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Abstract

Wewill provideananalysisof negative concordin sententialnegationin
threelanguages,French,PolishandGerman.The focusof the paperis (1)
the typologicalvariationwith respectto the realizationof negative concord
in the threelanguagesunderinvestigation and (2) the treatmentof lexical
exceptionswithin thedifferenttypologicalclasses.Wewill proposeauni�ed
theoryof negative concordwhich identi�es acommoncoresystemandadds
language-speci�cconstraintswhichcanhandletypologicalvariationbetween
languagesandlexical exceptionswithin agivenlanguage.

1 Intr oduction

Negative concord(NC) canbeexploredfrom two perspectives:Eitherthegeneral
patternof negation is investigatedfrom a typologicalperspective or the negation
systemof a particularlanguageis presentedin considerabledetail. In this study
we attemptto combinethesetwo approachesandproposea ®ne-grainedanalysis
including idiosyncraticexceptionsembeddedin a typologicalperspective. A key
insightfor our analysisis theobservationthat languageswhich arepredominantly
NC languagesoften containlexical exceptionsto this tendency, i.e. wordswhich
do not enterinto a concordrelationship. Similarly, languagesin which multiple
negative expressionsare obligatorily interpretedas separatenegative quanti®ers
(:9 ) maycontainwordswhich prefera negative concordinterpretation.We con-
siderit animportantfeatureor our theorythatit is formulatedin asurface-oriented
framework withoutabstractsyntacticnodesor invisiblecategorieswhichdrive the
semanticinterpretation.

We will presenta grammararchitecturefor expressingthedifferencebetween
optional,obligatoryandimpossibleNC asa consequenceof differentrealizations
of cross-linguisticpropertiesof language.Our typological approach,illustrated
herewith data from French,Polish and German,aims at modelingNC across
languagesasa consequenceof differentbasicprinciplesof the semanticcombi-
natorics,of language-speci®cconstraints,andof idiosyncraticlexical properties.
This lexicalist view will be supportedwith lexical items in languageswith pre-
dominantlyobligatoryconcordor predominantlyimpossibleconcordwhich break
thegeneralpatternandcanonly bedescribedaslexicalizedexceptions.This will
leadto a theorywhich is preparedto accommodateexceptionswithout imposing
mutually inconsistentconstraints.We will arguethat the basicprinciplesshould
beexpressedin termsof agreementrequirementsandthelexical idiosyncrasiesas
collocationalrestrictions.

yWethankOlivier Bonami,GillesBoyé,andDanièleGodardfor commentsandcreativesugges-
tionsonFrench,BeataTrawińskiandAdamPrzepiórkowski for helpwith Polish,andGarrettHubing
for proofreadingthemanuscript.



2 French,Polish and German

In this sectionwe give a brief overview of thedistribution of n-wordsandsenten-
tial negationmarkersaswell astheir interactionin producingsententialnegation
in ®nite sentencesin French,PolishandGerman. Although sententialnegation
in FrenchandGermanwill (in accordancewith the literature)be identi®edasbe-
longing to differenttypologicalsystems,we will thenproceedto show that there
areexceptionalexpressionsin both languageswith apparentlyidenticalsyntactic
distributionandsemanticbehavior.

2.1 CoreData

Negationin French,whichis astandardexampleof anNC language,hasbeenstud-
ied thoroughly(Gaatone, 1971; Cristea, 1971; Muller, 1991; GrevisseandGoosse,
1993). It is famousfor thepeculiarbehavior of thelexical elementsthatareasso-
ciatedwith negation. Themostprominentonesarethepre-verbalnegationparti-
cle ne, thenegative adverbpas, andso-calledn-wordssuchaspersonne(nobody)
andrien (nothing). We will follow the syntacticanalysisof Frenchnegation as
proposedin Kim (1996). As in Rowlett (1998) we supposethat the pre-verbal
negation particlene doesnot carry semanticnegation in any registerof modern
EuropeanFrench,but thenegative adverbpasalwaysdoes.1 On thebasisof these
two assumptions,we investigatethedistributionalpropertiesof n-words.N-words
canexpresssententialnegation (1-a). In combinationwith othern-wordsa single
negationreading(SN) is possible(1-b). With aclause-matenegativemarker (NM)
pas, n-wordstriggeraDN reading(1-c).2

(1) a. Jean
Jean

n'a
NE has

parlé
talked

à
to

personne.
nobody

[SN]

`Jeanhasn't talkedto anyone.'
b. Personne

nobody
n'a
NE has

rien
nothing

dit.
said

[SN,DN]

`Nobodysaidanything.' [SN] or: `Nobodysaidnothing.' [DN]
c. Personne

nobody
n'est
NE is

pas
not

venu.
come

[DN]

`Nobodydid not come.'

1Thenegative adverbpasoccursin comparativesasin (i). Wilmet (1997) usesthis observation
to arguethatcomparativesare,to acertainextent,negative.

(i) a. Il
it

faut
needs

avoir
have

l'esprit
thespirit

plus
more

libre
free

que
than

je
I

ne
NE

l'ai
it have

pas.
NM

`Onemusthavea freerspirit thanI do.' (Racine,afterWilmet 1997,p. 513)
b. Il

he
est
is

plus
more

instruit
instructed

que
than

je
I

suis
am

pas.
NM

`He is betterinstructedthanI am.' (Sturm, 1981, p. 24)

2Non-Europeanvarietiesof Frenchshow singlenegation readingsfor sentencessuchas (1-c).
SeeSections5.2.1and6 for amoredetaileddiscussion.



To summarizethebasicfactsof French,n-wordsdisplayoptionalNC, but the
negativemarkerpasdoesnotparticipatein NC.

Negation in Polish representsa secondtypological class.3 The examplesin
(2) show thatsententialnegationin Polishtypically requiresa pre-verbalnegative
markernie (Kupść, 2000, ta; Kupść andPrzepiórkowski, 2002). N-wordsmustco-
occurwith thenegativemarker, andonly asinglenegationreadingis possible(2-b).

(2) a. Janek
Janek

*(nie)
(NM)

pomaga
helps

nikomu.
nobody

[SN]

`Janekdoesn't helpanybody.'
b. Nikt

nobody
*(nie)
(NM)

pomaga
helps

ojcu.
father

[SN]

`Nobodyhelpshis father.'

More thanonen-word canoccurin thesameclause(3). In thesecases,again,
only asinglenegationreadingis available.

(3) a. Nic
nothing.GEN

nikomu
nobody.DAT

*(nie)
(NM)

powiedzia�em.
I-told

[SN]

`I didn't tell anybodyanything.'
b. Nikt

nobody
nigdy
never

nikogo
nobody.GEN

niczym
with nothing

*(nie)
(NM)

uszcz�eśliwi�.
madehappy

[SN]

`Nobodyhasevermadeanybodyhappy with anything.'

Theobligatorinessof theNM in Polishmakesit dif®cult to distinguishn-words
from negative polarity items (NPI). NPIsareexpressionsthatcannotoccurin af-
®rmative statements.Many languageshave a group of inde®niteNPIs, suchas
Englishanythingor a word. B�aszczak(1999) arguesfor ananalysisof Polishn-
wordsasNPIs. RichterandSailer(2004a) provide counter-argumentsin favor of
the inherentnegativity of Polishn-words. In particular, in non-verbalprojections,
n-wordscanexpressnegation, whereasuncontroversialcorrespondingNPIs can-
not. The examplesin (4) show that the NPI s�owo(a word) is ungrammaticalif
thereis no (potentiallyelided)licensingnegationin shortanswers,whereasthen-
word �zaden(no) canoccurwithoutsuchlicensing,(5). Thegenitiveof negationin
(4) mayprovideevidencefor thepresenceof anelidedverbalnegation;accusative
caseexcludesthisasastraightforwardoption.

(4) Powiedzia�
hesaid

cós?
something

*S�owo./
Word.ACC/

S�owa./
Word.GEN/

S�owa
Word.GEN

nie
NM

powiedzia�.
hesaid

`Did hesaysomething/anything? Not evena word./He did not sayevena
word.'

(5) Ile
How many

przeczyta�és
you read

ksi �a�zek?
books?

�Zadn �a./
None.ACC./

�Zadnej.
None.GEN.

`How many bookshaveyou read?None'

3SeeRichterandSailer(2004a,b) for an in-depthdiscussionof the Polishdataanda review of
therelevantliterature.



In Germanthenegationparticlenicht andn-words(niemand(no one)) always
expressnegationandnever enteranNC relation. Thedatain (6) aresyntactically
parallelto thosein (1).

(6) a. Hans
Hans

sprach
talked

mit
with

niemandem.
noone

[SN]

b. Niemand
noone

sprach
talked

mit
with

niemandem.
noone

[DN]

c. Niemand
noone

kam
came

nicht.
not

[DN]

`No onedidn't come.'

Thesedatashow thatn-wordsin GermandonotenterNC.Thenegativemarker
nicht neednotbepresentanddoesnotenterinto NC.

Sofarwehaveconsideredthenegationsystemsof threetypesof languages.In
all threelanguages,n-wordsmustbeconsideredasinherentlynegative. Nonethe-
lessthe interpretationof sentenceswith n-wordsand the possibility of their co-
occurrencewith othern-wordsandwith thenegativemarkerdiffer. Onthebasisof
theinterpretationof clauseswith morethanonen-word,wecall Frenchanoptional
NC language, PolishanobligatoryNC language, andGermana no-NClanguage.
Giannakidou(2005) givesa typologicallyorientedoverview over NC. According
to her, optionalNC is attestedin Romancelanguages(Italian,Catalan),obligatory
NC is foundin theSlavic languages,but alsoin Greek,Hungarian,Rumanianand
Japanese.EnglishandDutch areno-NC languages— at leastin their standard
variety.

2.2 Exceptionsin Frenchand German

In additionto thecoredataof theprevioussection,bothFrenchandGermanhavea
numberof exceptionaln-words.4 Frenchmotexpressesnegation(7-a). In contrast
to personnea DN readingis not possiblein combinationwith n-words(7-b) and
the combinationwith pas is ungrammatical(7-c).5 Surprisinglythe Germann-
wordDreck behavesin exactly thesameway in (8-a)and(8-b).6

(7) a. Jean
Jean

n'a
NE has

dit
said

mot.
word

[SN]

`Jeansaidnothing.'
b. Personne

nobody
n'a
NE has

dit
said

mot.
word

[SN]

`Nobodysaidanything.'

4Wehavenotbeenableto ®nd exceptionaln-wordsin Polishsofar.
5As pointedout to usby Olivier BonamiandGilles Boyé, for many speakers(7-a) is not gram-

matical,whereasthe other two sentencesin (7) are. For thesespeakersmot is an NPI, similar to
Englisha word or Polishs�owo(a word) in (4).

6SomeGermanspeakersreject(8-c), whichwe®nd fully grammatical.



c. *Il
he

ne
NE

dit
says

pas
not

mot.
word

(8) a. Das
this

geht
concerns

dich
you

einen
a

Dreck
dirt

an.
PART

[SN]

`This is noneof yourbusiness.'
b. Das

this
geht
concerns

niemanden
noone

einen
a

Dreck
dirt

an.
PART

[SN]

`This is noone'sbusiness.'
c. Das

this
geht
concerns

dich
you

keinen
no

Dreck
dirt

an.
PART

[SN]

`This is noneof yourbusiness.'

Noticethatwhile motandDreck behave like n-wordswith respectto thetruth
conditionsof the respective sentences,they areseverelyconstrainedwith respect
to the verbsthey can combinewith. In Frenchthe original lexical meaningof
specializedn-wordssuchasmot is an importantfactor: mot (literally: word) can
only combinewith verbsof saying.

(9) a. Jean
Jean

n'a
NE has

dit
said

rien
nothing

du tout/
atall/

mot.
word

b. Jean
Jean

n'a
NE has

acheté
bought

rien
nothing

du tout/
atall/

*mot.
word

Similarly, GermanDreck only combineswith a restrictednumberof verbs,
verbsof intellectualconcernsuchaskümmern, scheren(bothmeaningcareor con-
cern), or interessieren(interest).

(10) a. Das
this

schert/
concerns/

interessiert
interests

mich
me

einen
a

Dreck/
dirt/

garnicht.
notatall

`I don't careaboutthisatall.'
b. Das

this
gefällt
pleases

mir
me

*einen
a

Dreck/
dirt/

garnicht.
notatall

`I don't like thisatall.'

3 Precursorsand Theoretical Prerequisites

3.1 NC with Truth Conditional Semanticsin HPSG

Therearea numberof previous studieson NC in HPSGwhich link syntaxto a
truth conditionalsemanticanalysis.De Swart andSag(2002) provide an HPSG
analysisof NC in termsof the lexical retrieval of quanti®ers.Lexical retrieval is
combinedwith theoptionof formingapolyadicquanti®er, i.e.mergingasequence
of expressionsof theform :9 x i into a singlequanti®er:9 x1 : : : xn . A language-
speci®cparameterwill determinewhethersuchanabsorptionis possible.DeSwart
(2006) usesthis syntacticframework to provide anoptimality theoreticaccountof
the characteristicinterpretationstrategiesin a numberof languages.This theory



capturesthegeneralpatterns(NC/non-NC)of thelanguages,but it remainsunclear
how to incorporatelexical idiosyncrasieswhich contradictthegeneralpatternof a
languagein thisanalysis.

RichterandSailer(1999) discussa setof datasimilar to thosewe investigate
here.Their analysis,formulatedin termsof a traditionalTy2 semanticsusingthe
lambdacalculusandtypeshifting rulesfor thesemanticcombinatorics,focuseson
theidiosyncrasiesof theFrenchdataandmodelsall of Frenchnegationin termsof
a lexical ambiguityof n-wordsandidiosyncraticcollocationalrestrictionsfor each
readingof then-words.While thisapproachdescribesboththegeneralpatternand
the idiosyncraticdata,it fails to capturetypologicalgeneralizationsanda distinc-
tion betweenthegeneralcaseandexceptions.This distinctionis, however, clearly
presentin thedata.

RichterandSailer(2004a) presentananalysisof PolishasastrictNC language.
TheanalysisusesLexical ResourceSemantics(LRS) andexploits thepossibility
that two itemsmay contribute the samenegation to the logical form of a clause.
They enforcestrict NC by a language-speci®cprinciplesayingthat,in Polish,ev-
ery verbal projectionmay have at most one negation in its logical form. This
analysisaccountsfor oneparticulargeneralpatternof NC in a fairly elegantway.
However, it hasnotbeenshown how differentNC patternsrangingfrom obligatory
to impossibleconcordcanbeaccommodated.

3.2 Lexical ResourceSemantics

Following RichterandSailer2004a, our semanticinterpretationswill becouched
in termsof LRS. LRS crucially allows us to use(1) a semanticcombinatorics
differentfrom thelambdacalculus,(2) techniquesof scopeunderspeci®cation,(3)
identityconstraintsfor (piecesof) semanticrepresentations,and(4) expressionsof
Ty2 aslogical representations.

In LRSthesemanticinformationof asignisencodedin its L(OGICAL-)F(ORM)
value.Thevalueof thisattributecontainsthefollowing two attributes:7 PARTS lists
all subexpressionsthatarecontributedby asign.TheEX(TERNAL-)C(ONTENT) is
thelogical form of aphrase.ThecombinatoricprinciplesdeterminethatthePARTS

list of a phraseis the concatenationof the daughters'PARTS lists. Furthermore,
theEXC valueof anutteranceconsistsexactlyof theexpressionsontheutterance's
PARTS list.

3.3 A Collocation Module

RichterandSailer(1999) usea collocationmoduleto accountfor n-wordsin gen-
eral. Soehn(2006) modi®esthis modulein a theoryof idiomaticexpressionsand
integratesit with anLRS semantics.A signhasa list-valuedattributeCOLL. Col-
locationally restricteditems have a non-emptyCOLL value, which may contain

7LRSusessomemoreattributes,which,however, donotplaya role in thispaper.



variousbarrier objectsindicatingthesyntacticdomainin which their context re-
quirementsmustbesatis®ed.For our data,this will alwaysbe thesmallestcom-
pleteclausecontaininga givenlexical item. Barrierobjectshave severalattributes
which areusedto specify(local) syntacticor semanticpropertiesthat therelevant
barriermusthave,suchasLOC-LIC for its local valueandLF-LIC for propertiesof
its logical form.

4 Analysis I: The TypologicalPatterns

4.1 NC Universals

It hasbeenarguedin the literaturethat the conceptuallymostattractive analysis
of thedatais onewhich assumesa singlelexical entry for any givenn-word and
characterizestheir occurrencerestrictionsin termsof entailmentpropertiesof the
admissiblecontextsof then-word(seefor exampleGiannakidou(1997)). Thedata
abovepermita treatmentwith asinglelexical entryfor eachn-wordonly underthe
assumptionof negation agreement.Considersentenceswith the n-word mot but
without anothern-word. Thentheonly potentialovert sourceof a negation in the
clauseis then-wordmot. Negationmust,thus,bepartof its semanticcontribution,
which in turn mustbelicensedby thelexical entryof theword. Whenmotoccurs
togetherwith personne, wewoulderroneouslypredicttheabsenceof anSNreading
unlessweassumenegationagreement.Thesameobservationholdsfor theothern-
words.Clearlynegative instanceslike theexamples(1), (5) and(6-a)above force
us to assumethat negation is part of the semanticcontribution of n-words in all
threelanguagesunderconsideration.In (11)westatethecommonpropertiesof all
n-wordsconsideredin thepresentpaper.

(11) Schematiclexical descriptionof ann-word:8
2

6
6
4

PHON hpersonne/nikt/niemandi
SYNSEM NP

LF

�
EXC 1 9x(� ^ � )
PARTS hx; 1 ; human0(x); : 
 i

�

3

7
7
5

and human0(x) / (is acomponentof) �
and 1 is acomponentof 


Given the characteristicsof LRS mentionedin Section3.2, optionalnegation
agreementis availableasa basicoption of the semanticcombinatorics:Eachn-
word contributesnegation(: ), but n-wordscanagree,i.e. they maycontributethe
samesemanticnegationto anutterance.

Ourdiscussionof thecoredatahasrevealedthatthenegativemarkeralsocon-
tributesnegationin all threelanguages.In (12) therelevantsemanticcontribution
of theNM is sketched.Note thatsyntacticallytheNMs differ considerably:Ger-
mannicht is a simpleadverb, Polishnie is a verbalpre®x andFrenchpas is an

8Greeklettersin thedescriptionsreferto subtermswhich arenot speci®edin moredetail. Occa-
sionallywewrite � / � to indicatethattheTy2 expressiondescribedby � is asubterm(component)
of theTy2 expressiondescribedby � . PARTS listsaresomewhatsimpli®edthroughoutthispaper.



adverbto VP or acomplementof theverb(Kim andSag, 2002).

(12) Schematiclexical descriptionof anegativemarker:9
2

4
PHON hpas/nie/nichti
SYNSEM

�
LOC CAT HEAD MOD LOC CAT HEAD verb

�

LF
�

PARTS h: � i
�

3

5

Basedon thesesketchesof lexical entrieswecannow look at thethreecon®g-
urationsdiscussedin Section2.1: asentencewith only ann-word,asentencewith
ann-wordandanNM, andasentencewith two n-words.In all cases,wewill show
what the possibleinterpretationsare if we do not imposeany language-speci®c
constraints.In Section4.2 we will introducetheprincipleswhich will restrictthe
rangeof readingsto thosewhichareactuallyattestedin eachlanguage.

In (13-a)asentencewith onen-wordandnoNM is givenin thethreelanguages
underdiscussion.In (13-b)thesemanticcontributionsof thewordsin thesentence,
i.e. their PARTS lists arestated.

(13) a. (i) Jean
J.

n'a parlé
talked

à
with

personne.
nobody

(French)

(ii) *Janekrozmawia� z nikim . (Polish)
(iii) Hanssprachmit niemandem. (German)

b. Semanticcontributionsof thewords:
n-word:

�
PARTS hx; 9x(� ^ � ); human0(x); : 
 i

�

propername:
�

PARTS hji
�

verb:
�

PARTS htalk0(j; x)i
�

Due to the combinatoricprinciplesof LRS, the PARTS list of the sentences
in (13) containsexactly the elementsof all the PARTS lists of the words in the
sentence.Theresultinglist is indicatedin (14).

(14) PARTS list of thesentencesin (13):�
PARTS hx; 9x(� ^ � ); human0(x); : 
 ; j; talk0(j; x)i

�

We know that the logical form of thesentencesmustbecomposedof exactly the
expressionsin (14). However, the list doesnot explicitly encodethe relative em-
beddingof theseexpressions.For example,we do not know from looking at (14)
whetherhuman0(x) occursin therestrictoror in thescopeof theexistentialquanti-
®er, i.e.,whetherit is acomponentof � or � . This informationis partiallyspeci®ed
in thelexical entriesaswell asin thecombinatorialprinciplesof LRS. In (15) the
relevantrestrictionsareindicated,togetherwith their source.

9SincePolishnie is a verbalpre®x,(12) hasto be re-interpretedin this caseasdescribingthe
semanticcontribution of nie to Polishnegatedverbforms. The MOD featuredoesnot play a role in
Polish,exceptfor indicatingthatniemodi®esthesemanticsof verbsin morphology.



(15) Subtermconstraintson thesemanticcontributions:
human0(x) / � (lexical entryof then-word)
9x(: : :) / : 
 (lexical entryof then-word)
talk0(j; x) / � (syntacticcombinationof verb+ n-word)

Only thelogical form in (16) consistsexactly of theexpressionson thePARTS

list andat thesametimesatis®estheseconstraints.

(16) Potentialreading::9 x(human0(x) ^ talk0(j; x))

Thesecondtypeof sentencesthatwewantto discusscontainsonen-wordand
an NM. The examplesfor our threelanguagesaregiven in (17-a). In (17-b) the
lexical contribution of the NM is given. The contribution of the otherwords is
identicalto thatin (13-b)above.

(17) a. (i) Jean
J.

n'a
NE has

pas
NM

parlé
talked

à
with

personne.
nobody

(French)

(ii) Janeknie rozmawia� z nikim . (Polish)
(iii) Hanssprachmit niemandemnicht. (German)

b. Semanticcontributionsof thewords:
see(13-b)
n-marker:

�
PARTS h: � i

�

Collectingtheseexpressions,wearriveat thePARTS list in (18).

(18) PARTS list of thesentencesin (17):�
PARTS hx; 9x(� ^ � ); human0(x); : 
 ; : � ; j; talk0(j; x)i

�

In order to deducethe logical forms of the sentences,we have to consider
the subtermconstraintscontributed by the lexical entriesand imposedby their
syntacticcombination.Therelevantrestrictionsarecollectedin (19).

(19) Constraintson thesemanticembedding:
human0(x) / � (lexical entryof then-word)
9x(: : :) / : 
 (lexical entryof then-word)
talk0(j; x) / � (combinationNM + verb)
talk0(j; x) / � (syntacticcombinationverb+ n-word)

In (20)we indicatethelogical formswhicharecompatiblewith theseconditions.

(20) Potentialreadings:10

a. ::9 x(human0(x) ^ talk0(j; x))
b. :9 x(human0(x) ^ : talk0(j; x)) [DN]

(= 8x(human0(x) ! talk0(j; x)) )

10Note that :9 x: (human0(x) ^ talk0(j; x)) is excludeddueto backgroundassumptionsabout
representingquanti®erssyntacticallyasgeneralizedquanti®ers,i.e 9x(� ^ � ) as9(x; � ; � ).



c. :9 x(human0(x) ^ talk0(j; x)) [SN]

Out of thethreepotentialreadings,(20-c)is thesinglenegationreadingwhich
is attestedfor theFrenchandthePolishsentencein (17). It mayarisesincenothing
enforcesthat : 
 (contributedby then-word) and: � (contributedby theNM) be
distinctexpressions.

Thelogical form in (20-b) is thedoublenegationreadingthatwe reportedfor
GermanandFrenchin Section2.1. The logical form containstwo negations. It
arisesif : 
 and : � areextensionallydistinct logical forms (
 = 9x(: : :), � =
talk0(j ; x)). Thereadingin (20-a)hasnot yet beenmentionedin ourdiscussion.It
is availablein GermanandFrench.However, it requiresspecialstresspatternsand
comeswith restrictionson word orderin German.As a denialform it is usedto
rejectapreviousclaimthatJohnhadtalkedto nobody(i.e. that:9 x(human0(x) ^
talk0(j ; x)) is true).11

Finally, weconsiderthesentencetypewith two n-wordsandnoNM (21-a). In
(21-b)westatethesemanticcontributionof thesecondn-word,whichis analogous
to thatof the®rst n-word in(13-b).

(21) a. (i) Personne
Nobody

n'a
NE has

parlé
talked

à
to

personne.
nobody

(French)

(ii) *Nikt rozmawia� z nikim . (Polish)
(iii) Niemandsprachmit niemandem. (German)

b. Semanticcontributionsof thewords:
2ndn-word:

�
PARTS hy; 9y(� 0 ^ � 0); human0(y); : 
 0i

�

Thelexical semanticcontributionsaddup to thePARTS list in (22).

(22) PARTS list of thesentencesin (21):�
PARTS

�
x; 9x(� ^ � ); human0(x); : 
 ; y; 9y(� 0 ^ � 0);
human0(y); : 
 0; : � ; y; talk0(y; x)

� �

In additionto theembeddingconstraintsin (15)wealsoknow thathuman0(y) must
bein therestrictorof thesecondexistentialquanti®er, i.e., it mustbea component
of � 0, andwe know that the scopeof the quanti®ermustcontaintalk0(x; y), i.e.
talk0(x; y) mustbeacomponentof � 0.

If, in addition,we assumethat the subjecttakesscopeover the direct object,
wecanderive threepossiblereadings,givenin (23).

(23) Potentialreadings(assumingsubject> object)

a. ::9 y(human0(y) ^ 9x(human0(x) ^ talk0(y; x)))
b. :9 y(human0(y) ^ :9 x(human0(x) ^ talk0(y; x))) [DN]
c. :9 y(human0(y) ^ 9x(human0(x) ^ talk0(y; x))) [SN]

The doublenegation readingin (23-b) is attestedfor the Frenchandthe German
sentencein (21). Thesinglenegationreading,(23-c), is foundfor French.

11Wearegratefulto DanièleGodardfor discussionof theFrenchdata.



Thereadingin (23-a)seemsto beabsentin all threelanguages.Theproblemis
that thereis a negationinterveningbetweenthenegationandtheexistentialquan-
ti®er contributedby thesamen-word: If the®rst “ : ” is contributedby thesubject,
thenthe“ : ” of thedirectobjectintervenesbetweenthesubject's negationandits
quanti®er(9x : : :). If the®rst “ : ” stemsfrom thedirectobject,thenthesubject's
“ : ” intervenesbetweenthe object's negation andits quanti®er(9y : : :). We can
excludethis kind of linear interventionby addingthefollowing line to the lexical
speci®cationof n-wordsin(11).12

(24) Interventioncondition,to beaddedto thespeci®cationin(11):

and not E �
�

: � / 
 and 9x(� ^ � ) / �
�

Theconditionin (24) saysthattheremaynot beanexpression� suchthat: � is in
thescopeof thenegationcontributedby then-word(: 
 ), andat thesametime,the
existentialquanti®ercontributedby then-word (9x : : :)) is in � .

In this sectionwe showedthatwe canderive all andonly theattestedreadings
if we assumethe lexical speci®cationsfor the n-words in (11) (augmentedwith
(24)) andfor thenegativemarker in (12), andapplythecombinatorialprinciplesof
LRS without any furtherrestrictions.We saw thatnot all of theresultingreadings
areavailablein all languages.In thenext sectionwewill presentlanguage-speci®c
principlesthatwill allow usto imposethecorrectrestrictionsfor eachlanguage.

4.2 TypologicalConstraints

In thissectionwewill presentthegeneralprincipleswhichdeterminethetypolog-
ical typeof thenegationsystemof eachlanguage.Wewill ®rst look atPolish,then
atGerman,and®nally atFrench.

4.2.1 Polish

To enforceobligatorynegative concordfor Polish,RichterandSailer(2004a) pro-
posestheNEGATION COMPLEXITY CONSTRAINT, givenin (25). Rememberthat
in LRS,theEXCONT valueis thelogical form of asign,theMAIN valueis themain
semanticconstantcontributedby thesign's lexical head.

(25) TheNEGATION COMPLEXITY CONSTRAINT:
For eachsign, theremaybeat mostonenegation that is a componentof
theEXCONT valueandhastheMAIN valueasits component.

With this principle we can rule out the doublenegation readingand the denial
readinggiven in (20) for the Polishsentencein (17). In this sentence,the MAIN

12To distinguishclearlybetweentheHPSGdescriptionlanguageandthesemanticrepresentation
languagewe usenot , and and E for negation, conjunctionand existential quanti®cationin the
former.



valueis theconstanttalk0. In thehypotheticalEXCONT valuesin (20-a)and(20-b)
this constantis in thescopeof two negations.

To guaranteethe presenceof the NM in negatedverbalprojections,we must
invokeasecondlanguage-speci®cprinciplefor Polish.Wecalledthisprinciplethe
NEG CRITERION, dueto its similarity in effect to theNeg Criterionof Haegeman
andZanuttini(1996).

(26) TheNEG CRITERION:
For every verb, if thereis a negation in the EXCONT value of the verb
thathasscopeover theverb's MAIN value,thenthatnegationmustbean
elementof theverb's PARTS list.

SincethePolishNM nie is a verbalpre®x, its semanticcontribution is partof the
semanticcontribution of a negatedverb. If a sentencecontainsan n-word anda
negatedverb,asthePolishsentencein (17), the NEG CRITERION is met. In (13)
andin (21), however, thereis no negationin thesemanticcontribution of theverb.
Despiteits absencein the verb, in all the potentiallogical forms of the complete
sentencethe verb's MAIN value (talk0) is in the scopeof a negation. Thus, the
NEG CRITERION correctlyexcludesthesesentences.Note that if we adda pre-
verbalnegation in sentence(21), the sentencebecomesgrammatical.Due to the
NEGATION COMPLEXITY CONSTRAINT it hasonly asinglenegationreading.

4.2.2 German

For Polishtheconstraintin (25) preventsdoublenegation readings.For German,
a non-NClanguage,we needa constraintthatprohibitsnegationagreement.This
constraintis givenin (27).

(27) NEGATION FAITHFULNESS CONSTRAINT (German,Dutch,English):

a. In every phrase:thereis no elementof theform : � which is on the
PARTS list of boththehead-daughterandthenonhead-daughter.

b. phrase)

0

B
B
B
B
B
@

�
H-DTR LF PARTS A
N-DTR LF PARTS B

�

and not E 1 E�

0

B
@

1 = : �
and member( 1 , A )
and member( 1 , B )

1

C
A

1

C
C
C
C
C
A

Let us reconsiderthe sentenceswith two wordswhich contribute a negation, i.e.
sentences(17)and(21). Theirsinglenegationreadingsin (20-c)and(23-c)ariseby
theidenti®cationof thenegationcontributedwithin theVP (eitherby thenegative
marker or by the n-word in objectposition)andthe negation contributedby the
subject. As an immediateconsequence,whenthe subjectcombineswith the VP,
bothconstituentshave a negation in their PARTS list. To derive a singlenegation
reading,thesenegationsmust be identical, i.e. theremust be an expression: �



which is onthehead-daughter'sandonthenonhead-daughter's PARTS list. This is,
however, whattheconstraintin (27)excludes.

4.2.3 French

For Frenchn-wordsof thepersonne-typenothingneedsto besaid,asLRS allows
for negationagreementbut doesnotenforceit. Thismeansthattheambiguityof a
sentencewith two n-wordssuchas(21) is correctlypredicted.At themomentwe
cannotyet excludethe singlenegation readingof a sentencewith an n-word and
theNM (i.e. of the type in (17)). This hasto bepostponeduntil thenext section,
wherewewill derive it from lexical propertiesof pasin EuropeanFrench.

Olivier BonamiandGilles Boyé (p.c.) broughtto our attentiona numberof
interestingn-words in Frenchslang,suchasquedalle, que tchi andoualou(all
meaningnothing), which arebeyond the well-known coreof Frenchn-words.13

Accordingto a preliminarygooglesearchandintrospective judgementsof a small
numberof native speakers, thesen-words patternexactly like other n-words in
French:They licensenegative polarity items(28-b), they show negative concord
with othern-words(29), andthey expressa doublenegationwhencombinedwith
pas(30). We did not ®nd an instanceof a doublenegation readingwith quedalle
andanothern-word, though.

(28) a. *Je
I

fous
made

toute
all

sorte
sorts

de
of

chose
things

pendant
during

les
the

vacances.
holidays

b. On
One

foutait
made

rien/
nothing

quedalle/quetchi/ oualou

`Wedid nothing.'

(29) (internetdata)

a. mais
but

si
if

on
one

va
goes

dans
in

ce
this

sens
direction

là,
there

plus
nomore

personne
nobody

fait
does

quedalle
nothing
`but if onegoesin this direction,nobodydoesanything anymore.'
(foundby O. Bonami)

b. en
in

réalité
reality

ces
these

initiatives
initiatives

n'apportent
NE bring

absolument
absolutely

quedalle
nothing

à
to

personne
nobody

. . .

`In reality, theseinitiativesdon't serveanythingatall to anybody.'

(30) C'est
that's

pas
NM

quedalle
nothing

`That'snotnothing.'

13Their non-standardstatusis alsodocumentedby (i) their high frequency of occurrencewithout
neand(ii) theconsiderableamountof orthographicvariants(which includefor quedalle: quedalle,
kedal,quele dail, for quetchi: ketchi, keutchi, for oualou: waloo,walloo,walou).



While thesen-wordsdeserveamoresystematicinvestigation,ourpreliminarysur-
vey suggeststhatthey follow thepatternof thewell-studiedn-wordsin French.

4.3 Summary

In this sectionwe demonstratedthat we can assumethe samesemanticspeci®-
cationsfor n-words and negative markers in French,Polish, and German. The
typologicaldifferencesin thenegationsystemsarederivedfrom language-speci®c
restrictionson themutualcompatibilityof negative itemsin asentence.

In our theoryoptionalNC is thesimplestcase,which is typologicallycorrect.
Strict NC can be enforcedand might even be preferredbecauseit leadsto less
complex logical forms. For the rarecasesof non-NClanguagesa principle like
(27)canaccountfor thegeneralpattern.Thus,theselanguageshavemorecomplex
grammarsthanNC languages,whichmayexplain their typologicalmarkedness.

5 Analysis II: ExceptionalN-Words

While the negation agreementbehavior of personne/nikt/niemand-type n-words
follows from the architectureof LRS andgeneraltypologicalprinciples,our ac-
countof then-wordsmotandDreck in (7) and(8), andof thenegative adverbpas
is lexicalizedandtreatsthemasidiosyncraticitems. Their lexical entriescontain
collocationalrestrictionswhich exclude someof the readingswe expect to ®nd
accordingto thegeneralprinciples.

5.1 Collocationally RestrictedN-Words

In Section2.2 we showed that Frenchmot (word) and GermaneinenDreck (a
dirt) areinherentlynegative,exhibit obligatoryNC with othernegative itemsin the
sentence,andarerestrictedto co-occuronly with asmallnumberof verbs.French
hasa numberof n-wordssimilar to mot: Then-word goutte(drop) co-occurswith
verbsof drinking, but alsowith verbsof perception(voir, entendre (see, hear)),
or comprehension(comprendre, connaître (understand,know)). The n-word mie
(crumb), themostarchaicof thethree,is attestedwith écouter(listen) andattendre
(wait/expect). Our brief overview shows that the verbswith which eachof these
n-wordsco-occursarenotfully predictablefrom theliteral meaningof then-words.

It is worth noting that thenegationmarker paswashistorically just onemore
of thesespecializedn-words. Motivatedby its literal meaning(step), it usedto
combinepreferablywith verbsof movement. In Section4.2.3we observed that
the interactionof paswith n-wordsdoesnot follow completelyfrom the general
principlesof the negation systemof EuropeanFrench. For other varietiessuch
asCanadianFrench(Acadian),reportedin RichterandSailer(1999), pasis fully
integratedin the optionalconcordsystem.Therewe ®nd both singleanddouble
negationreadingsfor sentenceswhichcontainann-wordandpas((1-c), (17)). We



concludethat in EuropeanFrench,pas hasa regular grammaticalmeaningbut,
nonetheless,is (still) not freefrom idiosyncraticcollocationalrestrictions.

In Section2.2 we showedthat theexceptionalGermann-word einenDreck is
similar to Frenchmot: It is inherentlynegative, it doesnot leadto doublenega-
tion readingsandit is collocationallyrestrictedto a smallclassof verbs.German
hasa numberof othersuchspecializedn-words(Sailer ta), including den/einen
Teufel (the/ a devil) or einenfeuchtenKehrricht (a dampdust), which collocate
with roughlythesameclassof verbsattestedfor einenDreck.

The phraseeinenDreck violatesthe generaltypological patternof German,
which excludesNC. Interestingly, we also®nd Frenchn-wordsthatgo againstthe
otherwisestablebanon singlenegationreadingswith pas. Thereis a third group
of n-wordsin French,alsomentionedin RichterandSailer1999, which includes
âmequevive(soulthat lives). This n-word behavesanalogouslyto mot, but it can
form asinglenegationreadingwith pas, excludingadoublenegationreading.

(31) a. Il
It

n'y
NE there

a
has

(pas)
NM

âmequi vive
a living soul

dans
in

cet
this

endroit
place

désert.
deserted

[SN]

`Thereisn't a living soulin thisdesertedplace'
b. Personne

nobody
n'a
NE has

jamais
never

rencontré
met

âmequi vive
a living soul

dans
in

cet
this

endroit
place

désert.
deserted

[SN]

`Nobodyhasevermetanyonein thisdesertedplace.'

5.2 Analysis

We arenow readyto show that thebehavior of theexceptionalwordscanbecap-
turedusingthe collocationtheoryof Soehn(2006) outlined in Section3.3. The
necessarycollocationalrestrictionswill directlyexpressthedistributionalidiosyn-
crasywe ®nd: For pasit will refer to abstractitemsin thelogical form, for mot it
will mentionthe verb class. The lexical entriesof einenDreck andâmequi vive
will bethemostelaborate,re�ecting theirunusualbehavior relativeto thenegation
systemsof FrenchandGerman.

5.2.1 The Lexical Entry of pas

Sincepasis anegativemarker its semanticcontributionis asdescribedfor negative
markers in generalin (12). However, we have to adda collocationalrestriction
within its COLL value in which we specify that no other item may agreewith it
within thesameclause.ThisenforcestheDN readingin (1-c)andin (17).



(32) Sketchof therelevantpartof thelexical entryof pas:
2

6
6
6
6
4

PHON hpasi
SYNSEM ADV

LF
�

PARTS h: � i
�

COLL

� �
complete-clause
LF-LIC

�
PARTS A

�
� �

3

7
7
7
7
5

and : � occursexactlyoncein A .

5.2.2 The Lexical Entry of mot-type N-Words

The lexical entry of mot in (33) is consistentwith (11). In addition, it contains
a non-emptyCOLL valueexpressingthat: (i) its collocationalrestrictionsmustbe
satis®edin the smallestcompleteclausecontainingmot; (ii) in this clause,mot
mustcombinewith a verb of saying(we usethe attribute LISTEME from Soehn
2006to expressthis); (iii) while motcontributesa negation,this negationmaynot
bedistinctfrom othernegationsin thesameclause.Underthisanalysis,theincom-
patibility of pasandmotin (7-c) is animmediateconsequenceof thecontradictory
collocationalrequirementsof thetwo items.

(33) Sketchof thelexical entryof theexceptionaln-wordmot:
2

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
4

PHON hmoti
SYNSEM NP

LF

�
EXC 1 9x(� ^ � )
PARTS hx; 1 ; thing0(x); : 
 i

�

COLL

* 2

4
complete-clause
LOC-LIC

�
CAT HEAD LISTEME saying

�

LF-LIC
�

PARTS A
�

3

5

+

3

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
5

and thing0(x) is acomponentof � and 1 is acomponentof 

and if thereis anelementin A of theform : � , then� = 


5.2.3 The Lexical Entry of einenDreck-type N-Words

At the surfacethe patternof GermanDreck in (8) is analogousto that of mot.
However, we have to take into accountthat the negation systemsof Frenchand
Germanarefundamentallydifferent. FrenchhasoptionalNC, in GermanNC is
impossible.We assumethatDreck is lexically speci®edasoptionally introducing
a negation. Collocationallyit is just like mot. A clause-matenegationmaynot be
distinctfrom thenegationcontributedby Dreck. This leadsto theeffect thatDreck
doesnotcontributeanegationin thecontext of anegativemarkeror ann-word.

This analysisalsomakestheright predictionsfor (34), in which therearetwo
words,ann-wordandanegativedeterminer, whichcontributenegation.

(34) Das
this

schert
concerns

niemanden
noone

keinen
no

Dreck.
dirt

[DN]

`No onedoesnotcareaboutthis.'



In this case,the typologicalpatternof Germanis responsiblefor the double
negationreading,andDreck doesnotcontributeanegativecomponent.

(35) Sketchof thelexical entryof theexceptionaln-wordDreck:
2

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
4

PHON hDrecki
SYNSEM NP

LF

�
EXC 1 9x(� ^ � )
PARTS hx; 1 ; thing0(x)i

�
� h: 
 i

�
�

COLL

* 2

4
complete-clause
LOC-LIC

�
CAT HEAD LISTEME intell-concern

�

LF-LIC
�

PARTS A
�

3

5

+

3

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
5

and thing0(x) is acomponentof �
and 1 is acomponentof anexpression: � in A

and if thereis anelementin A of theform : � , then� = 


To model n-words suchas âmequi vive (a living soul) in (31), we assume
a lexical entry which is like the onefor einenDreck in (35) with different local
collocationrequirements(i.e.adifferentLOC-LIC speci®cation),but with identical
logical form collocations:The PARTS list containsan optionalnegation operator
(“ (�: 
 )”), andthelogical form of thesmallestclausecontainingthen-wordmust
have a negation (: � ), but this negation may not be distinct from : 
 . It follows
that whereasthe versionof einenDreck without negation is requiredin German
wheneveranothernegativeitemoccursin thesameclause,âmequeviveonly needs
to benon-negative if it co-occurswith pas.

6 Summary

The theoryof NC which we have developedin this paperhasthreelayers. The
universalcore systemis determinedby the semanticcombinatoricsof LRS and
thestructureof thecollocationtheory. At thesametime commonlexical semantic
speci®cationsof the importantwordsof the sententialnegation system(n-words
andnegative markers)have beenidenti®ed. Without additionalassumptions,the
core systemdelineatesthe samepotential readingsfor French,Polish and Ger-
man. In the secondlayer, the typologicalprinciplesdistinguishamongthe three
language-speci®ctypologicalclassesof NC we saw. In the third layer, language
internal idiosyncrasies,i.e. exceptionsto the generaltypological class,are han-
dledby exceptionalcollocationrequirementsof smallclassesof lexical items.As
a result,we distinguishclearly between(i) the overall type of the languageand
(ii) lexical itemswith principle-governedversusidiosyncraticbehavior. Previous
approacheshavenotbeenableto combinethesetwo aspects.

Our analysisdistinguishesthreetypologicalclassesof NC. Frenchis thesim-
plestcase,sincethecoreof n-wordsexhibitsanunmarkedbehavior. Doublenega-
tion readingsand single negation readingswith two n-words are optional. The
systemis unstabledueto a collocationallyrestrictedfunction word, the negative



marker pas. Polishis a pureNC language.Two language-speci®cprinciples((25)
and(26)) enforceobligatory NC andthe presenceof the verbalnegative marker,
nie, in negative sentences.The obligatory presenceof the NM in Polishmakes
it non-trivial to distinguishn-wordsfrom NPIs in this system.Germanmarksthe
otherendof thescale.GermanforbidsNC with athird language-speci®cprinciple,
whichwecalledNEGATION FAITHFULNESS CONSTRAINT (27).

The analysismakesthe following predictions:(1) We expect that functional
itemsin a languageshow fewer or no collocationalproperties.This is attestedfor
Frenchpas. Historically, paswascollocationallyasrestrictedasmot. Its collo-
cationalrestrictionstodayaremoregeneralthanthoseof themot type. However,
theincompatibilityof motandpasstill follows from their respective collocational
requirementsalone.In non-Europeanvariantsof French,pasdoesnot have a col-
locationalrestriction,i.e. it behavesaccordingto thegeneralprincipleandpermits
optionalNC. (2) For non-NClanguages,itemswhich enforce“NC-lik e” interpre-
tationshavecomplex semanticcontributionsandcollocationalrequirements.Thus,
they arehighly marked. In fact,we only ®nd very few of themin German.They
have not beennoticedin the literature,andwe conjecturethat their overall fre-
quency in languagesis very low.14

At the heartof our analysisis the techniqueof enforcing,forbidding or per-
mitting structuralidentity between(componentsof) signsin complex structures.
In HPSGthis is the singlemost importantdevice of linguistic description. It is
usedto modelagreementin thenominaldomain,coindexationin Binding Theory
andsubject-verbagreementin thesententialdomain.In LRSanalysesof semantic
phenomena,structuralidentityof semanticrepresentationshasbeenusedbeforeto
modeltenseagreementin Afrikaans(Sailer2004) andinterrogative agreementin
multiple wh-questionsin German(RichterandSailer2001). In the presentcon-
tribution we arguedthata typologicallyorientedanalysisof NC canexploit nega-
tion agreementto accountsimultaneouslyfor (1) thedominanceof NC or multiple
negation in a given languageand(2) the occurrenceof lexically marked excep-
tionsto eachpattern.We integratedlexical exceptionsin sucha way that they are
distinguishedasspecialcaseswhichneedto belearnedindividually.

14Postal(2004) presentsintriguing dataon idiosyncraticEnglishslangn-words/minimizerssuch
assquat. They seemto meannothing in isolation (i-a), andthey don't allow for a DN readingif
a negative marker or an n-word is present((i-b), (i-c)). However, in contrastto Frenchmot and
GermanDreck, squatdoesnot licenseNPIs (suchasin years in (i-d)). Postal,thus,treatssquatas
beingambiguousbetweena zero-quanti®erin(i-a) andanNPI in (i-b) and(i-c). We do not attempt
to analyzesquatin thispaper, but thedatasupportsthepoint thatNC-likeitemsin non-NClanguages
show clearlymarkedbehavior.

(i) a. Claudiasaw squat.(= Claudiasaw nothing.)
b. Claudiadidn't seesquat.(= Claudiadidn't seeanything.)
c. Nobodyknowssquataboutyourtopic. (= Nobodyknowsanything. . . .) (internetdata)
d. Helgahassaidnothing/*squatto mein years.
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