describe
the distributional facts on non shown here. However, with
semantic criteria, the exclusion of neon from these sentences
is accounted for.2

2.3. Eguality

It has often been noted that the non of 4b and 5b cannot appear
in comparisons of eguality:3
(16) a. Maria & tanto intelligente guanto & Carlo.
b. *Maria & tanto intelligente guanto non sia Carlo.
'Mary is as intelligent as Carlo is.,' )
{17) a. Maria & tanto intelligente gquanto tu credi.
b. *Maria & tanto intelligente guanto tu non creda.
*Mary is as intelligent as you think.'
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Both Seuren 1969 and Antinucci & Puglielli 1971 attribute the
lack of non here to the fact that comparisons of equalities
link two similar things while inequalities (in which non can
appear) link two dissimilar things.4 However, if this were the
correct explanation, one would expect our non to appear in
regated comparisons of equality such as 18a. But in fact, non
cannot appear (18b):

(18) a. Maria non & tanto intelligente gquanto tu credi.
_ZmHM Hmn‘w;mm intelligent as you think.'
b. *Maria non & tanto intelligente quanto tu non creda.

'Mary isn't as intelligent as you.don't think.'

Since the semantics of 18a are very similar to 1%a, and
slnce our unon can appear in an S such as 19bg:
(19) a. Maria & meno intelligente di quanto tu credi,
'Mary wm less intelligent than you think.'
b. Maria € meno intelligente di quanto tu non creda.
'Mary is less intelligent than you think.®

we conclude that our non is excluded from comparisons of
equality for reasons other than the fact that equalities link
two similar things,

mmwﬂmﬁmwwu 1974a does not mention our mon. But we assume
from his analysis of the subjunctive mood that he would
attribute the absence of our non in comparisons of equality
to the lack of the subjunctive mood. Nen appears only when
the verb is subjunctive, as shown below (and as discussed in
3.2.2). Contrast 20ab (indicative) and 20cd {subjunctive) :

{20} a.?*Maria w pill intelligente di guanto non & Carlo.
U.M*Zmﬂwm.m pill intelligente di quante tu non credd.
,ENHM is Eomm.whwmwwwmmnw than Carlo is/you think.'
c. ﬂmmww € piu 1ntelligente di gquanto non sia Carlo.
d. ﬂmmww g pid intelligente di quanto tu non creda.

Since equalities cannot have the subjunctive, non cannot appear:

{21) a. *zmhwm m tanto intelligente quanto (non) sia Carlo.
b. *Maria & tanto intelligente quanto tu (non) creda.

mmwwmﬁmwpw attributes the absence of the subjunctive in

mmsmwwwwwm and its presence in inequalities to the notion of
identified reference': if a proposition has identified

reference, %ﬁ wm in the indicative mood; if it has unidentified
reference, it ig in the subjunctive mood. Exactly what consti-
tutes identified refexence is not clear, especially in the

mew% of examples like 22 (which are not mentioned by Saltar~
elli);

(22) Benché tu l'abbia gi3 fatto, voglio che tu lo faccia
di nuovo.
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'Although you haye already done it, I want you to do
it again.'

Here abbia fatto i% subjunctive, yet the proposition it appears
in relates an event that has already taken place. If an event

.that has taken place does not have identified reference,

what does? Furthermore, Saltarelli fails to note the presence
of the indicative in inegualities such as 4a and 5a, and thus
does not account for the fact that in his analysils some inequal-
ities have identified reference while others do not.5 Finally,
if the comparative clause in 19%b has unidentified reference,

why doesn't the comparative clause in 18 have unidentified
reference? The problems with this analysis seem insurmountable
to us.

In order to see why our non cannot appear in comparatives of
equality, whether negated or not, one must first understand
that comparatives of equality using tanto...guanteo occur only
when the speaker is comparing with precision, One cannot use
tanto...guanto if one has only a vague presumed knowledge of
the comparison. Thus, consider the following two contexts:

Context 5 {(in which tanto,..quanto can appear)

Dario: Maria & bravissima! E forse la pid intelligente
ragazza che conosco.

'Mary is really smart! She's possibly the smartest
girl I know.'
Paclo: Hali ragione. Ho notato le sue risposte nella
lezicne di matematica oggi--ed & tanto intelligente quanto
tu credi.

'You're right. I noticed her answers in math class
today--and she's just as intelligent as you think.'

Context 6 (in which tanto...quanto cannot appear)

Dario: Maria ha fatto bene oggi a scuola per la quarta

volta. \

‘Mary did well at school today for the fourth time.
~

paolo: *si, & tanto intelligente quanto tu credi.
*Yes, she's as intelligent as you think.'

In context 5 Paolo knows precisely how intelligent Dario
considers Maria to be. Thusg tanteo...guanto can he cmmm.. In
context 6 Paolo infers from Dario's comment that he considers
Maria intelligent, but there is no precision here as to how
intelligent Dario considers her to be, making tanto...guanto
inappropriate in Paclo's response.

We have stated that our non occurs when the speaker
presupposes a certain evaluation of Maria's intelligence, but
not when an explicit evaluation has been made (context 3 in
section 2). Since tanto...guanto reguires explicit and precise
knowledge while non requires inferred and imprecise knowledge,
non is excluded from comparisons of equality on semantic
grounds (i.e. non and tanto...guanto are semantically mutually

exclusive) .
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In support of this explanation, we note the following facts.
In sentences in which a precise knowledge of the degree of
inequality is known, non cannot appear (23a-d), Likewise,
if there is an element requiring precise knowledge of another
person's belief, nor cannot appear (23e):0
(23) a. *Maria & molto pill intelligente di quanto non
‘sia Carlo.

Y

b. *Maria & molto pill intelligente di guanto tu non

creda.
'Mary is much more intelligent than Carlo is/you
think.

€. *Maria & due metri pildl alta di quanto non sia
Carlo.

d. *Maria & due metri pid alta di guante tu non creda.
'Mary is two meters taller than Carlo is/vou think.
e. *Maria & pit intelligente di guanto tu non creda
con assoluta certezza.
'Mary is more intelligent than you believe with
certainty.'

All the examples of 23 are fine without non and with the
indicative mood, as we would expect.

3. Underlying structure

42 and 5a differ from 4b and 5b by the contexts in which they
may appear and by the presence or lack of non. Since nen
reveals a certain presupposition of the speaker, there is a
question as to whether or not there need be a syntactic
difference between a and b of 4 and 5. Kiparsky and Kiparsky
1970 offer a syntactic difference to parallel the presupposi~
tional difference between factive and nonfactive complements.
On the other hand, Lakoff 1971 claims that presupposition-free
syntax is not possible, polnting to several syntactic processes
that seem to be conditioned by presuppositions.? Since a
syntax that is presupposition-free is much less powerful than
one that can make reference to it, we would hope to be able to
offer a syntactic difference to paraliel the presuppositional
one in these sentences. And, indeed, proposing a syntactic
difference sheds light on the facts given in 3.2.

The underlying structures we propose for 4 and 5 are given
in 24 and 25. All details not directly relevant to this study
have been omitted:8
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(24} a. (underlying 4a}

‘\\.\\\m,u/l\
NP VP

Maria

e
el
n

>

pilt intelligente comp
di
52

\/

Carlo & intelligente
quanto

b, (underlying 4b)

\W\\\b@/ ?

pid intelligente

w

di 2

Nmy
8@\_
che
\.mw/

Carlo non & intelli-
gente gquanto
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{25) a. {(underlying 5a)

{ Ty
>

pil intelligente

comp

NP \ﬁ./,

tu % S

credi ooam\\\g
che mw

>

Maria & intel-
ligente quanto

b. (underlying 5b)

zw\/ﬁu
Mar .H_m >m
%\_

ﬁwm intelligente co

dai mm
che mu
ll\\\\ll.l.l.’,.l.'t

T
tu mm S
non credi
comp
che mp

I\..\Ll.-.ll:\l.l-l/

~

Maria e intel-
ligente quanto
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In the comparatives with nen there is one more clause in the
underlying structure than in the structure of the corresponding

. comparatives without noa, . In 24b and 25k this extra clause

is labeled Sz. We have not attached any lexical item to 5, nox
have we indicated what kind of complement (subject, object} S§3
is in 8,5. This is because 82 represents an abstract sentence

in that it is never lexically realized and has varying meanings.
In 24b, S» means roughly 'someone is surprised that' and in

25b, it means 'T expect that',

3.1. Defense of the abstract 8§,

The proposal of an abstract § such as 83 in 24b and 25b is

not new. Lakoff 1968 argues for abstract higher Ss to dominate
subjunctive clauses that appear unembedded in surface structure
in DLatin and modern Spanish.? Morgan 1969 proposes that in
underlying. structure presuppositions are conjoined to the left
of performatives. These presuppositions have abstract verbs

of supposition with many characteristics of performatives.
While we have proposed an abstract S5 for semantic reasons,
there is syntactic evidence that this S does appear. in under-
lying structure. In fact, a lexically-realized & may occur

in the same position as our abstract Sp:

(24') Maria & pil intelligente di quanto ci si aspetta
che non sia Carlo.
'Mary is more intelligent than one expects that
Carlo is(n't).!'

(25') Maria & pid intelligente di quanto io mi aspetto
che tu non creda.
'‘Mary is more intelligent than T expect that you
(don't) believe,"' :

Thus an S-node clearly can intervene between the main and

the comparative clauses, Furthermore, an argument in support
of our abstract S is supplied by the behavior of gerunds.
Consider the following sentences:

{26) a. Ho visto Maria guidando per la strada.
'I saw Mary while .I was driving down the street.®
b. Ho incontrato quella ragazza lavorando nella
fabbrica.
'T met that girl while I was working in the
factoxry.!
¢. Hoscoperto Gianni giocando nella soffitta.
'T discovered Johnny while I was playing in the
attic.'
d. Parlavo alla ragazza facendo smorfie.
'I was talking to the girl while I was making
faces.'

Gerunds (the -nde forms} can have their subject Qmwmdmm only
under identity with the higher subject,l0 and not with an
object, as seen in 26, : . : o ,
Now consider 27, which gives comparatives of the type seen
in 5: ,



74 NAPOLI AND NESPOR

{27) a., Tua moglie & meno fedele di quanto, rendendomi
conto dell'importanza della fedeltd nel matrimonio
per te, tu non sia pronto a immaginare, )

b. *Tua moglie & meno fedele di quanto, rendendomi
conto delllimportanza della fedeltd nel matrimonio
per te, tu sei pronto a immaginare, )

'Your wife is less faithful than, realizing the
importance of f£idelity in marriage for you, you
are ready to imagine.! )

¢. Tua moglie & meno fedele di gquanto tu non sia
pronto a immaginare, rendendomi conto dell'impor-
tanza della fedeltd nel matrimonio per te.

d. *Tua moglie & meno fedele di guanto ﬁm seil pronto
a immaginare, rendendomi conto dell'importanza
della fedeltd nel matrimonic per te.

'Your wife is less faithful than you are Hmmmm to
imagine, realizing the importance of fidelity
in marriage for you.'

In these examples only the comparative with non is acceptable.
The subjectless gerundial phrase, rendendomi conto,.. Emmw )
have had io 'I' as subject at some point, since rendendomi 1is
a reflexive form with the first person singular clitic mi. .
Nowhere in the surface of the sentences of 27 do we have a first
person subject which could have controlled ﬁ@m mwwmﬁHOBHmm the
subject of the gerund. Yet this gerund is fine in 27act+, Umnw
with nen, but not in 27bd, without non., Thus an § 450mm subject
is first person singular must appear in the underlying structure
for a and ¢, but not for b and d. This is our abstract §, which
might have had the meaning here 'I @Hmmaam\mxmmoﬁ\wSPuw_. Note
that this gerundial phrase cannot have had its mmuumnﬁ.gmwmﬁm&
under identity with the subject of a deleted performative <mHU\
since the performative verbs would be the same for comparatives
with and without non,

As further evidence that this gerundial phrase is not .
dependent upon the performative verb, consider the following
sentences:

(27) e. *Rendendomi conto dell'importanza della fedelta
nel matrimonio per te, (io dico che) tua moglie

é meno fedele di quanto tu non sia pronto a
immaginare. . R

f. *Rendendomi conto dell'importanza della fedeltad
nel matrimonio per te, (io dico che) tua moglie
é meno fedele di guanto tu sei pronto a immaginare,
'Realizing the importance of fidelity in marriage
for you, (I say that)} your wife is less faithful
than you are ready to imagine,!

Here we see the gerundial phrase cannot appear in sentence
initial position. However, gerunds which have had their
subject deleted under identity with some NP in an initial
performative $ can appear in sentence-initial position (28ab).
But gerunds dependent upon the performative verb cannot in
fact appear after d4i gquanto, in contrast to the gerund seen
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in 27a (although they can appear in S-final position), as
28cd show;

(28} a. Considerando il modo in cul, agisce, (io dico
che) tua moglie & meno fedele dAi guanto tu
credi/tu non creda.

'Considering the way in which she acts, (I say
that) your wife is less faithful than you believe,!

b. Rendendomi conto del modo in cui agisce, (io
dico che) tua moglie & meno fedele di quanto tu
credi/tu non creda.
'Realizing the way she acts, (I say that) your
wife is less faithful than you think.'

c. *Tua moglie & meno fedele di gquanto, considerando
il modo in cui agisce, tu credi/tu non creda.

d. *Tua moglie & menc fedele di guanto, rendendomi
ooamo del modo in cui agisce, tu credi/tu non
¢reda,

Note that in 28ab the gerundial phrases, which are dependent
upon the performative verb, are acceptable in comparatives
with and without non., This is because the performative verb,
Uﬂwsm the same for all the comparatives, can take the same
kinds of gerundial phrases, Likewise, in 27 the performative
verb is the same for all the examples, yet the gerundial
phrase can never appear in certain positions without our non.
What is decisive for this gerundial, then, is the presence or
absence of our verb of presupposition. It is the presence of
this verb on which the gerundial phrase in 27 depends for both
its appearance and its position. Assuming now that the
abgtract Ss shown in 24b and 25b do appeaxr in underlying
structure, the facts seen in section 3.2 below can be accounted
for.

3.1.1. Defense of non in underlying structure.

The differing pragmatics of comparatives with and without non
have led us to propose that non is present in the underlying
structure ¢f the subjunctive comparatives that appear with

non 1n the surface, but not present in the underlying structure
of the indicative comparatives that appear without nen in the
surface. There are several syntactic arguments to support this
proposal, and in this section, we offer support not only for
the presence of non in underlying structure, but also for its
position being in Sj.

The first argument involves the features of NPs. As is
well known, indefinite NPs in examples such as 29 can be
[tspecific] in affirmative sentences but only [~specific] in
negative sentences:l12

(29} a. Laura ha un cane,
'Laura has a dog ({*specificl).!
b. Laura non ha un cane,
'Laura does not have a dog {[-specific]).'.
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In comparatives such indefinite NPs can be Mwm@mmpmwou.ys
indicative sentences without non but only [-specific] in
subjunctive sentences with non:

(29) c¢. Laura ama un problema di logica pil di guanto io
amo un problema di matematica. .
'Laura loves a logic problem ﬁa+m@mmF%Pnva more
than I love a math problem Aﬁﬁmmmmmmpmuv.. .
d. Laura ama un problema di Howwom pid di quanto io
mi un problema di matematica.
_MMMHM Ho<mmwm logic problem Aﬁwm@mmhﬂwouwv more
ﬁsmaHHo<mmSmﬁ3@HowwwEﬁﬁlmwmnwmwouv._

Thus the specificity of such an wﬁ&meUHﬁm NP in a ﬂoammwmﬁwﬁm
with or without nonr is the same as in a noncomparative negative
or affirmative sentence, respectively. If the interpretation
of indefinite NPs depends on the surface presence of a negative
element, then 29 supplies no argument for de m:mmﬁwwpwm
presence of non in some ooammHde<mm.. But if it depen ww
on the underlying presence of a negative element, then )
gives an argument for the underlying presence of our non Hum
the comparative in 29d4. Since we do not presently Smdmdm way
to determine which of these situations hold, we leave the

tion cpen. .
@cmmmOOﬁm.®305 with subjunctive in omB@mHmﬁw<mm may appear
with negative polarity items, while Hnﬁpomnp4m,n05©mhmﬁydmm
‘'without non cannoct. . In 30a~c we see that pur in this. parti-
cular usage is a negative polarity item which cannot mwmmMHﬁwb
a nonnegated S regardless of mood. In uomm we mpmn see tha
our non in comparatives allows this negative polarity item,
while nonnegated comparatives do not.

(30) a. *Dico che tu puci immaginarlo, pur con tutta la
fantasia del mondo. )

b. *Pensc che tu possa immaginarlo, pur con tutta
la fantasia del mondo, ) i ] th

't say/think that you can imagine it, even wit
all the fantasy in the world.'

¢. MNon puoi/*Puoi immaginarlo, pur con tutta la
fantasia del mondo. : . )

'You can't/can imagine it, even with all the
fantasy in the world,' . ) .

d. *La situazione in Africa € pegglore di gquanto si
arriva a immaginare pur con tutta la fantasia
del mondo. . . .

e. La situazione in Africa e peggiore &1 quanto non
si arrivi a immaginare pur con tutta la fantasia
del mondo. ]

'The situation in Africa is worse than one can \

imagine, even with all the fantasy in the world.
The constraint on pur in this usage is ﬁUmm the VP of its clause
be negated. This. constraint is on c:&mﬂwwvﬂm structure, not on
surface structure, as we see in 30a' and 30b':
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(30) a', *Non dico che tu puoi immaginarlo pur con tutta
la fantasia del mondo,
b'. HNon penso che tu possa immaginarlo pur con tutta
: la fantasia del mondo.

In 30a' potere 'be able' is never negated at any level, thus pur
cannot appear with it. But in 30b' with the reading in which
negative transportation has applied, pur can appear, even though
potere is not negated in surface structure. Thus the constraint
is on underlying structure. Looking at 30de, we can see now that
in 304 (the indicative comparative without non) arrivare is not
negated in underlying structure, while in 30e {the subjunctive
comparative with non) it is.

A third argument in favor of placing non in $3 depends upon
the conjunction of negated sentences with neanche, and runs
parallel to the argument above about +he negative polarxity item
pur, Consider 3la:

(31) a. Tu non sei/*Tu sei convinto che Maria & intelli-
gente e neanche Giorgio ne & convinto.
'You are not/are convinced that Mary is intelligent
and George isn't convinced of it either.!

Weanche in 3la can occur only if the VP of the S. containing
the same verb is negated. This constraint holdsz at an under-
lying level, not at the surface. Thus if the negative is

removed by negative transportation, neanche may still appear.
Contrast 31b and 3lc:

(31} b. *Non dico che tu sei convinto che Maria & intelli-
gente e neanche Giorgio ne & convinto.
€. Non penso che tu sia convinto che Maria &
intelligente e neanche Giorgio ne & convinto.
'I don't say/think that you are convinced that
Mary is intelligent and George isn't convinced of
it either.’ ,

3lb is out because non never negated tu sei convinto che §

at any underlying level (since dire ‘say' does not allow
negative transportation). But 3lc is fine with the reading in
which ron has been moved by negative transportation from the
predicate essere convinto 'be convinced' to the predicate
pensare 'think'. Now consider the comparatives in 32:

(32) a. *Mazia & pid intelligente di guanto tu sei
convinto, e neanche Giorgio ne & convinto,
b. Maria & pid intelligente di quanto tu non sia
convinto, e neanche Giorgio ne & convinto.
'Mary is more intelligent than YOou are convinced
and George isn't convinced of it either,'

The fact that neanche can occur in 32b (with noan) but not

in 32a (without non) means that the first essere cenvinto in
32b is negated in underlying structure while that in 32a is
not. Thus our mon must negate 83 in 25b,
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The above argument against placing non in S; in underlying
structure also applies to the placement ©f nen in S4. Another
argument against placing non in Sy is as follows. If non were
in 84 in 25b, then the fact that it appears in S3 hﬂkﬂr credere
'believe') in the surface might be explained by negative trans—
portation. However, essere convinto is a predicate that does
not allow negative transportation, so that 33a does not have
any reading identical to that of 33b, Yet essere convinto can
appear with non in comparatives, as in 33c;

(33) a. Tu non sei convinto che Maria & interessante.
'You are not convinced that Mary is interesting.'
b. Tu sei convinto che Maria non & interessante.
'You are convinced that Mary is not interesting.'
¢, Maria & pid intelligente di quantc tu non sia
convinto. .
'Mary is more intelligent than you are convinced.'

If the non in 33¢ is to be accounted for in the same way the non
in the surface sentence of 25b (=5b) is to be mooonﬁﬂmﬂ for,
negative transportation cannot be the correct explanation for
the placement of non with credere in 25b. For these reasons,

we conclude that ron negates $3 in underlying structure.l3

3.2. Explanatory power of this analysis.

In this section we present several facts which mowwos %HOE
our analysis and which would be difficult to explain without

such an analysis.

3.2.1. mmcus:nﬁw<m

Looking at 4 and 5 one notes that when non appears the verb
following it is subjunctive, while without non we have the
indicative. These facts follow automatically if the abstract
§ dominating the S with our aen calls for the subjunctive.l4
In many varieties of Italian the subjunctive seems to vm
lexically controlled. That is, certain verbs, complementizers,
NPs, and adjectives call for the subjunctive in their comple-
ments, regardless of anyone's presuppositions about that
complement. Thus in 34a everyone knows that the world is
round, yet some speakers still use the subjunctive because
for them the lexical item credere 'believe' controls the mood

of the complement:

(34) a. Maria deve credere che il mondo sia rotondo,
perché lo &. -
‘*Mary must believe that the world is round,
because it is,'

In many other varieties of Italian, the subjunctive seems to
be lexically controlled by some verbs, but presuppositionally
controlled in the complement of other werbs, EKiparsky and

Kiparsky 1970 note briefly that in German factive complements
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are in the indicative while nonfactives may often be in the
subjunctive. Rivero 1971 makes similar claims for Spanish.
Saltarelli 1974ab claims for Italian that the indicative moed
occurs when a proposition has identified reference, otherwise
the subjunctive occurs.

The situation in Italian seems to us +to call for an analysis
of the subjunctive slightly different from any of the above.
Certainly, many speakers use the indicative if they consider
M nw%wwmamﬁﬂ to be true (i.e. factive), thus preferring 34b

o a.

(34) b. Mariz deve credere che il mondo e rotondo,
perché lo &.
'Mary must believe that the world is round,
because it is,.!

However, there are other speakers for whom the 'intensity'
of the complement on the part of the higher subject is relevant
to mood. Thus, if one says:

(34) . Maria crede che New York sia bella,
'Mary believes that New York is pretty.'

ﬁ?m.mwmmwmﬁ may well believe that New York is pretty, but the
Msvuzﬁnﬁw<m indicates that Maria has only a vague notion of

its beauty and, most probably, has never been to New York. If,
on the other hand, cne 5ays: :

~

{(34) d. Maria crede che New York e bella,

the speaker may or may not agree with Maria, but the notion

Maria has is firmly in her mind and probably she has visited

New York. However, even if Maria has not visited New York,

if she firmly believes it is a pretty city, the indicative

is used:

(34) e. Maria crede che New York & bella--non so percha

se 1'é messo nella testa, perchd non c¢'é mai stata.
'Mary thinks that New York is pretty--I don't know
how she got that idea in her head, because she's
never been there,'

Certainly we cannot get into a detailed analysis of the uses

of the subjunctive mood here. All we wish to have demonstrated
is that contexts are relevant to the choice of mood for many
Itzlians. Thus, the claim that our abstract verb controls the
subjunctive in its complement in our comparatives with non is
reasonable, since it is precisely the notion of supposing but
not knowing for sure that this abstract verb conveys.B

3.2.2. Subjunctive without non,

Thus far we have given examples with non + subjunctive and
without noan + indicative. The facts are not as cut and dry
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as our examples might lead one ta believe, Actuaily, the
preferences are as follows:

pil intelligente di qguanto tu credi.

pid intelligente di quanto tu non credi.
pid intelligente di quanto tu non creda.
pid intelligente di gquanto tu creda.

pif intelligente di quantoc & Carlo.

pill intelligente di guanto non & Carlo.
pid intelligente di quanteo non sia Carlo.

pid intelligente di guanto sia Carlo.

(35) a. Maria
b.*?Maria
¢, Maria
d.(?)Maria

(36) a. Maria
b.7?*Maria
¢. Maria
d.{?Maria

(0 B (or D2 7 O Oy D

Everyone agrees that 35ac and 36ac are perfectly grammatical.
For some speakers 35d and 36d are fine, while for others they
are less preferable than 35c and 36¢ (hence the ? in paren-
theses). MNon one has told us they would say 35k or 36b, vet
everyone thinks they might have heard someone else say it.

Our analysis of the appearance of non in comparatives predictslé
that among speakers who use the subjunctive only with lexical
conditioning, there may be some who consider the abstract

verb of our abstract $ not to be in the class of verbs that
calls for the subjunctive. Thus these speakers should use

non + indicative. There should be no possibility for the
indicative with non, however, among those speakers who control
mood semantically. We do not know if this prediction holds
true, since we have found no speakers who use the indicative
with our non, But the fact that people think they have heard
35b and 36b is perfectly consistent with our analysis. The
examples marked &, then, are the only ones we have not yet
accounted for. We claim that 4 comes from ¢ by way of an
optional rule deleting non. Semantically this seems correct
since the d examples can be used in the same contexts as c,
but not everywhere the a examples can be used.l? This distri-
bution would be natural if ¢ and 4 were transformationally
related.

There are also at least four syntactic arguments in favor
of deriving subjunctive inegualities without nen from those
with nonr, First, as was noted in 3.1.l, certain indefinite
NPs may have meMQOMmHo_ readings in affirmative sentences, but
only [-specific] readings in negative sentences (see 29). 1In
subjunctive comparatives without neon, such indefinite NPs have
only {-specific] readings:

(37) Laura ama un problema di logica pill di quanto ioc ami
un problema di matematica.
'Laura loves a logic problem ([fspecificl?) more than
I love a math problem ([-specific]).’

The [-specific] reading of the second un problema in 37 would
be explained if the comparative clause were underlyingly
negative. If there is no underlying non in 37, one must say
that these indefinite NPs are [-specific] in negative sentences
and in subjunctive inequalities--an unlikely set of environ-
ments,

Second, we saw in 30 (section 3.1.1) that negative polarity
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items may appear with non
non and the indicative.
acceptable without non wh

and the subjunctive, but not without
These same items are marginally
en the subjunctive mood is used;

{38) (?)} ?La situazione in Africa & peggiore di quanto =i

arrivi a lmmaginare pur con tutta la i
del mondo. Fantasia

. (indicative without
and 36d1lB is explained

If no
one must gay that the negative polarity item
can occur o:ww with negated VPs or with a
tive inequality--again an unlikely set of

such rule exists,

seen in 30 and 38

honnegated subjunc
environments.

(33)  (2) ?Maria & pid intelli ) ,
) elligente di qguanto tu sia i
. ; co
,& neanche Giorgio ne & convinto. it
Maria is more intelligent than you may be con-
vinced and George isn't convinced of it either.’

Again if non is present underivi i
neanche conjunction follow. WWMnmwwpwswwmswwm Mmﬂwm Mvosﬁ
mﬁﬂMstmmmﬁ Of environments for neanche. s We heed 8

n ourth, we show in section 3.2, j i
ooaﬁmwwdw<m ¢lauses with non g¢an be muMHWMWMMQﬁWWﬁﬂNMvwwwnwwwm
Bwnnpumﬂ che as well as by di quante, while indicative no% ara-
tives without non ean be introduced only by di guanto, mcw.cnou
ﬁpﬁm comparatives without non, as we expect by this point wmb
be introduced by both, with the same degree of moanﬁmWWHmﬂw"

(40) a. (?)Maria w @Mm intelligente che sia Carlo.
U.Awwzmmwm.m piu intelligente che tu ¢reda.
Mary is more intelligent than Carlo is/you think.'
If non has been i i
e hon deleted from the comparative clauses in 40, the

ce of complementizers here and in comparati i
non in the surface is one fact. But if ﬁWmHMﬁMMmSMHWMmmMBEMME
mw any dempfﬁ:mb we might try to suggest that cke can appear
with subjunctive comparatives regardless of the presence or
absence of non. However, note that 35b and 36b (non with the

Hbmwnmanmv:mdmwrmmmammmﬂmmom ili i
So it ge) goave t g (un)acceptability with che

N

ntelligente che non & Carlo,

(40) c.?*Maria i
intelligente che tu non credi.

&
d.?*Maria. &

p
P
Since che jig not totally out with .nonm in the indicative but
totally out without non jin the indicative (see 3,2.4 below),

we must say mﬁmﬁ che can appedr in comparative clauses with
our non or with the subjunctive--an unenlightening set of
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environments, But if non is present in 40 underliying, then
we can say che is acceptable with our non in comparative
clauses.

3.2.3. Subjunctive without non, past tense.

The deletion of our non with present tense verbs is marginal
for some speakers but fine for others, as we saw in 33d and
36d. In the past tense, however, the deletion of non is

perfectly acceptable for many speakers we have questioned:20

(41) a. Maria & pidl intelligente di gquanto (non) fosse
suo fratello a guell'etd.
b. Maria & pil intelligente di guanto tu (non)
credessi.
'Mary is more intelligent than her brother was at
that age/than you thought.'

Dwight Bolinger (personal communication) has suggested to
us that the subjunctive comparative without norn is used when
the speaker allows for the possibility that he might be
mistaken about his presumption of other people's OﬁHzHOdm.MH
He suggests that i1f this is true, then comparatives in the
subjunctive without non are perfectly acceptable in past tenses
because the possibility of having mistaken a past opinion is
stronger than the possibility of having mistaken a present one.
We noted above (see note 17) that the subjunctive without non
seems more polite. Since allowing for the possibility of having
mistaken another's opinions is more polite than stating that
we think we know another's opinions, Bolinger's explanation
seems correct to us. Thus the rule deleting non operates in
polite contexts of a type found more commonly in the past tense
than in the present. : .
A second interesting fact involving tense distinctions is
that non with the indicative sounds better in the past tense
than in the present:
(42) a.?*Maria & pid intelligente di guanto non & suo
fratello.
b.?(?)Maria € pil intelligente di quanto non era suo
fratello a quell'eta.
'Mary is more intelligent than her brother is/than
her brother was at that age.'
c.?*Maria € pid intelligente di guanto tu non credi.
d.?(?)Maria & pid intelligente di gquanto tu non czredevi.
'Mary is more intelligent than vou believe/
believed."

We stated our prediction in 3,2.2 that certain speakers whe
control mood entirely lexically may classify the verb of our
abstract S5 as taking the indicative mood in its complement;
they would produce the sentences of 42. Although we have not
found such speakers, we have noted.that for many who control
mood lexically (either entirely or partially), lexical ltems
that require the subjunctive in a present tense complement may
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accept fully or marginally the indicative in a past tense
complement. For example, consider 43, with the clause intro-
ducer prima che 'hefore', an element that controls mood;

(43) a. Prima che Maria faccia quello, io faccio cosi.
b. *Prima che Maria fa quello, io faccio cosi.
'Before Mary does that, I'll do thus,'
c. Prima che Maria facesse gquello, io facevo cosi.
d.?{?}Prima che Maria faceva guello, io facevo cosl.
'Before Mary did that, I was doing thus.'

In 43ab we see that the present indicative is out after prima
che. But in 43cd, we see that some speakers fully accept the
past indicative while others do not reject it completely after
prima che. Thus the fact that the indicative with our non

in Hsm@ﬂmpwﬁwmm is much better in the past tense than in the
present is parallel to the fact that the indicative after
elements that lexically control the subjunctive is better in
w:m past tense than in the present. These two facts are,
mewma. one if 42bd are alternatives to 4lab, which is our
claim,

3.2.4. cChoice of complementizers.

The comparative complementizer, di (gquanto), can appear in
comparatives with or without non, as we saw in 4 and 5.

For many Italians the complementizer che, however, can appear
with the non comparatives but not with the comparatives
without non in the indicative:

(44) a. *Maria & pid intelligente che & Carlo.
k. Maria & pid intelligente che nonm sia Carlo.
(45) a. *Marla & pidl intelligente che tu credi.

b. Maria & pifl intelligente che tu non creda.
'Mary's more intelligent than Carlo is/you think,'

Looking back at the structures proposed in 24 and 25 we
see that the abstract 5, present in comparatives with non is
introduced by the same complementizer that introduces 85 in
the comparatives without norn. We also see that S, embedded in
S5 is introduced by the unmarked complementizer che. Thus
the two complementizers, di and che, are separated only by
the abstract elements of 8,5, which are subsequently deleted,
leaving behind S3. The question, then, is what happens to
the complementizers on either side of the deletion site., Note
that when subjunctive clauses stand alone in Italian, they
may or may not be introduced by a complementizer:

(46) {Che} le avessi comprate!
'0h, if only I had bought them!’'

The subjunctive in Ss like 46 is exactly the kind that Lakoff
1968 proposes higher abstract verbs to account for. I1£ there
is a higher abstract verb underlying 46, then when it is

deleted, the cke introducing its complement may optionally be
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as well,
QmHWMMMmmm the abstract elements of S, in 24b m:& 25b delete,
optionally taking with them the che mOEWHmEmsnFNmH that
introduces S3. If che is deleted, di (quanto) surfaces as
the complementizer. If it is not, then we have two comple-
mentizers back to back, and since they HSﬁHmmcom only one 5,
one of them is deleted. Thus di (quanto} Swasw be deleted,
yielding che in the surface in 44b and 45b. Zwﬂw onﬂmdﬁm
has pointed ocut to us that since the noBmHmBWSHHNWM di is .
homophonous with a preposition, a rule deleting 41 meowm che
is similar to prepositicn deletion before OOEMHmEmDHFNmHm
in various languages. Certainly such a rule is +bmm©md@mﬂnww
motivated in Italian {Ho paura di lui 'L am afraid of him
vs. Ho paura {(*di} che venga 'I am afraid (*of) that he may
3
ooEmvw.nm: never arise in the comparatives without mﬁ.wvmﬁﬂmnﬁ
52 (i.e. the indicative comparatives without bnsv Wmmmﬂmm we ,
will never get the situation of two nnamwmambﬂpumﬁm .mw@:¢+ﬁm
for one position. Without an CBQmﬂwaﬂm extra abstract S in
the comparatives with non, it is difficult to imagine how
the choice of complementizers might be accounted for. But
with the abstract 8, the data is more understandable.
3.2.5. Repetition and clitics.
In comparatives of the type seen in 4, the element which is
compared need not be deleted:
Maria & pill intelligente di gquanto & intelligente
Carlo. N
b. Maria & pid intelligente di quanto non sia
intelligente Carlo. o _
'Mary's more intelligent than Carlo is intelli-
gent. '

(47) a.

There is a distinct difference in the tone and possible uses
for 47a and 47b, however. The second intelligente in 47a 1is
zaid more slowly than its counterpart Ha 47b. .H:.nqw there
is a strong sense of repetiticn, while in 47b it is much less
noticeable. 47a might be found in a context like the follow-
ing: .

Cantext 7 (for 49a}

Paolo: Maria e Carlo sono una coppia speciale; lei &

intelligentigsima e lui &'bellissimo. .
'Mary and Carlo are a special couple;

intelligent and he is wvery handsome.' . )

Dario: Ma lei & pili intelligente di quanto & bello lui,

no?

she is very

'But she is more intelligent than he is handsome,

isn't that so?' A . .

Paolo: No! Lui & il pid bello del mondo! Perd, lei &
-

pilt intelligente di quanto & intelligente lui. . ;
'No! He is the most handsome man in the world!
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But she is more intelligent than he is intelligent.

47b, on the other hand, sounds. fine in the same contexts as
4b (see context 2 above), Note that if 24a is the structure
underiying 47a, then the first instance of intelligente is
in S3, while the second is in S2. The structural proximity
may make the deletion of the second intelligente automatic in
most contexts. If 24b is underlying 47b, however, the *two
instances of Intelligente are in Sy and S3. The greater
structural distance between them may allow for an optional
deletion of the second intelligente. .
This explanation is supported by the facts on clitics.
Predicate adjectiwves may be replaced by the clitic lo, as
in 48a. When is replaces a predicate adjective a gquantifier
may remain behind, as in 48hb:

(48) a. pario: B intelligente Maria?
'Is Mary intelligent?!
Paglo: 81, lo &.

. 'Yes, she is (that).'
b. 8i, lo & molto.
'Yes, she is (that) a lot.'

Clitics never receive stress in Italian. If the second
occurrence of intelligente in 47a requires a context in which
it is lengthened or otherwise emphasized while that in 47b
does not, we would expect that the second intelligente of

47a could not be replaced by the unstressed clitic lo, while
that of 47b could. This is, in fact, the case:

(49) a. *Maria & pid intelligente di quanto lo & Carlo.
b. Maria & pid intelligente di quanto non lo sia
Carlo. ’

'Mary's more intelligent than Carle is (that).'

Without a structural difference between 47a and 47b we cannot
see how the cliticization facts in 49 can bhe accounted for.
But with our abstract s, they follow.

Another fact about clitics is that the 1o replacing
predicate adjectives can appear only with the surface comple-
mentizer di quanto, never with che (3.2.4 above) , as shown
in 50ab. fThis is because the repetition of the predicate
adjective can occur after d4i guante as in 47 but not after
che (50c).

(50) a. Maria 8 pin intelligente di guanto non (lo) sia
Carlo,

b. *Maria & pi@ intelligente che non lo sia Carlo.
C. *Maria & pil intelligente che non sia intelligente
Carlo.

From 50c we see that a predicate adjective cannot appear in
the comparative clause after che. This is the case even when
we compare clauses with different predicate adjectives:

85
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(51.) a. Maria & pin intelligente di quanto & furbo Carlo,
b, Maria & pid intelligente di gquantc non sia furbo
Carlo,

¢, *Maria & pili intelligente che non sia furbo Carlo.
'Mary is more intelligent than Carleo is sly.'

We think that 5lc, 50c¢, and 50b are out because a predicate
adjective in a comparative clause is not admissible except

in the presence of the comparative quantifier guanto. §Since
guanto must either move intc complementizer position or delete,
and since the presence of che blocks gquante from moving into
complementizer position, guanto can never co-occur with che,
nor can a predicate adjective appear in a comparative clause
after che. The restriction on the occurrence of predicate
adjectives only with quanto is perhaps some sort of 'compre-
hensibility' {surface?) constraint, since we see no syntactic
reason for it.

3.2.6. Reduction

Comparatives like 4a are fully acceptable, but they are
unusual. One prefers to use a briefer comparative like 52;
(52) Maria & pid intelligente di Carlo.
'Mary is more intelligent than Carlo.'

52 can be used in any context in which 4a can, It doeg not
have presuppositions of the type conveyed by comparatives
with non, Thus, if 52 is a reduced form of a longer compara-
tive, it seems that it is reduced from 4a rather than 4b.

Some speakers have another alternative way to form
comparatives, seen in 53:

(53) Maria & pid intelligente che Carlo.
'Mary is more intelligent than Carlo.'

We .did not find many speakers who use 53. 5till, it seems’

that for those who use it, it is appropriate in the contexts

in which 4b and 5b are, i.e. it is reduced from a comparative
with non. 1In fact non may appear with marginal acceptability:22

~

{54} ?Maria € pild intelligente che non Carlo.

Thus it seems that for many speakers only indicative compara-
tives can be reduced to NPs, while for others both indicative
and subjunctive (i.e. those with non) can. We do not know
why subjunctive comparatives can be reduced to NPs only in
certain varieties of Italian.

3.3. Obligatory negation in Sy
We have proposed that S5 in 24b and 25b (comparative clauses
with non} are negated in underlying structure. This amounts
to ¢laiming that our abstract verb takes only negative comple-
ments. Such a claim is totally consistent with the grammar of
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Italian, for there are many verbs that require their complement
to be negative, just as there are marny others that reguire
their complement to be affirmative, For example, in 55 stare
all'erta in the sense of ‘'watch out! can take only negative
complements, while in 56 proibire 'prohibit’ can take only
affirmative complements: .

{55) a. Sta all'erta che non ti sorprenda.
'Watch out that he doesn't surprise you, '
b, *Sta all'erta che ti incontrine in guel posto.
'Watch out that they meet you in that place.!
{(56) a. Proibisco che Giorgioc parli.
'I forbid that Ceorge speak,!
b. *Proibisco che Giorgio non vada a scuola.
'I forbid that George not go.to school. '

Our abstract verb, then, is in a class of predicates with
stare all'erta which take only negative complements.

4. Non in other constructions,

If our analysis of non is correct, its appearance depends on
the presuppositions of the gpeaker and not completely on the
syntax of comparatives. Therefore, we would expect to find
other syntactic environments in which our ron can appear.
Consider a and b of the following sentences, all of which
involve indirect guestions:23

(57) a. Chiss3 che ti sposi,
b. Chissa che non ti sposi.
'Who knows if he'll marry you/if he might not
marry you.'
(58) a. Non sono gicura se io debba vederlo lunedi.
b. Non sono sicura se io non debba vederlo lunedi.
'I'm not sure if I should/shouldn't see him Monday.'
(59) a. Ci domandiamo se dobbiamo riconsiderare la
nostra analisi di non.
b. Ci domandiamo se non dobbiamo riconsiderare la
nostra analisi di non.
'We wonder if we should/shouldn’'t reconsider our
analysis of non.'
(60) a. Chissd se vale la pena (di} comprarlo.
b. Chissd se non valga la pena (di) comprarlo.
'Who knows if it's worth/if it's not worth the
trouble to buy it.'

The b examples are used when the speaker expects the negated
proposition to surprise someone or be contrary to previous
expectations. Note that the subjunctive is used with ox
without our non in 57~59, thus our non sounds the same in
these sentences as the regular non (of lb, 11, and 14); in
fact b of 57-59 are ambiguous as to whether one is unsure
about the affirmative or negative possibility of the embedded
clause, However, 60 takes the indicative without our noa,
but the subjunctive with it, If this is truly an example
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of ocur non, then there should he a oonﬂwmQOBmwbm sentence

with non + indicative which contrasts with 60b in the same

way 1l contrasts with 12 (section 2,2), Indeed, there is such
a sentence, contrasting in the expected way:

(61) Chissd se non vale la pena (di} comprarlo, .
'Who knows if it isn't worth the trouble to buy it.'

We believe that these examples can be translated Hnwo
English without losing the presuppositions in the «wmwpms.
Thus the negative element discussed in this paper is dOﬁ found
solely in Italian (or solely in Romance), but in English as
well. We expect it can be found in many languages.

5. Conclusions.

In this paper we have argued that the non of ooammﬁmww<mm in
Italian is present only when the speaker holds certain presup-
positions., This non is not plecnastic, but rather a Uo:% fide
negative. In order to explain many syntactic and semantic
facts, we have proposed an abstract verb in an abstract
sentence dominating the complement in which the non appears.
Finally, we have shown that this non appears in other construc-
tions besides comparatives in both Ttalian and English. We
have given no account of why our abstract § of presupposition
can appear in certain syntactic environments but not in others.
In specific, we do not know why comparatives and wum%ﬂmnﬁ
questions (like those seen in section 4) provide environments
for this presuppositional sentence, but other types of )
structures do not. Perhaps the presence of the wh-word in
both the comparatives and indirect questions is crucial. .bu.moh
we rnote -that generating an § that is never lexically realized
in embedded position is a new proposal and has serious
theoretical implications. However, the proposal of this S has
allowed us to account for at least five sets of facts {in 3.1,
the gerund facts, and in 3,2, the facts on mood, choice of
complementizers, clitics, and repetitien) which would go
unrelated in either a presuppositional-dependent syntax model
Oor an interpretive approach. Thus this analysis has strong
explanatory power in its favor. Furthermore, we hope to have
presented enough syntactic and semantic evidence to support our
propesal and raise the question of the possibility of such
underlying structures. .

If our analysis is anywhere near correct, this non is
one more example of a presuppositional faect that is accounted
for by a certain syntactic analysis. Thus we may hope that
presupposition~free syntax can still be defended.
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HmGQWHb 1974 argues that in comparatives of inequality in

English than is a negative element . We discuss Huckin's
proposal with respect to Italian in note 13 helow,

mvsumwﬁ Bolinger (pergonal communication) has brought to

our attention some examples in French with two negatives:
Jean n'est pas plus beau gu'on ne pense, 'John is not handsomer
than anybody thinks.' Jean ne peut pas &tre plus beau gue
vous ne pensiez., 'John can't be handsomer than you thought,!'
The corresponding Italian examples are out: *Gianni non &
pil bello di gquanto non si pensi. *Gianni non pud essere pin
bello di guanto voi non pensiate. We think the Italian Ss are
out for semantic reasons. Thus, elther the semantics of the
French Ss are different from those of the corresponding ones
in Italian, or we are wrong and there is indeed some kind of
syntactic constraint against two negatives which we do not
understand. Note also that the negative nen of 3 (occurring
only in the presence of some other nhegative element) cannot
appear in the lower clause if the matrix is negated in a
comparative: Maria non & pid intelligente di nessuno. 'Mary
isn’t more intelligent than anyone.' “maria non & piu intel-
ligente di gquanto non &/non sia nessuno. Mary is not more
intelligent than no one isg.' Why this should be so is not
clear to us. We see no semantic reason for excluding the
indicative comparative of the last sentence, especially in
light of the acceptability of 14. We leave these facts and
the questionsg they pose open for further research.

wb@ﬁmhmbﬁpw this is not so for Prench. Dwight Bolinger

(perxsconal communication) has brought to our attention the
following example: I1 est aussi bon gu'ils ne puissent 1'&tre.
'He's as good as they may be.' The corresponding Italian
sentence is ocut: *E tanto bucno guanto non lo possono essere
loro.

»b:nwnsonw & Puglielli 1971 talk of COINCIDENZA as an
element in comparisons of equality, but NON COINCIDENZA in
comparisons of inequality. They then derive the nron of 4b
and 5b from NON COINCIDENZA and 4a and 5a from the same source
with an optional rule deleting non. It is very difficult to
tell exactly how they intend these rules to operate and
exactly what status (semantic, syntactic, abstract, real
lexical item) is assigned to the elements COINCIDENZA and NON
COINCIDENZA. We have taken these elements +o bear semantic
information. However, if they are syntactic markers of some
sort, the objection to thisg analysis raised immediately below
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in the text may not be valid. Still, their analysis fails in
that 4ab and likewise 5abk should not be mmﬂw<wm from the same
structure, given all the semantic and syntactic evidence
presented in this paper.

mEm do consider Saltarelli's proposals HE@OWﬁmSﬁ because
they shed light on the use of the mzwumunﬁwﬂm in general.
{See 3.2 for a brief discussion of the mCUumbnﬂH<m.v _
His proposals are important also for the analysis Oﬂ compara
tives in specific, since they suggest that oo;mmwmﬁw<mm with
the indicative (which he does not mentiocn) are semantically
distinct from comparatives with the subjunctive, a suggestion
we fully agree with.

Sour notion of precision is distinct from Saltarelli's
notion of identified reference, as 23e shows in noawwmmw to:
Voglic che lui creda con assoluta certezza., 'I want him to
believe with certainty.’ :

qewm most convincing of these examples is the deletion of
the future auxiliary will, an example he credits Kim Burt
with. Note that his example involving comparatives nwmqv does
not call for an explanation involving presuppesitions if the
analysis of comparatives by Bresnan 1973 is correct.

8ihere is evidence that pil derives from underlying wpw
tanto. For a detailed analysis of the head of comparative .
clauses in Italian, see Nespor (forthcoming). For an analysis
of comparatives in English, see Bresnan 1973, Also, Wﬂ a
deeper level, the comparative S forms a constituent with the
comparative quantifier piit (tanto) (see Bresnan quwv” .MOH
our purposes, the exposition of our arguments is clarified
by beginning at the underlying level seen in 24 and 25.

whmwomm (1972:923) notes that some embedded clauses in
Latin appear with the subjunctive or the indicative, and that
the choice of mood depends upon the context. Thus, if the
speaker 'assumes responsibility' for the assertion of the
clause, the indicative is used, and otherwise the subjunctive
is used, Lakoff claims that these facts are evidence that
linguistic facts cannot be described solely by grammatical
means, but that the context in which language is spoken must
be considered. We are not familiar with the situation in
Latin, but perhaps positing an embedded abstract S that domi-
nates the clause which appears in the subjunctive when the
speaker assumes no responsibility could be justified. In
such a case the S might have the meaning 'I am not sure if...'
or 'I do not take credit for...'

Hoobww surface subjects that are not derived subjects may
contrel a gerund: *Maria & stata vista da te guidando per
la strada. 'Mary was seen by you driving (you/her) down the
street.' And in fact, NPs that are not subjects may control
the subject deletion of gerunds, such as the dative mi 'me’
with the psychological verb sorprendere 'surprise': Mi .
scerprende che sia cosl basse, considerando 1'altezza del papa.
"It surprises me that he is so short, considering the height
of his father.' Exactly how these facts on deletion of the
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subjects of gerunds may be handled is touched on briefly in
Napoli (forthcoming), Note that these gerunds are not to be
confused with the progressive form of the verb. They do not
derive from underlying stare vndo 'be Ving', as the meanings
of S above and the following shows Studiando si pud imparare

ncwwo. 'By studying, one can learn everything.*
27a sounds a bit awkward, although it is perfectly accept-~

able when read slowly with heavy pauses around the gerundial
phrase. Prcbably this ig because of the length of the

Qmwwﬁmumw. which makes one prefer to postpose it as in 27c¢.
The following argument is used by Huckin 1974 to support

the proposal that than is negative in English., Note that

the facts in Italian differ from those of English, so that our
conclusion is the opposite from Huckin's, namely, some compara-
tives are underlyingly negated and cthers are not in Italian,

HwMOH speakers of English there may be many guestions

floating around at this point. First, Ross 1966 noted that
ever and any appear in English comparatives, while negative
elements like nobody do not, For this reason he proposed an
underlying not which gets deleted. There are no facts in
Ttalian parallel to these. Furthermore, negative elements

may appear in comparatives in Italian: #on & pitt alte di
nessuno. 'He isn't taller than anyone (no one).' And we

point out that never and not at ail appear in English: Better
late than never. (*ever), It's hetter that he did it late

than not at all (*It's bhetter that he did it late than at agl1).
And for some speakers a comparative like the following is
acceptable: She's taller than -you wouldn't believe.

Second, Grosu 1972 has pointed out that Coordination
Reduction in English behaves differently depending on nega-
tivity. Inegualities, he points out, act like negated Ss
with respect to Coordination Reduction. 1In Italian, however,
Coordination Reduction is the same regardless of negativity.
Thus there is no argument for or against our analysis based
on Cocrdination Reduction. )

Third, Huckin 1974, in a study that covers the Ross and
Grosu arguments as well as many others, has pointed out that
normally negated elements like can’t stand or can'+ help
appear without the not in comparatives and that affirmative
polarity items like already and still are excluded from
comparatives in English. 1In both cases the facts in Italian
are different. Note that gi3 'already' is not an affirmative
pelarity item in Italian: it may appear in the indicative only
with affirmative verbs, but in the subjunctive with negated
verbs: L'ha gid fatto. ‘'He's already done it.' ‘*yon 1'ha
gid fatte. 'He hasn't already done it.' penso che (non)
I'abbia gid fatto. 'I think that he has/hasn't already done
it."' Likewise, gi3d may appear with non in subjunctive compara-
tives as well as without nor in indicative ones: Ha avuto
un successo maggiore di gquanto ha gid avuto nel passatc (ind.).
*Ha avuto un Successo maggliore di guanto non ha ¢id avuto nel
passato {ind.). FHa avuto un successo maggiore di guanto non
abbia gid avuto nel passato (subj,). ‘'He had a greater success
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than he already had in the past.' Note alsc that certain
negative polarity items like affatte 'at all' cannot appear
with our non in comparatives: “*Maria & piili alta di guanto tu
non creda affatto., 'Mary is taller than you don't believe

at all.' This is because arfatte requires a precise knowledge
of the listener's belief, but the non shows that the speaker
does not have such precise knowledge (see 23 and the comments
preceding). Thus the sentence is self-contradictory and,
therefore, unacceptable,

Given the above contrasts between English and Italian, it
may well be that one analysis cannot suffice for the compara-
tives in both languages. Still, there may be some slight
difference between the two languages causing all these
apparent gross differences. EBuckin 1974 notes that many
distinctions often alleged to depend on the affirmative/
negative contrast in English may well depend instead on a
modality contrast. -If this is so, the data on English
presented in this note may suggest only that the medality of
English comparatives is like that of negated Ss, rather than
that English comparatives of inequality are indeed negated.
We would like t¢ point out that, while proposing a semantic
reading of John is taller than Bill, John 1s -er much tall
than BEill is not -er much tall, as Huckin 1974 does, seems
plausible, we cannot imagine what the parallel semantic
reading of Johr is less tall than Bill would be. Thus the
analysis of English inequalities which claims they are
negative meets many problems.

Hhoswawd Belinger (personal communication) has suggested to
us that the subjunctive may appear after di quanto because
quanto is an indefinite antecedent. In Italian the subjunctive
mood may be used after indefinite nonspecific NPs in certain

cases, such as: (1) <cerco una ragazza che sappia il

giapponese (subj.). (ii) Ccerco una ragazza che sa il
giapponese f{ind.). 'I'm looking for a girl who knows Japanese.'
For all speakers una ragazza is [-specific] in (i). For

some speakers una ragazza is [fspecific] in (ii), while for
others it must be only [+specific]. If it is guanto that
triggers the subjunctive, then we would expect that for those
speakers who read una ragazza in (ii) as being only [+specific],
only the subjunctive could be used after gquanto, However, this
is not true. All speakers we have found accept both the indi-
cative (without ror) and the subjunctive (with nmon) in

these inequalities. Thus, unless one argues that the quanto

of subjunctive inequalities is [~specific] and the guanto of
indicative inequalities is [+specific], one cannot explain

the possibility for the indicative mood after quanta. The

same objection holds for comparatives of equality, where

guanto is used but the indicative is the only acceptable mood.
For these reasons, we are suspicious of Bolinger's suggested
solution. And, once we consider the syntactic facts presented
in section 3, we reject this solution in favor of the abstract
S solution.

Hmmoamwwamm a modal verb following cour non may be indicative
or subjunctive, with no clear difference of acceptability:
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B pia alto di guanto tu pon possa/non puoi immaginare. 'He's
taller than you can imagine.,' Since modality may be expressed

either by a modal verb or by mood, this fact is not surprising
for those speakers whose use of mood is presuppositionally
controlled. However, one problem with our analysis is that
many speakers who lexically control the subjunctive after
verbs such as credere do not allow the indicative even with
modal verbs in the complement of such verbs as credere. Yet
these speakers do accept the § above with and without the
subjunctive. We have no explanation for these facts,

Hmﬂm are grateful to Emily Norwood for peinting out this
prediction .to us. .

quOh some speakers there is a slight preference to delete
the non when the situation calls for extreme politeness.
The kind of subtle difference such a choice implies between
the subjunctive comparative with and that without nor is
not atypical of many choices between applying transformations
or not. For example, Bolinger 1968 has pointed out the
preferred use of the passive when one wishes to avoid respon-
sibility. Many other similar cases are well known.

Hmwm may be slightly worse than 35d and 36d because of the
presence of the negative polarity item in the surface, which
makes one expect a non in the surface.

wwb@mHz the lower acceptability of 39 than 35d and 364 may
be because of the presence of neanche in the surface, which
makes one expect a nen in the surface.

mozcﬁm that there is good syntactic evidence that non has
been deleted from the subjunctive comparatives in the past
tense: (i.a) (?)La situazifene in Africa o peggiore di guanpto
§i arrivasse a immaginare pur con tutta la fantasia del mondo
(subj.). (i.b) *La situazicne in Africa o peggiore di quanto
si arrivava a immaginare pur con tutta la Ffantasia del mondo
(ind.). (ii.a) (?)Maria & pil intelligente di gquanto tu fossi
convinto e neanche Giorgio ne era convinto {subj.), (ii.b)
*Maria & pid intelligente di gquanto tu eri convinto e neanche

Glorgio ne era convirnto (ind.). (iii.a) (?)Maria & pil intel-

ligente che tu credessi {subj.). (iii.b) #Maria & pil intel-
ligente c¢he tu credevi (ind.).

NHEm do not mean to suggest that Bolinger agrees with our
rule deleting non from these comparatives, We are merely
relating his suggestions about the differences hetween the
subjunctive with and without non.

NNZOWm that the corresponding sentence with di is totally
out: (i) #*Maria & piu intelligente di non Carleo. This does
not mean that 54 is derived from a comparative having non
with che while a comparative having nen with di (guanto)
cannot reduce. Rather, (i)} is out because di can be followed
only by NPs, pronouns, and numerals in the surface of reduced
comparatives. Any other element (ADV, VP, PP, etc.) must be
preceded by che: (ii.a) Maria & pid intelligente che/*di
furba. 'Mary is more intelligent than sly.' (ii.b) Mi piace
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di piu nuotare che/*di farxe i tuffi, 'I like swimming better
than diving,' (ii.c) va pid spessc al cinema che/*di in
bibliotecg. 'He goes to the movies more often than to the

library.' Thus (i) is out because non cannot follow d4i.
Differences between di and che in reduced comparatives are
discussed in Nespor (forthcoming),

While many speakers do not accept 54, most accept: (iii)
E pili studioso che. (non) intelligente, 'He's more scholarly
than intelligent.' Battaglia and Pernicone (1951:497) note
that the nor is kept in (iii) when one wants to 'underline
more strongly the defect of intelligence'. We believe, rather,
that this non is our non of presupposition.

Nuszﬂjmm example might be; (i,a) Dubite che Carila abbia
capito. (i.b) ©Dpubitoc che Carla non abbia capito, 'T doubt
that Carla has {(not) understood.' <Certainly (i.b) is ambi-
guous (as are 57-59 in the b examples in the text below}, but
it does have one reading similar to that of (i.a).. We have
not included (i) in the text, however, because it may
exemplify a separate phenomenon that Jespersen (n.d.)} calls
'paratactic negation'. Jespersen points to cases in which 'a
negative is placed in a clause dependent on a verk of negative
import like deny, forbid, hinder, doubt'(75), and he gives as
an example: (ii) It never occurred te me to doubt that your
work...would not advance our common object in the highest
degree. Dwight Bolinger (perszonal communication), on the
other hand, has suggested that doubt today might be analyzed
as raise the doubt, as in: (iil) 7 raise the doubt that he
is (not) here, (iv) I raised the doubt about his (not) being
here. Certainly (i1ii} and (iv) seem to give examples of our
negative of presupposition. And the Italian example (i.b)
with the reading given there is used in contexts similar to
that for our nor of comparatives. Thus (i.b) might be used
when the speaker knows Carla is very intelligent and usually
understands, therefore the idea that she might not have
understood in this instance is unlikely. 8till, there is
enough evidence to make the speaker think Carla has indeed
not understood. So the speaker raises his doubt while still
letting you know he expects people to be surprised at it.
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