IS UN-UNLIKE NOT, OR NOT? e Methahor

THE STRENGTH OF UN- NEGATION OUT-OF-THE-BLUE THE CONTRARIETY CONFOUND

We identified a confound in Tessler & Franke's results, relying on a pesky feature of theorizing un- as

Theorists like Horn (1989: 2020) and Krifka (2007) have Contra Horn, Tessler & Franke (2019) found that in out-of-the-blue uses, un- and not are interpreted

suggested a difference in meaning between sentences like

(1) and (2): (2) Sara is unhappy.

(1) Sara is not happy. identically. This suggests that any ditference between un- and not is pragmatic, rather than seiely negeiion. Siileily spradig, el I feles Jo eourl e o souitly, ln fenge Jeims, i o

. designate some subset of the contradictory range. Any arbitrary subset counts as a contrary.
semantic, in nature.

e Within subjects So, if subjects select a random contrary range, and a random point within it, the output would be

At least in comparison, (2) is thought to be stronger than (1) - it suggests a less happy person. design, n=114 indistinguishable from contradictory judgments.
Represented on scale, this might look like: e Negated Positive &
Morphological Contradictory
Antonyms not unha AN
Not Happy i significantly different el
o f=-0.007, 1(17) =
-0.39, p=0.70] Contrary Contrary

CONTEXT & COMPARISON MEASURING RANGES
CO NTRA RY VS CO NTRAD | CTO RY Tessler & Franke also found that the expected contrast between un- and not does emerge when We aim to address this confound by soliciting range judgments, rather than point judgments,

subjects judge sentences of both types at the same time (presented on-screen simultaneously). from participants. This will allow us to detect some of the precise signatures of contrary negation:
Horn proposes that this difference in meaning is due to underlying different semantic contributions e Difference between Negated Positive & Morphological Antonyms significantly greater in I sulefieeis seleet manones renges ueglng wis senfoness, Tnen wis might be @ el o eeniiary
of un- and not. Where not is thought to function as the usual, contradictory (complement) Multiple Utterances Condition than in Single Utterance Condition. negation after all.

negation, un- is thought to function as contrary negation. These are defined as follows: Your friend tells you about their friend: James.

e Between subjects * More generally, measuring

e Intuitively, happy and not happy exhaust the scale, * Pis the contradictory of Qitt design, n=715 ranges should give us strictly “James is unhappy.
but hoppy and unhoppy leave room between - so o P and Q must be fa|se, and ¢ Single Utterance: B = not happy more precise data Compdred Where could James possibly be placed on the following scale?
someone could be neither. o Por O must be true. 0.063, 1(6457) = 6.73, p to points.
e On a scale like the one above, a contrary of P just + Pis a contrary of Q ff < 0.0.01 . Snc|-e P\]Ne hdvle reTSUHSJrford T
occupies any subset of the area occupied by the o Pand @ must be false e Multi Utterance: 3 = unhappy ng |§ , We p cm. o extend to
contradictory of P. ' -0.064, 1(268) = -9.27, p Spanish (non-strict NC) and
< 0.001 Polish (strict NC). Stay posted!

FINDIN

Design Participants Levene's Test for Homogeneity of Variance in Range Width D | S C U SS | O N
Midpoint Width

e 2:1ratio fillers to test items e 46 Native English speakers, recruited via Un vs. Not negation
Predictors Estimates  95% CI P df  Estimates  95% CI p df : ,
i i ifi Variance (Un) Variance (Not) F P " . .
o Fillers included degree modifiers Baruch SONA P s A LIS BT TR T 10Sh. IR G Preliminary results suggest that we are successtully replicating
(slightly, sort of, very, etc) * 16 Excluded (tailed knowledge Procedure Negation (sum) 0.4 095-123 0802 42000 028 -108-053 0502 42000 o9 WAt 1oa4 t7ear 0597 044 Tessler & Franke; ruling out the contrariety confound and
° Four pseudcrqndcmized |iS'|'S check/skipped nega’red GdjS.) . Demogrqphic QS N 2 P Variance reflects the spread of range widths (rangeMax - rangeMin) across participants. increosing ’rhe evidence '|'|"ICI'|' Un- cmd not are not semcm’ricqlly
Y H _ ® : 2 12782 68.57 o o o o o o [To o o o
20 test items (10 un-, 10 nof) Ot 30 analyzed Training ltems — Knowledge o Figurs 3uDisiisuion o selectsdirangeslbyindvide] distinct. This is significant not only for theories of negation in
o Negation type within participants, o Ages 18-27 (mean 20.4) Check — Survey To0 69.53 Responseld 114.60 Regponseld Slspain scloss adiacties aniddtded by hedation bipe_ 4 linguistics, but also in cognitive science more broadly. It
: 4.24 jectiv 5.54 jective . . 5
across lists o Gender 18F 12M . i e o > | > < undermines arguments to the effect that contrary negation is
o Survey included 60 total ICC 0.37 0.64
toms and took 15 N . . — e — I ¢ ) e the proto-concept from which contradictory negation is built
. _I_ 20 adjective 20 adjective 5 6 7 8 (Feimdn e'l' C]l, 2022)
Figure 1: Distribution of selected ranges across all participants, divided by negation type minutes Slssinilinng 425 475 e @ @ % @%_—
Mareinal R2 / Conditional RZ  0-000 / 0.366 0.000 / 0.637 | o . . . .
R TR - < (- - (= This is, however, a primarily negative result; Horn & Kritka are
' " . . wrong, but what explains the apparent ditference in
Un-
Figure 2: Distribution of selected ranges across all adjectives, divided by negation type .% @ % % interpretation when un- and not are considered in
Not -
un- 0000000 0500IITEITIRRRRRS S sssses L L = o comparison? The mechanism must be context sensitive, but
c — X — I - — SRR Adjective L L L L . |- . . . .
Jsual o — o providing a satisfying explanation remains an open problem.
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Franke, M. (2019). Not unreasonable: Why two negatives don’t make a positive
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