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  M
ain

 p
oin

ts:   

��S
entence adverbs (S

A
s) can be m

erged in the vP
 phase, can occur in the sentence-final 

position, can be accented there and focused.  

��T
he ungram

m
aticality of certain S

A
s in the sentence-final position has sem

antic reasons, 

not syntactic.  

��T
hey cannot serve as the asserted alternative in the focus of the appropriate sentence. 

 1. In
trod

u
ction

 

��S
A

s cannot occur in the sentence-final position (unless they are separated by a com
m

a 

intonation):  

 (1) a.  
* H

oratio has lost his m
ind evidently/probably.   

(E
nglish, Jackendoff 1972, 50 (3.9)) 

 
 

b. 
* G

ianni partirà probabilm
ente.  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(Italian, B

elletti 1990, 53 (53)) 

 
 

 
 

 
G

ianni w
ill leave probably. 

 
 

c.  
* Jean partira probablem

ent.  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(F

rench, B
elletti 1990, 53 (53)) 

 
 

 
 

 
Jean w

ill leave probably. 

 
 

d. 
* O

 Janis tha figi pithanos.   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

(G
reek, A

lexiadou 1997, 157 (80)) 

 
 

 
 

 
T

he-John-N
O

M
 F

U
T

 go-3S
G

 probably 
 

 
 

e.  
* G

ianni lo m
erita francam

ente/fortunatam
ente/evidentem

ente/probabilm
ente/forse/�

 

 
 

 
 

 
G

ianni deserves it frankly/luckily/evidently/probably/perhaps/�
  

(Italian, C
inque 1999, 31 (126)) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
��T

he sam
e holds for C

zech: 

 (2) a.  
* T

u knihu  
 

po�le  
 

Jirkovi  
 

P
avel   

 
pravd�podobn�. 

 
 

 
 

 
the book

A
C

C  sends   
Jirka

D
A

T    
P

avelN
O

M
  probably  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
intended: �P

avel w
ill probably send Jirka the book.�  
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b. 

* T
u knihu  

 
po�le  

 
Jirkovi  

 
P

avel   
 

m
o�ná. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

the book
A

C
C  sends   

Jirka
D

A
T    

P
avelN

O
M

  possibly  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

intended: �P
avel w

ill possibly send Jirka the book.� 

 ��S
yntactic approach:  

 Jackendoff (1972), C
inque (1999) or L

aenzlinger (2002): D
ata like (1) and (2) could be 

accounted for in term
s of the high structural status of the sentence adverbs.  

 ��S
em

antico-pragm
atic approach:  

 
L

ang (1979): S
A

s are focus sensitive operators. A
nd they them

selves cannot be focused. 

 
K

oktová (1987, 1999) or H
aji�ová, P

artee &
 S

gall (1998): the prototypical position of  

 
 

 
focus sensitive adverbials is at the boundary betw

een the background and the focus. 

 
Jacobs (1986, 1988) or K

rifka (1992): focusing adverbials m
ust c-com

m
and their focus.  

 ��B
ut there are sentence adverbs that can occur in the sentence-final position, see (3) and (4). 

 
 

P
roblem

 for the argum
ent that the source of the ungram

m
aticality of S

A
s  

 
 

 
 

in the sentence-final position is the height of their structural position.  

 
 

A
nd show

s that the ungram
m

aticality of (2) does not lie in the general im
possibility of  

 
 

 
 

S
A

s to appear in the sentence-final position and be accented there. 

 (3)  
T

u knihu  
 

po�le  
 

Jirkovi  
 

P
avel   

 
ur�it�. 

 
 

 
the book

A
C

C  sends   
Jirka

D
A

T    
P

avelN
O

M
  certainly  

 

 
 

 
�P

avel w
ill certainly send Jirka the book.� 

 (4)  
G

ianni lo m
erita sicuram

ente / di sicuro 
 

 
 

 
�G

ianni deserves it surely.�   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

(C
inque 1999, 180 note 80)) 

 ��P
ossible solutions 

o C
inque (1999): T

he S
A

 in (3) or (4) is used as a focusing adverb (a head taking its 

m
odifee as a com

plem
ent) and belongs to the class of realis m

ood adverbs that allow
 

their com
plem

ents to m
ove across them

 (for som
e reason). 
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o L
ang (1979): distinguishes betw

een three classes of S
A

s in G
erm

an: 

 
 

 
 

class A
: e.g. w

ahrscheinlich �probably�, m
öglicherw

eise �possibly�  

 
 

 
 

class B
: bedauerlicherw

eise �unfortunately�, überraschenderw
eise �surprisingly� 

 
 

 
 

class C
: tatsächlich �really�, in der T

at �certainly� 

 
 

A
dverbs of class C

 (3) differ from
 the adverbs of class A

 (2) and B
 in that they  

 
 

 
 

can be accented and focused.  

 ��B
ut both proposals have a problem

 w
ith (5):  

 (5) 
T

u knihu  
 

po�le  
 

Jirkovi  
 

P
avel   

 
jenom

  m
o�ná.    

 
 

 
the book

A
C

C  sends   
Jirka

D
A

T    
P

avelN
O

M
  only  

possibly  
 

 
 

�It is only possible that P
avel w

ill send Jirka the book.�   

  
M

o�ná is epistem
ic, that is, L

ang�s class A
. 

 It is accented and represents the focus itself. It is associated w
ith the focus-sensitive  

  
adverb jenom

. 

 
N

on-clausal adverbials (m
o�ná in (5)) are m

erged to the left in C
zech (B

iskup in prep.). 

 2. O
th

er p
rop

osals 

��T
he epistem

ic m
o�ná and the realis m

ood ur�it� have different lexicosem
antic properties:  

 
M

o�ná, in contrast to ur�it�, is excluded from
 environm

ents licensing negative polarity 

item
s.  

 
It is unacceptable under the question operator (6b) and the im

perative operator (7b). 

 Q
uestion: 

(6) a.  
P

o�le  
P

avel   
 

(ur�it�)  
 

Jirkovi  
tu knihu   

 
(ur�it�)? 

 
 

 
 

sends  
P

avelN
O

M
 

certainly  
Jirka

D
A

T   the book
A

C
C   certainly  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

�W
ill P

avel certainly send Jirka the book?� 

 
 

b. 
P

o�le  
P

avel   
 

(*m
o�ná)  Jirkovi  

tu knihu   
 

 
(*m

o�ná)? 

 
 

 
 

sends  
P

avelN
O

M
 

possibly   
Jirka

D
A

T   the book
A

C
C    

possibly  
 

 
 

 Im
perative: 

(7) a.  
P

o�li  
Jirkovi  

 
(ur�it�)  

 
tu knihu   

 
(ur�it�) ! 

 
 

 
 

send  
Jirka

D
A

T    
certainly  

the book
A

C
C   certainly  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

�S
end certainly the book to Jirka.� 
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b. 
P

o�li  
Jirkovi  

 
(*m

o�ná) 
tu knihu   

 
(*m

o�ná)! 

 
 

 
 

send  
Jirka

D
A

T    
possibly   

the book
A

C
C   possibly  

 
 

 
 

 

 2.1. V
erid

icality 

��Q
uestions and im

peratives are nonveridical environm
ents (G

iannakidou 1999, 2002). 

 (8) 
(N

on)veridicality for propositional operators (G
iannakidou 2002, 5): 

 
 

 
(i) A

 propositional operator F
 is veridical iff F

p entails p: F
p �

 p; otherw
ise F

 is  

 
 

 
 

 
nonveridical. 

 
 

 
(ii) A

 nonveridical operator F
 is antiveridical iff F

p entails not p: F
p �

 �
p. 

 ��G
iven the contrast in (6) and (7) and the contrast betw

een (2) and (3), is the 

ungram
m

aticality of (2) due to the presence of a nonveridical operator?  

 
T

his could be a covert illocutionary operator (e.g. Jacobs�s 1988 A
S

S
E

R
T

).  

 
A

S
S

E
R

T
(p) does not entail p 

 ��(9) w
ith m

o�ná in the background position (as show
n by the congruent context (9a)) is 

gram
m

atical.  

 
S

ince A
S

S
E

R
T

 has  the w
hole sentence in its scope, it should be nonveridical only in its 

nuclear scope (in the focus).  

 
N

ot problem
 because  all illocutionary operators can be focus sensitive and can form

 the 

tripartite structure (Jacobs 1988). 

 (9) a.  
K

om
u po�le P

avel tu knihu?  

 
 

 
 

�T
o w

hom
 w

ill P
avel send the book?� 

 
 

b. 
T

u knihu  
 

po�le  
m

o�ná   
P

avel   
 

Jirkovi. 

 
 

 
 

the book
A

C
C   sends  possibly  P

avelN
O

M
  Jirka

D
A

T    
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

�P
avel w

ill possibly send the book to Jirka.� 

 ��P
roblem

: there is an unexpected contrast betw
een the backgrounded (10a) and the focused 

position (10b) of m
o�ná:  

 (10) 
a.  

?? 
B

u�
   

sousedka  
 

 
m

o�ná   
va�í,   

nebo  soused   
 

 
 

 
lakuje  auto. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
E

ither  neighbourF
E

M
  possibly  cooks 

or   
neighbourM

A
S

C   
paints 

car  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
�E

ither the neighbour possibly is cooking or her husband is painting his car.� 

 
4



 
 

 
b. 

*  
B

u�
   

sousedka  
 

 
va�í   

m
o�ná,  

nebo  soused   
 

 
 

 
lakuje  auto. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
E

ither  neighbourF
E

M
 

cooks  possibly  or   
neighbourM

A
S

C   
paints   

car  
 

 ��B
ut m

o�ná should be equally bad in all positions in the sentence because exclusive or is a 

nonveridical operator (in both conjuncts), see Z
w

art (1995).   

 (11) 
(N

on)veridicality for dyadic operators (Z
w

art 1995, 288): 

 
 

 
L

et C
 be a dyadic truth-functional connective. C

 is said to be veridical w
ith respect to p  

 
 

 
[q] just in case pC

q  �
 p [pC

q  �
 q] is logically valid. 

 
 

 
If C

 is not veridical w
ith respect to p [q], then C

 is nonveridical w
ith respect to p [q]. 

 ��T
he explanation in term

s of nonveridicality of the focused position does not w
ork.  

 2.2. D
ow

n
w

ard
 m

on
oton

icity 

��N
ilsen (2003): S

A
s like m

o�ná are positive polarity item
s and are excluded from

 dow
nw

ard- 

 
entailing contexts.  

 (12) 
D

E
 function (N

ilsen 2003, 41) 

 
 

 
A

 function f is dow
nw

ard-entailing iff w
henever a is sem

antically stronger than b, it  

 
 

 
holds that f(b) is sem

antically stronger than f(a). 

  
D

E
 operators reverse the direction of entailm

ent. 

 
E

.g. (13a) entails (13b); the replacem
ent of knihu w

ith the stronger predicate zajím
avou 

knihu under negation preserves the truth. 

 (13) 
a.  

P
avel   

 
nepo�le   

Jirkovi  
knihu. 

 
 

 
 

 
P

avelN
O

M
  

N
E

G sends  
Jirka

D
A

T   book
A

C
C    

 
 

 
 

 
�P

avel w
ill not send Jirka a book.�  

 
 

 
b. 

P
avel   

 
nepo�le   

Jirkovi  
zajím

avou  knihu.  

 
 

 
 

 
P

avelN
O

M
  

N
E

G sends  
Jirka

D
A

T   interesting  book
A

C
C    

 
 

 
 

 
�P

avel w
ill not send Jirka an interesting book.�  

 ��G
iven the contrast betw

een m
o�ná in the focus (2b) and in the background (9b), the covert 

(A
S

S
E

R
T

) operator should be D
E

 in its nuclear scope (the focus) but not in its restrictor 

(the background).  

  
5

��T
his does not w

ork.  

 
(14), w

ith context (14a), show
s that the operator behaves upw

ard-entailingly in the focus; 

(14b) entails (14c). 

 (14) 
a.  

C
o po�le P

avel Jirkovi?  

 
 

 
 

 
�W

hat w
ill P

avel send Jirka?� 

 
 

 
b. 

P
avel   

 
po�le  

Jirkovi  
zajím

avou  knihu.  
 

 
 

 
 

 
P

avelN
O

M
  sends  

Jirka
D

A
T   interesting  book

A
C

C   
 

 
 

 
 

 
�P

avel w
ill send Jirka an interesting book.� 

 
 

 
c.  

P
avel   

 
po�le  

Jirkovi  
knihu.  

 

 
 

 
 

 
P

avelN
O

M
  sends  

Jirka
D

A
T   book

A
C

C   
 

 
 

 
 

 
�P

avel w
ill send Jirka a book.� 

 ��T
he explanation in term

s of D
E

 does not w
ork either. 

 3. P
rop

osal 

��C
hom

sky (2001): L
exicon �

 lexical array (num
eration) �

 lexical subarray. 

 
E

very phase has its ow
n lexical subarray.  

 ��T
hus, theoretically, adverbs can be m

erged in both the vP
 and the C

P
 phase.  

 ��B
iskup (2006, in prep.): X

P
s m

oved to the C
P

 phase (scram
bled or topicalized) are 

interpreted as backgrounded and get a definite/specific (epistem
ic, partitive or generic) 

interpretation (15).  

(15) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
C

P
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

vP
 phase 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

C
P

 phase 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
vP

 
 

 
 

 
 

 (definite/specific and backgrounded) X
P

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  X
P

 (existential or definite/specific and focused) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
topicalization, scram

bling 
  

T
here is a correlation betw

een the phase structure, tripartite quantificational and inform
ation 

structure of the sentence (building on P
artee 1992, D

iesing 1992, C
hom

sky 2000, et seq.).  

 
A

t the sem
antic interface, the vP

 phase (elem
ents in the phase) is interpreted as the nuclear 

scope of the quantificational structure and the inform
ation focus.  
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T

he C
P

 phase is interpreted as the restrictive clause and the background:  

 (16) 
 

 
    

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 C
P

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

C
P

 phase   
vP

 phase 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 restrictive clause  

nuclear scope 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   background    inform

ation focus 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 ��E
very sentence has a focus (R

ooth 1992, L
am

brecht 1994, K
iss 1998).  

 ��T
hen, (2b), (3) and (5) look like: 

 (17) 
* [C

P  [M
oodP   

T
u knihu  

 
po�le [T

P   Jirkovi  
P

avel   
 [vP

  m
o�ná]]]]. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

the book
A

C
C  sends   

Jirka
D

A
T   P

avelN
O

M
   

possibly  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

intended: �P
avel w

ill possibly send Jirka the book.� 

 (18) 
 

[C
P  [M

oodP   
T

u knihu  
 

po�le [T
P   Jirkovi  

P
avel   

 
[vP

  ur�it�]]]]. 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 
 

 
the book

A
C

C  sends   
Jirka

D
A

T   P
avelN

O
M

   
 

certainly  

 
 

 
 

�P
avel w

ill certainly send Jirka the book.� 

 (19) 
 

[C
P  [M

oodP   
T

u knihu  
 

po�le [T
P   Jirkovi  

P
avel   [vP

  jenom
  m

o�ná]]]]. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

the book
A

C
C  sends   

Jirka
D

A
T   P

avelN
O

M
  only   

possibly  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

�It is only possible that P
avel w

ill send Jirka the book.� 

 ��T
he S

A
 in the sentence-final position in vP

 is necessarily focused and introduces a set of 

alternatives.  

 ��P
iñón (2006): K

rifka�s approach (1995) can be used for analysing sentence adverbs. 

 ��T
o account for the difference betw

een S
A

s like ur�it� and m
o�ná, I m

ake use of K
rifka�s 

(1995) notion of �extrem
e value�.  

K
rifka (1995): P

olarity item
s as w

ell as focused elem
ents introduce alternatives and the 

alternatives can be ordered according to sem
antic strength (set relations). 

 ��P
roposal: a S

A
 can appear in the sentence-final position in the vP

 phase and be focused (and 

accented) there only if it represents the extrem
e value w

rt. the set of focus alternatives.  

 
7

 ��E
pistem

ic S
A

s correspond to certain values on the epistem
ic (probability) scale.  

 ��G
iven its lexicosem

antic properties, ur�it� represents the highest value on the epistem
ic 

scale (of focus alternatives). 

 
T

herefore, it can occur in the focused sentence-final position in (18)=
(3).  

 ��M
o�ná does not represent an extrem

e value on the epistem
ic scale.  

 
H

ence, it cannot serve as the asserted focus alternative, see (17)=
(2b).  

 
 

 
 

��B
ut it changes w

hen jenom
 is added (19)=

(5).  

 
O

nly is focus sensitive and associates w
ith the focused m

o�ná and excludes all other 

alternatives (R
ooth 1985, B

eaver &
 C

lark 2003, K
rifka 2006).  

 
T

hen (19)=
(5) is interpreted: It is only possible (and not e.g. probable or certain) that P

avel 

w
ill send Jirka the book.  

 
Jenom

 m
akes from

 m
o�ná the low

est alternative on the epistem
ic scale (extrem

e probability 

value).  

 ��(20) also dem
onstrates that S

A
s can be m

erged in the vP
 phase.  

 
A

lthough pravd�podobn� �probably� cannot occur in the sentence-final position by itself, it 

can be interpreted there if it gets help through another elem
ent: 

 (20) 
a. * [C

P   [M
oodP   P

avel   
 

p�ijde  [vP  pravd�podobn�]]]. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
P

avelN
O

M
  

com
es  

 
probably 

 
 

 
 

 
intended: �P

avel w
ill probably com

e.� 

 
 

 
b.  [C

P  [M
oodP   

P
avel   

 
p�ijde  [vP   nanejvý�  

 
 

pravd�podobn�]]]. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
P

avelN
O

M
  

com
es  

 
m

ost highly  
probably 

 
 

 
 

 
�It is at m

ost probable that P
avel w

ill com
e.� 

 
 

 
 

 
�It is highly probable that P

avel w
ill com

e.� 

 ��P
ravd�podobn� can also occur in the sentence-final position if it represents the extrem

e 

value in the set of focus alternatives. 

 ��T
he extrem

e value can appear on either end of the epistem
ic scale:  
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1. 
T

he extrem
ely-low

-value interpretation; no focus alternative is low
er than the  

 
 

 
 

 
 

pravd�podobn� value.  

 
 

 
 

(20b) can be continued e.g. by: U
r�it� ne najisto. �C

ertainly not beyond doubt.�  

 
 

2.  P
robability of P

avel�s com
ing is of the highest value; it is, in fact, certain that P

avel  

 
 

 
 

 
 

w
ill com

e.  

 
 

 
 

T
he asserted alternative represents the extrem

ely high value on the epistem
ic scale. 

 
 

 
 

��In an appropriate context, pravd�podobn� associated w
ith the focus particle dokonce also   

represents the extrem
e (high) value because it is particularly unlikely (the height of the 

probability value is unexpected) w
rt. alternative assertions. 

 (21)  [C
P  [M

oodP   
P

avel   
 

p�ijde  [vP  dokonce  pravd�podobn�]]]. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
P

avelN
O

M
  

com
es  

 
even   

 
probably 

 
 

 
�It is even probable that P

avel w
ill com

e.� 

 4. C
on

clu
sion

 

I have argued that S
A

s can be m
erged in the vP

 phase, can occur in the sentence-final 

position, and can be focused there.  

D
epending on the lexicosem

antic properties of the S
A

 and on the properties of the appropriate 

sentence, either the S
A

 can be interpreted in the vP
 position or it cannot.  

T
he (un)gram

m
aticality depends on the interpretability of the S

A
 in the vP

 position and not on 

the syntactic position of the S
A

 itself.  

T
he ungram

m
aticality of certain S

A
s in the sentence-final position in the vP

 phase is due to 

the fact that they cannot serve as the asserted alternative in the focus of the appropriate 

sentence.   
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