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I ntroduction®

My focus in this paper is the syntax-semantics interface for the
interpretation d negation in languages which show negative ncord, as
ill ustrated in the sentencesin (1)-(4).

Q) Nobody said naothing to nobody. [NSEnglish]
‘Nobodysaid anything to anyore.’

(2 Mariadidn't say nathingto nobod,. [NSEnglish]
‘Mariadidn't say anythingto anyore.’

(©)) Mario non haparlato d niente con nessuno. [Italian]
‘Mario hasn’t spoken with anyore @ou anything!

4 No m’ hatelefonat ningu. [Catalan]
‘Nobody lastelephored me’

Negative concord (NC) isthe indicaion at multiple pointsin a dause of the
fad that the dause is to be interpreted as smanticdly negated. In a widely
spoken and even more widely understood nomtandard daed of English,
sentences (1) and (2) are interpreted as synonymous with those given as glosses,
which are dso well-formed in the diadled. The examplesin (3) from Italian and
(4) from Catalan ill ustrate the same phenomenon.

The occurrence in these sentences of two o threedifferent words, any ore
of which when corredly positioned would be sufficient to negate a ¢ause, does
not guarantee that their interpretation involves two o three independent
expressons of negation. These dauses expressonly one negation, which is, on
one view, smply reduncantly indicated in two or threedifferent places; ead of
the italicized terms in these sentences might be seen as having an equal claim to
the function d expressng regation.

However closer inspedion indicates that this is not the corred view. Not
al of the negative terms in (1)-(4) are reduncant; if the first negative phrase in
eath o these sentences is removed o replaced by an appropriate nonregative
phrase, the sentences bemme ungammaticd, losing their NC construal.
Apparently the first negative item in eat of these sentences has a better claim to
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expressng the negation d the dause than the others do! So we might pose the
question: which o the occurrences of negative phrases in a dause showing
negative ancord expresses the negation?

The title of this paper derives from this question. | will i nvestigate the
asumptions behind it, clarifying what | mean by ‘expressng regation’. My
proposal will be aform of objeding to the presuppasition d the question. 1 will
outline aview on which nore of the negative terms in these dauses diredly
expresses negation. Rather, | will explore atheory of the interpretation d such
clauses in which ore does nat associate areagnzable negation operator as the
lexicd interpretation d any of the visible formatives in the sentence, bu rather
with an abstrad asped of clause structure which must be licensed by a
morphdogicdly negative phrase.

The agument will proceea as follows: | will first discussthe reason that
negative ncord languages wan to poce a dalenge for compositional
interpretation and show that we can maintain standard assumptions abou logicd
interpretation if we detadh the expresson d clausa negation from the lexicd
interpretations of the gparently negative terms. The analysis | propase will | ean
heavily on the nation d an indeterminate or indefinite agument familiar from
Heim (1982. Doing so will provide aunified way of viewing the relationship
between negative ancord and systems of argument negative palarity items. |
will then argue that the proposed analysis can be the basis for an explanation d
an important generdizaion abou how negative oncord languages
systematicdly differ from languages which do na allow concord. In ddngso, |
will draw on insightful work in the syntax of negation by, among dhers,
Zanuttini (1988, 199) and Laka (1990, withou doing justice to the detail s of
the syntadic agumentation in those works. This discusson is intended as a
contribution onthe semantic side to the debate @ou how apparently negative
termsin such languages shoud be interpreted.

In developing this paper, | attempt to maintain a studiously ambivalent
stance on the relation ketween the interpreted structures and surface syntadic
structure. | do so in an effort to try to demonstrate that the éstradness of the
proposal is at least initially consistent with arange of views of logicd form.

Challenge for Compositional Semantics?

Let us begin by examining in some detail the view on which negative
concord might seem problematic for semantic interpretation by asking ouselves:

1As gated, this is not a general property of NC clauses. The negative subjed in nobody
neve telephored me may be replacel withou loss of the epresson o negation o
grammaticdity.
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what meaning shall be asdgned to the expressons nobod/, nahing, and not 2
The rich algebra of Montagovian type-theory provides a variety of options for
appropriate denotations. For the two argument expressons, the theory of
generdized quentifiers provides a realy interpretation: the set of sets or
properties which are digoint from a base set of persons or nonpersons. For the
particle nat, the simple truth-function a a function mapping propgsitions into
their complement propaositions would suffice For those @ncerned that the
syntax of not suggests that it is adjoined to VP and therefore shoud have an
interpretation which combines diredly with the unsaturated meaning d the VP, a
function mapping poperties into their complements will give the right result.
For those @nvinced that despite the VP-adjoined syntax of not, the subed
pasition shoud fal in its sope, a raised type assgned to the VP, one which
expeds a generalized quantifier as argument, will dothetrick. In any event, it is
ey to assgn cenotations to these dements which alow them to express
negation in the sense, following Zwarts (ms), that their interpretations are
functions which are ati-additive’. The asgnment of interpretations which
express negation to these morphdogicdly negative phrases predicts that eat
instancewill expressan independent negation.

Aslongaswerestrict ourselves to nonNC languages like standard English,
a straightforward interpretation pocedure will yield a plausible answer for a
sentence like (5), one which entails that Mary talked to somebody. That is
because the negation expressed by didn't will cancd the negation expressed by
nobog.

(5) Mary didn't talk to nobod.

But confronted with the interpretation o (5) under a negative concord
construal, we ae presented with a problem: If both didn't and nobod/ express
negation, then something must be dore to rid ouselves of one of the expressons
of negation. Thus negative cncord looks like a problematic construction.
However we know that negative @ncord is a wide-spread phenomenon, ore
might even speaulate that it is the unmarked case. So it behoowes us to examine
in some more detal what the assumptions underlying the straightforward
procedure for semantic interpretation lead us to this conclusion.

I will refer to the structure which is ssmanticaly interpreted as ‘logicd
form’ and make referenceto it as lower-case If (to reserve LF spedficdly for If
in GB). The following seem to me to be fairly widely-acceted assumptions

2] will discussNC in terms of English clauses like (1) and (2) and English phrases, though
| intend these to be representatives of parallel structures and phrasesin ather NC languages.

3There ae arange of algebraic properties which can be identified acrossthese functional
types as negation d various grengths. Here | asaume that a phrase expresses negation iff its
interpretationis anti-additive. A functionf isanti-additiveiff f (AAB) =f (A) f (B).
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abou the relation between logicd form in this general sense and surfacesyntadic
structure. In general, logicd forms are assumed to be cnservative in that to the
extent possble, the formatives of surfacestructure ae formatives of If. That is,
the units of surfacestructure ae treaed as basic expressons for interpretation
unlessthere is goodreason to relate them to multiple units of If. Further, the
structural relations in s-structure have correspondents in structural relations in If.
These @nservative asaumptions are common to views of If ranging from
attempts at surfaceinterpretation to the standard view of LF in GB.

Of most relevance to this discusson d NC is the aumption abou the
formatives of If, becaise much of the discusson d the interpretation d NC
revolves around the question d how many ways argument expressons like
nobod/ can be interpreted in logicd form. An If can be less conservative with
resped to its treament of a s-structure formative like nobod in two ways. the s-
structure formative can be decompaosed in If, so that it corresponds to multiple
basic expressons of the If language, or it can be mapped orto two (or more)
distinct basic expressons of If. In the discusson kelow, we will be interested in
a relaxation d conservativity which relates terms like nobod/ to two If
congtituents, a negative and anonregative one.

An interpretation for If asdgns interpretations to the basic (‘lexicd’)
elements of the If language. Ancther standard assumption is that such
interpretations are asgned to basic phrases qua types, na tokens. That is,
lexicd meaning is not assgned context-sensitively; the lexicon (of If) stipulates
interpretations for lexicd items withou reference to their embedding context or
other elementsin thef.

To illustrate this assumption, let us consider briefly an analysis of NC
which propases that the language of If contains a single formative nobod/, bu
the assgnment of its lexicd interpretation is gructure-sensitive: it is interpreted
as the generalized quantifier AP[body’ P = ] in subjed position and a norn
negative meaning in nonsubed paosition, say AP[body’ P € ], which is the
complement of its negative interpretation. Under these asaumptions, (5)-(7)
would be given correa NC interpretations, with the negation expressed either by
the infleded auxili ary or the term in subjed pasition.
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(6) Nobodytalked to Mary.

@) Nobodytalked to nobody.
(8) Nobody ddn't talk to Mary.
9 Mary talked to nobody.

Sentence (8) will be interpreted as in standard English, with the two
negative terms expressng independent negations4 However note that such an
acoun has a serious flaw; it predicts that (9) will mean that Mary talked to
somebody. The status of clauses like (9) will be of interest to us later, but as an
independent sentence, (9) would never have this meaningin any of the languages
we ae concerned with; it would be ill -formed. The status of (9) highlights the
fad that a context-sensitive interpretation o terms in a NC clause would be
relationa in the sense that the assgnment of meaning would na depend ony on
structural position bu also onthe presence of other itemsin the dause. That is,
crucial to asggning nobod/ the non-negative interpretationin (5) is the fad that it
occurs in a VP under the scope of ancther negative expresson. A similar point
could be made dou neve, which when it precales the tensed verb will express
negationif the subjed does nat, but will not expressnegation if the subjed does.

I know of no ore who has defended abandoring the sssumption that lexicd
interpretation assgnment is context-free ad | will not either. Whatever the basic
expressons of If are, they must recave interpretations as types nat tokens and so
if we must interpret some tokens of negative phrases in ore way and some in
another, they must be distinct basic expressons of |f and their distribution must
be determined by the principles governing the definition o well-formed Ifs.

Hence | conclude that interpreting NC forces us to consider the posshility
that the language of If contains distinct negative and nornegative phrases
correspondng to the terms in the negative ancord clause; the formatives of If
will be systematicdly richer than the formatives of s-structure. We can ill ustrate
the differencewith the following sketch of adifferent acourt: The item nobody
is ambiguows between two basic expressons of If: nobod/[+] and nobod/-].
The former is aways interpreted as AP[body’ P € ] andthe latter as AP[body’

P = 1]. The problem posed for interpreting sentences (5)-(9) bemmes a
problem of determiningwhich occurrences of nobody in s-structure crrespondto
nobod/[+] and which correspond with nobod/[-] in If. However that is
determined, the assgnment of an interpretation to these two If phrases will be
univocd and context-free

We hereby turn a putative mntext-sensitive assgnment of meaning into a
more familiar syntadic problem: determining the distribution d these two items
in well-formed Ifs. Following the (ultimately inadequate) suggestions abowe, the

4This follows from the assumption that didn't here dways expresses negation. As will be
discussed in more detail below, the pattern in (5)-(6) is appropriate for one dialed of English and
languages like Italian, but not for ancother dialed of English and languages like Catalan.
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interpretations of these sentences could be determined by assuming that nobod/
corresponds to  nobod/-] in subjed paosition and nobod/[+] elsewhere. The
problem raised with (9) could be handed by a further requirement that
nobod/[+] be licensed by acurring ory in the scope of some expresson o
negation.

The onclusion d the discusson in this sdion then shoud be that NC
does nat redly condgtitute a d¢alenge for compaositional semantics. Rather
negative ancord focuses our attention on the principles that determine the
relationship between the naive nation d lexica formatives in alanguage and the
basic phrases of If. In particular, it focuses us onthe question d how to relate the
morphosyntadic notion d negative which untes the terms in the oncord
relation with the semantic property of expressng regation and it narrows our
examination to propcsals which relate cncordant terms to two dstinct,
complementary elements of If.

Negative I ncor poration/Absor ption

We now turn to the question d which o the items in a negative ancord
clause express negation and the new question d how the distribution o the If
corresponcents of these terms is determined. In analyzing clauses like (5)-(9)
above, we asmed that only the occurrences of nobod/ in subjed position
express negation; other occurrences do nd. So we must propcse principles
which insure that nobod/[-] occurs only in subjed position and nobod/[+] does
nat occur there.

Since the distribution d nobod/[-] and nobod/[+] is complementary and
the meanings assgned to the two are bodean complements, a solution can be
framed as a projedion poblem of s-structure nobod/ onto nobod/[-] and
nobod[+]. Either nobod/[-] or nobod[+] can be dcosen as the default
projedion and the range of the other can be governed by a principle which
changes the default into the marked item. When nobod/[-] is chosen as the
default projedion, the principle governing the distribution d nobod/[+] can be
cdled ‘negative asorption’, in the sense of Higginbaham and May (198J);
when nobod/[+] is the default, the principle governing the distribution
nobod/[-] can be cdled negative incorporation. We can ill ustrate the difference
with two proposals for the analysis of NC in Itaian.

In arecent discusson d negative concord in Romance and West Flemish,
Haegeman and Zanuttini (199021-22) propcse an absorption acourt in their
rule of ‘fadorizaion’, which appliesin determining logicd formsfor NC clauses.
Their ruleis gated in (10):

(20 In languages that show NC, when two negative quantifiers raise they
undergo a processwhich we will i nformally cdl fadorizaion: instead
of creaingtwo (or more) conseautive instances of auniversa quantifier
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ead followed by an instance of negation, regationisfadored ou and
the two (or more) universal quantifiers become one binary (or n-ary)
quantifier:

482[lIx -] [Uy -] ([0z ) = [0x,y(,2)] -

The relation between this rule and the foregoing dscusdon is obscured by
the fad that the formulationin (10) isinfluenced by some other considerationsin
their analysis which will not concern us here. First, they assume that negative
arguments are to be interpreted as universal quantifiers taking scope over a
negation operator and that this analysis is made explicit in the formatives of If. |
have asumed that the agument expressons are interpreted as existentials within
the scope of a negation. Their tredment is motivated principally by the
asumption that the universal nature of these terms is the determining fador in
stating the distribution o particles which mean almost, and that the
decompasitionis required to capture that distribution. Since afull addressng o
this motivationis beyondmy intention here, | will assmil ate their propasal to the
asumption that NC terms are existentials within the scope of anegationin (10):

(10)In languages that show NC, when two negative quantifiers raise they
undergo a processwhich we will i nformally cdl fadorizaion: instead
of creaingtwo (or more) conseautive instances of an existential
quantifier eat precaded by an instance of negation, regationis fadored
out and the two (or more) existential quantifiers become one binary (or
n-ary) quantifier:

[~ Ox] [~ OY] ([ C2]) = -[Tx,y(.2)]

We can see dealy how thisis a principle of negative asorption. The
default If corresponcent of nobod/ would be [- [z] and where the fadorizaion
rule gplies, it will correspondwith [[]5. However since the decomposition d
items like nobod/ into logicd representations in the determination o If is nat a
crucia part of an absorption analysis, its esence ca be further distilled to the
more mnservative (10d).

SIgnaring the issue of combinationinto an n-ary binding operator.
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(103)In langueges that show NC, after two negative quantifiers have raised they
undergo regative dsorption: every occurrenceof anegative expresson
in theimmediate scope of a negative expressonis made nonregative:

noE]O(y no[t_)]oq no[t_)locy no[l?r]o g (Obligatory; iterative; bottom-up)

This rule asaumes that the negative value for nobod/ is the default
interpretation for the concordant term and states the distribution o the
nonregative value. As dated, it is embedded in an analysis which assumes that
these terms raise in the derivation d logicd forms. As such it must apply to
representations in which the primacgy relations among the operators in If mirror
thase of s-structure. If we aaume this, then it guarantees that the nonregative
version d the quantifier will show up ory under the scope of a licensing
negation and the asumption that the rule gplies iteratively, bdtom up,
guarantees that any cluster of negative quantifiers will be reduced to a single
negation. What is resporsible for NC on this analysis is the obligatory
absorption pinciple.

The dternative negative incorporation approach can be ill ustrated by the
analysis of Italian NC presented in Rizz (1982. In that acount, nessuno shows
up in If marked either [+neg] or [-neg]. He aumes that nesaunois [-neg] by
default and interpreted as a negative pdarity item. The negative nstrua,
correspondngto ou nobod/[-] isassgned viatherulein (11) (p. 124:

(11 nesauno [ [+neg] when c-commanded by VP.

This analysis guarantees that the item will be interpreted as negated orly
outside the VP (e.g. in subjed position) and that al VP interna occurrences
(necessarily nat c-commanded by the VP node) will remain nonregative. The
asumption that the [-neg] occurrences of nesauno are negative paarity items of
some sort guarantees that they must occur in the scope of something which
expresses negation. Finally, assuming that there is at most one paositionin which
nesunocould be ccommanded by VP entail s that the dause will contain at most
one negation expressed by nesauno. As Rizz nates, this kind d analysis, which
asciates the expresson d negation with an abstrad asped of clause structure
rather than with the lexicd interpretations of the goparently negative expressons
in the sentence harks badk to Klima's (1964 analysis of negationin English.

The @sorption and incorporation solutions are some asumptions. (a)
that the negative expressons of the language crrespondto two dfferent logicd
formatives, ore expressng regation, and ore not; and (b) that arule governs the
relative distribution d the one of the logicd formatives. The differ principally
in the daim abou which generalizaionis easier to state: where negative phrases
do nd express negation (the asorption aceurt) or where negative phrases do
expressnegation (the incorporation acwurt). ldedly eat acourt would seek to
eliminate @ much o the stipulatory nature of its rule a possble by reducing its
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effedsto ather, knovn phenomena. One way of doing thisisto propcse that the
dupicity of the negative agument expressonsin If isareflex of asimple lexicd
ambiguity: that they are anbiguows between negative quantifiers and regative
podarity items, which are known items of limited dstribution. This idea has
much to recmmend it and we will pursue in the rest of this paper an ideawhich
exploits this means of restricting the nonregative If correlates of surfacenegative
phrases. Let us first consider the principles which gowern the distribution o
negative poarity items like anybody.

NPIs as ‘I ndefinites

In sentence (12), the italicized items are negative pdarity items (NPIs),
which must be licensed by the occurrence of an appropriate expresson d
negation. In (12), the negation marked on the infledional heal of the dause
courts as the license for these items.

(12 Mariadidn’t say anythingto anybody

Negative pdarity items have been traditionally considered to be
‘indefinites’, and | believe it is best to interpret this in the sense of Heim 1982.
An indefinite is an argument expresson which has descriptive ontent but no
inherent quantificaional or referential force It composes with ather expressons
to yield parameterized meanings. These parameters are grounced, typicdly by
existential binding, at some paint in the interpretation. According to Heim’s
origina propacsal, these parameters must be grounded whenever they fall in the
restriction a nuclea scope of an operator, a cdegory into which negation shoud
clealy fal. The operator that triggers the anchoring a binding d an indefinite |
will cdl theroof of the indefinite.

Negative pdarity items like any and eve can be treaed as indefinites
which are subjed to twin licensing requirements, one which hdds of logicd form
and ore which hdds of surfacestructure. Thelogicd form condtionis that they
must be roofed (and are hence never diredly referential) and that their roof in If
must be an appropriately negative operator. | will temporarily pass over the
question d how to charaderize the notion ‘appropriately negative’ and whether
negative padarity items differ from ead aher in what property they require of
their licenses and roofs and concentrate on the existence of the other condtion,
the surfacestructure licensing requirement. This requirement isill ustrated by the
ill -formednessof (13), where anegative-pdarity item appeasin subjed position.

6Sometimes the roof of an indefinite is also its binder, but in the cases that we will be
interested in, it istypicdly nat.
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(13 * Anybody didn’t say anything to anybody

Despite plausible aguments that clausal negation can take the subjed
pasitionin its cope, it canna license negative padarity items there. What is true
of well-licensed pdarity items (at least in single dause sentences) is that they are
always c-commanded by a licensing expresson in surfacestructure. Note that a
non-NPI indefinite which daes not have any s-structure licensing requirement can
occur in the same position and ke roofed by regation:

(14 A train ddn't arrive for four hous.

The existence of this sstructure ccommand requirement for licensing (and
its locdity) plays an important role in Progovac (1988, which explores the
paradlels between the pdarity item licensing system and hkindingtheoretic
acourts of the distribution o pronours and anaphas. Returning to the
interpretation d (12), we can seethat both the NPIs are licensed in s-structure by
the ccommanding didn't and that (13) can be interpreted oy based upona
logicd form in which the NPI indefinites are roofed (and existentially closed) by
the negation operator expressed by didn't .

Amongthe things which recommend the view of NPIs as indefinites is that
it explains what Linebarger (1980 cdled the immediate scope constraint. She
pointed ou that simply requiring that NPIs be in the scope of some negation in
logicd form was too liberal a license: if some logicd operator intervenes
between the negation and the padarity item, the item will not be licensed. This
can beill ustrated by considering the sentence (15).

(15a Meg ddn't read every bookto a student.
b. —(Ox:bookx)) (Oy:student(y)) [read (Meg, X, Y]

| think that it is easy to construe this sntence with the interpretation gven
by the formula (15b): Not every book gd read. If the NP a student is interpreted
as an indefinite, then it may be roofed by the universal quantificational NP,
which in turn fall s in the scope of the negation. The other five logicadly passble
construals are less accessble for various reasons, bu what is relevant is that
(15b is a possble mnstrual. However if we substitute a negative pdarity
indefinite for a student, asin (16), this construal disappeas.

(16) Meg ddn't read every bookto any student.

A construal of (16) paralle to (15b) isruled ou by Linebarger's Immediate
Scope Constraint, which stipulates that no operator can intervene between the
license andthe item. On the view adopted here, it foll ows automaticdly from the
treament of these items as indefinites because the If condtion for the NPI is not
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met on such a @nstrual: thoughthe NPI indefinite is in the scope of alicensing
operator, it isnaot roofed byit.”

From this brief examination d negative pdarity items | will take three
points:. the plausibility of analyzing regative pdarity items as indefinites; the
fad that a language may provide arange of items which are ‘indefinite’, bu
subjed to dffering licensing condtions; and that in the cae of NPIs, the
licensing invalves bath arequirement onlogica form and ore on s-structure.

Reducing Concordant Termsto NPIs

We anbarked onthe discusson d negative pdarity items as a prelude to
reducing the distribution d the non-negative @rresponcents of negative termsin
If to the theory of NPIs. The hope is that the theory of NPI licensing can
eliminate the neal for a speda absorption a incorporation rule & part of the
determination d If.

Asaiming that negative terms are systematicadly ambiguows between
expressons of negation and NPI indefinites, ore interpretation d a NC clause
like (2) would be exadly that sketched for (12), with the NPI version d nobod/
substituted for anybody and with didn't as the s-structure license and If roof for
the indefinites. In any well-formed NC structure, there will always be one
negative phrase which c-commands al the others in s-structure. In a dause like
(1), the subjed phrase will not be interpretable a a NPI, as it would na be
licensed in s-structure; it must be interpreted as an expresor of negation.

The atempted reduction d the distribution d the asorption/incorporation
analysis to an ambiguity between negative quantifiers and NPIs has this to
recoommend it: half of the adion d the dsorption a incorporation rule will
follow automaticdly: the NPI terms will aways be s-structure licensed and If
roofed by an expresor of negation. However asit stands, it falls dort in severa
way's as compl ete theory of negative cncord.

One oncern isthat the dassof licensing operators for NPIs like anybody is
systematicdly broader than the dass of licenses for negative ancord terms.
While awide range of expressons with monaonicdly deaeasing bu not anti-
additive interpretations license anybody, only ‘n-negations’ license the concord
terms. However it is likely that podarity items in a language differ from ead
other in their ‘strength’, that is, in which requirements they impose on their roafs.
That is, while some pdarity items are happy to be roofed by monaone
deaeasing operators, cthers require anti-additive roofs. It could be that the
diff erence between concordant terms and aher NPIs in the language fall s within

71t follows asuuming that in these cases the indefinites canna be asdgned scope higher
than the dause in which they occur. An analysis in terms of indefinites also cleans up the
problem of licensing multiple NPIs which complicaes a structural formalizaion o the
constraint.

11
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this normal range of variation. So let us assume that a semantic charaderizaion
of the property of negative ancord licenses can be given and proceed, nding that
there ae differences between the licensing d NPIsin concord relations and aher
NPIs.

Closer examination d the mnsequences of the proposal will stretch ou
notion d NPI in ancther way: in some languages the negative phrases associated
with the head of the dause must be viewed as concordant terms and allowed an
NPI interpretation. The English daled in which (178) and (17b) are synonymous
(or languages like Catalan, cf. (18)) commit us to seeng didn't (or, respedively,
no) as not expressng regation.

(17 a. Nobodysaid nahing
b. Nobody ddn't say nathing

(18)a. Ningu havist en Joan. Nobody tas e John.
b. Ningunohavist en Joan. Nobody tas sen John.

This is because, the English daedsin which (17b) is negative cmncord do
not alow an any type NPI in subjed paosition (Cf. Labov 1972. We aeled to
the conclusion that in such sentences, didn't or no does not express negation.
The sense in which it is meaningful to cdl nat or no a negative padarity item
remains to be explored, bu the need to be ale to rob these gparent archetypal
expresors of negation d their ability to doso seansclea.s

Having nded these two pants, we turn to more serious concerns. If we
asume that negative terms are systematicdly ambiguous between expressors of
negation and NPIs, the difference between a negative wncord languege and a
nonnegative cncord language is a pattern o lexicd ambiguity. A languege
which dces not alow NC is presumably one which does not allow NP
interpretations for any o its negative phrases. Since lexicd ambiguity is
generally seen as an item-by-item affair, this suggests that we might find NC
languages with a mix of NC properties for its items, e.g. nobod/ participates in
NC but nothing doesn't. Neve does participate in concord, but nothing and
nobody dorit. Asfar as| know, there ae nat any such languages.®

There ae two more points on which ou attempted reduction must be
strengthened. Firgt, it contains nothing to bock the inference that there is no
such thing as a purely NC language, i.e. on which does not also alow
interpretations of these dauses as expressng multiple negations. The
absorptionvincorporation rule enforces a complementary distribution on the If

8The analysis which | propase below will not eliminate the need to consider these items as
non-expresors of negation in these languages.

9There ARE variations, but these trea al the simple agument expressons as one dass
opposed (sometimes) to syntadicdly complex argument expressons, and the nonargument,
INFL associated items.
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corresponcents of negative terms. The theory of negative paarity items restricts
the distribution d the NPIs but does nathing to restrict the distribution o the
negative expressors (beyondrequiring that there be one if there ae any NPIs). In
a language which is drictly negative concord, something must be alded to
restrict the distribution d the negative quantifiers. Otherwise every sentence
which contains multiple negative phrases shoud have both a doude negation
(DN) and a NC construal. One possble readion would be to classfy all of the
negative expresors as grong ‘affirmative paarity items. However doing so
aggravates further the concern that the locus of difference between NC and DN
languages is a pattern of item-by-item stipulations in the lexicon and it does
nathingto correlate the presence of NC with the dsenceof a DN realing.

Structural Condition on the Expresson of Negation

Finaly, | think that there is a failure of explanation d the syntadic
constraints on NC. The analysis as it stands gives no reason to think that the
passhility of NC construal would have syntadic restrictions on it apart from the
requirement that NPI concordant terms would all be ccommanded by a negative-
expressng term. That is, paralel to negative pdarity licensing like (19a), we
would exped (19b) to have anegative concord reading.

(199 a.  Shegave nothing to anyone
b. Shegave nothing to nobod,.
c. Shedidn’t give nothingto nobod;.

But in fad (19b) is not well-formed in NC English and structuraly paral e
cases are gparently never well-formed in a strict NC language. What (19b)
shoud mean must be expressd by a structure like (19c), where the expresor of
negation is associated with the head of the dause. In a NC language, it is
impassble to express the negation orly in the VP. This is charaderized by
Zanuttini (1991, 153 asthe constraint in (20):

(20 Constraint onthe asggnment of sentential scope to negation: Negation
can take sentential scope only if at s-structure it isin apaosition from
which it c-commands bath the Tense Phrase and the Agreanent Phrase.

A quick survey of some negative @ncord languages will ill ustrate this
clam. The sentencesin (21) from Italian exemplify NC clauses. (21a) and (21b)
show that any number of argument expressons in the VP can be concordant with
the negative adverb non (21c) and (21d) show that nessunoin subjed paosition
can express negation and have agument negations concordant with it.  (21e)
shows that postverbal subjeds can be oncordant with non The ondtion d
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interest here iswhat is resporsible for the ungammaticdity of (21f) and (219), in
which the only expressons of negation are in the VP.10

(2)a. Mario nonhavisto nessuno Mario has en noore.
b. Mario nonhaparlato d niente con nessuno. Mario hasn’'t spoken with
anyore @ou anything.

c. Nesanohavisto Mario. Nobody las sen Mario.

d. Nesaunohaparlato con nesauino Noore has poken with
anyore.

e.  Nonhatelefonato nesuno. Nobodytelephored.

f. *Mario havisto nesauno

g. *Hatelefonato nesuna. Nobodytelephored.

i

*Nessunononhavisto Mario.

As the data in (224) and (22b) indicéae, the fads for Spanish are parallel.
Nadieinthe VP isnat sufficient to negate the dause.

(22a.  *(No) vimosanadie. Wedidn't see ayore
.b *(No) comi6 nadie. No ore ae.
.c Nadie (*no) comiod. No ore de.

Among the various English NC dialeds, two can be distingushed by the
data in (23). The pattern of NC in column A is exadly pardléel to the Spanish
and Itaian cases. The ungammaticdity of (23d) would explained by the
requirement that the expresson d negation must be high enoughin the dause
structure to c-command the heal of the dause.11

10Alessandro Zucchi reported in comments after the SALT presentation that his native
dided of Itaian seaned to depart from the standard Italian judgements expressed here in
alowing sentences like (f) and (g), in effed counterexemplifying the daim made here. The
guestion d whether such alanguage can be described within the system outlined below without
reducing its empiricd claims to vaauity remains open at this point and a question for further
investigation.

1Y am assuming that these sentences shoud court as ungammaticd in these dialeds,
thoughthe judgement from native speakers that one is likely to get in such cases is that it is
understood bu just ‘nat the norma way of saying it’. | assume that the fad that speekers of
these dialeds do nd rejed such sentences completely is due to the influence of the standard
dialed of English.
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(23 NC-A NC-B
a Nobodysaid nahing NC NC
b. Joan ddn't (never) say nathing NC NC
c. Joan rever said nahing NC NC
d. Joansad nahing * *
e. Nobody ddn't say nathing DN or * NC

Finally, the unggammaticdity of (24b) and (24d) shows that Catalan shows
the same property.

(249 a.  EnPerenohafetres. Peter has dore nothing.
b. *EnPerehafet res.
c. Nom'hatelefonat ningl Nobody las cdled me.
d. *M’hatelefonat ningl
e. EnPere*(no) rentamai elsplats Peter never washes the
dishes
f.  Ningua(no) havist en Joan. Nobody tas sen John.
g. EnPeremai (no) fares Peter never does anything.

Licensing the Expresson of Negation

So where ae we? | have surveyed the field of approadies to the
interpretation d NC. We have concluded that the solution to NC must be part of
the determination d logicd form in the general sense, and delimited two
approadhes. the asorption analysis, which asaumes that the basic meaning is
negative, and the incorporation analysis, which assumes that the basic meaningis
nonregative. Thisled to a cnsideration d whether the detail s of either approach
would follow from the propasal that the items were anbiguous between negative
guantifiers and regative pdarity items. Alongthe way, we noted that the theory
of pdarity licensing entails condtions which are met at s-structure and
condtions which are met at If. | faulted the anbiguity proposal on two main
points. that it did nahing to correlate the dsence of DN realings with the
presence of NC construals and it gave no reason to exped a structural condtion
onthe expresson d negation.

Now it is time to propose afinal acwmurt. Let us first remind ouselves
what we mean by an item expressng regation: that it be interpreted as afunction
which is anti-additive. Let us consider the sentences we have been analyzing
again and ask two questions. What is the evidencethat it is possble for negative
terms not to express negation? The mere existence of NC clauses offers that
evidence This was the ‘challenge’ to compositiona interpretation. Once these
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items are given interpretations which express negation, they shoud be ale to
express negation wherever they occur. Every negative concord clause with n
negative phrases must contain (n-1) occurrences of a negative phrase that does
not expressnegation.

Now, what evidence is there that these items can express negation?
Interestingly, | think that we find much less All we can find in a negative
concord language is, typicdly, that clauses containing these items are in fad
interpreted as negated, bu that is nat the same thing. In fad, the discusson
around(20) above shows that the presence of one of theseitemsin a dauseis nat
in faa sufficient condtion for the expresson d negation. If we find evidence
that individual instances of these items expressindependent negations within the
same dausal domain, that would count as evidence So DN languages are
presumably languages in which these terms do in fad expressnegation. But in a
NC language in which orly one of these expressons can expressnegation in a
particular clause, the way is open for propaosing that the negative phrases in fad
never express negation. In effed, we ould propase that they are univocdly
interpreted as NPI indefinites and that it is not necessary that any visible
formative of S-structure adually expressnegation 12

But if that is true, how does the negation get expressed and hav are these
paarity items licensed? Recdli ng the discusson abowve, we seethat we have two
separate questions to ask: what items in the sentence license them and what
operator in If roofs them?

The answer to the seand question must be: a negation operator, preferably
(anti-morphic) negation. But where does that operator come from? It need na
be part of a lexicd meaning. it may be wnstructional, in the sense that it is
asciated with some structural feaure not necessrily visible in the dause.
Oncewe redizethat, we ae freeto imagine that the negation operator can simply
be alded in at some point in the interpretation d a dause. But surely it canna be
added in ‘willy nilly’. Its ‘expresson’ must itself be licensed by something, and
the license for the expresson d negation can be these negative terms.

This unds like sophistry: in NC languages, nobod/ doesn't express
negation, bu it licenses the (constructional) expresson d negation. The
difference is a sophisticaed ore, bu | think a reasonable one to explore. To
make the proposal cleaer, | will work ou the outlines of two forms of the
anaysis. The first will be aGPSG-style phrase structure analysis with a very
conservative nation d If. The second will be amutation d that analysis into a
GB-style analysis. | think that the essence of the two analyses are the same, bu
the further syntadic consequences of the second are perhaps more daborate that
thase of the first.

12In this resped my propasal agrees with Laka (1990, whoc treas al these phrases as
NPIs. It will differ from her acourt in na requiring them to be s-structure licensed when they
are licensors of the expresson d negation.
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Interpreting NC structures. GPSG

Asaume that in the cdegory structures of a language there is a fedure
[neg], the morphosyntadic feaure inherently speafied for al negative phrases.
As with al feaures in GPSG, we must spedfy condtions which gowrn the
distribution o this feaure. Asaume that its projedion is governed by the Head
Feaure Convention d GKPS (Gazdar et al (1985), so that its occurrence on a
lexicd heal guarantees its occurrence on every projedion d that head. Assume
further that it is a semanticdly padent feaure (GKPS 224); that is, it playsarole
in the interpretation d a structure. When the feaure [neg] occurs on clausal
nodes, it will trigger the gplicaion d a propaositiona negation operator to the
propaositional interpretation d the dause otherwise determined by the
compasition pinciples. By our definition then, it is the feaure [neg] which
expresses negation, nd the lexicd caegory which introducesit.

It follows from these asumptions that any clause whase head beas the
feaure [neg] will be interpreted as negated. This handes examples like (25), bu
does nat yet handle the negation in structures like (26) and (27).

(25) John ddn't spe&k.

VP
+subj
+fin
AGR]]
neg
DP VP
-subj
John +fin
AGRY]]
ne
/K
\Y
-subj YsF:lbj
+fin fin
AGR]]
neg
didn’t speak
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(26) Nobodyspoke.

VP
+subj
+fin
AGR[]
neg
DP VP
neg -subj
/ +fin
Nobody AGR[]
nleg
\%
-subj
+fin
AGR][]
neg
spoke
(27) John rever spoke.
VP
+subj
+fin
AGR][]
neg
DP VP
-subj
John +fin
AGR]|
neg
ADV —pp VP
neg -subj
+fin
never AGR]]
neg
spoke

To get the right result for these caes, we must assume that [neg] is aso
affeded bythe principle (28), akin to the Control-Agreanent Principle.13

13The faa that a mother node will i nherit the feaure from a head daughter or a nonhead
daughter might suggest that [neg] adslike aFoot Feaure. This passhility might be exploited in
cases where it can be inherited from complement daughters as well, but for the languages
considered here, thiswould na be the right result, as it would na provide away of blocking the
negation o the dause in John talked to nobog. Given that [neg] is a head fedure, it is
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(28) A caegory inherits the feaure [neg] from a spedfier sister or an
adjoined sister.

Augmented by this principle, we have an acourt of the expresson d
negation in languages like the B dialed of NC English and Catalan.14 Asauming
that al the negative agument expressons are univocdly indefinites which are
strongNPIs, i.e. must be roofed in If by a negation operator, we have an acourt
of the pattern of negative mncord. The semantic licensing requirement on
nobod/ and neve will be met becaise these indefinites will be roofed by the
negation operator introduced at the dause level by [neg].1> This aso gves an
acourt of theungammaticdity in these caes of sentences like (29):

(29 Johntalked to nobody.

The [neg] feaure introduced by nobod/ will not be ale to license the
expresson d the negation at the dausal level, and so qua NPI will not be
properly roofed in the interpretation d the dause, rendering the sentence ill -
formed.

It remains to ask what s-structure licensing condtions these [neg] NPIs
have. It appeas that either they differ from any items in having nos-structure
licensing condtion, a that they are self-licensing. | do nd know if there is any
empiricd way to dstinguish these two pasitions, bu it is clea from (30) that the
items which bea [neg] must court as sstructure licenses for the other NPIs.16

(30 Nobodyever |eft.

This analysis then resolves the questions raised above &ou the
interpretation d NC in the following way. Why do clauses which show NC

predicted to appea on the head of the dause as well. | have naot followed ou the consequences
of this datement sufficiently to be sure that no urtoward consequences of this result.

14These ae the languages in which the [neg] element asciated with the head of the
clause may be concordant with a negative subjed or precealing adverbial. | believe that the best
acournt of the difference between NC English-A and NC English-B and hbetween Italian and
Catalan would involve a ondtion in the first language of ead pair on the head-asciated
negation which requires that it not be ccommanded by ancther [neg] constituent in s-structure.
However | will not pursue this point here.

15The faa that items like nessuno in Italian can be licensed in pdar interrogative
complements though nobod/ in NC English canna be is on this view a result of differing
constraints on the operators which may roof these indefinites.

16This represents a departure from the theory of Ladusaw 1979 in which the property of
being alicense is defined ony in terms of the interpretation d the item. If what is proposed here
is astainable, then these [neg] phrases are a d¢ass whose licensehood is defined
morphosyntadicaly rather than semanticdly.
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expressonly one negation even thoughthey may contain multi ple occurrences of
[neg] phrases? Because there is only one node & which the fedure is
semanticdly paent.l” Neither absorption na incorporation are needed since the
various argument terms srve only to license the expresson d negation at the
clausal node; they do na express negation dredly. What is the basis for (20),
Zanuttini’s gructural generadizaion abou the expresson d negation? These ae
the only pasitions in the structure from which the dause noce is accessble by the
asumed feaure distribution principle (28). To the extent that (28) is dipulative,
we might look for a way of reducing it to ather known principles of fedaure
distribution. But the dfed of (28) is to license the instantiation d the feaure
[neg] onthe head of the dause.

A GB-esque Acoount

The outlines on the syntadic side of a GB-esque version d the propasal can
be derived from the discusson above by asauming that the feaures [neg], [fin],
and [AGR], which in the GPSG acount are part of a singe dause-spine
projedion, are given independent projedions as functional caegories and that
other principles and stipulations insure that the verb will move into the heal
pasition d some of these projedions. Unfolded in thisway, the treesin (25)-(27)
bewmme those in (31)-(33), ignaing the movement of the subjed DP.

(31)

NegP

17The restriction to clausal nodes here is for ill ustrative purposes only. It is likely that
there ae other nodes at which the fedure shoud be semanticdly patent. One view of the
difference between NC languages and norNC languages is that the latter may have DP as a
domain in which the feaure is patent, deriving the interpretation o nobod; as the generalized
quantifier which expresses negation.
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(32
NegP
DP Neg'
/\
Nobody  Neg TnsP
? /\
ns AGRP
spoke /\
AGR VP
¢ |
\Y
t
(33
NegP
DP Neg'
/\
JOhn ADV Neg'
never peg Thep
2 /\
ns AGRP
spoke N
AGR VP
¢ |
\Y

Clauses will either be projedions of Tense® or Negl. Semanticdly, the
composition rules for LF will contribute the negation operator to the
interpretation structures rooted in NegP, bu nat to those rooted in TnsP.18 The
derivation d LFs from these s-structures would presumably involve the
adjunction d the various negative agument expressons to NegP or TnsP.
Interpreted as indefinites, they shoud be roofed by the negation operator which
appliesto the (maximal) NegP in the interpretation d LF.

18| redizethat the relative positioning o the various functional projedions is a matter of
debate and do no enter into that debate here. | also take no stand onwhether the verb in (32) and
(33) shoud moveinto Neg or not.
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As Ketched here, the acournt assumes that (32) and (33) are NegPs, though
there is no formative in the dause which necessarily serves as heal, asthereisin
(31). These mrrespondto cases in the phrase structure acourt in which the
distribution d the feaure [neg] was passed to the dause projedion ua the
principle in (28). In this acourt, we may ask what licenses the projedion d
Neg, the ?in (32) and (33).

One gproach to the question is a ‘Neg Criterion’, as discussd in
Haeggeman and Zanuttini, which makes use of Spedfier-Heal agreement. This
covers half of the caes covered by (28), acourting for (32). But it is not
immediately obvious how it extends to the cae of (33), where the averb is
presumably nat in a spedfier position.

Ancther approach, which | will adopt here, isto seeNeg® as akind o NPI.
But lest our notion d NPI get stretched too thin, let usimmediately note that all
we wish to assuume is that NegO is like an NPI in being subjed to a surface
structure licensing condti on which mentions the feaure [neg]. In (32) and (33),
NegC is properly licensed by keing c-commanded by a negative phrase. In (31),
it is lf-licensed.

Conclusions

| have atempted to cover a wide territory in this discusson, cruising at a
level of abstradionwhich | hopeisnat too highto seethat there ae some results
here.

Basic asumptions abou how syntadic analyses are to be given semantic
interpretations focus the dtention d the analyst of negative ancord on the
principles which determine If in the general sense. We have surveyed a number
of approaches to constraining the mapping ketween s-structure and If to acount
for negative ancord, and proposed that the acount which makes the least novel
stipulation abou NC would be one in which concordant terms are interpreted as
indefinites and the expresson d negation is dore dstradly, na by assgning
argument phrases interpretations which expressnegation.

The theory of negative concord and the licensing d NPIs require dtention
to bah structural condtions sitisfied at s-structure and semantic condtions
satisfied at If. The former guaranteethat a expresson d negationislicensed at a
fairly superior position in a dause. The latter guarantee that the phrases which
are interpreted as indefinites can be conventionally particular abou the semantic
properties of their roofs. The ideathat ead language can chocse among the
range of options dill leaves a wide aea of ‘wiggle-room’ for systems of
negation.

However given the variation in the syntadic requirements on regative
phrases in various languages, it seams best for the time being to leave the
semantic side of the theory genera, consisting orly of the theory of indefinites
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and their roofs, while detailed acournts of both the structures of individua
languages andtheir semantic interpretations are worked ou.

References

Gazdar, Gerad, Ewan Klein, Geoffrey K. Pullum, and Ivan A. Sag. 1985.
Generalized Phrase Sructure Grammar. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press

Haeggeman, Liliane and Raffadla Zanuttini. 1990. Negative Concord in West
Flemish. University of Geneva, MS.

Heim, Irene. 1982. The semantics of definite and indefinite Noun Phrases.
Ph.D. Disrtation, University of Massadhusetts) Amherst.

Higginbaham, James and Robert May. 1981. Questions, quantifiers, and
crossng. ThelLingustic ReMew 1. 4%79.

Klima, Edward. 1964.Negationin English. J. A. Foda and J. J. Katz, eds. The
structure of languag. EnglewoodCliffs, NJ:. Prentice-Hall.

Labov, William. 1972. Negative dtradion and regative mwncord. Languagg 48,
773-818.

Ladusaw, William A. 1979. Polarity sensitivity as inherent scope relations. Ph.
D. dissrtation, The University of Texas at Austin.

Laka, I. 1990. Negation in syntax: On the nature of functiond categories and
projedions. PhD. dissertation, MIT.

Linebarger, Marcia. 1980. The grammar of negative pdarity. Ph. D.
dissertation, MIT.

Progovag Ljilijana. 1988. A binding appoach to pdarity sensitivity. PhD
dissertation, University of Southern California

Rizz, Luigi. 1982. Negation, WH-Movement and the null subjed parameter.
Isauesin Italian §ntax. Dordrecht: Foris Publicaions. 117184.

Zanuttini, Raffadla. 1988. Two strategies for negation. evidence from
Romance Proceelings of the fifth ESCOL.

Zanuttini, Raffadla.  1991. Syntactic Properties of Sentential Negation. A
Comparative Sudy of Romance Languags. University of Pennsylvania,
Ph.D. Dissrtation.

Zwarts, Frans. ms. Four faces of negation. UCLA and Groningen University.

To appea in:

Barker, Chris, and David Dowty, eds. 1992. Procealings of Second Conference
on Smantics and Lingustic Theory. Ohio State University Working
Papersin Lingustics, val. 40. Columbus: The Ohio State University.

23



Expressng Negation

March 7, 2001

Cowell College

UCSC

Santa Cruz, CA 95064

ladusaw@li ng.ucsc.edu



