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The opposite is trde D)5 NME 6——‘%%3

B oM E

1. {FLoic

—§% i< the opposite is true i, HHHAECH L TRADARF LTI E
B rRET, h FIAE. (1)) IFRTED 289 R, T
ThHbe ' '

(1) Tom loves Mary; I believe the opposite is true.
(2) a.Ibelieve Tom doesn’t love Mary.

b. I believe Mary loves Tom.

(ELTw3] ORMTHS [BLTVEN] L) Ca) DRRRE.
DFER S 5 b AT ) —ORATHS [AT) =0t b AEELTOD]
w3 Qb DBRSTETH 5, £bLDERLBITEHOAFICHLT
[Rxt] OMEERL TV, BB, RMOAFHFENENREN L) IC
FREIL, $REDLS YL br—HIREINE S LI HIH B,
ARG T3, opposite DERFHER L. the opposite is true & \» ) KHP
LEHSN D AEELBRD <y —> R, COEBEBRFERICEDN LD
RSN B2 E b2 T B |
#ﬁ%@%ﬁi&i%@tﬁ HTH b, KE T the opposite is true @ﬁ 2ENE
BE L. BB BORISBEME IR T 5, 3 EI T opposite DEIR
Eol ) b\fﬁgﬁﬁfﬁ?ﬁ@j&%ﬁ‘ 5 # 2 3, opposite @ 21— R L7 EER
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%% OPPOSITE (x) &\ BEMICERT 2Ry F 2R ORELLWET
B, HAEIEE LTHC S L R REL, 20RYEERT, 4ETR,
opposite MFEFHICOWTHEELT 5, the opposite is true »*E D & J 1M
WEND D5 HICIT opposite DIEABM LR TL IV ENL I ITLTE
I AR S 413 20 1B L C B RO A2 4T

2. The opposite is true DFIBL - BEEAISE

2.1 WS

The opposite is true é:“ IRBITIERD &) B 2 DBEBRIEVH
R S B0 CNLDRBIBTXTINRBEIH (X) THdI
REHET 5, ¥ 112, the opposite is true (IEMFEHEFTERINL L &, -
R HNIL, (3)ICHBEHIT. BEDUt THD. . and IF1ZLAE LN,

(3) Poor response was more likely to be associated with a low
TmP; good response with the presence of bone metastases, but

the opposite was not true for poor response.

& 2DHE# L LT, the opposite is true iZ. (4)icH 3 ;-5 < { A
BB PR TRBERATERI N f%Eﬁ'ﬁV\] L EHRICDERT B, ¥
LLDFAEL, A0 RMOBHOKE L LERIR—XXHicEETh b,

(4) a. Althouéh the new burgesses fhen exceeded the re-elected
ones, by the first parliament of Edward II’-s reign, at Michael-

mas 1307, the opposite was true. ‘v
'b. Small mammals tend to have rapid heartbeats, while for

large mammals the opposite is true.

3O BB E LT, the opposite is true 1. (B)IC/RIAEY, %ﬁ‘é‘ﬁ’\




- The opposite is true DIEFRICET 2 —F8& . 63
DD IALDTRETH b,

(5) ‘Tom believes that our physical condition has a great influence

on our minds; I believe that the opﬁosz’z‘e is true.

1% 12, the opposite is true (&, FiEAA %2 SIEMNE D S EHFEV,
C OERBEMAIEEL TR LE L, COBMAREITAENS B E
Trav SR ELT, 2750, SITCEIar IR MLk, REN
D#B 2 ODBERNENFEBUEE R 22T, IR BRELT L &
BRTEZ W,

" (6) Small mammals'tend' to have rapid heartbeats, while for large
mammals the opposite 1s true. (=(4b))

(7) In some cultures, initial refusal of an offer may be merely
polite; in others the opposite may be true. |

- (8) 1 expected to enjoy living in the country, but the opposite is true.

(6) TIIATERA] for large mammals & %ATHEA D small mammals
A%, (7) T3, RIEFM in others & EATHEMND in some cultures %+
YESRMELT, (8) MR %> TV kvt FATH & DRI
Bt > TBERBI MR LEELNT Y 52 M HRENE,
INETOHZERIUTOLIICELDHLNS,

Table 1: Syntactic characteristics of the opposite is true
@) (ii) (iii) (iv)

: dependency (on
embedding | some contrastive
element)

- coordination | subordination
(conjunctions) | (conjunctions)

T
(although, + +
while, etc.) :

the opposite -+
s true (bup)
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‘2.2 BURESE | |

AEiTI3. the opposite is true @ﬁ%ﬁﬁ@%ﬁﬂté BIRIEEAR & B I AEE
B H b L2RT, C@%ﬁ@%%ﬁ’ﬂﬁ?&li AP RINBHBET
H5%, Tk, BIETET LA DOBEEIRICRETWL 2 EicT 2,

9. A2 285BI LT, the opposite is true 255 - BB E
BRERTEMN - EBRBHRAETET I L2 R, i - @i 2 >0H
BOERHAILHEREEZRT. COBMRICIEI Y P IR MEEZIN TN B,

HEADEDRAA L2 P TR MEERT S, MHTEINIATIRE
HRENER D EFEICB T 2 BRETR LD NEBR S, PIZ I (5) THED
WX EHENF believe DEFE I (DER) BT IERRTH 5, 2 hicH
L. RAOBBOEL % 5651k ANERIET 2588 TH 5. (5)Ti

FADEERLELFOEEOBMNIL SR FHRENT NS,

BRI, BEMAORE LI BT Y 52 b OERICAS S
T3.521X(6)D for large mamrﬁals IR DBROEE L T 2GR D
small mammals &, (7)® in others 13 %47 EM ) in some cultures &
2 FIRM2LT, (8)I3MEMITE NS TWiws, RITH & DR
BRIV SR EEABLTNS, |

RETTIE. (the) opposite DEBR L ZDAFICHT 2BH 21T

3. (the) opposite DHELEH

AETHE TR L0 BaeowTHRER S, BRIELTOEY T
BB, 3T [Kaf] &I HEokBE B L THERL, 3. 25 CRA L
B £ OBURS L OTIE DM b0 2 HEH A BETT 5. 338513 the
opposite NI IZE L CBIEMERIZE D CRERT I o
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3.1 [R] &ixfas?
BRI T 2 L BRMEZ 2 DOBERPEEL LTI RS WS
ETHD, PIZIE-(9)REEN I OLELWEHIRERENL L, L
L. Q0BRSS b5 1 DNBERASES LN TERENG, 2o,
Ao & 5 T FEFE #@ﬁ@%A\E B 2ONERP HERENS,

(9) *My view is opposite.

(10) I respect that your opinion is different from mine. I am attempt- -
ing to explaln why my view is opposite.

(11) a. Their views are completely opposite.
b. One of their views is completely opposite to the other (of

‘their views).

7275L, BIZ 2 O0ERNH BT TIREABMRIIRIL L v, B2,
2ODRBALBUEHHEE, 2 IIRMBFETFH D LILT L bIRE
N, ZRHRIEINDZ HITE. RBORAICHT ZHEK - Kt
hi%F&E@%éﬁtﬁﬁéﬁ@ﬁ@ﬁw#ﬁ§t&émﬁi0\%6
5(%@&&)kbﬁéﬁﬁ&@é%@ﬁw#ﬁﬁﬁ%%%iTé

HRIcE L Hs L, [RM] LRTHEMIENC ETHB, 2F D, 27
NERLZNLDMDH 5 RITBIT2HMEDEP LR EIMETH 5.

3.2 RExeBENRE ,
Saito (1972) R Kageyama (1975) Tl3. opposite DERPEE LEV
DI TIRA T & 72, AR T H S ICRBT 230 %8 5. Tid, %+ oppo-

site DBEPEE EBMREIITHNENITA S 2D,
S ITi, 3SEEORMBGRLERLINS 2 00ERBOBMEICOWT
%itwolﬁu\Zomiiﬁﬁ%@ﬁﬁu%é%éfﬁéog@%é
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2ONERIKRT 2Ry —NHH b, Fl2 I long-short I length & \»
3 RE—AHEHRE RS, SOBE, REBESZNIMERT 2 27—
AT RES ATV B, B2I2, [T5-LAw] LWIBETH 3,
iz all-ornone NEFETH 2B, ZOMBEIIESMICHRESININTI
<. BEICIRES NS, 30HR. <7 FVEEIBEHIHATH D,
F121%. John hit Mary. £\ I X T, Va3 v »bAT Y —~Etn) 7
FAB BB, COEE AT ) =B bYa r~DOXZ VIR ERL S
N5, COBMRRREC L > TESNEMEATKET DD TH .

- ZOIEHOBBELTORICELHLN S,

Table 2: Types of opposite relation
(6)) (ii) (iif)

contra (dicto)ry ‘all-or-none’ vectorial

types of relation

base of oppositeness concept-based logically derived proposition-based

CITHEELY < Tld% 6% ai3, the opposite is true Z R T 5 R
R2ONDEXEDI D 1IDLPHARINEVEVIETH S, [Rxt] DN
BEERT 200K % 5RENH ). FALFHFRRINTH S LW
ST ThD, ORI FETLE, FRENLEHE L EZMELENI [ ¥
7w b %% opposite £ ) EKEBEBLTC RABREVI T 7y bEL
TRLNDE WS ZETHB, CORKNERIEEIMED S,

£203°05 4 TRRTRTBEEFEINT 5. () OREBMRIIM
BTH 5, 21T dead-alive D & I ZHEHEME 70 BI4R T3 not dead (2
- alive #. not alive I3 dead # EBkT 5, F 7 long-short D & 5 LRED

H %% 47Tk, not long 7%* short &% §RIIRTId % v»2%, short {3 not
long D—H# & RAFELETES, SO E S IBCIRL 5% b, KEBUF
CBENT DB LE L B BURGD 8, BEAIWELLS 4 7TH B0k
B35 &Thhw, (i) Ox7 MABRONS FEEOMNR L% 5, Mary
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didn’t hit John but was hit by John. ’C not *EHEEL TWwHDIE, X '7 )
—HBV YIRS P LORETH D, '

TWTROBA L, KL I REEELBEOTLNS, 0T 1
DOBERLPBREN T WS, ThETE L7z b 5 —FHDE
AT 2 L BET Z2DRERDFRETH S )2,

3.3 (the) opposite ® 1— F{b & h =&k
W E Tk 6. opposite D2 — ML Bk 2 R &5 IKRE
T 5,

(12) OPPOSITE (x) {(x: proposition)3).9

(212 (B 2K T 3) K] b\ ), W3 iaxszay b2
DS BRTARALHAZET, COMAIERT Y b oSN TR

L TRHONENBRING, Thbb, b5AETRDy 2R S
3o & TREEISEL S LW BT opposite DERIZBERMICITOILS,
L OBHIIEEISEEOWRT 0L X LU T 2,

Carston (2002) Tii. not IIEWKFHMICR a—~7 2K OASHY ., EH
BN DR T —THRD BNB EAHH LT b, THEMEYL LT
Br. ETAMEHENA 2Ty b 3 KEZOBHED L DEFHEES
N3P HE DIFEEIICRE SR, ZOBRYTY L7y P LTERSER
BIEih B, o | |

opposite DIEF T, S5 [RH] OBROEL % BN T
BN K ZORIED L OBRIRAIE B (D% VBEENEH) 2
opposite BB CHE SN, EOREIMRE LTT Y7y P3RBT L
k3, FOUSB)IZ(4) IRENS LS 12 280 KHRELS B,

e
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(13) A: Bill saw that Father was indeed wfong.

B: The opposite was true. (Adapted from Kageyama 1975)
(14) a. Bill didn’t see that Father was wrong.

b. Bill saw that Father was indeed right.

(13B) D&, KAOBBOK L % 268, 0% ) 20y b 2T HEE
LT(13A) 283, 2L T saw #RMDRa—78 LTE - 75855 (14
a)Th ). wrong RO 72— & L TIR- 7 HRHH (14b) T 3o =0
¥ . opposite PR THEMBIICMEE NATNEE 500, O
2By MEEDRETEDLNEDH. QFOHEDLNEXE R —7
ELTHMBDD, L) 2RTHS, REITI, Z02RIBT204H%
BIE PO RIE % Hed 3 LT ) L RABROBES 5475

4. (the) opposite HDERH

FLoic, BREEERICOLWTEEL T, BEEERL I, 552
Y77 X CEERNPHRNLREENED L) CRREN D20
THAL 52 2HRTH b, REMFUIBEMOREICHE) LEZ T3,

(15) Communicative Principle of Relevance
Every act of ostensive communication communicates a presump-
tion of its own optimal relevance.
(Sperber and Wilson 1995: 260)
(16) Presumption of optimal relevance (revised)
(i) The ostensive stimulus isvrelevant for it to be worth the
addressee’s effort to process it;
(i) The ostensive stimulus is the most relevant one cdmpatible

with the communicator’s abilities and preferences.
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(bid. 270)

BENHRNZAITHTH 5 RKES. %hﬁﬁikﬁ—l_o)ﬁﬁéfiiﬁi)éli?‘f’
TS T EREETILNERAING, £ UTHENE W) BRI
J L BAMMRDOBR HHE R BB, B ) & RREOREI» 57
HozZeThh, BRPBRLZREFEOMELBMLALY, KETLL). &
BOEIRBLHETHERT 5 ETHABE (ER) 2EHLALNTS
SETHD, LoT. REHFAI/NEIFNIINHIVITEREEERKE
FRAEAK & FIUEKE IZE BB R E K B, |
(12) TR L 72 opposite ? 2 — FAL& N7z Ebk OPPOSITE (x) i3, Bk
RICHEESNINELEL TR ICT EXL, L LEKRGRIICIEIA T2
CLAHEEINT Wi, ZOEEEARTS S IEMARNICHRIND.
opposite NERETFE ICHREENZDIE, B LT OPPOSITE ® 2 1
b#a@ﬁ%?ﬁténé@#\%zuxnvb%ﬁtTﬁﬁmzwii
PRAFELBDOP, THb,
Zuy hEEHLEBEE G, RYOBROELLZGETHL, 0@
EIFPRENTWBEHA A7), B)IRTEY. %@&i.ﬁ%ti opposite
@ﬁﬁﬁf‘%?ﬁﬁ’@% Ew (McCawley 1972).,

(17) We pretend to recognize that John hits Mary although the oppo-
stte is true. | ‘

' (18) Although the opposite is true, we pretend to recognize that John

hits Mary.

17, U8) TIREMR LBEEHR LD FS2 M H B, 220 THEN
ke, BEraY SR P EBUEAHNLBEMGERT IS, W
B8 we pretend to ... 2V P IR P ERTEROFFTH S, - T i
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HittRA DR TH 2 John hits Mary (IBIEESIKE <, opposite 24
TTLTOHRHELTD L,

AVFIRA A LAT Y FBED LR "E’EEXV) T & AR BA
ZOMBIRLT L BRI N T L LRI %,

(19) [A and B watch Tom beating his little, Bill.]

A (to B): The opposite is usually true.

(19) TIRADRIICHATT BRIEI LV, LA LALBOHNHTEET
BT b, R ABEAERS TV XS BERASII) B33,
"~ %L T the opposite is (usually) true 32> 577X F 2 5HY) B3z
BEEZEC [EVFPLER-TWE] 0L KBRENE, CNLH %
BER BLFLHEFLORBFHIT 7 LRATRL) ﬂ*’d‘ﬁﬁkiﬁ
Y (mutually manifest) TH Y, £l i‘l‘%ﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁ*%é

Bk, X0y FEHOIHBEEREHERATREINS LIZEL %L,

‘(20) a. J ohn tried to answer the questions in this text, but the opposite
was true in that text. ‘ |
b. ..., but John didn’t try to answer the question in that text.
(21) " a. John managed to’ answer the questions in this text, but the’
" opposite was true i/n that text.

b. ..., but John couldn’t answer the question in that text.

(20a) Tl John tried ... L WIGE TRy FEDH LN, QDD L)
CRRE NG, —F (2la) DKL QL) DA, Ruawy 2T aEiE
- John answered ... Th b, Tid. Z¥ZX v b ’E’iﬁf:ﬂ‘ﬁz‘%&i%&é@ff
29 7, (20a) & (212) Ti34 L 3 A% (entailment) 7R 5. (20a) TR
(B2 ok rolz]l LWIHIERH, Qla) TR [EFEZ 6Nl LWIER




The opposite is true DRBRIIT b —B 5 7
EL D, RIELERNTEIRRY % (Karttunen 1971) , manage DA
FEXPETHNIEZOMWIATH Y, TEXVETHIUTHEOEE
FETHB, L->T. SOBEREHHFAOEEIBELE 55 THE
Fiok > TEETHENY 52, —F try DBA. XNBEINTLEE
ETRBES NG\, R try Les Y S prMEFict - CEE TR
Wb 5. ENENDBAOMEIED S B BEDR R0y b M0
SEOERLEALTERE L5, OLIC. A0y b 3855 REEE
B RBICH > THE S EHBS AL,

B2 0BMROCHRINISEFECOWT, 20y b EELT 4
WOKA Iz & 13 BRORBITRLIEIZE 2 107 LKA () - (i) &
BUET 2. () OREBMRIETEICL TIZE 3, T (22B) 7 (230) D & 5 1<
RENBHANE D Thb, SOMMIE, (228) BTy P2k s
. ZOREND wrong HRANDZ T —7 L LTRANS S & TS H
N3,

(22) A: Bill saw that Father was indeed wrong. (=(13))
B: The opposite was true. ‘

(23) a. Bill didn’t see that Father was wrong. (=(14))
b. Bill saw that Father was indeed right.

ﬁnmaummmémﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬁim%%mﬂmf%?;of\ﬁﬁmé
NBDIERELETH B, BI2IZ, (22B)7(232) D & 5 RSB H4
Thdo COMRUS, Q2A) DFENR Ry b 28D, £ OBESHRA
PRA—FELTRONDE LTAL 3,

(i) DBIRIBIEIC & > T~ PABRIRD LNEDT, KiHick b
DHERDRTEI & - THELFT 61722 DDEETH 5.,
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(24) - Tom hit Mary; I believe the opposite was true.

@4)TzT v R &7z ¢ s#8(3 Tom hit Mary . the opposite is true Zi
Mary hit Tom 2 B#REN3, 0L & RHDR2—7L LTRLILE
DIEN7 PAEIRET S RETH B,

@) -Gi) DERERMDOR 2 =T DRMRIILITO L) It L H 65,

(25) (i) contra(dicto)ry relation: scope = word
(ii) ‘all-or-none’ relation: scope = proposition

(iii) vectorial relation: scope = predicate

Tk, 22 F 7R MBWT, CORENTREORLLED L
CLT1O0RENBNES 55, FTRABROBALP LA TNI I,
e ic (22B) 13 258 0 AR TS 2S . BB AT I R P TRE B Sbr—
FIEIREND, BHFEAFBPTHEIEEFLHKEIT T IEn) 2y
522 F Tl EABREOME AT ¥ S B E B, &
DLE. ()DL LERENDOE. ELERA LT3 0w) BOK
BEEE EVHC L, & SIRAIEMEEDD b E VR LI
VLR WIHRBREBEL TV AL LIALS S TH D, SOBHA, B
RO BB T (232) DERO BV EEENKE v, HE0id, KBNS
ofﬁa*a%ewﬁzmxa"%ifuaﬁaw5:7f7xbn£w
T EAEHHICHROHITY T & 5 & ) MEMHEICTEN THE,
(%w@iit%ﬁénéoﬁﬁﬁa(%M@%ﬂuewmgté%ﬁﬁ
% WAiE. ELERBICHEOHIFTE2) 8 L. ZHIELD
BRIIE IHET 55 5 BN KT BRE L Y OREIMREEND B
LbLNGWhSHTHDE, NI LTI R DFHAICIT(23b)DFH I BEGE
BREV, SO, ELIRMAROB N, MRORE LI



A
¢

) The. opposite is true DFEIRIC r;é'é‘ % ;%é%‘ 73
BLELD, o |
Tid, EEEEYDS L5 1 DOEETH HREFH IO TIEE I 7
25, (232) DT b (23D) DIERT b R 1 v b 12 LB T SR
Twd. ALAEERET 2B, EOBHERE, D% 20
ROWES S CERLEE 2V, ©LIC, ETRELS K. ZNEADM
R, % 2T FORERRMDBOBED LBES D, SO b
b, 2I—TORE b EEMOEEIH > TRIREN T2 LR SN 5,
MEICEEHBE, Ay MCHEDLNIREAEDRR, BLUR2
7L LTINS & BN S SERORRICH LT, BARINIC,

2% ) EEEOFEICH > THRE SN 5 LERTT N5,

5. ®&

AFETIT the opppsite is true I2OW T, EWITF DOFER - BRIV
PEELL, HENLERIECORREIHTH S L BT ANE
YRR, SLRIOEEISERTIEBIEIL P IR IOEREVIE
DRIRBCE B2 M 2 & 9T B & 2 o |

*kiz, opposite D2 — FILI N2 Ek% OPPOSITE (x) L{REL. £N
| BUEOREEE A, opposite (FR Ty b EHD L1 ) A CEKERIOHE
FERFFRTH S, LrLRay b2 TREFTTH LD, 206
O L DERFRMNZI—TE LTRONLDM, L) 2 DDERH
MRS B~ X BRI L T i, BRI, S % ) I oRE:
Beo THESND LBMEND I EHW b2 L o7z,

E

1) Our intuition about the opposite says that the item has something to
do with ‘negation’. (Kageyama 1975 : 112) '
2) opposite {2 not A% EBKRND2ODHETHEFETIEZ VW, F LT,
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not 248t (prosody) DEZE % %13 % %% opposite (IR 1T v, 212,
not 7D & ) iREIME R opposite IFFC v, BN 3.3 EE B,
3) MEIRXFRIWEEET.
4) Amy P xEGFRELFEEL TSN, true 2E ) »HETEN) 2D
WHETH 5725, (the) opposite IZ & > THEININEFREL LTH
ENBVENBDHHTH B, '
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SUMMARY

A Study of the Interpretation of the Opposite is True ,
Naohiko KUROKAWA

The aim of this paper is to observe the behaviour of the opposite is
true, and to make a relevance-theoretic analysis of what the encoded
meaning of opposite in the opposite is true is and how the opposite is true
is interpreted.

" There are some syntactic characteristics in the opposite is true.
First, this expression is often conjoined with another conjunct by the
coordinate conjunction dut. Second, it is frequently connected with ano-
ther clause by such subordinate eonjunctions as’ although and while.
Third, it can be embedded into the complement of the main verb. Fourth,
" it tends to be modified with such other'elements as prepositional phrases

or adverbials, which provide some contrast to a certain element in the
underlying vpropositi_on needed to understand the opposite is true.

These syntactic characteristics are all associated with. the seman-
tic feature of “contrast”. In other words, they necessarily bring about
some contrast between the proposition expressed by the. opposite and
the proposition underlying for the opposite.

I'prqpose that the encoded meaning of opposite is OPPOSITE (x),
which is a semantically underdeterminate concept in the sense that it

contains a slot (x) to be saturated. Following Saito (1972) and
Kageyama (1975), T take the notion of oppositeness to be potentially
associated with the negation. Just as Carston (2002) claims that zot
semantically takes its target .as the wide scope and the scope is
pragmatically narrowed, I contend that the opposite semantically takes
a proposition as an input to the slot (x) and that what proposition is
inputted and what element in it is negated (i.e. interpreted in the oppo-
site meaning) are pragmatically determined. In other words, the oppo-
site is true is interpreted pragmatically, that is, in consistency with the
Principle of Relevance (Sperber and Wilson 1995).

2—J—F RN, 25X b, BE, BEEORE






