Negating and Conjoining Imper atives

Magdalena Schwager

The paper discusses a surprisingly non-Boolean readingeoin@n imperative

conjunctions. | explore the conceptual and empirical diaathges of a semantic
analysis as given by Arthur Merin, and argue that a syntasglation can do

better, showing that the data in question can be capturedstanices of Right
Node Raising.

1. Introduction

Traditionally, conjunction and negation are assumed taaipeon functions to
truth values and thus together with the latter form a Booldgabra (cf. Keenan &
Faltz 1985): Giving credit to the ubiquitous observation that there ismmedi-
ately straightforward way of connecting imperatives tahtrnealues, Arthur Merin
opts for an alternative non-Boolean semantics for therl@iterin 20023,b).

He adduces a puzzle to be found in the interaction of negatittmnconjoined
German imperatives as empirical evidence for his claim ithageratives belong
to a specialanguage of desiravhich is assumed not to be based on a Boolean
algebra. For each language, this part of semantics is asktorexist parallel to
the ordinary, propositional and thus basically Booleah peeded for declaratives.

1For those not familiar with algebraic structures it mightiedpful to say that an algebra consists
of a set of entities together with operations defined on thgtasfamiliar example being the integers
together with the operation of addition. Different kindsatgebras are reflected in different properties
of the respective operation(s). Since the final solutionsgraactic one, deeper insights into algebraic
notions will not be crucial for understanding this paperido.

2Merin’s original motivation is to provide insight into theture of preferences, proving an argu-
ment by Aristotle which in Merin’s reformulation sayl$A is the opposite of B, and C is the opposite
of D, and A together with C is better than B together with Dntlieis better than D, and C is better
than B.(Prior Analytics 11.22 68a25-b7); Aristotle illustrateBis with the example of the passionate
lover: If then every lover under the influence of his love would prefe beloved to be disposed to
gratify him (A) without doing so (C), rather than gratify hif@) without being inclined to do so (B),
clearly A - that the beloved should be so inclined - is prafégao the act of gratification(68a39-b2).
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In the following | will briefly present the data and how Mesrédccout can take
care of them, but then argue that his account faces sevecegtual problems and
in addition forbids a parallel treatment of closely relapddtnomena.

1.1. Merin’s puzzle

If conjunction and negation truly were the operations of alBan algebra as they
are traditionally conceived of, the laws of De Morgan woudddxpected to hold:

(1) a. ﬁ(A/\B)ZﬁA\/ﬁB
b. ﬁ(A\/B)ZﬁA/\ﬁB

On the other hand, if they were not, we would expect to find astlsome ex-
amples that do not conform with De Morgan’s laws. Merin shdet there is a
reading for the German example in (2) which in fact violates first law of De
Morgan as given in (1a):

(2) Geh undsprich  nicht!
walk.IMP andtalk.IMP not

On one of its readings (cf. section 2 for a detailled disamssithis does in fact
mean that the addressee should neither walk nor talk. Siicegading is highly

unexpected under traditional assumptions concerningtioegand conjunction, |

will call it the Fancy ReadingFR) in the following. Even more surprisingly, (2)
does not get the weaker reading predicted by De Morgan’'sta{@a), namely

that the addressee should not perform both activities begetvhile doing either

of them by itself is not objectable.

1.2.  Anaccountwithin thlEanguage of desire

Under Merin’s approach imperatives are assumed to cornesgo non-
propositional objects, vigprospectswvhich are best imagined as concepts of sit-
uations that can get instantiated in the actual world. Anerafive like Walk!
thus serves to demand an instance of the prospect of youngaMihile propo-
sitions can be conjoined and negated according to the laid®olean algebra,
prospects belong to a different algebraic structure. MesBumes that conjunction
and negation as defined for prospects form an abelian grvgdk! then denotes
the atomic prospect W which opens up the subgroup of all tposspects being
characterized by the addressee walking, neglecting albthier possible activi-
ties. This comprises the addressee walking (W itself), gloiothing (the neutral

3A familiar example for an abelian group are again the integegether with the operation of ad-
dition. In order to constitute an abelian group the set hé&teon-empty, and the following properties
have to hold (i) the operation is closed on the set, (ii) assity, (iii) existence of a neutral element,
(iv) existence of inverse elements for each set elementaw)mutativity.



Negating and Conjoining Imperatives 93

element E), the addressee doing a double dose of walking (WWeW. So we
end up with the subgroufE, W, W+W, -W, .. .}. The imperative now makes use
of the natural ordering inherent to the group built up by reiue application of
the additive operation and adding the inverse elements.drdier has to be taken
as isomporhic to the preference order. The imperative tasglts in saying that
everything above W is preferred, viz. ‘The more walking yaitide better!’

English imperative conjunctioand and its German equivalenind denote
precisely this amount enhancing additive operatidalk and walk!denotes the
element W+W (our familiar double dose of walking). Conjuantof two different
imperatives opens up a larger subgroup, @/glk and talklgiving rise to{E, W,
T, W+T, -W-T, W+W+T, .. .} .

Now there are two ways to conceive of negation, one beingpeate rever-
sion, in the example case ‘The less walking you do, the Befteat's why the
only possibility to conform wittDon’t walk! is simply E, doing nothing with re-
spect to walking). This is the interpretation which Merisigas to Englisidon’t.
He calls itdenial

This would still not be sufficient for giving us the Anti-De Mgan reading
of German (2); inverting the preferences would lead to eémg below W+T
being preferred, meaning that you could well do W (walkingheut talking)
or T (talking without walking). In fact it turns out to be egalent to what a truly
Boolean treatment would have given us, thus doing well ehdaigenglish which
in this respect is as unproblematic for De Morgan’s laws adeiclarative cases
(cf. 2 for closer discussion).

Alternatively, German negatiamichtis to be associated with the operation of
inverse-formationBut what is the inverse of an acitivity? (Or, to put it diféetly,
what is the meaning of -W, -W-T, ... ?). Merin proposes thatéans subtracting
the relevant (amount of) activity from the addressees aspirs. Subtracting a
simple dose of walking (-W) from being about to do a simpleedogwalking
(W) leaves you with E, namely doing nothing (with respect dking).

So, finally, the solution to the non-Boolean fancy readinf2dttems from the
fact thatnichtis interpreted as inverse-formation (unlike Engligin’t), subtract-
ing walking and talking from what the addressee might haveedthus saying
that doing nothing with respect to both walking and talkisgieferred-

The costs for this explanation lie not only in the highly netandard semantics
that has to be postulated for tlguage of desirebut also in making languages
differ as to which operation negation denotes within theeesive language of
desire (Germanicht denotes inverse-formation, Englidbn’t denotes denial).

4Merin (2002a) remains very implicit about this, but it seeimsnake the unwanted prediction
that (2),Geh und sprich nichtinight not be sufficient to cancel a stronger, say W+W+T+Trasiph
of the addressee, ending up with giving W+T as acceptablaviatlr, instead of E.
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2. The data revisited

As outlined so far, in contrast to English, German impeestias in (3b) show
non-Boolean interactions of negation and conjunctionstvig just what would
be expected under the non-standard semantics proposed fity (4@02a;b). In
the following, | will take a closer look at the possible raagh for the construc-
tions under discussion in order to then take into accounbéteviour of related
phenomena.

(3) a. Don'tdrink and drive!
b. Trink undfahr nicht!
drink.IMP anddrive.IMP not

Neither language allows for negation to outscope the intper2(4) exemplifies
this for English, but German behaves exactly analogously.

(4) Ede told the graduate student: ‘Don’t drink and drive!’
=# Ede didn't tell the graduate student to drink and drive.

Both languages allow for a reading under which the conjondtkes wide scope
with respect to the negatiol\(S), thus resulting in a negative and a positive im-
perative. The semantic outcome depends trivially on th&ipoof the negation.
Prosodically, this reading is favoured by a short intonsldreak.

(5) [IMP NOT drink] & [IMP drive]
you shouldn’t drink, you should drivéNSg, ;)

(6)  [IMP trink-] & [IMP NOT fahr-]
you should drink, you shouldn’t drivéNSgerm)

The reading in question is the one most likely to arise where lmas two op-
tions mutually excluding each other, as for instance if yame by car to a well-
supplied party:

(7)  Q:Whatshall | do now?

a. Don'tdrink and drive! (pro-car)
b. Trink undfahr nicht! (pro-alcohol)
drink.IMP anddrive.IMP not

The preferred reading for the English example (3a) invohasow scope of the
conjunction with respect to the negatiddS). It conforms to the first law of De
Morgan (cf. (1a)), meaning that the addressee shouldrfoparboth activities in
combination while there are no objections against eithasibdity taken on its
own:

Swidest scope of negation with respect to the imperative doesult in what Hamblin (1987)
callstype 5-negation



Negating and Conjoining Imperatives 95

(8) IMP NOT [ drink & drive ]
you may do either, but don’t do both

This reading is unavailable for German (3b), which likewhise a preferred read-
ing precluded for English (38)In that case, each conjunct seems to be negated
by itself (I have dubbed this theancy Readingn 1.1). As Merin observes this is

6] am indebted to Mark de Vos for having pointed out to me thist i maybe not so clear as
presented in Merin (2002a). As by now well known, DP conjigrcioften does not correspond to
the Boolean conjunction operation. Szabolcsi & Haddica®D& discuss in detail instances of the
following:

9) | didn’t take hockey and algbebra.

They note that with unstressedd this is only acceptable if the two conjuncts form a “normaditR-
age in the respective context, and then (duddmogeneitycf. Lobner (2000)) the sentence gets
the non-Boolean interpretatidooth not Only with a stressedND do we get the truly Booleanot
bothinterpretation, packaging being irrelevant in that cadéhaugh Szabolcsi & Haddican explicit-
ly step aside from talking about VP conjunction, it is obwdtom the examples given here that VP
conjunction behaves differently: all my examples involvestnessednd and yet at least favour the
non-Boolean reading, if the other reading is available laialditionally, their acceptability does not
seem to be subject to any packaging effect.

(20) a. Don't drink and drive. [packaging; no FR]
b. Don’t swim and dance (in the hall). [no packaging; no FR]

My informants on English (one AE, one BE) did not get non-Bawl FR readings for sentences as in
(10). It seems to get slightly better though, if a longer diEprohibited activities is givenpr would
still be preferred:

(11) (doctor): Don’t swim, dance, drink, eat and smoke. [PRP

A first google search on the stringsn't eat and, don't walk and, don't eat and driglave the follow-
ing 3 non-Boolean examples as opposed to 14 truly Booleas @oeinting only imperative conjunc-
tion in the scope of negation and leaving aside explicithydified examples with e.@t the same time,
then):

(12) Set a good example: don't eat and drink in the lab.
http://ww.cs. bris. ac. uk/ Tool s
/ Local / HandbookNext / pr oc_super . ht m

(23) Please don't eat and drink in the labs. If you do, donit grught!! If you do eat and/or
drink in the labs and you don't get caught then, PLEASE, cleanafter yourself!!
http://ugweb. cs. ual berta. ca/ cl eanl abs. ht m

(24) Don't walk and cycle in the dark if possible or keep toMiehreas.
http://ww. bbc. co. uk/ heal th/fitness/lifeyoung2.shtm

In all contexts these are opposed by lots of like instanceBaft V; or Vo. Theeat and drink
examples (12) and (13) might possibly be explained away\asvimg a package-reading, creating
a context where cases in which only one of the activities ifop@ed are taken to be completely
irrelevant. Nevertheless, (14) can't be reasonably adedufor in that way. Especially if the latter
is undisputedly good English something more substantitilhaie to be said about the English VP-
conjunction as well.
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unexpected according to the first law of De Morgan and thugiges evidence in
favour of the non-Boolean proposal.

(15) IMP [NOT drink & NOT drive]
neither drink nor drive

The non-truthconditional character of Meriesiguage of desireeadily explains
the data in (15). As shown in the following section, it facasious difficulties in
other confronts though.

3. Problems for a semantic solution

While non-Boolean accounts for conjunction and disjunttiave been put forth
successfully in various areas (efeee choice disjunctiorfZimmermann 2000,
Aloni 2003, Geurts 2004, Merin 1992), conjunction (Krifk@9D, Merin 1992),
and DP conjunction (Szabolcsi & Haddican 2003)), | don’tsider it particulary
helpful for the problem under discussion for the followimgsons.

First, the non-Boolean reading does not arise with conjanstof German
infinitivals which can be used as substitutes for the mompdioklly marked im-
perative (cf. Wratil 2000). The constructions pattern élyawith English (3a),
allowing for WSg,,,; and NS, while excluding FR:

(16) Nicht trinken und fahren!
not drink.INF and drive.INF

a. WSg,g: [IMP NOT drink] & [IMP drive]
‘don’t drink, but (then) drive’

b. NS:IMP NOT [drink & drive]
‘you may do either, but don’t do both’

So from Merin’s perspective it seems that the interpretatibGerman negation
does not only vary with the type of language, but also (wittialanguage of
desirg with either the morphology or, more likely, the positiontbé verb. Merin
himself notices this problem and reflects it in his distiontdf sentence final vs.
sentence initial negation, distinguishing within the Gamanguage of desiran
English type denial negation (sentence initial) and inedymation (sentence
final). Only the latter gives rise to FR.

On the other hand, we also find non-Boolean readings in detlarcontexts:

a7 DasKind i3t undtrinkt nicht.
the child eatsanddrinksnot
‘The child neither eats nor drinks.’ (non-Boolean FR)
(additionally: ‘The child is eating, but he is not drinking¥S¢c.1)

So even if we wanted to appropriately restrict the non-Bawoliterpretation of
negation to a subpart of tHanguage of desirewe would still have to come up
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with an explanation for the strikingly parallel non-Boafeeases in the realm of
declarative sentences.

| therefore conclude that Merin’s proposal is unattractireat least three rea-
sons: (i) it crucially relies on the postulation of differss between the semantic
algebras of German and English, (ii) the lexical semanta&rpretation of German
negation has to vary according to two parameters, namekarguage of desire
+/- sentence-initial, and (iii) an independent explanata the non-Boolean read-
ings in declarative contexts still needs to be found.

Instead, | want to make use of the fact that the interpretaifdGermamicht
‘not’ ((3b) vs. (16)) varies according to morphosyntaciifedences which analo-
gously can be found between German and English imperativgiections ((3a)
vs (3b)).

In the following, the difference between (3a) and (3b) willi$ be related to
differences in morphosyntactic makeup, not to differercéise semantic algebra
in imperative contexts.

4. A syntactic solution

As to imperatives | will rely on standard assumptions asalated for example
in Wratil (2000).

The imperative semantics depends on specific features velnehituated in
the C projection. So far, German and English differ in thagromovement of the
morphologically marked imperative verb to C is triggeredydn German. The
English verb is allowed to stay in situ. | will assume that e fpositive case a
(¢-auxiliary is present, which has to be realized overtly i@ tiase of emphasis or
negation’

(18) a. Stopit!
b. DO stopit!
c. Don'tstopit!

As for the interpretation, | will assume for the sake of siitip} that imperatives
denote fulfillment conditions (cf. e.g. Lohnstein 2000).tMatense is conceived
of as deictically denoting intervals and restricting theithwespect to their loca-
tion with respect to utterance time (cf. von Stechow 2802)

(19) || (you) Pl is fulfilled iff [t 4 > t, & J e[r(e) C ty & P(ADR,e)]]
where t, denotes the utterance time,i$ a free variable over intervals,

“Nothing hinges on the exact technical implementation, ag las the S-structure positions of
German and English imperatives with respect to negatioatired correctly. | completely abstract
away from the anlysis of the IP layer as irrelevant for thespne¢ purpose, thus leaving aside e.g. the
problem of the overtly missing subject.

8In that respect, morphological present, past and futurad@hnalogously to personal pronouns
(e.g.(s)he which restrict their possible referents to being male ardie respectively.
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a variable over events; temporal subsequencea function from events
to their running timeC a partial order on intervals

As expected, this permits a straightforward account of thel&an cases exem-
plified by the WS and NS readings.

4.1. Conjunction scoping over Imperative (WS)

Syntactically | assume an adjunction analysis for coottibimaas argued for in
Hartmann (2000), but nothing pertinent to the crucial datgés on that particular
analysis.

Since we have assumed that imperative morphology is dependdeatures
in C, conjunction of two imperatives is CP-conjunction. Tlegation stays low in
the very conjunct where it surfaces. This gives rise to ctjon of a positive and
a negative imperative in German (20), and a negative anditveasperative in
English (21):

(20) CP
CP CP
(|3' &/\CP
g |
| | und c
trink; VP /\
o IP
ot | |
fahr; VP
NEG VP
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(21) CP

Semantically, the conjunction of two imperatives boils daw a sequence of two
imperatives as elaborated in Krifka (2001).
4.2. Narrow Scope of the conjunction with respect to negaids, English)

Conjunction below negation can be assumed to be VP conpmittus giving rise
to a structure as in (22):

(22) CP
&
C° IP
| |
don't VP
/\

VP VP
o /\
ask & VP

| =
and criticize

This is exactly the structure we would also get for the Geriménitival conjunc-
tion (cf. (16)), apart from the fact that no overt auxiliasyrequired in the German
case.

Semantically, due to the deicitic interpretation of tengeget the correct in-
terpretation that within the designated future interva tmperative is referring
to, there is no interval comprising a complex event of therasisee containing a
drinking and a driving part:
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(23) It Cty: Je[r(e)Ct: Je'de”. e'Ce” & e"Ce’ & drink(ADR,e’) &
drive(ADR,e")]

4.3. Right Node Raising for the Fancy Reading

As Merin has observed, the traditional assumptions for naijpees and the logical
connectives don't allow us to account for the German exasnpteler their non-
Boolean Fancy Reading:

(24)  Trink und fahr nicht!
drink.IMP and drive.IMP not
‘you should neither drink nor drive’

Under that reading it is exactly similar to (25):

(25) Trink nicht und fahr nicht!
drink.IMP not and drive.IMP not

This exactly parallels cases of ellipsis on the right edgaefirst conjunct known
under the maybe misleading nameright node raising(RNR):

(26)  Walterliebt undClarisseverachtetVagner.
Walterlovesand ClarissedespisesWagner
‘Walter loves Wagner and Clarisse despises Wagner.’

Hartmann (2000) assumes that these constructions do ravémovement, but
rather PF-deletion of the final material in the first conjuytittis postulating only
a PF-difference between (26) and (27) (and likewise (24)(26y):

(27)  Walter liebtagner and Clarisse verachtet Wagner.
Walter loves¥agrer and Clarisse despises Wagner.

This PF-deletion is subject to two constraints, first, thieidel material has
to be identical to overt material at the end of the secondwurtj and second,
the information structure has to ensure that the elememtseging the delet-
ed string and the overt identical material respectivelytiast with each other,
both being marked with a pitch accent (e.g. in (25) the védid/lovesandver-
achtet/despisés

Hartmann (2000) argues at length that the process in queistim fact an
instance of PF-deletion, the strongest evidence beingaperthat it can target
also non-constituents:

(28) Petewversprichtseineiutter in die Kirche zu gehenund Maria
Peterpromiseshis  motherto thechurchto go  andMaria
versprichthrer Mutter in die Kirche zu gehen[her (6a), p.57]
promises her motherto thechurchto go
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‘Peter promises his mother to go to church, and Maria prosrtise moth-
er to go to church.

Furthermore it can be shown not to be subject to constraamsliar for move-
ment, it does for instance not obey the Right Roof Constid@mtmann (2000:60):

(29)  [cpHanserzahlteuns,[¢p dall AnnanachParisgefahrenrst]] und
Hans told us thatAnna to Paristraveledis and
[c pPMax erzahlteuns,[-p dall UtenachRom gefahrerist.]]]
Max told us thatUte to Rometraveledis
‘Hans told us that Anna traveled to Paris and Max told us thatkdveled
to Rome.’

Furthermore, quantifiers are interpreted independerslif, there were truly two
instances of the same QP:

(30) a. HanguttertundPeterjagt einRentier.
Hansfeeds andPeterhuntsa reindeer
‘Hans is feeding a reindeer and Peter is hunting a reindeer.’
b. Hansfuttertein Rentier undPeterjagt ein Rentier.
Hansfeeds a reindeeandPeterhuntsa reindeer
‘Hans is feeding a reindeer and Peter is hunting a reindeer.’

While the expected interpretation of one moved phrase woelthat both events
involve the very same animal, (30a) gets the same readirg@Pa$ thus indicating
that they only differ at PF:

(32) Hans futtereinRentier und Peter jagt ein Rentier.
Hans feeds-reindeer and Peter hunts a reindeer

Assuming that Hartmann (2000)’s PF-deletion account isherright track Ger-
man FR can be accounted for straightforwaftihe structure is exactly parallel

%In fact, my anonymous reviewer has pointed out that Hartm@®00)’s arguments for PF-
deletion being the only solution for RNR are maybe not alisbiucompelling (e.g., RNR of non-
constituents could maybe still be explained in an accowaiwng multiple instances of movement).
Nevertheless, (s)he agrees that PF-deletion correctiyieapthe data under discussion and cites ad-
ditional examples for accurate predictions of the theomne @roblematic example is given though:

32) Mariasucht  einen Klempneund AnnameideteinenKlempner.
Maria looks.fora plumber andAnnaavoidsa  plumber
‘Maria is looking for a plumber and Anna avoids a plumber.’

Although the crucial reading is pretty hard to obtain, thigim be a case where - contrary to the pre-
dictions of the PF-deletion account of RNR - the versionsiwaitd without deletion differ in what are
possible readings (non-referential for the first indefinigderential for the second: unobtainable if the
indefinite is deleted, at least marginally possible if it@g)nThis, of course, requires a closer investiga-
tion of how indefinites behave in coordinations which woujdfér outreach the current undertaking.
I hope to return to it elsewhere.
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to the one assumed for the wide scope reading in (20) andvies®F-deletion at
the right edge of the first conjunct:

(33)  Trinknieht und fahr nicht!

(34) CP
CP CP
C':/ /\
& CP
’ | |
C IP und c
| |
trink; VP 0
i C IP
NEG VP | |
| fahr; VP
—_
mieht G NEG VP
| _
nicht  .t;..

While the first condition on RNR, namely that the materialetiedl at the right
edge of the first conjunct has to be identical to the matetileright edge of the
second conjunct, is clearly obeyed, this is maybe not soonisvior the second
condition. Remember that RNR requires a contrast on theel&spreceding
respectively the gap and the overt material identical tbvitant to argue that the
imperativized verbs in fact constitute the contrast rezpiiior RNR. Of course,
phonologically this is hard to distinguish from the intdpatcontour triggered by
the imperatives themselves. | think that it can nevertlsebesshown, given that
contrast minimally requires lexical diversity. So RNR ahdrefore FR should be
excluded in cases in which we find two tokens of the same lexid (go in
(35b)). This in fact seems to be born out:

(35) a. Gehund (*nochmals) geh nicht!
go.IMP and once-again go.IMP not
b.  Geh nicht und*’(nochmals) geh nicht!
go.IMP not and once-again go.IMP not

In fact, (35a) can only be understood as a contradictoryarntee, but not as the
(somewhat marginal) enforced negative imperative in (36erefore it does
not allow the second instance to be modified wiibchmals'once again’: the

adverbial would require identity with the first imperativesiead of opposition. On
the other hand, conjoining two identical negative impersgiwithoutnochmals

seems extremely marginal, cf. (35b) for pragmatic reasbeappose.) So the
lexical identity blocks an interpretation of (35a) along tmes of (36):
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(36)  *Gehnieht und nochmals geh nicht.

Therefore, the availability of RNR and thus the FR seemsdhdapendent on the
lexical contrast given by the two verbs.

5. Independent evidence for RNR in similar constructions

Even if one could try to explain the simple cases like (3b) as-Boolean VP
conjunction, it is not clear how this could deal with verbattteke objects inde-
pendently, but require the same particle:

(37) Hor ihm undsieh ihr nichtzu!
listen(-PRT).IMPhim andlook(-PRT).IMPhernot PRT
‘Don't listen to him and don’t look at her!’

(*'Listen to him and don’t look at her?!’)

The only way forhor ‘listen-PRT’ to combine with the particleu ‘zu” which it
obligatorily requires seems to be right node raising:

(38) [cphor; IhmJ 'ﬂ-i-eh't[vptj [z24  t;] und[cp sieh,
[listen(-PRT).IMPhim net | [PR¥]] and[ look(-PRT).IMP
ihr,,, nicht[ypt,, [zu  t]]]
her not [ [PRTI]

‘Don't listen to him and don't look at her!

As predicted, the negation has to be copied along with theécpa(the contrast
being provided by the personal pronouns preceeding the gaphe overt ele-
ment respectively). Therefore, the reading conjoining sitp@ and a negative
imperative is lost.

Likewise, it is correctly predicted that RNR and thus FR doeked if what
can be copied to the first conjunct is not final (in (39) only tiegation could be
copied, since the verbchreib‘write’ can not be combined with the particlai

‘t0’)):
(39)  Schreib ihmundsieh ihr nichtzu!
write.IMP him andlook(-PRT).IMPhernot PRT

‘Write him and don’t look at her?’
(**Don’t write him and don't look at her!’)

The readings for RNR-targeted quantifiers in object pasitonform to what is
predicted by the deletion analysis:

(40) Kauf  dir undempfiehl Maria ein Buch!
buy.IMPyou.DAT andrecommend.IMPMariaa book
‘Buy a book for yourself and recommend a book to Maria!’
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(40) can indeed easily be understood as involving two difiebooks.

A look at comparative data provides further evidence for Ri¢R analy-
sis. French seems to mark the contrast between Boolean NfSugaiil/ely non-
Boolean FR overtly (Caroline Féry, p.c.):

(41) a. Ne Dbois et conduis pas!
NEG,,; drink.IMP anddrive.IMPNEG
‘Don’t both drink and drive!” (= NS)
b. Ne bois et ne conduis pas!
NEG,,; drink.IMP andNEG,,; drive.IMPNEG
‘Don’t drink and don’t drive!’ (= FR)

Since, in French, negation is marked both pre- and postikgrideere remains an
overt reflex of negation visible even where the postverbakergpashas under-
gone RNR (viz. PF-deletion). Correspondingly, we get thefétR41b), but not
for (41a) which is an instance of true Boolean narrow scopgurtion.

Further evidence against explaining the FR in terms of theasgics of nega-
tion comes from the fact that non-logical adverbs can sh@wstime ‘doubling’
behaviour:

(42)  Mariaschlaftundarbeitetviel.
Maria sleepsandworks much
‘Maria sleeps a lot and works a lot.’
= Maria schlaft viel und arbeitet viel.

The most natural reading for (42) is indeed that there areyregants of Maria
sleeping and many events of Maria working, and not, that d&ra person who
is involved in many events being characterized by her stepahd working con-
temporaneously.

6. Conclusions

So after all, there doesn’t seem to be convincing evidenaethlle semantics of
German negation should vary with distinctions in sentenoednNor need Ger-
man and English opt for different interpretations of negatin their respective
semantic algebras. It is rather the case that the morphatyntifferences be-
tween English (3a) and German (3b) imperative conjunctayesot trivial, nor
are those between German true imperatives (3b) and theetivephfinitival con-
structions (16).

It could be shown that RNR conceived of as PF-deletion (foictvlinde-
pendent evidence was cited) makes the correct predictmrthé interpretation
of negation and conjunction. Like and related construdtiprovided evidence
against alternative accounts involving (sentence mooefdaddent) non-Boolean
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VP-conjunction which perhaps might have been a possilderditive for the sim-
pler cases.
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