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Abstract

We will provide ananalysisof negative concordin sententiahegationin
threelanguageskrench,Polishand German. The focus of the paperis (1)
the typologicalvariationwith respecto the realizationof negative concord
in the threelanguagesunderinvestication and (2) the treatmentof lexical
exceptionswithin thedifferenttypologicalclassesWewill proposeauni ed
theoryof negative concordwhich identi es acommoncoresystemandadds
language-speci constraintsvhich canhandletypologicalvariationbetween
languagesndlexical exceptionswithin a givenlanguage.

1 Intr oduction

Negative concord(NC) canbe exploredfrom two perspecties: Eitherthe general
patternof negationis investigatedfrom a typological perspectie or the negation
systemof a particularlanguagds presentedn considerableletail. In this study
we attemptto combinethesetwo approachesandproposea ®ne-grainedanalysis
including idiosyncraticexceptionsembeddedn atypological perspectie. A key
insightfor our analysisis the obsenationthatlanguagesvhich arepredominantly
NC language®ften containlexical exceptionsto this tendeng, i.e. wordswhich
do not enterinto a concordrelationship. Similarly, languagesn which multiple
negative expressionsare obligatorily interpretedas separatenegative quanti®ers
(:9 ) may containwordswhich prefera negative concordinterpretation.We con-
siderit animportantfeatureor ourtheorythatit is formulatedin asurface-oriented
framework without abstracsyntacticnodesor invisible catgyorieswhich drive the
semantidnterpretation.

We will presenia grammararchitecturdor expressinghe differencebetween
optional,obligatory andimpossibleNC asa consequencef differentrealizations
of cross-linguisticpropertiesof language. Our typological approachillustrated
herewith datafrom French,Polish and German,aims at modeling NC across
languagesas a consequencef differentbasicprinciplesof the semanticcombi-
natorics,of language-speci®constraintsand of idiosyncraticlexical properties.
This lexicalist view will be supportedwith lexical itemsin languageswith pre-
dominantlyobligatory concordor predominantlyimpossibleconcordwhich break
the generalpatternandcanonly be describedaslexicalizedexceptions.This will
leadto a theorywhich is preparedo accommodatexceptionswithout imposing
mutually inconsistentonstraints.We will arguethat the basicprinciplesshould
be expressedn termsof agreementequirementandthelexical idiosyncrasiess
collocationalrestrictions.

YWe thankOlivier Bonami,Gilles Boyé, andDaniéleGodardfor commentsandcreatie sugges-
tionson French BeataTrawihskiandAdamPrzepiérlowski for helpwith Polish,andGarrettHubing
for proofreadinghe manuscript.



2 French,Polish and German

In this sectionwe give a brief overview of the distribution of n-wordsandsenten-
tial negation markersaswell astheir interactionin producingsententiahegation
in ®nite sentence$n French,Polish and German. Although sententialnegation
in FrenchandGermanwill (in accordancavith the literature)beidenti®edasbe-
longing to differenttypologicalsystemswe will thenproceedo show thatthere
are exceptionalexpressionsn both languagesvith apparentlyidentical syntactic
distribution andsemantidehaior.

2.1 CoreData

Negationin Frenchwhichis astandaragxampleof anNC languagehasbeenstud-
iedthoroughly(Gaatonel1971; Cristea 1971, Muller, 1991 GrevisseandGoosse
1993. It is famousfor the peculiarbehaior of thelexical elementshatareasso-
ciatedwith negation. The mostprominentonesarethe pre-verbalnegation parti-
cle ne the ngyative adwerb pas andso-calledn-wordssuchaspersonne(nobody
andrien (nothing. We will follow the syntacticanalysisof Frenchnegation as
proposedn Kim (1996. As in Rowlett (1998 we supposehat the pre-werbal
negation particle ne doesnot carry semanticnegation in ary register of modern
EuropearFrench but the negative adverb pasalwaysdoes! On the basisof these
two assumptionsye investigatethe distributional propertiesof n-words. N-words
canexpresssententiahegation (1-a). In combinationwith othern-wordsa single
negationreading(SN) is possible(1-b). With a clause-mat@egative marker (NM)
pas n-wordstriggera DN reading(1-c).2

(1) a. Jeam'a parléa personne [SN]
JeanNE hastalkedto nobody
“Jeanrhasnt talkedto aryone.
b. Personnen'a rien dit. [SN,DN]
nobody NE hasnothingsaid
"Nobodysaidanything: [SN] or: "Nobodysaidnothing'. [DN]
c. Personnen'est pasvenu.[DN]
nobody NEisnot come
"Nobodydid notcome.

The negative adverb pasoccursin comparatiesasin (i). Wilmet (1997 usesthis obsenation
to arguethatcomparatresare,to a certainextent, negative.

0] a. |l faut avoir l'esprit plus libre que jene lai pas
it needshave thespirit morefreethanl NE it have NM
"Onemusthave afreerspirit thanl do! (Racine afterWilmet 1997,p. 513)
b. Il estplus instruit que jesuispas
heis moreinstructecthanl am NM
“Heis betterinstructedthanl am: (Sturm 1981 p. 24)

2Non-Europearvarietiesof Frenchshav single negation readingsfor sentencesuchas (1-c).
SeeSectionss.2.1and6 for amoredetaileddiscussion.



To summarizehe basicfactsof French,n-wordsdisplayoptionalNC, but the
negative marker pasdoesnot participatein NC.

Negation in Polish represents secondtypologicalclass® The examplesin
(2) shaw thatsententiahegationin Polishtypically requiresa pre-verbalnegative
marker nie (Kupst, 2000 ta; Kupst andPrzepiodrlowski, 2002). N-wordsmustco-
occurwith thenegative marker, andonly asinglenegationreadings possible(2-b).

(2) a. Janek:(nie) pomag nikomu. [SN]
Janek(NM) helps nobody
“Janekdoesnt helparnybody

b. Nikt *(nie) pomagojcu. [SN]
nobody(NM) helps father
"Nobodyhelpshis father

More thanonen-word canoccurin the sameclause(3). In thesecasesagain,
only asinglenegationreadingis available.

(3 a. Nic nikomu  *(nie) powiedzia em.[SN]
nothingGEN nobodyDAT (NM) I-told
*| didn't tell anybodyarything:
b. Nikt nigdy nikogo  niczym  *(nie) uszczsliwi . [SN]
nobodynever nobodyGEN with nothing(NM) madehapyy
"Nobodyhasever madearybodyhappy with arything:

Theobligatorines®f theNM in Polishmalesit dif®cult to distinguishn-words
from negative polarity items (NPI1). NPIs are expressionghat cannotoccurin af-
®rmative statements.Many languagesave a group of inde®nite NPIs, suchas
Englishanythingor a word. B aszczak'1999 arguesfor ananalysisof Polishn-
wordsasNPIs. Richterand Sailer (20043 provide counterargumentsn favor of
theinherentnegativity of Polishn-words. In particular in non-wverbalprojections,
n-words canexpressnegation, whereasuncontroersial correspondindNPIs can-
not. The examplesin (4) shav thatthe NPI s owo (a word) is ungrammaticalf
thereis no (potentiallyelided)licensingnegationin shortanswersywhereaghe n-
word zaden(no) canoccurwithout suchlicensing,(5). The genitive of negationin
(4) may provide evidencefor the presencef anelidedverbalnegation; accusatie
caseexcludesthis asa straightforvard option.

(4) Powiedzia cos? *Sowo./ Sowva./ Sowa nie powiedzia.
hesaid somethingVord Acc/ Word GEN/ Word GEN NM hesaid
"Did he saysomething/aything? Not evenaword./He did not sayevena
word:

B) lle przeczyta 8 ksiazek?Zadna./ Zadnej.
How mary youread books? NoneAcc./ NoneGEN.
"How mary bookshave youread?None'

3SeeRichterand Sailer (20044ab) for anin-depthdiscussiorof the Polishdataanda review of
therelevantliterature.



In Germarnthe neggation particlenicht andn-words(niemand(no oné) always
expressnegationandnever enteran NC relation. The datain (6) aresyntactically
parallelto thosein (1).

(6) a. Hanssprachmit niemandem [SN]
Hans talked with noone
b. Niemandsprachmit niemandem [DN]
noone talked with noone
c. Niemandkam nicht. [DN]
noone  camenot
"No onedidn't come'.

Thesedatashav thatn-wordsin GermandonotenterNC. Thenegative marker
nicht neednot be presenanddoesnot enterinto NC.

Sofarwe have consideredhe negationsystemf threetypesof languagesin
all threelanguagesn-wordsmustbe consideredisinherentlynegative. Nonethe-
lessthe interpretationof sentencesvith n-words and the possibility of their co-
occurrenceavith othern-wordsandwith the negative marker differ. Onthe basisof
theinterpretatiorof clausesith morethanonen-word, we call Frenchan optional
NC languagePolishan obligatory NC languageandGermana no-NC language
Giannakidou(2005 givesa typologically orientedovervien over NC. According
to her, optionalNC is attestedn Romancdanguagegltalian, Catalan) obligatory
NC is foundin the Slavic languageshut alsoin Greek,Hungarian,Rumaniarand
Japanese English and Dutch are no-NC languages— at leastin their standard
variety.

2.2 Exceptionsin Frenchand German

In additionto the coredataof theprevioussection bothFrenchandGermarhave a
numberof exceptionaln-words? Frenchmotexpressesiegation (7-a). In contrast
to personnea DN readingis not possiblein combinationwith n-words (7-b) and
the combinationwith pasis ungrammatical7-c).> Surprisinglythe Germann-
word Dredk behaesin exactly the sameway in (8-a)and(8-b).6

(7) a. Jeam'a dit mot. [SN]
JeanNE hassaidword
“Jeansaidnothing.

b. Personnen'a dit mot. [SN]
nobody NE hassaidword
"Nobodysaidanything:

“We have notbeenableto ®nd exceptionaln-wordsin Polishsofar.

5As pointedout to us by Olivier BonamiandGilles Boyé, for mary spealers(7-a)is not gram-
matical, whereaghe othertwo sentenceén (7) are. For thesespealers motis an NPI, similar to
Englisha word or Polishs owo(a word) in (4).

6SomeGermarspealersreject(8-c), whichwe ®nd fully grammatical.
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*II ne dit pasmot.
he NE saysnot word

(8 a. Dasgeht dicheinenDreckan. [SN]

this concerng/ou a dirt  PART
“Thisis noneof your business.

b. Dasgeht niemandeneinenDreckan. [SN]
this concernsioone a dirt  PART
"Thisis noonesbusiness.

c. Dasgeht dichkeinenDreckan. [SN]
this concerng/ou no dirt  PART
“Thisis noneof your business.

Noticethatwhile motandDred behae like n-wordswith respecto thetruth
conditionsof the respectre sentenceshey are severely constrainedvith respect
to the verbsthey cancombinewith. In Frenchthe original lexical meaningof
specializedch-wordssuchasmotis animportantfactor: mot (literally: word) can
only combinewith verbsof saying.

(99 a. Jeam'a dit rien dutout/mot.
JeanNE hassaidnothingatall/  word
b. Jeam'a achet&ien dutout/*mot.
JeanNE hasboughtnothingatall/  word

Similarly, GermanDred only combineswith a restrictednumberof verbs,
verbsof intellectualconcerrsuchaskiimmernsderen(bothmeaningcare or con-
cern), or interessieen(interes).

(10) a. Dasschert/ interessierticheinenDreck gar nicht.
this concernsinterests me a dirt/ notatall
*| don't careaboutthisatall.
b. Dasgefallt mir *einenDreck gar nicht.
this pleasesne a dirt/  notatall
‘I don't likethisatall.

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 and Sag (2002 provide an HPSG
analysisof NC in termsof the lexical retrieval of quanti®ers.Lexical retrieval is
combinedwith theoptionof forming a polyadicquanti®eri.e. meging asequence
of expression®f theform :9 x; into asinglequanti®er:9 x :::xp. A language-
speci®cparametewill determinavhethersuchanabsorptioris possible DeSwart
(2006 usesthis syntacticframeawvork to provide an optimality theoreticaccountof
the characteristignterpretationstratgjiesin a numberof languages.This theory



captureghegenerapatterngNC/non-NC)of thelanguageshut it remainsunclear
how to incorporatdexical idiosyncrasiesvhich contradictthe generalpatternof a
languagen this analysis.

Richterand Sailer(1999 discussa setof datasimilar to thosewe investicate
here. Their analysis formulatedin termsof a traditional Ty2 semanticsisingthe
lambdacalculusandtype shifting rulesfor the semanticcombinatoricsfocuseson
theidiosyncrasiesf the Frenchdataandmodelsall of Frenchnegationin termsof
alexical ambiguityof n-wordsandidiosyncraticcollocationalrestrictionsfor each
readingof then-words. While this approactdescribedoththe generapatternand
theidiosyncraticdata,it fails to capturetypologicalgeneralizationganda distinc-
tion betweerthe generakcaseandexceptions.This distinctionis, however, clearly
presenin thedata.

RichterandSailer(20043 presentinanalysisof PolishasastrictNC language.
The analysisusesLexical ResourceSemantic§LRS) and exploits the possibility
that two items may contritute the samenegation to the logical form of a clause.
They enforcestrict NC by alanguage-speci®principle sayingthat,in Polish,ev-
ery verbal projection may have at most one negation in its logical form. This
analysisaccountdor oneparticulargeneralpatternof NC in a fairly elegantway.
However, it hasnotbeenshovn how differentNC patterngangingfrom obligatory
to impossibleconcordcanbeaccommodated.

3.2 Lexical Resource Semantics

Following Richterand Sailer2004a our semantidnterpretationsill be couched
in termsof LRS. LRS crucially allows us to use(1) a semanticcombinatorics
differentfrom thelambdacalculus,(2) technique®f scopeunderspeci®cation(3)
identity constraintgor (piecesof) semantiaepresentationgnd(4) expression®f
Ty2 aslogical representations.

In LRSthesemantiénformationof asignis encodedn its L (OGICAL-)F(ORM)
value. Thevalueof this attribute containghefollowing two attributes? PARTS lists
all subexpressionshatarecontritutedby asign. TheEX(TERNAL-)C(ONTENT) is
thelogicalform of aphrase.Thecombinatorigrinciplesdeterminghatthe PARTS
list of a phraseis the concatenatiorof the daughters’PARTS lists. Furthermore,
the Exc valueof anutteranceconsistsexactly of the expression®n the utterances
PARTS list.

3.3 A Collocation Module

RichterandSailer(1999 usea collocationmoduleto accountfor n-wordsin gen-
eral. Soehn(2006 modi®esthis modulein atheoryof idiomatic expressionsand
integratesit with anLRS semanticsA signhasa list-valuedattribute coLL. Col-

locationally restricteditems have a non-emptycoLL value, which may contain

"LRS usessomemoreattributes,which, however, do notplay arole in this paper



variousbarrier objectsindicatingthe syntacticdomainin which their context re-

guirementanustbe satis®ed.For our data,this will alwaysbe the smallestcom-
pleteclausecontaininga givenlexical item. Barrier objectshave severalattributes
which areusedto specify(local) syntacticor semantiqropertieghatthe relevant
barriermusthave, suchasLoc-Lic for its local valueandLF-LIcC for propertieof

its logical form.

4 Analysisl: The Typological Patterns

4.1 NC Universals

It hasbeenarguedin the literaturethat the conceptuallymostattractize analysis
of the datais onewhich assumes singlelexical entry for ary given n-word and
characterizegheir occurrenceestrictionsin termsof entailmentpropertiesof the
admissiblecontects of then-word (seefor exampleGiannakidou1997). Thedata
above permitatreatmentvith asinglelexical entryfor eachn-word only underthe
assumptiorof negation agreement.Considersentencesvith the n-word mot but

without anothem-word. Thenthe only potentialovert sourceof a negationin the
clauses then-word mot Negationmust,thus,bepartof its semanticontrikution,

which in turn mustbelicensedby thelexical entry of theword. Whenmotoccurs
togethemwith personnewewoulderroneouslypredicttheabsencef anSNreading
unlesswe assumaggationagreementThesameobsenationholdsfor theothern-

words. Clearly nggative instancedik e the examples(1), (5) and(6-a) above force
us to assumehat neggation is part of the semanticcontrikution of n-wordsin all

threelanguagesinderconsiderationln (11) we statethe commonpropertieof all

n-wordsconsideredn the presenpaper

(11)2 Schematidexical descriptigc))mf ann-word?2
PHON hpersonne/nikt/niemand
gstSEM NP éand human{x) / (is acomponenbf)

Exc [1ox( " ) and [i]is acomponenbf
PARTS hx; [1] human%(x);: i

Giventhe characteristico®f LRS mentionedn Section3.2, optionalnegation
agreements available asa basicoption of the semanticcombinatorics:Eachn-
word contritutesnegation (: ), but n-wordscanagree|.e. they may contritutethe
samesemantimegationto anutterance.

Ourdiscussiorof the coredatahasrevealedthatthe negative marker alsocon-
tributesnegationin all threelanguagesin (12) the relevantsemanticcontrikution
of the NM is sketched.Note that syntacticallythe NMs differ considerably:Ger
man nicht is a simple adwerb, Polish nie is a verbal pre®x and Frenchpasis an

8Greeklettersin the descriptionseferto subtermavhich arenot speci®edn moredetail. Occa-
sionallywewrite / toindicatethatthe Ty2 expressiordescribedy is asubterm(component)
of theTy2 expressiondescribedy . PARTS lists aresomevhatsimpli®edthroughouthis paper



adwerbto VP or acomplemenbf theverb (Kim andSag 2002.

(12)  Schematidexical descriptionof a negative marker:
3

PHON hpas/nie/nicht
4 SYNSEM LOC CAT HEAD MOD LOC CAT HEAD verbS
LF PARTS h i

Basedon thesesketchesof lexical entrieswe cannow look at the threecon®g-
urationsdiscussedh Section2.1: a sentencavith only ann-word, a sentencevith
ann-word andanNM, andasentenceavith two n-words.In all caseswe will shawv
what the possibleinterpretationsare if we do not imposeary language-speci®c
constraintsIn Section4.2 we will introducethe principleswhich will restrictthe
rangeof readinggo thosewhich areactuallyattestedn eachlanguage.

In (13-a)asentencavith onen-wordandnoNM is givenin thethreelanguages
underdiscussionlIn (13-b)thesemanticontributionsof thewordsin thesentence,
i.e.their PARTS lists arestated.

(A3) a. (i) Jeam'aparléa personne (French)
J. talked  with nobody
(i) *Janekrozmawvia z nikim. (Polish)
(i) Hanssprachmit niemandem (German)
b. Semanticontributionsof thewords:

n-word: PARTS hx; 9x( A );human%x);: i
propername: PARTS hji
verb: PaRTS htalk%(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 wordsin the
sentenceTheresultinglist is indicatedin (14).

(14)  PaRrTslist of thesentencem (13):
PARTS hx; 9x( ~ );human®(x);: ;j;talk®(j; x)i

We know thatthe logical form of the sentencesmustbe composedf exactly the
expressionsn (14). However, thelist doesnot explicitly encodethe relative em-
beddingof theseexpressions For example,we do not know from looking at (14)
whethethuman{x) occursin therestrictoror in thescopeof theexistentialquanti-
®er, i.e.,whetherit isacomponenbf or . Thisinformationis partially speci®ed
in thelexical entriesaswell asin the combinatorialprinciplesof LRS. In (15) the
relevantrestrictionsareindicated togethemwith their source.

%SincePolishnie is a verbal pre®x,(12) hasto be re-interpretedn this caseas describingthe
semantiacontritution of nie to Polishnegatedverbforms. The mobD featuredoesnot play arolein
Polish,exceptfor indicatingthatnie modi®esthe semantic®f verbsin morphology



(15)  Subternconstraintoonthe semanticontrikutions:
human{x) / (lexical entry of the n-word)
Ox(::)/: (lexical entry of the n-word)
talkYj; x) / (syntacticcombinationof verb+ n-word)

Only thelogical form in (16) consistsexactly of the expression®n the PARTS
list andatthe sametime satis®edheseconstraints.

(16)  Potentialreading::9 x(human{x) * talkqj; x))

The secondypeof sentencethatwe wantto discussontainsonen-word and
anNM. The examplesfor our threelanguagesregivenin (17-a) In (17-b)the
lexical contritution of the NM is given. The contribution of the otherwordsis
identicalto thatin (13-b)above.

a7y a. (i) Jeam'a pasparléa personne (French)
J.  NEhasNM talkedwith nobody
(i) Janeknierozmavia z nikim. (Polish)

(iii) Hanssprachmit niemandemnicht. (German)
b. Semanticontritutionsof thewords:

see(13-b)

n-marker:  parTs h: i

Collectingtheseexpressionswe arrive atthe PARTS list in (18).

(18)  PaRTslist of thesentences (17).
PARTS hx; 9x( ~ );human®(x);: ;: ;j; talk®(; x)i

In orderto deducethe logical forms of the sentenceswe have to consider
the subtermconstraintscontributed by the lexical entriesand imposedby their
syntacticcombination.Therelevantrestrictionsarecollectedin (19).

(19)  Constraintonthe semanticembedding:
human{x) / (lexical entry of the n-word)

x(::)/ (lexical entry of the n-word)
talkYj; x) / (combinationNM + verb)
talkYj; x) / (syntacticcombinatiorverb+ n-word)

In (20) we indicatethelogical formswhich arecompatiblewith theseconditions.

(20)  Potentialreadingst®
a. 9 x(humanqx)~ talkYj; x))
b. :9 x(human{x) ~ : talkqj; x)) [DN]
(= 8x(humanqx) ! talkYj;x)))

Notethat:9 x: (human(x) ~ talk(j;x)) is excludeddueto backgroundassumptionsbout
representinguanti®erssyntacticallyasgeneralizedjuanti®ersj.e 9x( ~ ) as9o(x; ; ).



c. :9 x(humanqx)~ talkqj;x)) [SN]

Out of thethreepotentialreadings(20-c)is the singlenegationreadingwhich
is attestedor the FrenchandthePolishsentencén (17). It mayarisesincenothing
enforceghat: (contributedby then-word) and: (contributedby the NM) be
distinctexpressions.

Thelogical form in (20-b)is the doublenggationreadingthat we reportedfor
Germanand Frenchin Section2.1 The logical form containstwo negations. It
arisesif : and: areextensionallydistinctlogical forms( = 9x(:::), =
talkYj ; x)). Thereadingin (20-a)hasnotyet beenmentionedn our discussion|t
is availablein GermanandFrench.However, it requiresspecialstresgatternsand
comeswith restrictionson word orderin German.As a denialform it is usedto
rejecta previousclaimthatJohnhadtalkedto nobody(i.e.that:9 x(humanyx) *
talkqj ; x)) is true) 1!

Finally, we consideithe sentencéype with two n-wordsandnoNM (21-a) In
(21-b)we statethesemanticcontribtution of theseconch-word, whichis analogous
to thatof the®rst n-word in(13-b).

(21) a. (i) Personnen'a parléa personne (French)
Nobody NE hastalkedto nobody
(ii) *Nikt rozmawvia z nikim . (Polish)
(iii) Niemand sprachmit niemandem (German)
b. Semanticontritutionsof thewords:
2ndn-word: parts hy;9y( °*  9;human®(y);: G

Thelexical semanticcontritutionsaddup to the PARTS list in (22).

(22)  parTslist of thesentences (21).
x 9x( ~ );human(x);: y;9y( °r 9,

PARTS human®y);: ©

-y talkdy; x)
In additionto theembeddingonstraintsn (15) we alsoknow thathumanqy) must
bein therestrictorof the secondxistentialquanti®eri.e., it mustbeacomponent
of 9 andwe know thatthe scopeof the quanti®ermustcontaintallx; y), i.e.
talkqx; y) mustbeacomponenpf ©

If, in addition,we assumehat the subjecttakes scopeover the direct object,
we canderive threepossiblereadingsgivenin (23).

(23)  Potentialreadinggassumingsubject> object)
a. =9 y(humany)~ 9x(humanqx)~ talkYy;x)))
b. :9 y(humanqy) ~ :9 x(humanqx) * talkYy;x))) [DN]
c. 9 y(humanqy)~ 9x(humanqx)~ talkqy;x))) [SN]

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

1\We aregratefulto DaniéleGodardfor discussiorof the Frenchdata.



Thereadingin (23-a)seemgo beabsenin all threelanguagesTheproblemis
thatthereis a negationinterveningbetweenthe negation andthe existentialquan-
ti®er contritutedby the samen-word: If the®rst“: ” is contritutedby the subject,
thenthe”: ” of the directobjectintervenesbetweenhe subjects negationandits
quanti®er(9x :::). If the®rst“: " stemsfrom the directobject,thenthe subjects
“: " intervenesbetweenthe object’s negation andits quanti®er(9y :::). We can
excludethis kind of linearinterventionby addingthe following line to thelexical
speci®catiorof n-wordsin(11).12

(24) Interventioncondition,to beaddedo the speci®catiorin(11):
and not E o/ and9x( N )/

Theconditionin (24) saysthattheremaynotbe anexpression suchthat: isin
thescopeof thenggationcontritutedby then-word (: ), andatthesametime, the
existentialquanti®ercontributedby then-word (9x :::)) isin .

In this sectionwe shavedthatwe canderive all andonly the attestedeadings
if we assumethe lexical speci®cationdor the n-wordsin (11) (augmentedvith
(24)) andfor thenggative markerin (12), andapplythecombinatoriaprinciplesof
LRS without ary furtherrestrictions.We saw thatnotall of theresultingreadings
areavailablein all languagesln thenext sectionwe will presentanguage-speci®c
principlesthatwill allow usto imposethe correctrestrictionsfor eachlanguage.

4.2 Typological Constraints

In this sectionwe will presenthegeneralprincipleswhich determinethetypolog-
ical type of the negationsystemof eachlanguageWe will ®rstlook atPolish,then
atGermanand®nally at French.

4.2.1 Polish

To enforceobligatory negative concordfor Polish,RichterandSailer(20043 pro-
poseghe NEGATION COMPLEXITY CONSTRAINT, givenin (25). Remembethat
in LRS,theexconNT valueis thelogical form of asign,theMmAIN valueis themain
semantiaconstantontritutedby the sign's lexical head.

(25) TheNEGATION COMPLEXITY CONSTRAINT:
For eachsign, theremay be at mostone negationthatis a componenbf
the EXCONT valueandhasthe MAIN valueasits component.

With this principle we canrule out the double negation readingand the denial
readinggivenin (20) for the Polishsentencen (17). In this sentencethe MAIN

1270 distinguishclearly betweerthe HPSGdescriptionanguageandthe semantiaepresentation
languagewe usenot, and and E for negation, conjunctionand existential quanti®cationin the
former.



valueis theconstantalk®. In the hypotheticalExcoNT valuesin (20-a)and(20-b)
this constanis in the scopeof two negations.

To guaranteghe presenceof the NM in negatedverbal projections,we must
invoke a secondanguage-speci®grinciplefor Polish. We calledthis principlethe
NEG CRITERION, dueto its similarity in effectto the Neg Criterion of Haggeman
andZanuttini(1996.

(26) TheNEG CRITERION:
For every verb, if thereis a negationin the EXCONT value of the verb
thathasscopeover the verb's MAIN value,thenthat negation mustbe an
elemenif theverb's PARTS list.

Sincethe PolishNM nie is a verbalpre®x, its semanticcontrikution is partof the
semanticcontritution of a neggatedverh If a sentencecontainsan n-word anda
negatedverb, asthe Polishsentencen (17), the NEG CRITERION is met. In (13)
andin (21), however, thereis no negationin the semantiacontribution of the verh

Despiteits absencen the verb, in all the potentiallogical forms of the complete
sentencehe verb's MAIN value (talk9 is in the scopeof a negation. Thus, the
NEG CRITERION correctly excludesthesesentencesNote thatif we adda pre-
verbalneggationin sentencg21), the sentencdbecomesgyrammatical. Due to the
NEGATION COMPLEXITY CONSTRAINT it hasonly asinglenegationreading.

4.2.2 German

For Polishthe constraintin (25) preventsdoublenegation readings.For German,
anon-NClanguagewe needa constrainthat prohibitsnegation agreementThis
constraints givenin (27).

(27)  NEGATION FAITHFULNESS CONSTRAINT (GermanDutch, English):

a. Ineveryphrase:ithereis no elementof theform: whichis onthe
PARTS list of boththe head-daughteandthe nonhead-daughter

0 1
H-DTR LF PARTS
N-DTR LF PARTS @ 1
b. phrase) =
nd not E[M E ?@and member(,)g

and member(T,B)

Let us reconsidetthe sentencesvith two wordswhich contrikute a negation, i.e.

sentencegl7)and(21). Theirsinglenegationreadingsn (20-c)and(23-c)ariseby
theidenti®cationof the negation contritutedwithin the VP (eitherby the negative
marker or by the n-word in objectposition) and the negation contrituted by the
subject. As animmediateconsequenceyhenthe subjectcombineswith the VP,

both constituentshave a negationin their PARTS list. To derive a singlenegation
reading,thesenggationsmust be identical, i.e. there must be an expression:



whichis onthehead-daughtes'andonthenonhead-daughterbArRTS list. Thisis,
however, whatthe constraintin (27) excludes.

4.2.3 French

For Frenchn-wordsof the personnetype nothingneedgo be said,asLRS allows
for negationagreemenbut doesnot enforceit. This meanghattheambiguityof a
sentencavith two n-wordssuchas(21) is correctlypredicted.At the momentwe
cannotyet excludethe single negation readingof a sentencewvith an n-word and
theNM (i.e. of thetypein (17)). This hasto be postponedintil the next section,
wherewe will deriveit from lexical propertiesof pasin EuropearFrench.

Olivier Bonamiand Gilles Boyé (p.c.) broughtto our attentiona numberof
interestingn-wordsin Frenchslang,suchasque dalle, quetchi and oualou (all
meaningnothing, which are beyond the well-known core of Frenchn-words®?
Accordingto a preliminarygooglesearchandintrospectie judgement®f asmall
numberof native spealers, thesen-words patternexactly like other n-wordsin
French: They licenseneagative polarity items (28-b), they shov negative concord
with othern-words(29), andthey expressa doublenegationwhencombinedwith
pas(30). We did not ®nd aninstanceof a doublenegation readingwith quedalle
andanothem-word, though.

(28) a. *Jefous toutesortedechosependantesvacances.
I madeall sorts of thingsduring theholidays
b. On foutaitrien/ quedalle/quetchi/ oualou

Onemade nothing
"We did nothing.

(29) (internetdata)

a. maission va dansce sens la, plus personnefait
but if onegoesin thisdirectiontherenomorenobody does
quedalle
nothing
“but if one goesin this direction, nobodydoesarything arymore.
(foundby O. Bonami)

b. enréalitéces initiativesn'apportentabsolumentue dalle a
in reality thesenitiatives NE bring  absolutely nothing to
personne...
nobody
“In reality, thesenitiativesdon't sene arything atall to anybody!

(30) C'estpasquedalle
that's NM nothing
“That's not nothing.

B3Their non-standardtatusis alsodocumentedy (i) their high frequeny of occurrencevithout
neand(ii) the considerableamountof orthographiovariants(whichincludefor quedalle: quedalle
kedal,quele dail, for quetchi: ketci, keutdi, for oualou waloo,walloo, walou).



While thesen-wordsdesere a moresystematignvestigation,our preliminarysur
vey suggestshatthey follow the patternof the well-studiedn-wordsin French.

4.3 Summary

In this sectionwe demonstratedhat we can assumehe samesemanticspeci®-
cationsfor n-words and negative markersin French,Polish, and German. The
typologicaldifferencesn the nggation systemsarederivedfrom language-speci®c
restrictionson the mutualcompatibility of negative itemsin a sentence.

In our theoryoptionalNC is the simplestcase which s typologically correct.
Strict NC can be enforcedand might even be preferredbecausadt leadsto less
comple logical forms. For the rare casesof non-NClanguages principle like
(27) canaccounfor thegenerapattern.Thus,thesdanguagesiave morecomplex
grammarghanNC languageswhich mayexplain their typologicalmarkedness.

5 Analysisll: Exceptional N-Words

While the negation agreemenbehaior of personnénikt/niemandtype n-words
follows from the architectureof LRS and generaltypological principles,our ac-
countof then-wordsmotandDred in (7) and(8), andof the negative adverb pas
is lexicalizedandtreatsthemasidiosyncraticitems. Their lexical entriescontain
collocationalrestrictionswhich exclude someof the readingswe expectto ®nd
accordingo thegeneralprinciples.

5.1 Collocationally Restricted N-Words

In Section2.2 we shaved that Frenchmot (word) and GermaneinenDred (a
dirt) areinherentlynggative, exhibit obligatoryNC with othernegative itemsin the
sentenceandarerestrictedto co-occuronly with a smallnumberof verbs.French
hasa numberof n-wordssimilarto mot Then-word goutte(drop) co-occurswith
verbsof drinking, but alsowith verbsof perception(voir, entende (see heay)),
or comprehensioicompendie, connaite (undestand,know). The n-word mie
(crumb), themostarchaicof thethree,is attestedvith écouter(listen) andattende
(wait/expec). Our brief overview shavs thatthe verbswith which eachof these
n-wordsco-occursarenotfully predictabldrom theliteral meaningof then-words.
It is worth noting that the negation marker paswashistorically just onemore
of thesespecializedh-words. Motivatedby its literal meaning(step, it usedto
combinepreferablywith verbsof movement. In Section4.2.3we obsered that
the interactionof paswith n-wordsdoesnot follow completelyfrom the general
principlesof the negation systemof EuropeanFrench. For othervarietiessuch
asCanadiarFrench(Acadian),reportedin RichterandSailer(1999, pasis fully
integratedin the optionalconcordsystem. Therewe ®nd both singleanddouble
negationreadingdor sentencewhich containann-word andpas((1-c), (17)). We



concludethat in EuropeanFrench,pas hasa regular grammaticalmeaningbut,
nonethelesss (still) notfreefrom idiosyncraticcollocationalrestrictions.

In Section2.2 we shavedthatthe exceptionalGermann-word einenDred is
similar to Frenchmot It is inherentlynegative, it doesnot leadto doublenega-
tion readingsandit is collocationallyrestrictedto a small classof verbs. German
hasa numberof othersuchspecializedh-words (Sailerta), including den/einen
Teufel (the/ a devil) or einenfeuditen Kehrricht (a dampdus), which collocate
with roughlythe sameclassof verbsattestedor einenDred.

The phraseeinenDred violatesthe generaltypological patternof German,
which excludesNC. Interestingly we also®nd Frenchn-wordsthatgo againstthe
otherwisestablebanon singlenggationreadingswith pas Thereis a third group
of n-wordsin French,alsomentionedn Richterand Sailer1999 which includes
amequevive (soulthatlives). This n-word behaesanalogouslyto mot, but it can
form asinglenegationreadingwith pas excludinga doublenegationreading.

(31) a. lny a (pas)amequi vive danscet endroitdésert. [SN]
It NEtherehasNM alivingsoul in thisplace deserted
“Thereisn't aliving soulin this deserteglace'

b. Personnen'a jamais rencontrémequi vive danscet endroit
nobody NE hasnever met alivingsoul in thisplace
désert. [SN]
deserted
"Nobodyhasever metaryonein this deserteglace.

5.2 Analysis

We arenow readyto shawv thatthe behaior of the exceptionalwordscanbe cap-
tured usingthe collocationtheory of Soehn(2006 outlinedin Section3.3. The
necessargollocationalrestrictionswill directly expressthedistributionalidiosyn-
crasywe ®nd: For pasit will referto abstracitemsin thelogical form, for motit
will mentionthe verb class. The lexical entriesof einenDredk andamequi vive
will bethemostelaboratere ecting theirunusuabehaior relative to thenegation
system®f FrenchandGerman.

5.2.1 The Lexical Entry of pas

Sincepasis anegative markerits semanticontributionis asdescribedor negative
markersin generalin (12). However, we have to add a collocationalrestriction
within its coLL valuein which we specifythat no otheritem may agreewith it
within the sameclause.This enforceghe DN readingin (1-c)andin (17).



(32) §ketchof therela/antpartogthelexical entryof pas
PHON hpas
§SYNSEM ADV

LF PARTS It i %and . occursexactly oncein [A].
complete-clause

coLL
LF-LIC PARTS

5.2.2 The Lexical Entry of mottype N-Words

The lexical entry of motin (33) is consistentwith (11). In addition,it contains
anon-emptycoLL valueexpressinghat: (i) its collocationalrestrictionsmustbe
satis®edin the smallestcompleteclausecontainingmot (ii) in this clause,mot
must combinewith a verb of saying(we usethe attribute LISTEME from Soehn
2006to expresshis); (i) while motcontributesa negation, this negationmay not
bedistinctfrom othernegationsin thesameclause.Underthis analysistheincom-
patibility of pasandmotin (7-c) is animmediateconsequencef the contradictory
collocationalrequirement®f thetwo items.

(33)  Sketchof thelexical entry of the exceptionaln-word mot
2PHON hmot 3
SYNSEM NP
EXC [19x( ~ )
PARTS hx; [1]; thing%(x);: i
* complete-clause
coLL 4LOoC-LIC CAT HEAD LISTEME saying®
LF-LIC  PARTS
and thingYx) is acomponenbf and [I is acomponenbf
and if thereis anelementn [z of theform: ,then =

3+

5.2.3 The Lexical Entry of einenDreck-type N-Words

At the surfacethe patternof GermanDred in (8) is analogougo that of mot
However, we have to take into accountthat the negation systemsof Frenchand
Germanare fundamentallydifferent. FrenchhasoptionalNC, in GermanNC is
impossible.We assumehat Dred is lexically speci®edasoptionallyintroducing
anegation. Collocationallyit is justlike mot A clause-mat@egation may not be
distinctfrom the negationcontritutedby Dredk. Thisleadsto theeffectthatDred<
doesnot contritute a negationin the contet of a negative marker or ann-word.
This analysisalsomakestheright predictionsfor (34), in which therearetwo
words,ann-word anda negative determinerwhich contrikute negation.

(34) Dasschert niemandenkeinenDreck [DN]
this concernshoone no dirt
"No onedoesnot careaboutthis!



In this case,the typological patternof Germanis responsiblgor the double
negationreading,andDred doesnot contribute a negative component.

(35)  Sketchof thelexical entryof the exceptionaln-word Dred:
2PHON hDreck 3
SYNSEM NP
. Exc [@9x( ~ )
PARTS hx; [1] thing%(x)i  h: i
* complete-clause
coLL 4Loc-Lic CAT HEAD LISTEME intell-concernd
LF-LIC  PARTS
and thingYx) is acomponenbf
and [1]is acomponenbf anexpression in
and if thereis anelementn [a] of theform: ,then =

3+

To model n-words suchas &mequi vive (a living sou) in (31), we assume
a lexical entry which is like the one for einenDred in (35) with differentlocal
collocationrequirementsi.e. adifferentLoc-LIcC speci®cation)but with identical
logical form collocations: The PARTS list containsan optional negation operator
“(: )", andthelogical form of the smallesiclausecontainingthe n-word must
have a neggation (: ), but this negation may not be distinctfrom : . It follows
that whereaghe versionof einenDred without negation is requiredin German
whene&eranothemnegative item occursin thesameclause Amequeviveonly needs
to benon-ngative if it co-occurswith pas

6 Summary

The theory of NC which we have developedin this paperhasthreelayers. The
universal core systemis determinedby the semanticcombinatoricsof LRS and
the structureof the collocationtheory At the sametime commonlexical semantic
speci®cationf the importantwords of the sententialnegation system(n-words
and negative markers) have beenidenti®ed. Without additionalassumptionsthe
core systemdelineateshe samepotentialreadingsfor French,Polish and Ger
man. In the secondayer, the typological principlesdistinguishamongthe three
language-speci®typologicalclasseof NC we saw. In the third layer, language
internalidiosyncrasiesij.e. exceptionsto the generaltypological class,are han-
dled by exceptionalcollocationrequirement®f small classe®f lexical items. As
a result, we distinguishclearly between(i) the overall type of the languageand
(i) lexical itemswith principle-governedversusidiosyncraticbehaior. Previous
approachebhave not beenableto combinethesetwo aspects.

Our analysigdistinguisheghreetypologicalclasse®f NC. Frenchis the sim-
plestcase sincethe coreof n-wordsexhibits anunmarledbehaior. 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®principles(25)
and(26)) enforceobligatory NC andthe presencef the verbal negative marker,

nie, in negative sentences.The obligatory presenceof the NM in Polish makes
it non-trivial to distinguishn-wordsfrom NPIsin this system.Germanmarksthe
otherendof thescale.GermarforbidsNC with athird language-speci®grinciple,
whichwe calledNEGATION FAITHFULNESS CONSTRAINT (27).

The analysismalkesthe following predictions: (1) We expectthat functional
itemsin alanguageshav fewer or no collocationalproperties.This s attestedor
Frenchpas Historically, paswas collocationallyasrestrictedasmot Its collo-
cationalrestrictionstodayare moregeneralthanthoseof the mottype. However,
theincompatibility of motandpasstill follows from their respectre collocational
requirementslone. In non-Europeawariantsof French,pasdoesnot have a col-
locationalrestriction,i.e. it behaesaccordingo the generalbprincipleandpermits
optionalNC. (2) For non-NClanguagesitemswhich enforce*NC-lik ” interpre-
tationshave complex semanticontributionsandcollocationakequirementsThus,
they arehighly marked. In fact, we only ®nd very few of themin German.They
have not beennoticedin the literature,and we conjecturethat their overall fre-
queng in languagess very low.*

At the heartof our analysisis the techniqueof enforcing,forbidding or per
mitting structuralidentity between(componentf) signsin comple structures.
In HPSGthis is the single mostimportantdevice of linguistic description. It is
usedto modelagreemenin the nominaldomain,coindeationin Binding Theory
andsubject-erbagreemenin the sententiadomain.In LRS analyse®f semantic
phenomenastructuralidentity of semantiaepresentationsasbeenusedbeforeto
modeltenseagreemenin Afrikaans(Sailer2004 andinterrogative agreemenin
multiple wh-questionsn German(Richterand Sailer2001). In the presentcon-
tribution we arguedthata typologically orientedanalysisof NC canexploit nega-
tion agreemento accountimultaneouslyor (1) thedominanceof NC or multiple
negation in a given languageand (2) the occurrenceof lexically marked excep-
tionsto eachpattern.We integratedlexical exceptionsin sucha way thatthey are
distinguishedhsspecialcasesvhich needto belearnedndividually.

14postal(2004 presentsntriguing dataon idiosyncraticEnglishslangn-words/minimizerssuch
assquat They seemto meannothingin isolation (i-a), andthey don't allow for a DN readingif
a neggative marker or an n-word is present((i-b), (i-c)). However, in contrastto Frenchmot and
GermanDredk, squatdoesnot licenseNPIs (suchasin yeassin (i-d)). Postalthus,treatssquatas
beingambiguoudetweera zero-quanti®ein (i-a) andan NPl in (i-b) and(i-c). We do not attempt
to analyzesquatin this paperbut thedatasupportghepointthatNC-like itemsin non-NClanguages
shaw clearlymarkedbehaior.
0] Claudiasaw squat.(= Claudiasawv nothing.)
Claudiadidn't seesquat.(= Claudiadidn't seearything.)
Nobodyknows squataboutyourtopic. (= Nobodyknowsarything....) (internetdata)
Helga hassaidnothing/*squatto mein years.

oo
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