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Abstract

This paper discusses the development of expressioaos as “who/God knows/H” into negative degree
adverbs in Estonian. The study provides an answiret question dfiow certain negative polarity items emerge
in a language. This question is rarely answerethénliterature focused on polarity; hence, the <isdy at
hand is an attempt to contribute to the generaérstdnding of the grammaticalization/lexicalizatafrpolarity
items. Two issues are studied in detail: first, thegmatic prerequisites, and second, the structura
idiosyncrasies triggering the lexicalization of sbetypes of expressions into NPIs. The insightaiobt allow
challenging the view (see von Bergen & von Berg@83t 130) according to which the historical chairgthe
meaning of the linguistic elements is not relevfanthe synchronic description of polarity items.
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1. Introduction
Consider the expressions in italics in the follogvexamples:

(1) He thinks he isdon’t know howsmart.
(2) He thinks he i$Sod knows howmart.

In his work on indefinite pronouns, Haspelmath (2:9930-133) notes that in many European
languages the type of expression in (1) has seasea source for indefiniteness markers; witness, fo
instance, Frencfe ne sais queésome kind of’. Haspelmath also briefly commentsexamples such

as (2), and adds that he knows of “no case whete &$ource construction has been grammaticalized
strongly” (ibid.: 131) into a marker of indefinitess.

This study examines expressions of the second tyyemceforth referred to asABOO
INTENSIFIERS Taboo intensifiers pick up an agent from certaitical domains denoting entities that
are perceived as inviolable by the speech commufithe most common domains of taboo besides
Gods are demons, “obscene” body parts and diseasasider the following examples from Polish:

(3) a Onmyl-i, ze jest diabl-i wiedzr  jak nadry.
he think-3G that be.3G devilPL  know-3L  how smart
‘He thinks he is devils know how smart.” (Robrelecki, p.c.)

b. Onmyl-i, ze jest chuj wie jak odry.
he think-3G that be.3G dick know.3Ghow smart
‘He thinks he is so smart (lit. ‘He thinks hedisk knows how smart’). (Robert Bielecki, p.c.)

c. Onmyl-i, ze jest cholera wie jak  dalry.
he think-3G that be.3G cholera know.8c how smart
‘He thinks he is so smart (lit. ‘He thinks hectwlera knows how smart’). (Robert Bielecki, p.c.)
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In Estonian, as well as in the closely related Bimntaboo intensifiers of this kind have undergane
interesting change. Unlike their equivalents irtdrgtnown European languages, Estonian and Finnish
intensifiers show a strong tendency to drop thedabgent. This tendency can be ascribed to a
lexicalization process whereby the collocatiomH00 AGENT know3sG wH can no longer be
accessed analytically and becomes more contexindepe A variant of this collocation, namely [&
know-3sG WHAdjP/AdVP], is then lexicalized into a degree adivarhich in Estonian, interestingly
enough, is sensitive ®OLARITY. Compare (4a) and (4b):

(4) a.Lapimaa on jumal tea-b kui  kaugel.
Lapland be.8c God know-3sG how far
‘Lapland is God knows how far.’

b. Rootsi pole @tea-b kui  kaugel.
Sweden NEG.be @ know-3G how far
‘Sweden is not very far.’ (lit. ‘Sweden is not knewow far.”)

In other words, whereas the construction with aaerbtaboo agent (4a) is mostly found in positive
sentences, the reflexes with a zero agent (4blicaesed by the presence of a negative elsewhere in
the sentence.

2. The scope of the study

The linguistic evidence suggests that the agentesstruction in (4b) is a direct descendant of the
construction with an agent in (4a). The aim ofphesent study is to identify the factors accountorg
the lexicalization of a complex construction withadoo agent into negative degree adverb. On the
assumption thaGRAMMATICALIZATION and LEXICALIZATION are not mirror images, but somewhat
complementary processes (see, among others, M@ealiera 1998, Lehmann 2002, Rostila 2006), |
will take a rather liberal attitude towards the araius problem of telling grammaticalization and
lexicalization apart (on this issue see in pardicuBrinton & Traugott 2005: 62 ff). As regards
developments involving intensifiers, the decisicloated depends, to a very large extent, on the kind
of item standing at the endpoint of the cline. Hdsath (1997: 130-133), for instance, is concerned
with the development of expressions such as thét)imto indefinite pronouns, and therefore speaks
of grammaticalization. In the case under discussionvever, the outcome of the process is adverbs
(i.e. arguably lexical words), and for this reasanill assume here that this is a case of lexicdian.

Discovering the factors behind the change in piylasi possibly the most challenging task of this
research. There is widespread agreement in thatlite on polarity that negative polarity items
cluster cross-linguistically in certain semantierdons, but there are very few studies concernel wit
their grammaticalization and/or lexicalizatibapart from those carried out by researchers baistiu
University of Groningen (e.g. Hoeksema 1994, Homles& Klein 1995, 1996). Two reasons seem to
account for this lack of attention to the gramnadtiation of polarity items. First, due to the lamk
sufficient historical evidence, it is often impddsi to trace down shifts in polarity over time. 8ed,
grammaticalization research views language devedopm@s an ongoing process, and is thus interested
in studying the relationships between the varicarmmonents of a language both diachronically and
synchronically, but research on polarity sensyiaver the past forty years has in fact been doretha
by the generative paradigm, which does not generatognize grammaticalization as a distinct
process (see, for instance, Newmeyer 1998) and tentbcus solely on the synchronic axis. It is a
matter of theory commitment, therefore, that mesearch on negative polarity has looked only at the
synchronic aspects of polarity items, and has somest explicitly pronounced their historical
development to be irrelevant for their synchroresdiption §ee von Bergen & von Bergen 1993:
130).

The paper is organized as follows: Section 3 gmesoverview of the corpora employed, and
offers some preliminary figures on the data retrtefrom them. Section 4 provides a brief account of

2 The grammaticalization of pure negators, by catttaas attracted much more attention.



the notion of polarity item. Section 5, which issdaptive, examines in detail the distribution bét
construction under analysis. Section 6 is explagatiie first subsection investigates the histdrica
connection between the construction with taboo a@ew the construction with zero agent, and
examines the degree to which these two constricaos lexicalized. In the second subsection, | will
dwell upon the puzzling aspects of the shift inapioy. We will take a closer look at the pragmatics
and semantics of taboo intensifiers and at thearjpay with the structure of Estonian. In the ehd
the second subsection, | will discuss a specifitasstic reanalysis, which led to an increase of the
polarity sensitivity of a certain form. In Secti@n| will try to offer an areal-typological perspise

by briefly discussing the development of similanits in Finnish and Latvian. Section 8 summarizes
the results of the study.

3. Survey of the corpus

The data were collected from three electronic capmamely the Corpus of Estonian Literary
Language (CELLY, the Grammatical Corpus of Contemporary Estonia€GE)! and the Text
Corpus of the Institute of the Estonian Languag@8lEL).° In addition, the examples from the entry
for teadmato know’ in theDictionary of Literary EstoniafEKSS) were also included.

CELL contains about five million words and is digilinto a number of subcorpora organized by
decades, the first dating back to the 1890s. Thempora covering the 1980s and the 1990s are
considerably larger than the others: they comprisspectively, 22.5 and 22.4 per cent of the total
corpus. All subcorpora, excluding the 1980s, canfiition and journalistic texts, which are equally
shared out. In addition to fiction and journaligixts, the subcorpus from the 1980s contains sssay
biography, and science. GCCE totals seven millimrds composed of contemporary fiction (two
million words) and journalistic texts (five milliomwords) collected from four different newspapers
covering the period 1990-2002. Finally, the sizeT&@IEL is 10.4 million words; it comprises
newspapers, magazines and fiction, as well as senwdings of spoken language (60.000 words).
The newspaper texts are all from the 1990s and mal86.5 per cent of the corpus.

The total size of the corpora examined for thislgtis thus 17.4 million words. However, some of
the journalistic and fiction texts occur in morarnhone corpus; once they were excluded, the size of
the corpus was reduced to 16.4 million words. Thred corpora are not parallel in structure, and
hence their overall representativeness is doubithafortunately, these were the only online resagirce
available for Estonian at the time the search waslacted (September 2004).

Regarding the concordancing procedure, considex again examples (4a)-(4b), repeated here for
ease of reference:

(5) a.lapimaa on jumal tea-b kui  kaugel.
Lapland be.8G God know-3sG how far
‘Lapland is God knows how far.’

b. Rootsi pole Otea-b kui  kaugel.
Sweden NEG.be @ know-3G how far
‘Sweden is not very far.’

| used four different search strings, each comgithe third person singular present tense faemly

of the verbteadma'to know’ and one of the four possible sequencesvof phonemesn(i, ku, ke and

ka) occurring in the beginning of the Estonian questivords. In all cases, the slot for the taboo aigen
was left unspecified, so that the exhaustiveneshefsearch was ensured. Since | was looking for
collocations that had already begun to lose thempositionality, the search was limited to
collocations not containing an interclausal commas,free collocations will often require comma
punctuation afteteab‘knows’ to mark the clause boundary. After the skavas completed, | added
another 14 instances from the EKSS; this referevard contains only attested examples and is thus
fully reliable as a resource.

3 <http://www.cl.ut.ee/ee/corpusb/tykk.html>
* <http://test.cl.ut.ee/corpora/grammatika/indektet]>
® <http://www.eki.ee/corpus/>



Overall | collected 405 occurrences of the collmrafTABOO AGENT/ZERO AGENT teabwH], out
of which 201 have an overt taboo agent and 204 a zero agketfollowing agents (in order of
decreasing frequency; see Appendix A) were recoiddtie corpusjumal ‘God’, kes‘who’, kurat
‘Devil’, tont‘ghost; bogey’ pagan‘pagan’,taevasheaven’,issand'(the) Lord’, pérgu ‘hell’, pergel
‘devil, pagan’ anquudas‘Judas’. According to th@hraseological Dictionary of Estonigi®im 2000:
493), the lexemesiihi ‘empty’ andmdni‘some’ are also possible in the agent slot of toisstruction,
but they did not occur in my material.

It can be seen that, unlike Polish (3b), (3c), Esto does not use the names of body parts or
diseases as taboo agents, but only “extreme” iddals (either sacred or demonic) or their subsitut
such as the pronoukes‘who’ andmadni ‘some’, and the adjectivigihi ‘empty’. Although | am going
to discuss the semantic issues more thoroughlgdtian 6, it must be said at this point that the of
kes‘who’, moni ‘some’ andtihi ‘empty’ in this expression is not surprising, since thésms elicit
here the same implicature as the taboo agditis means that sequences likes teab kuswho
knows where’ andmdni teab kussome(body) knows where’ are not assigned herer thiteral
meaning, but rather state that ‘nobody (= nondefrtumans) knows where’. The universal reading of
the implicature is directly related to the meanofgtaboo, and more specifically to an “extreme”
individual, either sacred or demonic. | therefossuane that these items function here as euphemistic
substitutes of an underlying taboo agent. Thisastnobvious in the case tifhi ‘empty’, which can
be considered a shortened variamntafatthi‘Devil, Old Nick’ (lit. ‘old empty’).

Estonian is a language rich in nominal inflectioAppendix B shows the items occurring after the
verb formteab‘knows’ in the construction under concern. All tiiems listed in the table except for
the last onelki@g, which is ayegno-word function asvh-words. The lines in the table indicate lexeme
borders; that is, if no line divides two items lnettable, they are inflectional forms of a singlardyv It
can be seen that the nominative fanis of the word ‘what’ and the workiui ‘how’ (in bold) have a
much higher frequency than the rest ofwewords, making up more than half of the examplesill|
therefore discuss the collocatiomaBoo AGENT teab mi$ and [TABOO AGENT teab kuj in separate
sections, and the remaining collocations together.

Although this research makes use of corpora, itilshioe stressed that it is not corpus-based, in the
sense that the data retrieved from the corpordoardimited to allow us to elucidate the process of
lexicalization of taboo intensifiers in all its cphaxity. This granted, | nevertheless believe that
material collected suffices to demonstrate the etation between certaimh-constructions and
negative polarity. To check this, two tests of istaal significance have been applied in the
descriptive part of the paper (Section 5), namétg, chi-square teStand, where the number of
instances is less than five, the Fisher Exact RitityaTest. Occasionally, | have supplemented the
attested data with examples invented by mysetf,cdrecked these examples for grammaticality with
native speakers.

4. The notion of polarity item

As defined by Giannakidou (2001: 99QLARITY ITEMS “form a more or less homogeneous class of
expressions whose distribution is restricted byddmns which must appeal to some kind of
polarization (negation or affirmation) for wellfoadness”. They can be classified irROSITIVE
POLARITY ITEMS (PPIs; e.g. Engsomewhatas in “John liked it somewhat”) amEGATIVE POLARITY
ITEMS (NPIs; e.g. some uses of Eragy, as in “John didn’t buy any books?).

Most of the research devoted to polarity consi$tsase studies on individual polarity items, such
as the English indefinite pronowmy (Kadmon & Landman 1993), but there is also a carside
number of analyses concerned with the typology Isf (B.g. Ladusaw 1979, Krifka 1995, Zwarts
1995, Israel 1996, van der Wouden 1997). Overak, of the central issues is the question of what
kinds of properties trigger (or license) Pls. Thassemantic line of research starting with Ladusaw

® To improve the accuracy of the chi-square teshéncase of 2x2 tables | have also applied Yatesection
for continuity, which reduces the magnitude of difference between expected and observed frequebgif.5.

" In addition, the literature on polarity also rengSFREE CHOICE ITEMSthat is, items of restricted distribution
but not subject to a polarity dependency, as isdhge of Engany in interrogatives (“Did you find any
interesting books?”) or imperatives (“Pick any agpl



(1979) argues that Pl licensing is a semanticgeratian a syntactic, relation. This view contragth

a syntactic tradition in the study of polarity whigoes back to Klima (1964; see also Progovac 1994)
and looks for the exact structural (syntactic)treteship between negation and polarity items. fynal
there is also a pragmatic tradition in the desimipbf polarity phenomena, represented by Lakoff
(1969), Linebarger (1981) and Israel (1996).

In the present study | adopt a semantic approasadoan the notion oNON)VERIDICALITY (see
Zwarts 1995, Giannakidou 1998). (Non)veridicalgylinked to the availability of a truth entailment:
roughly, aSEMANTIC OPERATOR(Op) is NONVERIDICAL if it does not entail the truth of the proposition
it embeds. Adverbs likpossiblyor perhaps(e.g. “Perhaps Roxanne has arrivedi)d modals (e.g.
“Paul may hit Frank”) are typical nonveridical optars. Other nonveridical environments include
negation, nonassertive speech acts (questionsrathes, exclamatives), the protasis of conditisnal
the scope of strongTENSIONAL verbs such awantor hope(e.g. “I hope there is a piece left”), or the
future. By contrastyERIDICAL operators entail the truth of their complements @bverbyesterday
(“Yesterday, Paul saw a snake”) aactually (“Paul actually hit Frank”) and the assertion opera
(“Paul saw a snake”) are typical examples of veddioperators. FinallyANTIVERIDICAL (or
AVERIDICAL; see Giannakidou 1998: 106, footnote) operatormfa subset of the nonveridical,
antiveridical operators entail the falsity of tmeposition they embed. Direct (or clausemate) negat
(“John didn’t meet anyone”) is the prototypicaligetidical operator.

As a general rule, NPIs are licensedanveridical contexts (canyin “Did you see any people?”
and in “*| saw any people.”)There are also a small number of “hyperstrong”’d\lBlch as Endjft a
finger (“He didn't lift a finger”) or n-words in Serbo-Gatian (cf. Giannakidou 1998: 162) that are
licensed solely by negation, and hence by antiicsiidy.

In sections 5.1 and 5.2 below we will see that(tiwan)veridicality hypothesis virtually captures the
licensing conditions for taboo intensifiers as NPIs

5. The distribution of Estonian taboo intensifiers
5.1. The typefABOO AGENT/ @ teab mi$

Table 1 shows that the collocatioraBo0o AGENTteab migis restricted almost exclusively to positive
sentences, whereas the collocation with a zerotagsensitive to direct negation.

Table 1 Polarity distribution ofeab mié

polarity with a taboo agent with a zero agent
positive 60 25
negativé 4 76

As illustrated in (6), Estoniamis ‘what’ behaves like Englistvhatin that ithas both pronominal (6a)
and modifier (6b) uses. Their distribution withpest to polarity is given in Table 2.

(6) a.Homne paev vdis tuua kurat teab mis.
tomorrow's day could bring Devil knows what
‘Tomorrow could bring the Devil knows what.’ (i.&omorrow could bring anything.”)
(CELL: 1LU1980\stkt0112)

b.Homne paev vBis tuua kurat teab mis jama.
tomorrow's day could bring Devil knows what hitekRTv
‘Tomorrow could bring the Devil knows what problem§.e. ‘Tomorrow could bring all sorts of
problems.”)

Table 2 Polarity distinctions according to the syntaétinction ofmis

with a taboo agent with a zero agent

8 The distribution is significant (chi-square = 7328, p = .000).
° Here and in the rest of the tables the label “tiegfarefers to explicit negation.



polarity pronoun modifier pronoun modifier

positive 29 31 8 17
negative — 4 1 75

The figures® in Table 2 suggest that zero-agent collocatiorih pionominaimis (henceforttmisso,)
correlate with positive polarity, whereas zero-agemilocations withmis as a modifier (henceforth
Misueg) are sensitive to negation: 75 out of a total 2feéXamples of this type are found in negative
sentences.

Also worthy of mention in connection with the dataTable 2 is that about two thirds of the 17
instances of the collocation [@Bab mig.q occurring in positive sentences are used in nodial
contexts, such as irreal clauses marked by conditionood (7a), comparative clauses (7b), or
concessives (7c):

(7) a.Kingituse eesttuli tédnada ja see pisike must meks seda nagu, nagu ole-ks
gift for came thank and this tiny black man wé#is face asif be&oND
ta and-nud teab mis  kalli asja,
he givePART knows what preciousrTv thingPRTV
‘S/he had to thank him for the gift and this tislpck man had an expression on his face
as if he had given away something very precidU$;1EL: Fiction)

b. Kui mdni Neitsi jatabki nohiku mulje, on niisugusteohkem kasu kui
if some Virgo leaves nerd impression is such mor@rofit  than
teab mis  jutupauniku-te-st
knows what long-winded pers@n-ELAT
‘Although some Virgos leave an impression of gaierdy, they are more helpful than
any kind of long-winded people.’ (CELL: AJAE19280347)

c.Lennaku &husteab mis  vidina-d ei jdd elu sinu jaoks koos
fly-auss air knows what thingamajigt NEG stay life you for  with
maakeraga seisma, pigem podrleb koos sinu uutetetegd edasi.
earth stay rather spin with your new thoughts &g
‘Whatever kinds of thingamajigs are flying in thie, life and the earth won't stand still for yaather
they will keep spinning round with your new idegd&'CCE: EE1999)

As already noted, the collocations with an ovesbtaagent, and also those with a zero agent
and mis,, occur predominantly in positive sentences. Thiesdnot mean, however, that they are
restricted to veridical contexts. Thus, three duthe eight positive examples with a zero agent and
MiSon, Were used in nonveridical contexts, and of the lances with an overt taboo agent in
positive sentences, 22 were found in nonveridicakexts too, such as the scagemodal verbs (8a)
or conditional sentences (8b):

(8) a.eile nimetasid mind ndiaks, tana kaardimooriks, hmm peab mu
yesterday called me witch today fortune-teller toroey must my
nimi  6okull ehk kes teab mis muu-d veel ole-ma...
name owl or who knows what elseTv more besup
‘yesterday you called me a witch, today a forttelker, and tomorrow my name maybe will be owl or
who knows what else...” (TCIEL: Fiction)

b.Kui ma weel kauem selle wastu seisa-ksi-n, teevlidi- nad
If I stil  longer this against stagoND-1SG do-COND-3PL they
minu-ga Jumal teab mis

1 The chi-square test gives a significant distributichi-square = 91.7710, p = .000). However, staceof the
cells are below five, the test is not completeljatde. The application of the Fisher Exact ProbgbiTest to
two 2x2 tables, one for the collocations with armvaboo agent and another one for the collocatieith a
zero agent, gives a nonsignificant distributiontfue left table (p = .120) and significant for thight table (p =
.000).



mecoM  God knows what
‘If | keep confronting this, God knows what thejlwlo to me.’ (CELL: ILU1910\ilu0008)

This confirms, therefore, that all collocationgbég may occur in nonveridical contexts. Howevds it
clear that the type [@ab mig] correlates with nonveridical contexts and witlgagon much more
frequently than any of the others.

As can be seen from the English translations ofett@mples in (7), [@eab migg has come to
function either as an indefinite adjectival prondsach asanyin (7b) andwhateverin (7c)) or as a
degree adverb (cfvery in (7a)), depending on the category of the camestit it modifies. The
examples in (9) exemplify its use with a NP (9a) AaljP (9b) and an AdvP (9c) respectively; the raw
frequencies in the corpus of each of these categare shown in Table 3.

(9) a.Et polegi ta uldseteab mis  Paulus hoopis &raandja Peetrus!
but NeGbe he at all knows what Paul rather traitor Peter
‘So he is definitely not a kind of Paul, rathdvetraying Peter!” (CELL: ILU1980\stkt0051)

b. Kahjuks ei ole tunne teab mis mdnus
unfortunately NEGbe feeling knows what pleasant
‘Unfortunately, the feeling is not very pleasa€ELL: ILU1990\ilu0597)

c¢.Ning tegelikult pole see staari enesegaab mis teisiti.

and_also actually NEG.be this star self knows what differently
‘And actually the star doesn't feel very differigrit(GCCE: PM1996)

Table 3 Categories of constituents modified bytgab migeq]

polarity NP AdjP AdvP ambiguous
positive 12 - - 5
negative 37 16 3 19

The label “ambiguous” refers to examples with alitive scope interpretations, as in (10), whei® it
not clear whetheteab mismodifies only the adjectiveea‘good’ or the whole NFhea nalja‘good
joke’

(10) Kiikavad Katet ja naeravad nagteab mis hea nalja peale.
cast a glance KaterTvand laugh like knows what go@#N jokeGEN on
‘They cast a glance at Kate and laugh as thoughvaty good joke / at some good joke.’
(CELL: 1LU1980\stkt0080)

The distribution in Table 3 is not significant (&guare = 5.5706, p = .134), but the data indittaée

[@ teab migeg] + NP is not as strongly associated with negasisidteab mig.q] + AdjP or AdvP.
Importantly enough, the data in the table appeaugyest, first, that [@#ab mig.q] + AdjP or AdvP

is blocked in positive sentences; second, thaffittee cases of scope ambiguity in positive clauses
should probably be interpreted as involving the ofsgd teab mig.4] as a modifier of the following
NP, rather than of the following adjective.

In order to check whether this hypothesis was cbrrdiad to resort to constructed examples. |
therefore tried using the collocation {€ab mig.q AdjP/AdvP] in a number of positive sentences with
both veridical (11a) and nonveridical environmentke latter including conditionals (11b),
disjunctives (11c), concessives (11d), clauses wejtistemic verbs (11e) or with adversative verbs
meaning ‘deny, doubt’ (11f), comparative clauseggjland clauses with implicit, rather than direct,
negation (11h). The resulting sentences turned toube ungrammatical in all cases, though
comparative clauses and clauses with implicit negegound slightly more acceptable than the others:

(11) aJaan on teab mis tark.
Jaan is knows what smart
‘Jaan is very smart.’ (lit. ‘Jaan is knows whatzst)

b."Kui Jaan ole-ks teab mis tark, siis ta ole-ks Ojeta  selle-st r&aékinud.



if Jaan besoND knows what smart then he beND teacheraLL thisELA spoken
‘If Jaan was very smart, then he would have tatketthe teacher about this.’

c."Jaan on kas teab mis tark vOi taielik idioot.
Jaanis either knows what smart or total idiot
‘Jaan is either very smatrt or a total idiot.’

d."Jaan olgu teab mis tark, aga praegu peab ta vanema-id kuulama.
Jaan besuss knows what smart but now must he parenterTv listen
‘Jaan may be very smart, but now he must listdriggarents.’

e."Jaan v8ib teab mis tark olla, aga minu meele-st tukii ta nGud valesti.
Jaan can knows what smart be, but my ntindf behaves he now wrongly.
‘Jaan can be very smart, but in my opinion he fsebavrongly now.’

f."Ma kahtlen, kas Jaan on teab mis  tark.
| doubt whether Jaan is knows what smart
‘| doubt if Jaan is very smart.’

g.”Jaan on pigem vaga tookas kui teab mis tark.
Jaan is rather very hard_working than knows whatrsm
‘Jaan is very hard working rather than very srhart.

h.llma et ta teab mis tark ole-ks, pea-ks ta sedadrea
without but he knows what smart beND mustcoND he this  know
‘He doesn't have to be very smart to know thdif. (Without him being very smart he should know
that.”)

In view of the above, it can be argued that théocation [Dteab mig.q AdjP/AdVP] is restricted to
antiveridical contexts, such as sentences witlctditegation (see Table 3) or with implicit negatam
in (11h); in other words, it is licensed by operatavhich entail the falsity of the proposition.
Considering, however, the limited acceptability(big), we have to admit that antiveridicality might
be too strong a restriction.

5.2. [TABOO AGENT/ @teab kuj

In this collocation thevh-slot is occupied by the workli ‘how’, which can modify only adjectives
and adverbs, that is, word classes capable of biiftgcted for comparison. Not surprisingly,
therefore, this collocation has developed intogrele adverb meaning ‘very'.

Table 4 Polarity distribution ofeab kut*

polarity with a taboo agent with a zero agent
positive 20 7
negative 9 36

With regard to the data shown in Table 4, nine @uthe 20 positive instances of the tyg@agoo
AGENT teab ku] occur in nonveridical contexts, which shows ttias collocation is not necessarily
associated with veridicality. However, the cornelatof the type [@eab kuj with nonveridicality is
clearly much stronger: it occurs 36 times in negattlauses and, in addition, six out its seven
occurrences in positive sentences are also foundnmeridical environments; witness its use with th
conditional mood (12a) and in the scope of a véirapositional attitude (12b):

(12) a.Mulle ilmus see parandus lausa paastjana — muidu lek piin
I.ALL  turned_up this inheritance simply rescuer otheswie€OND torture
teab kui  kaua kest-nud.

M The distribution is significant (chi-square = 1862, p = .000).



knows how long lastART
‘This inheritance simply turned up to be a savifiurme — otherwise the torture could have lastey v
long.” (CELL: ILU1970\ilu0105)

b.Peab ennast teab kui targaks.
considers  selPRTV knows how smartRNSL
‘S/he thinks s/he is very smart.” (EKSS)

| argued in Section 5.1 that the combinationt§@bmis AdjP/AdvP] is licensed only in antiveridical
contexts. [@eab kuiAdjP/AdvP], despite its strong association withedirnegation, appears to have a
less restricted distribution. First, to judge adefrom native speakers’ intuitions, its use isifhoe
clauses in concessive constructions (13a), withstemiic (13b) and adversative verbs (13c),
comparatives (13d), and implicit negation (12e)se¢o be more acceptable than was the case with
the [Dteab misAdjP/AdvP] pattern.

(13) a.’Jaan ol-gu  teab kui  tark, aga praegu peab ta vandhna kuulama.
Jaan bewss knows how smart but now must he parenterTv listen
‘Jaan may be very smart, but now he must listeriggarents.’

b.’Jaan véib teab kui  tark olla, aga minu meelest Wait ta naad valesti.
Jaan can knows how smart be but my nEnd¥ behaves he now wrongly
‘Jaan can be very smart, but in my opinion he sebavrongly now.’

c.Ma kahtlen, kas Jaan on teab kui  tark.
| doubt whether Jaan is knows how smart
‘| doubt if Jaan is very smart.’

d.’Jaan on pigem vaga tdodkas kui teab kui tark.
Jaan is rather very hard_working than knows howrsma
‘Jaan is very hard working rather than very srhart.

e.’lima et ta teab kui tark ole-ks, pea-ks ta sedadtea.
without but he knows how smart BenND mustcoND he this  know
‘He doesn’t have to be very smart to know thait’ (Without him being very smart he should know
that.”)

Secondly, the corpora yielded one instance oftd@b kuiAdjP/AdvP] in a veridical context (see
Table 4 above). In order to find analogous examplesrformed a search on the internet combining
the string [Bteabkui] with frequently used adjectives and adverbs. fdsults suggest that [@ab
kui] can be used in veridical contexts only with atijexs meaning ‘big’ or ‘high’ (14). Such instances
are, however, extremely rare and have a strondlgqgal flavour.

(14) Edasise ule otsustasid kohalikud tUlemad — jaollsta- kompanii- ja teab
rest over decided local commanders squad_commander- company and knows
kui  korge dlema-ni valja.

how high commanderrm  untill
‘Only local commanders, — starting from squad comdegis and finishing with company and other very

high (lit. knows how high) commanders, decided dherrest
(http://deepthought.ttu.ee/ajaleht/1996/20veebi@@Bitompl.html)

Summing up so far, despite a few exceptions, the pleesented in this and the preceding section
confirm the decisive role played by nonveridicalitythe licensing of the two agentless patternsluse
as polarity items, at least in written Estonian.Section 6 below | will take a closer look at the
development of these constructions and will trghow that the apparent exceptions noted above can
be seen as instances of their earlier meaning. 8oekistence of old and new meanings known as
“layering” is one of the essential characteristaésboth grammaticalization and lexicalization (see
Brinton and Traugott 2005: 143).



5.3. The remaining collocations

As already noted, the figures in Appendix B showat tthe nominative fornmis of the word ‘what’
occurs far more frequently in the construction urdiscussion than any other question word. This is
largely the result of a tendency, spreading oumnftbe spoken language, to usés instead of the
other case forms of the word ‘what’ (e.gi-da ‘what-PrTV), and instead of the wordsilline,
missuguneand mihuke(all meaning ‘what kind of') and their case fornseé¢ the items glossed in
Appendix B as ‘what_kind_of-"). This tendency natily leads to the increasing marginalization of
forms such asnillisteksin (15), which is a form omilline inflected for the plural and the translative
case:

(15) Pea-te meid teab millis-te-ks metslas-te-ks,
consider-2L us knows what _kind_aft-TRNSL savagePL-TRNSL
‘You think we are some kind of savages,’ (CELL: 1950\ilu0022)

The figures for each individual collocation in Apix B are too low to warrant any conclusions
regarding polarity preferences, but, in generaythll have much higher rates in positive than in
negative sentences. This applies both to the patteith an overt agent and to those with a zerotage

In Estonian, as in many other languages (see Hasple|1997: 131), these collocations function as
weakly grammaticalized indefiniteness markers. Tloey very often be replaced by indefinite
pronouns.

6. Pathways of development
6.1. From fABOO AGENT teabwH-]| to [ teabwH-]

One may wonder whether there is any evidence ton@sshat the collocations without an agent are
derived from those with a taboo agent. The thind@e markerb in teab‘knows’ suggests that there
must have been an agent phrase at some earlier btzsighis does not imply, of course, that therer e
was a taboo agent.

Although the recorded history of Estonian does provide such evidence, support comes from
Finnish, as exactly the same formal pattern issttein Finnish. Taboo intensifiers can occur eithe
with an overt agent (e.¢ferra/Luoja/piru tieswH- ‘the Lord/Creator/Devil knowsvH-") or without it
(tieswH ‘knows WH-"). The element s-on the ‘know’ predicate in Finnish seems to go biackhe
ending si of the third person imperfect tense form (NS; Ya&RKuri 1986: 176-179). This would
mean that, in Finnish, expressions involving tabdensifiers were originally used only with past-
time reference; nowadays, howeves i this construction is opaque, as will be discdssewhat
follows.

The shortening of the imperfect marksrte -s is still productive in colloquial Finnish, as showm
(16), where the shortened fotiasis necessarily interpreted as having past-timeeafe:

(16) Pekka tie-s missa Jukka on.
Pekka knowrAsT.3sG where Jukka is
‘Pekka knew where Jukka is.’

In (17), by contrast, thoudfesis spelt identically and indeed originates in tame morphophonemic
material, it is no longer analyzable as a tensephmme, as is clear from the translation into Ehglis
Moreover, native speakers of Finnish would findlifficult to explain the semantic import of the
element s. The taboo agent itself, unlikeekkain (16), is semantically empty; that is, it doed no
contribute to the sentence’s propositional meanamgl would be interpreted simply as an emphatic
expression. Finally, native speakers would alsee@gdhatHerra ‘Lord’ could be omitted (i.eties
missd Jukka omobody knows where Jukka is’) without altering theceptability or the meaning of
the sentenc¥.

12 Although it would be slightly less forceful as exclamation.



(17) Herra ties missa Jukka on!
Lord knows where Jukka is
‘Nobody knows where Jukka is!’ (lit. ‘Lord knows whe Jukka is!’)

The fact that the opaque s used in Finnish only in two very specific constion types, one with a
taboo agent and the other without it, shows thatdkter, shorter, construction type must derioenfr
the former, and points, furthermore, to an analsgpath of development for the corresponding
Estonian patterns. Coming now back to these, ierles mention that the [BabwH-] pattern has
clearly lost its syntagmatic character and is tlogeetreated as an idiomatic unit. This can be seen
from Estonian examples in (18) and (19). Whiletihygcalization of the complement clausés mees
tast saabi'what kind of a man he will become” is fully gramtical in the case of collocations with
overt agent (18b), it is ungrammatical with zerersigcollocations (19b):

(18) a.Jumal teab mis mees ta-st saab!
God knows what man AT becomes
‘God knows what kind of a man he will become!’

b. Mis mees ta-st saab, jumal teab!
what man heLAT becomes God knows
‘What kind of a man he will become, God knows!’

(19) a.dTeab mis mees ta-st saab!
@ knows what man he-AT becomes
‘(Who) knows what kind of a man he will becom@KSS)

b."Mis mees ta-st saab, @ teab!
what man he&LAT becomes @ knows
“What kind of a man he will become,kgiow¢’

This pattern indicates that zero agent collocatiares linguistically treated as idioms and thatrthei
idiomatization (= weak lexicalization) correlateghwthe drop of the agent.

6.2. The shift in polarity

The development of negative polarity items fromreggions such as “who/God/devil knows” can
be partly explained in terms OfONVERSATIONAL IMPLICATURE and the ONTOLOGY OF THE
LANGUAGE TABOO. Let us examine the common (at least in the Ewmopanguages) linguistic
functions of the expressiomABOO AGENT KNnOWSWH].

The literature on polarity has drawn attentiontte fact that in many languages the class of taboo
expressions is rich in polarity items (see, e.gn Bergen & von Bergen 1993: 137; van der Wouden
1997: 68; Postma 2001). Consider, for instancePtknell ofin “He is a hell of a man” or the NRI
damn thingin “I didn’t see a damn thing”. None of the studigspolarity of which | am aware,
however, considers the type of taboo expressioasptesent paper investigatédt was noted in
Section 3 that an ‘extreme’ individual (either sator demonic) fills the agent slot in these typks
expression. The use of a sacred or demonic indwidsl a possessor of certain knowledge implies, in
fact, that this knowledge is inaccessible to hunaiis is an example of generalized conversational
implicature, cf. (20):

(20) God knowswhat the weather is in Chukotka.

13 What concerns Estonian, the taboo wojaal “God”"and kurat“Devil” have been previously studied in
connection with their function as intensifiers (8#etslang 1997; Pajusalu 2006), but not as polastysitive
expressions.

14 And this is explicitly shown by bywords likgod only knowsr Heaven only know&ompare also the
Estonian sayingeda teab ainult jumal taevd®©nly God in the Heaven knows this.”)



O (—3: persorx) (x knows what is the weather)
Nobody knowswhat the weather is in Chukotka.

The universal readifgof the implicature derives from the basic meanifigaboo. According to
Postma (2001: 325)TABOO, in its anthropological sense, refers to anyththgt brings about
“emotional ambivalence”, i.e. something extremebpd or extremely bad. Intensifiers such as “God
knowswH” thus possess an inherent quantification thatrRastalls “extreme-degree quantification”
(p. 300). If the knowledge possessed by God (ceraiiboo-agent) is considered the farthest extreme
on the scale of knowledge possessed by a singiedodl, and the knowledge about the weather in
Chukotka is considered extremely unavailable in gpeech situation, the@od ‘conversationally
implies’ that the speaker is referring to ‘none tfgg humans)’.

What is important here is that the implicature mgative. Taboo intensifiers are associated
exclusively with negative implicature. For the sakelarity, consider another example:

(21) This box was full o6od knows what

An interpretation of (21) in which the speaker fdumseful and/or expected things in the box is not
possible. The only acceptable interpretation wdagdhat the box yielded useless material, in which
case the English affixesswould convey the negative meaning.

Returning to the situation in Estonian, we can ligpesize that the negative implicature conveyed
by the expressionTABOO AGENT teabwH] and the polarity sensitivity of its subtypes {€ab mis
AdjP/AdvP] and [@teab kuiAdjP/AdvP] are related to each other. As a nexp,stee need to specify
the nature of this relation. Hoeksema (1994) hagasted that meaning may be the crucial factor in
the grammaticalization of NPIs. He notes that Nd#ks not distributed arbitrarily over the lexicon so
inferences may be drawn as to both the meaning idsntathe lexicon in which NPIs most probably
will be found, as well as to those domains that mot be rich sources of NPIs. Among the frequently
mentioned domains where NPIs are found are thosticing expressions of intolerance, dislike or
indifferencé® (see van der Wal 1996 for a comprehensive listlahains and expressions). It is
evident that taboo intensifiers very often expreash meanings. Consider the following corpus
example expressing dislike on behalf of the speaker

(22) Eesti riik ei ole huvitatud kas talumaad ldhevad llypdiees-te
Estonian  governmentNEG be interested  whether farmlands go farmeGeN
jareltulija-te vOi jumal teab ku-st valja ilmu-nud aritseja-te
descendantL.GEN or God knows wheretAT out appeaPART traffickerPLPART
katte ...
into_hand

‘The Estonian government is not interested wheldmenlands go to the descendants of farmers or to
shady businessmen who show up from God knows WHE&ECE: PM1999)

Hoeksema extends the importance of meaning to geditatization further and assumes that certain
linguistic units are predestined to become pola@ysitive by reason of their original meaning.&siv
this basic assumption, | suggest that taboo irfiersiwere predestined to become NPIs because of
their pragmatic environments: they were steadisoemted with negative implicature, which in the
course of the lexicalization process was encodesgasitivity to grammatical negation.

However, the development of the itemstgabmis AdjP/AdvP] and [@teabkui AdjP/AdvP] into
NPIs cannot be explained in terms of pragmaticseanantics alone. Otherwise, one may ask why the
remaining collocations (discussed in section 5i@)ndt become NPIs. We saw that they occur mostly
in positive sentences. Consider again wiewords presented in Appendix B. In principle, eadh
thesewhrwords determines the word class of the fixed calton [TABOO AGENT teab wH], and,
because of the types wfrwords present in the appendix, there are only ivegor possibilities: the
collocation is analysed either as indefinite pran¢e.g. EngGod-knows-wheleor as modifier (e.g.
Eng. God-knows-what-kind-pf God-knows-hoyJv The relevant question here is why Estonian

15 Note that-IxWx = Vx—Wx (where W is ‘knows what the weather is in Chikedx
16 Note that these domain labels are derived witt#wative prefixes- anddis-.



lexicalized into NPIs only those collocations thating to theirwh-words were analyzed as modifiers,
more specifically as AdjP/AdvP-modifiers. In otheords, why did Estonian lexicalize negative
modifiers and not negative pronouns, despite tle tfaat taboo intensifiers provided an adequate
supply of suitable pronoun candidates?

The answer to this question unfolds as we lookhatpatterns of polarity marking according to
word class. Consider the indefinite pronoun sysbérfistonian. Unlike Finnish, Hungarian and many
other Finno-Ugric languages, Estonian does not kadistinct class of indefinite pronouns used with
verbal negation (cf. Fikukaan‘nobody’ and Hu.senki‘nobody’). Consequently, Estonian does not
even have the relevant class of words into which iems like [JteabWHp,,] could potentially be
admitted. Thus, from two primary options — lexization of taboo intensifiers into either negative
modifiers or into negative pronouns — the lattes wscarded owing this specific structural pattern.

With regard to the first option, we saw that Estoniexicalized only AdjP/AdvP-modifiers into
NPIs. This raises the question of why the nominadifrers, i.e. expressions likeod-knows-what-
kind-of, did not become negative polarity items. There amewh-wordsin Appendix B that modify
nouns and that in collocations with a taboo (ooyegentandteab‘knows’ render complex nominal
modifiers. These five words arailline, missugunemihuke(all meaning ‘what kind ofY, mitu ‘how
many’ andmitmeswhich (of a definite set)’. Consider (23) where tpartitive form ofmihukeoccurs:

(23) Iga sell varjab, nagu jumalteab  mihukes-t ametidakat, aga paistab,
every guy hides as_ if God_knows what_kindpafrv professional_secr@RTv but seems
nagu ole-ksi-n mina Uksi see togu, kes midagi eiea. t
as_if becoND-1SG | alone that fool who nothingleG know

‘Every guy is secretive as if hiding God knows wkigid of a professional secret, but it seems tahael
am the only fool who doesn’t know anything.’ (CELLU1930/Img0001)

Additionally, we saw in section 5.1 that the noative case form of the wordis ‘what’ can also
modify nouns, which means that this form generatm®plex NP-modifiers when fixed in taboo
intensifier constructions. Recall the example (@lere the expressiokurat teab mis‘the Devil
knows what” functions as a nominal modifier kurat teab misjama “the Devil knows what
problems” = “all sorts of problems”. The answerthe question of why such NP-modifiers did not
become NPIs is trivial. These complex items funcas pronominal modifiers, and, as such as weakly
grammaticalized pronouns, which eventually, in aeraxvanced stage of their univerbation, could be
listed in the grammar as adjectival pronouns (agknganyin “I don’t have any enemies” avhich
in “I haven't decided which flight to take”). In lm¢r words, the grammatical output of the modifier
God-knows-whan “He eats God-knows-what foods an adjectival pronoun likenyin “He eats just
any food.” Since the only possible output of theseplex NP-modifiers are pronouns, and, since
Estonian does not have a relevant class of negatoreouns, they could not become NPIs whatsoever.

The situation with degree modifiers is, howeveikstgly different. Estonian has a very pervasive
system of polarity distinctions in degree modifioat most of Estonian degree modifiers are in fact
polarity items. Furthermore, the raise of negatiegree modifiers can be seen as a compensatory
development. Estonian has a significant number afiomorphemic AdjP/AdvP-modifiers (e.dsna
‘rather’ in (24), Upris ‘rather’ in (25) andkaunis‘pretty’ in (26)) that function as positive polarit
items.

(24) aJaan onusna tark.
‘Jaan is rather smart.’
b."Jaan pole (sna tark.
"Jaan NEG.be rather smart.
““Jaan is not rather smart.’

(25) aJaan ondipris tark.
‘Jaan is rather smart.’
b. Jaan pole Upris tark.

" The nominative case forms of these words did notioin the corpus. The attested case forms assetbin
Appendix B as ‘what_kind_of".



Jaan NEG.be rather smart
" Jaan is not rather smart.’

(26) a.Jaan onkaunis tark.
‘Jaan is pretty smart.’
b."Jaan pole kaunis tark.
Jaan NEG.be pretty smart
““Jaan is not pretty smart.’

Negative modifiers dedicated to filling the functéd gap left by the ungrammaticality of the above
items in negative sentences are, for exapplai ‘very, especially’ in (27) andii vaga‘all that’ in
(28).

(27) aJaan pole kuigi tark.
Jaan NEG.be very smart
‘Jaan is not very smart.’
b."Jaan on kuigi tark.
‘Jaan is very smart.’

(28) aJaan pole nii vaga tark.
Jaan NEGbe so much smart
‘Jaan is not all that smart.’
b."Jaan on nii vaga tark.
“Jaanis all that smart.’

These negative degree modifiers exhibit as a ratapositional (multi-morphemic) structdfeand
appear thus to be more recent lexicalizations, niliehthe negative degree modifiers [&ab mig

and [@teab kui]. Based on this evidence, we can stipulate, tleab agent taboo intensifiers that
functioned as AdjP/AdvP-modifiers became polarigms because they were subjected to an overall
pressure towards an explicit marking of polaritythe degree modification of the language. Similarly
to the items in (27) and (28), they seem to hawparded to a compensatory need for negative
polarity items in the system of degree modification

Thus, the development of the itemstgabmis AdjP/AdvP] and [@eabkui AdjP/AdvP] into NPIs
is due to two cooperating conditions, namelythe negative implicature conveyed by the original
meaning of taboo intensifiers; amdl the need for explicit marking of the (negative)apity in the
system of degree modification of the language.hessecond condition was not satisfied for the taboo
intensifiers functioning as pronouns or nominal ffieds, they did not become NPIs.

If these conjectures were true, then one would eéxbat a categorial shift from one word class to
another would lead to a shift in polarity sensifivof an item. The Estonian data provides a neat
example of such a development. Consider the digtob of the NP-modifier [@eab mi$ We saw in
Table 3 (Section 5.1) that this item is attractgdnegation, as evidenced by 37 occurrences in
negative sentences and only 12 in positive senseragthermore, half of the occurrences in positive
sentences were found in nonveridical contexts. Des$pis appeal to nonveridical contexts, however,
the distribution of this item cannot be encompagsethe notion of nonveridicality, as there were si
occurrences found in veridical contexts. They asand reasons to believe that the AdjP/AdvP-
modifier uses of [@eab mi$ developed from the NP-modifier uses of this itemg, as the figures in
Table 3 indicate, this development correlates veith increase of this item’s sensitivity to overt
negation. The bridging contexts for the reanalfrsisn NP- to AdjP/AdvP-modification are provided
by the scope ambiguity exemplified in (10) (Sect®i). Another example of such ambiguity is
presented in (29):

(29) Mul pole kall praegus-te noor-te-ga teab mis lahedas-t
I.ADE NEG.be indeed moderPe.GEN youngsterL-cOM knows what  closeRrTv
kontakt-i ...
contactPRTV

18 The wordkuigi is a composed from the temporal-conditional makkgand the intensifying cliticgi.



‘I really don't have any close contacts / veryosd contacts with today’s youth...” (CELL:
ESBI1980\tet0025)

In this example [deab mi$ has two alternative readings, either as indefipiteroun (‘any’) or as
the degree adverb (‘very’). In the first case itdifies the NP ‘close contacts’, whereas in the sdco
it modifies only the adjacent AdjP ‘closE’ Although both readings are synchronically ava#alti
seems that they represent two subsequent stagéne dexicalization cline of [deab mig In other
words, it seems that the NP-modifier [@ab mi$ was reanalysed in contexts like (29) as AdjP-
modifier. We have already mentioned in Sectiontba® the nhominative formmis of the word ‘what’
tends to be used instead of othdrwords. This functional extension afis however,has certain
boundariesMis can be used as NP-modifier (see 30) as a substitutdline, missugunendmihuke
‘what kind of’, but not as AdjP/AdvP-modifier (séa).

(30) Ma ei tea mis toitu ta s6ob.
I  NEG know what foodPRTV s/he eats
‘I don't know what kind of food s/he eats.’

(32) "Ma ei tea mis kaugel Lapimaa on.
I NEGknow what far Lapland is
“I don’'t know what far Lapland is.’

Taking into account this distribution ofis, | assume that the NP-modifier usetefb misin (29)
reflects a stage during which this collocation dostill be accessed in terms of its components.
Although, because of the lack of an agent the cationteab miss already fixed to a certain extent,
the NP-modifier reading of the collocationnforms to the independent usenugas NP-modifier (cf.
example (30)). In contrast, the AdjP-modifier remdiof teab misin (29) does not conform to the
independent uses ahis (cf. example (31)), a fact which points to a modwamced stage of the
lexicalization proceswheremisis a meaningless element of the lexical itemt¢@b mig What we
observe here is a decrease of the syntactic sddpe expression. In (29) there is ambiguity betwee
the original wide scope interpretation where fgab mi$ modifies the NP and the narrow scope
interpretation where it modifies only the adjacAdiP. This narrow scope interpretation was triggere
by the holistic reading of [@eab mi§ in which the original selection restrictions tbe independent
guestion wordnisno longer applied.

This development provides, in fact, straightforwakidence against the claim of von Bergen and
von Bergen (1993: 130) that the historical changethe meaning of the linguistic elements is
irrelevant for the synchronic description of pdiaitems. We saw that the reanalysis oftgab mi$
from a NP-modifier to a AdjP/AdvP-modifier led tocreased polarity sensitivity of this form (recall
the figures in Table 3). The circumstantial evidetitus shows how the functional development of a
linguistic element had direct consequences fosytschronic description as polarity item. Although
the notion of (non)veridicality captures the distitional regularities of polarity items in many
languages, and seems thus to reflect a common drake rule, it appears that the process of
“becoming sensitive” to certain contexts is a mgradual one. We saw that the NP-modifiertg@b
mig was attracted by nonveridical contexts with ofdyv uses in veridical contexts, and that its
descendant — the AdjP/AdvP-modifier [@ab mi$ — was strongly attracted by antiveridical consext
with only few colloquial uses in other nonveridicaintexts. In both cases, these exceptional uses ca
be considered as relics of an earlier functionhef form [Jteab mi$ and their coexistence can be
accounted for by the notion of ‘layering’ as forméld within grammaticalization theory (Hopper &
Traugott 2003: 106, 124-126).

7. The counterparts of[TABOO AGENT know-3sG wH AdjP/AdvP] in Finnish and Latvian

91t might seem questionable to some native speaker® whether there is ambiguity in (29). It prolga
depends on the semantic properties of both the AdiPthe head of the NP. Nevertheless, the fattsthme
speakers find such sentences as these to be ambiguinformative enough.



We have already observed that the ellipse of theaagent of the verb ‘to know’ occurs not only in
Estonian, but also in Finnish. The Finnish exampi€82) and (33) illustrate this again:

(32) llosaarirock on luoja ties kuinka vanha tapahtuma ja muistoja  suure-n
llosaarirock s Creator knows how old event and mees bigeEN
kivisatee-n  jalkeis-i-sta ajo-i-sta l[ahtien 16yty Alpo Kettuse-n

rockfall-GEN following-PL-ELAT timePL-ELAT since be_foundss Alpo KettunenseN
kirjoitta-ma-sta historiiki-sté.

write-SUP-ELAT  chronicleELAT

‘llosaarirock is very old (lit. the Creator knoWwew old) event and one can find memories aboutithe
following the big rock fall in Alpo Kettunen’s chnicle. (checked for grammaticality by Juha-Matti

Aronen)

(33) llosaarirock on @ ties kuinka vanha tapahtuma ja muistoja suure-n Kkivisatee-n
llosaarirock is @ knows how old event and memorigg-GEN rockfall-GEN
jalkeis-i-sta ajo-i-sta lahtien 16yty-y Alpo Kese-n kirjoitta-ma-sta
following-PL-ELAT timePL-ELAT since be founds Alpo KettunenseEN write-SUPELAT
historiiki-sté.

chronicleeLAT
‘llosaarirock is very old (lit. knows how old) et and one can find memories about the time faligw
the big rock fall in Alpo Kettunen’s chronicle.wWww.ilossarirock.fi/2000/kohti_rokkia.html)

However, despite the possibility of omitting theeaty the shift in polarity has not taken place in
Finnish. Both types of constructions — the one$ it explicit taboo agent like (32) and the ones
without like (33) — are, regardless of thewh-word, predominantly found in the grammatically
positive sentences.

In Latvian on the other hand, we find an opposéeedbpment. Latvian is a member of the Baltic
branch of Indo-European, and is the immediate figh of Estonian in the south. Similarly to the
situation in English and in other well-known Eurapdanguages, the lexicalization process in Latvian
did not result in agent drop. The process was octieduat the formal level by phonological attritioin
the predicate and its agglutination and contraatiith the preceding word for ‘God’ (see ME, LEV):

Dievs zina cik > Dievs zin cik > diezin cik > diezcik //
‘God know-3G how- ‘God knOW'CONTRACTED how- lGOd'CoN'rRACTED—knOW' ‘GOd'CONTRACTED-knOW-
(much)’ (much)’ contractep NOW-much’  conrtractes-how

Although Estonian shares the same formal develommneith Finnish, namely the ellipse of the agent,
in their semantic representation the developmengstonian seem to be more similar with those that
took place in Latvia’ Compare the following Latvian sentences:

(34) a.Dievs zina, cik mums ds ir vajadZg-i ...
God knows how_much weAT those are necessamasc.PL
‘God knows how much we need those ..." (<vip.latnétPRA/kalme/par_varonu_godinasanu.htm>)

b.Gan dievs zin, cik ta smaga!
well God knOWCONTRACTEDhOW_mUCh thakem heavaEM
‘Well, God knows how heavy that is.’(<www.ailabTgksti/Senie/ApsJ/ApsJ0403.htm>)

c.Un diezin cik ilgi tas ilgs
and GodontracTErKNOW-contracTED hOW  long_time thamAsc lasting
‘And God-knows how long that will last. (<www.dzreas.Iv/database/teksts.asp?ID=1802>)

d. Baltkrievija saites starp univergiti un  aka@miju nav  bijuSas
Belarus.oc bonds between universities and academgG been
diezcik labas ...

2|t should be noted, however, that there is an @direFinnish whose history does not display agizap but
formal changes similar to those of Latvian; consigiekentiesmaybe’ <ken tie-siwho knowPAST.35G.



GodcontracTeEr KNOW-conTRACTEC-NOW goOd
‘The relationship between the university and thadaeny in Belarus has not been very good ...’
(www.lza.lv/ZV/zv021100.htm <http://www.|za.lv/Z\WD21100.htm>)

The exact distribution of each of these items nheststudied further, but the similarity with the
corresponding Estonian items is striking. In Latvithe bold items in (34a-b) are found mostly in
positive sentencewith aninterjectionalreading, whereas the bold item in (34d) is usedezmtive
degree adverb. What we observe here is exactlgaime kind of shift in polarity as the one discussed
for Estonian.

8. Conclusion

This paper examined a certain class of expressaltesd taboo intensifiers. It provided a solution t
two problems concerning the properties of thislafsexpressions in Estonian. The first one was the
reanalysis of taboo intensifiers from complex sghitaconstructions into lexical items, and the seto
was the change of polarity associated with thisabesis.

In the sections dealing with polarity, we arrivaédree conclusion that the distributional regulasti
of the type JABOO AGENT teab wH AdjP/AdvP] are virtually captured by the notion of
(non)veridicality. The sensitivity to nonveridicabntexts was already present in the initial staige o
lexicalization by means of the negative implicatied the semantics of taboo. This inherent
sensitivity was afterwards encoded in syntax wittew distributional constraint — sensitivity to ove
negation. The raise of this constraint was conaitbby general structural patterns, such as wabcl
specific differences in polarity marking.

At a formal level, lexicalization of the expressipi\BOO AGENT teabwH] was carried out by a
formal reduction of arguments (drop of the taboerdgand coalescence (increased bondedness of
previously autonomous elements). These processaglirabout ambiguity, which triggered the raise
of a novel lexical item restricted in its occurrero negative sentences. By recognizing the rothisf
ambiguity in the process of lexicalization of thegative adverb [@eabmig, we challenged the view
according to which the historical change in the migg of the linguistic elements is irrelevant foet
synchronic description of polarity items.

Finally, it we saw that while the formal developrtgef Estonian taboo intensifiers follow a
common Finnic model, the patterns of their usagemséo be shared with the Indo-European
neighbour to the south.
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Abbreviations

1 — first person, 2 — second person, 3 — thirdgrersL — ablative caseypE — adessive casai,L —
allative casecom — comitative case;onp — conditional moodpAT — dative caseLAT — elative case,
FEM — feminine GEN — genitive casenE — inessive caseyss— jussive mood,oc — locative casayasc
— masculine, Mod — modifieNeG — negation marker, NPl — negative polarity itemrv — partitive
casepPAsT — past tensesL — plural,PART — participle, Pl — polarity item, PPI — positivelarity item,



Pron — pronoursc — singular sup— supineyrm — terminative cas@rnsL — translative case

Appendix A

The taboo agents and their frequencies in the sorpu

taboo-agent

occurrences

jumal‘God’
kes‘'who’
kurat‘Devil’
tont‘ghost; bogey’
pagan‘pagan’
taevasheaven’
issand'(the) Lord’
porgu‘hell’
pergel‘devil, pagan’
juudas‘Judas’
tuhi ‘empty’
moni‘some’

76
73
22
16

COoORRRLRREWN

Appendix B

Taboo intensifiers according to the postverbal goesvord (number on the left — occurrences in

ositive sentences, number on the right — occueitnegative sentences)

guestion word with a taboo-agent with a zero-agent
mis ‘what.NOM’ 60/4 25/76
mi-da‘what-PRTV' 17/4 14/2
mille ‘what.GEN' 2/- 1/-
mille-s‘what-INE’ 1/- -
mille-st‘what-ELAT’ 2/1 2/-
mille-le ‘what-ALL’ 1/~ -
mille-ga‘what-com’ 5/- 1/~
millis-t ‘what_kind_ofPRTV 1/- -
millise ‘what_kind_ofGEN 1/- -
millise-st'what_kind_ofeLAT’ 1/- -
millise-It ‘what_kind_ofABL’ - 1/-
millise-i-d ‘what_kind_ofPL-PRTV 2/— -
millis-te-s‘what_kind_ofPL-INE’ - 1/-
millis-te-ks‘'what_kind_ofPL-TRNSL - 1/-
missuguséwhat_kind_ofGEN -1 -
missuguse-i-dwvhat_kind_ofPL-PRTV 1/- -
missugus-tewhat_kind_ofPL.GEN' 1/- -
mihukes-twhat_kind_ofPRTV 1/- -
millal ‘when’ - —/1
mitu ‘how_manyNom’ - 3/-
mitut‘how_manyPRTV - 1/-
mitme-sthow_manyeLAT’ - 1/~
mitmeswhich(of a definite sethom’ 2/- 1/~
mitmenda-twhich(of a definite setprTV 3/1 2/-
mistarvis'what_for’ 1/~ -
misparastwhat_for’ 1/~ -
kui ‘how’ 20/9 7136
kus‘where’ 71— 7/-
kust'where_from’ 9/- 8/1




kuhu‘where_to’ 19/3 3/-
kuidas'in_what_manner’ 4/- -
kes'who’ 4/- 4/1
kelle‘'who.GEN 5/2 3/~
kelle-le‘who-ALL’ 1/~ 1/~
kelle-ga‘'who-com’ 2/- -
kelle-ks'who-TRNSL 1/- -
kas'yes/no’ 1/- -
total 176/25 (=201)

87/117 (=204)




