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Abstract: 

 My intent in this investigation was to propose a means through which we can understand 

the properties of the lexical items “before” and “after”.  Through my delving and basic 

understanding of semantics I was able to identify similarities between the two mysterious and the 

basic quantifiers associated with semantics (specifically No, Some, and All).  As well, I 

attempted to relate the properties of NPI licensure to “before” and “after” through means of 

veridicality judgments in dependent clauses. 

 

Introduction:  

 This paper is designed to present some quantifiable reasoning as to why the temporals 

‘before’ and ‘after’ have the particular entailments and licensure of Negative Polarity Items 

(NPI’s) and Positive Polarity Items (PPI’s), respectively, that they do.  This seems to be a 

mystery still, though there has been much speculation on the relation of converseness between 

them which has been somewhat helpful in my investigation.  As such, my investigation, and a 

few of my own ideas, have yielded the possibility that these temporal “quantifiers” relate their 

properties based on patterns of entailment in the normal semantic quantifiers No, Some, and All 

and their licensure abilities based on those patterns and Non-Veridicality, a term I came across in 

Beaver & Condoravdi (2003).  The linguistic world, that which concerns itself with semantics, 

already knows that ‘Before’ entails downward in VP’s and ‘After’ acts conversely, so I drew on 

the quantifiers that pattern the same way though in both the restrictor and the VP to explain as 

much. 
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Clarification of Terminology: 

 The first thing that must be done at this point is to clarify what I mean by entailment as 

well as veridicality.  Entailment direction is the idea that a particular statement, controlled by 

some item in it, in my case a quantifier, can lead to the virility of another statement.  A 

downward entailment can lead to a more specific statement as such: 

 (13) No man left early.  (14) No father left early.  (Barss) 

Whereas, an upward entailing leads to a less specific statement: 

 (13) Some man left early.  (15) Some man left.  (Barss) 

This should provide a general concept of entailment. 

 Next, is the definition of veridicality, a somewhat more complex idea.  Veridicality is the 

idea that a particular has a truth value of 1 or true.  That is simple.  However, consider the 

following statement: 

 (43) The police defused the bomb before it exploded. (Beaver and Condoravdi) 
(henceforth B & C) 

 
  The complement “it exploded” has a truth value of 0 or false because it never actually occurred.  

So, this statement is non-veridical.  I found this information thanks to a lead from Professor 

Judith Tonhauser of OSU who told me to read B & C’s A Uniform Analysis of Before and After. 

 

Patterning of Quantifiers: 

 The spawning point of this paper came when I drew a pattern between the quantifiers 

noted above.  As such, I notice that ‘before’ seemed to act much like No and ‘after’ like Some 

based on their entailments.  The following table illustrates the distribution of quantifiers with 

relation to their entailments: 
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Quantifier Restrictor Entailment VP/Complement Entailment 

All Down Up 

Some Up Up 

No Down Down 

Before - Down 

After - Up 

 

Here are some examples to demonstrate the entailments involved with the quantifiers listed 

above: 

 No [student who has ever been to Calcutta] would like to go there again. 

 No [student who has been to Calcutta] would ever like to go there again. 

 Every [student who has ever been to Calcutta] would like to go there again. 

 *Every [student who has been to Calcutta] would ever like to go there again. 

 Some [student who has ever been to Calcutta] would like to go there again. 

 Some [student who has been to Calcutta] would ever like to go there again. (Barss) 

 The ungrammaticalities are due to upward entailing environments containing the NPI 

‘ever’. 

Now take the table above and cross reference it with a table that shows the effective definition of 

each quantifier: 

 

 

Quantifier Semantic Definition 

All = [X] such that X is the number items in a set 
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Some = [1 to X] such that X is the number items in a 

set 

No = [0] items in a set 

Before = (Some t є A) (All t’ є B) t < t’ for A before B 

(Anscombe) 

After = (Some t є A, t’ є B) t > t’ for A after B 

(Anscombe) 

 

When we compare the two tables we can see a correspondence between entailments and 

specificity of outcomes in Before and No and then in After and Some.  The conclusion I draw is 

that the entailments are similar because of the restrictive nature of the quantifiers.  No has a 

single interpretation 0 which is restrictive and Before is more restrictive in the scope of 

expectations of knowledge of the future.  Conversely, Some is entirely unspecific except that it 

won’t yield 0 and After is less restrictive because there is a greater expectation of past 

knowledge, hence the idea that restrictivity controls entailments.  This is further supported by 

looking at All.  All falls in the middle concerning its restricitivity and has both an upward and 

downward entailment.  Language, and our interpretation of it, seems built completely on the 

patterns we find in individual languages and ones that occur across all languages, hence 

Universal Grammar…so I tried to do the same. 

 

Veridicality and XPI Licensure: 

 First, an example of the interaction between Before, After and the NPI anyone: 

 John arrived before anyone else.  
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 #John arrived after anyone else. (Barss) 

 The final claim I have to make about these temporals is that they have the ability to 

license these particular negative and positive polarity items.  These items require, respectively, a 

negative particle or a distinct lack of one preceding them to be properly “licensed” as 

demonstrated in the examples above.  However, this does not need to be an overt “not” or “no” 

in a sentence.  In the case of Before, the negative particle seems to be a natural property of it.  

This is somewhat due to the downward entailing environment that before produces because 

NPI’s can only occur in these environments, but it may also be due to this concept of non-

veridicality. 

 The connection I made was that if veridicality deals with truth values of a sort and Before 

produces non-veridical statements and licenses NPI’s, then it could be that this production of 

non-veridicality could be some evidence of an inherent negativity in Before.  If such is the case, 

then it would make perfect sense that Before and No act in concert on the things they modify.  

On the side of After and Some, we find the same interaction with veridical statements and, 

though I haven’t found any source to absolutely confirm so, PPI’s. 

 

Conclusions and follow-ups: 

 Based on the evidence I have found, it would seem that there are inherent properties to 

words that have not yet really been accounted for.  Yes, their effects have been seen and noted, 

but this leaves the door wide open for work on identifying the natures of a great number of words 

that have properties we use, but do not readily acknowledge.  For instance, the verb “to doubt” is 

necessarily like Before in its non-veridical properties as in: 

 The man doubts that the bomb exploded. 
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The complement has a non-veridical outcome.  Obviously, this example may be situational, but 

this situation can still occur and it must be reconciled.  There is a need for far more research and 

far fewer suppositions by an undergraduate to deal with this issue, mine is simply a modest 

proposal on where to start. 

 

 

 

Resources: 

Anscombe, G. E. M.: 1964, Before and after, The Philosophical Review 74, 3–24. 

Barss, A. “Guest Lecture: Some Semantic Properties of and Puzzles about Determiners”. April 

22, 2008. 

Beaver, C. and C. Condoravdi. A Uniform Analysis of Before and After. 2003. 5,11-12. 

Online Access. October 20-30, 2008.  


	Title Page.pdf
	ROb's thesis.pdf

