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Abstract 

 
In the present dissertation, Negative Concord (NC) is analysed as a syntax-
morphology interface phenomenon. NC, which can be defined as the fact that 
negation is semantically interpreted only once despite being apparently expressed by 
more than one element in the clause, can be classified as Strict, (1), or Non-Strict, 
(2), depending on whether n-words must necessarily co-occur with the sentential 
negative marker in all contexts or not. In Non-Strict NC, only post-verbal n-words 
must co-occur with the sentential negative marker; pre-verbal n-words, by contrast, 
cannot occur with the negative marker without yielding a Double Negation reading. 
 
(1)    a. *(Nie) zniszczyłem               niczyjej      książki                                   (Polish) 
                not  destroyed-1.SG.MSC n-person’s  book 
               ‘I didn’t destroy anybody’s book’ 
 
         b.    Nikt                    *(nie)  dał    Marysi        książki 
                n-person-NOM     not   gave  Mary-DAT book-GEN 
               ‘Nobody gave Mary a/the book’ 
 
 
(2)   a.  *(No) ha  visto a  nadie.                                                                  (Spanish) 
               not   has seen to n-person 
              ‘He hasn’t seen anybody’ 
 
        b.     Nadie      (*no)   compró el    periódico 
                n-person    not    bought  the  newspaper 
               ‘Nobody bought the newspaper’ 
 
 
Adopting the Minimalist Program and the Distributed Morphology model as the 
theoretical framework, it is argued that a post-syntactic operation determines the 
distribution of n-words with respect to the sentential negative marker (SNM) in 
English, both Standard and Non-Standard, and in a number of Romance languages.  
 
In chapter 1, a number of different approaches to NC are reviewed, showing that all 
of them try to give an answer to two independent questions: (i) are n-words 
inherently negative? and (ii) are n-words quantificational? In this dissertation, n-
words are assumed to be non-negative indefinites. 
 
In chapter 2, the main tenets of the MP and the DM model are outlined. The MP and 
DM diverge with respect to the conception of the Lexicon and to the role that is 
assigned to the Phonetic Form. In a nutshell, DM does not commit to the assumption 
that the Lexicon contains pairs of sound and meaning. Rather, the relation between 
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sound and meaning is ultimately decided in the PF branch, where PF operations that 
repair the syntactic output on the basis of morphological constraints are central. 
 
In chapter 3, it is assumed that Standard English n-words such as nobody, nothing 
and the like are not inherently negative, nor quantificational. Rather, they are non-
negative indefinites. These assumptions allow us to put forward an analysis of 
Standard English as having the structure of an NC language. However, two PF 
operations prevent n-indefinites from co-occurring with the SNM. It is argued that 
these operations, Obliteration, (4a), and Impoverishment, (4b), are triggered by the 
existence of a language-particular Filter, (3), that disallows the accidental repetition 
of negative features in the same Spell-Out domain.  
 
(3)  */negative marker/ /polarity morpheme/ if 

 
 (i)   /negative marker/ and /polarity morpheme/ are adjacent, 

 and 
 

 (ii)  NEGATIVE MARKER and POLARITY MORPHEME agree. 
 
 

 
 
Impoverishment can delete the negative value of the polarity feature that an n-
indefinite carries. Obliteration eliminates the negative marker syntactic terminal 
from the morphological structure. While Impoverishment results in the insertion of a 
default form of the any-set, as defined by the Vocabulary that is assumed for 
Standard English indefinites, Obliteration results in the negative marker escaping 
lexical insertion. 
 
The expression of Double Negation in Standard English is claimed to follow from 
the presence of a second negative syntactic terminal in the derivation. It is assumed 
to be head-adjoined in Focº. 
 
Data from language acquisition showed that English children go through a stage 
during which they produce n-indefinites with an overt negative marker. This is taken 
as evidence in favour of the presence of NegP in constructions that involve n-
indefinites.  
 
Chapter 4 is devoted to explaining the crucial difference that exists between n-
indefinites in Standard English and in Non-Standard varieties of English. As has 
been often reported in the literature, post-verbal n-indefinites can co-occur with the 
SNM in Non-Standard varieties of English regardless of whether they implement 
Strict or Non-Strict NC, as shown in (5a) and (5b) for Strict and Non-Strict NC 

(4)        a.  [+Neg] � Ø      / {______ [+polarity: negative]}Spell-Out 

 
             b.  [+polarity: negative] � [+polarity] / {______ [+Neg]}Spell-Out 
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respectively. Data from the FRED corpus show that Obliteration (5b) is also attested 
in those varieties of British English that implement Non-Strict NC as, like Standard 
English, these are constrained by the Filter that prevents two negative features from 
being accidentally repeated in the same Spell-Out domain, which is defined 
according to Phase Theory. 
 
(5)       a.      And uncle Albert, he wouldn’t do nothing, hardly.   (FRED, CON_005) 
 
            b.     Nobody’d got nothing, that’s the way it was.       (FRED, NTT_005) 
 
 
The conclusions for Non-Standard British English can be extended to African 
American English (AAE), which is renowned for its extensive use of NC. It is 
shown that while AAE mostly implements a system of Strict NC, for some AAE 
speakers NC is Non-Strict.  
 
Such variability in the type of NC makes the study of negative inversion (NI) in 
AAE extremely interesting as Obliteration and Impoverishment seem to be 
suspended in NI constructions even for those speakers with a system of Non-Strict 
NC. This is unexpected, as the n-indefinite and the negative marker are in the same 
Spell-Out domain.  
 
(6) a.    Doesn’t nobody really know that it’s a God, you know. Larry H., 15, Jets 

 
 b. Ain’t no white cop gonna put his hands on me! Jesse H., 16, Jets 
 

                                    (Labov 1972a: 187-188) 
 
 
Finally, in chapter 5, a number of Romance languages are also considered. For those 
which implement Non-Strict NC (e.g. Italian and Spanish among others), it is argued 
that Obliteration applies when n-words occur pre-verbally, as they are in the same 
Spell-Out domain as the SNM. Post-verbal n-words, by contrast, co-occur with the 
SNM due to the fact that negation is merged on top of TP in Romance Null Subject 
Languages.  
 
Like for English and French, some dialectal and diachronic data of Spanish are taken 
as evidence in favour of an Obliteration analysis of the negative marker. Basque 
Spanish and Old Spanish both show that it is possible for pre-verbal n-words to co-
occur with the negative marker. Double Negation readings are also analysed as 
involving an extra negative operator in Focus.  
 
In this chapter, it is shown that the case of Standard French bears striking 
similarities with Standard English. Pas, which is assumed to be the SNM, cannot co-
occur with n-indefinites in any contexts, and is affected by Obliteration. It is argued 
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that a uniform analysis of Standard French and Standard English is possible, which 
explains the similarities between the two languages, as well as the differences 
between Standard French and other Romance languages.  
 
(7)   a.   Jean *(n’) a (*pas) vu personne                    (French) 
 Jean ne has not seen n-person  
             ‘Jean hasn’t seen anyobody’ 
             
        b. Personne *(n’) est (*pas)  venu  
 n-person ne is not come  
             ‘Noone came’ 

    (Rowlett 1998: 178 and 182) 
 

 
Strict NC languages (e.g. Romanian) do not display the effects of PF-operations 
because they are not sensitive to the Filter that prevents two negative features from 
accidentally occurring in the same Spell-Out domain. Catalan, by contrast, is shown 
to be a case of intra-speaker variability: it is not easy to classify it as either a Strict 
or a Non-Strict NC language because the negative marker is optional.  
 
In general lines, it is assumed that a connection exists between the interpretability 
vs. non-interpretability of the SNM, which yields the Non-Strict vs. Strict NC 
distinction (Zeijlstra 2004) and obedience to the Filter. It is speculated that only 
Non-Strict NC languages are constrained by the Filter because Obliterated 
interpretable material can be recovered when co-occurring with identical 
uninterpretable features. 
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Preface 

The study of negation and Negative Concord, which is thoroughly discussed in 
chapter 1, has been of interest to researchers of the most diverse disciplines for 
centuries. In the particular field of linguistics, recent attempts have been made to 
explain the intricacies of NC by scrutinising the interfaces: some scholars have 
explored the possibility that the expression of negation and NC is a syntax-semantics 
interface phenomenon, some others have advocated for negation being a syntax-
phonology interface product. 
 
The purpose of the present dissertation is to explore yet another possibility: the 
phenomenon of NC across (many) languages can be accounted for by looking at the 
syntax-morphology interface. Such an approach is possible within Distributed 
Morphology, a generative model that assumes the relation between syntax and 
phonology to be direct. Any mismatches between syntax and the PF representation 
of a syntactic output are attributable to particular PF operations that determine the 
final phonological realisation of a given syntactic terminal. 
 
By assuming that Phase Theory (Chomsky 2001, 2005) regulates what and when is 
sent to the interfaces after syntax has assembled a series of morphemes, I attempt to 
provide a uniform account of NC and the expression of negation in Standard 
English, Non-Standard varieties of English and a number of Romance languages. 
Two main assumptions are at the heart of the hypothesis that unfolds throughout six 
chapters.  
 
First, n-indefinites / n-words (i.e. the elements that participate in NC constructions), 
are non-negative in the sense that they do not contribute negative meaning on their 
own. In the particular case of Standard English, indefinites of the any-set and those 
like nobody or nothing, which display overt negative morphology, are related in that 
they share most of their featural characterisation. It is assumed that the set of any-
words are specified as polarity items, while nobody, nothing and the like are 
negative polarity items.This is why the former can occur in a wider range of 
contexts than the latter. 
 
Second, it is argued that certain languages contain a Filter that prevents the co-
occurrence of two negative features, which are marked, in the same Spell-Out 
domain. The latter is defined according to Phase Theory. 
 
To ensure compliance with the Filter, two haplology rules are claimed to be 
operative to a different extent in the languages considered in this dissertation. These 
haplology rules come in the form of two basic PF operations, known as Obliteration 
and Impoverishment, which repair the syntactic output when it violates the Filter. 
 
In the particular case of n-words in Standard English, Non-Standard varieties of 
English and Romance, Obliteration is responsible for the removal from the 
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morphological component of the syntactic terminal that would eventually be 
Spelled-Out as the sentential negative marker. Such an operation prevents two 
negative features from being morphophonologically realised in a particular context. 
Impoverishment, on the other hand, deletes just a feature of a particular syntactic 
terminal in a given structural configuration, which results in the insertion of a 
default form. 
 
As argued in chapter 3, the combination of a three-way system of indefinites and the 
two PF operations that are claimed to be involved in the expression of negation in a 
number of languages hide the NC-character of Standard English. Likewise, as 
discussed in chapter 4, the fact that n-indefinites do not necessarily raise to Spec, 
NegP in Non-Standard varieties of English, together with the Vocabulary Items of 
English n-indefinites and the aforementioned PF rules account for the differences, as 
well as the similarities between Standard and Non-Standard English.  
 
In fact, the present proposal also allows us to capture the striking similarities 
between the expression of negation in Standard English and Standard French, a 
Romance language. This is a welcome result, for Standard French n-words display a 
puzzling distribution that sets them apart from other Romance n-words. However, 
their behaviour is easy to accommodate as a result of the syntax-morphology 
interaction. 
 
In chapter 5, Obliteration is shown to be responsible for a number of intriguing 
asymmetries in the distribution of n-words in Romance. Besides, it is also claimed 
that while the effects of Impoverishment are not generally observed in the 
morphology of Romance n-words, they are indeed attested in a particular 
construction in Spanish. 
 
To end up, let us stress that the use of NC in (Non-Standard) English is still rather 
stigmatised and often leads to the assumption that the speaker does not use ‘proper’ 
English. It is sometimes argued that the constructions where NC is observed violate 
a basic rule of logic which establishes that two negatives make a positive.  
 
However, in Catalan –and in many other natural languages such as Spanish, Italian 
or Czech, just to name a few– NC is perfectly grammatical. Are we to assume that 
the rules of logic are suspended in several languages of the world?  
 
Implausible as this conclusion may seem, it has had to be dismissed through 
linguistic research in different occasions. The present dissertation is yet another 
attempt to show that dialect syntax is a genuine object of study that can be 
described, compared and systematised on a par with the grammar of Standard 
languages. As Trudgill (1990: 79) puts it,  
 

‘...all dialects of English are grammatical. They all have their 
individual rules of grammar and their grammatical structures.’  
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Finally, apart from characterising NC in various languages as resulting from the 
interplay of syntax and morphology, this piece of research also has a more general 
implicit goal, which is showing that it is possible to account for formal aspects of 
language variation in generativist models. In other words, the Minimalist Program 
(MP) (Chomsky 1992, 1995, 2000, 2001 and 2005), and the Distributed Morphology 
(DM) model (Halle and Marantz 1993, Embick and Noyer 2007), offer a suitable 
formal apparatus to characterise the syntactic and morphological mechanisms that 
make NC possible in the languages / varieties under study. 
 
The dissertation is organised as follows: chapter 1 defines the phenomenon of NC 
and how n-words have been semantically and quantificationally characterised in the 
literature. Chapter 2 outlines the main assumptions in the MP and DM, while 
chapter 3 describes and analyses the expression of negation (and NC) in Standard 
English. In chapter 4, Non-Standard British English corpus data on NC are presented 
and analysed in depth, stressing the similarities and differences with respect to the 
distribution of n-indefinites in Standard English. Chapter 5 extends the analysis in 
chapter 4 to Romance. The result is an overarching account of NC across languages 
that relates this phenomenon to language-particular Spell-Out rules. Chapter 6 
contains the main conclusions of this piece of research. 
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1 Negative Concord 

1.1 Introduction 

 
Negative Concord (NC, henceforth) is one of the various labels that have been used 
in the literature1 to describe the fact that, in some languages, negation is 
semantically interpreted only once even when more than one apparently negative 
element occurs in a sentence. This is illustrated in (1), where the sentential negative 
marker and n-words are in italics.  
 
(1) a. No ha trobat ningú. (Catalan) 
  not has found n-person  
                     ‘(S)he hasn’t found anyone’ 
 
 b. Non ha mangiato niente (Italian) 
  not has eaten n-thing  
                     ‘(S)he hasn’t eaten anything’ 
 
 c. Marija ne voli ni(t)koga (Serbian/Croatian)2 
  Mary not loves n-person-ACC  
                     ‘Mary doesn’t love anyone’ 
 
 
The term  n-word was first introduced in Laka (1990: 105) to refer to a set of 
elements such as nadie ‘n-person’, nada ‘n-thing’ and ningún ‘any’ which seem to 
behave as negative polarity items (NPIs) in certain contexts, but as universal 
negative quantifiers in some others. In the examples in (1), for example, the 
sentential negative marker is obligatory, thus indicating that post-verbal n-words are 
dependent elements very much in the same way as NPIs are. Conversely, the 
examples in (2) show that n-words seem to behave as negative quantifiers when 
occurring in a pre-verbal position.  
 
 
 
 

                                                           
 
1 Other terms that have been used are double attraction (Jespersen 1917), neg incorporation (Klima 1964) 
and negative attraction (Labov 1972b). Den Besten (1986) introduced a distinction between negative 

concord proper and negative spread. While the former involves the co-occurrence of sentential negative 
markers and n-words, in the latter two (or more) n-words co-occur in the absence of the sentential 
negative marker. 
2 Example taken from Progovac (1994: 3). 
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(2) a. Ninguém   viu o Pedro (Portuguese)3 
  n-person  saw the Pedro  
                  ‘Nobody saw Pedro’ 
 
 b. Nadie   compró el periódico   (Spanish) 
  n-person bought the newspaper  
                    ‘Nobody bought the newspaper’ 
 
 c. Senki sem   jött el sehova (sem) (Hungarian)4 
  n-person-NOM came PREF nowhere-to SEM  
                   ‘Nobody came along anywhere’ 
 
 
As shown in (3), the phenomenon under study is widespread. NC is not only 
observed in Romance and Slavic languages, but also in Afrikaans, West Flemish and 
Non-Standard English, among others.  
 
(3) a. Ons gooi niks weg nie (Afrikaans)5 
  we throw n-thing away not  
                  ‘We don’t throw anything away’ 
 
 b.   …da Valère niemand nie (en)-kent (West Flemish)6 
      that Valère n-person not  NEG-know  
                   ‘…that Valère doesn’t know anybody’ 
 
 
 

c. Maria didn’t  say nothing to nobody   (Non-Standard English)7 

 
Not all languages behave in the same way with respect to NC, however. While in 
some languages it is required that n-words obligatorily co-occur with the sentential 
negative marker, in others there is a very intriguing asymmetry between post-verbal 
and pre-verbal n-words. While the former need to be licensed by the presence of the 
negative marker in languages such as Spanish and Italian, the latter cannot appear 
together with the negative marker for a negative concordant reading to obtain. These 
two types of languages are very often referred to as Strict and Non-Strict NC 
languages. They are exemplified in (4) and (5) respectively. 
 
 
 

                                                           
 
3 Example taken from Isac (2002: 119). 
4 Example taken from Surányi (2006: 275). 
5 Example taken from Den Besten (1986: 202). 
6 Example taken from Haegeman and Zanuttini (1991: 237). 
7 Example taken from Ladusaw (1992: 237). 
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Strict NC language 

                         
(4) a. *(Nie) zniszczyłem niczyjej książki (Polish)8 
  not destroyed-1.SG.MSC n-person’s book  
                 ‘I didn’t destroy anybody’s book’ 
 

                  ‘Nobody gave Mary a/the book’ 
 

Non-Strict NC language 

 

(5) a. *(No) ha visto a nadie. (Spanish) 
  not has seen to n-person  
                  ‘He hasn’t seen anybody’ 
 
 b. Nadie   (*no) compró el periódico  
  n-person  not bought the newspaper  
                 ‘Nobody bought the newspaper’ 
 
 
In addition, in a language such as Catalan, both types of NC seem to co-occur. As 
shown by the examples in (6), while the sentential negative marker is obligatory 
with post-verbal n-words, it is optional when n-words occur pre-verbally in NC 
constructions. This issue is discussed in depth in chapter 5, which is devoted to the 
characterisation of n-words and NC in Romance. 
 
(6) a. *(No) ha comprat   res. (Catalan) 
  not has bought n-thing  
                  ‘He didn’t buy anything’ 
 
   b. Ningú   (no) ha  telefonat  
  n-person  not has called  
                 ‘Nobody called’ 
 
 
The phenomenon of NC constitutes a problem both for semanticists and for 
syntacticians: as has been noted in the literature (Ladusaw 1992; Giannakidou 
2000), NC poses a puzzle for compositionality, which requires the meaning of a 
phrase to be constructed out of the meaning of its words. Crucially, the central 
question is: if it is assumed that n-words bear some kind of negative import, why is 

                                                           
 
8 Example taken from Przepiórkowski and Kupść (1999: 213 and 215). 

 b. Nikt *(nie) dał Marysi książki        
  n-person-NOM   not gave Mary-DAT book-GEN  
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negation interpreted only once when n-words co-occur with sentential negation or 
other n-words?  
 
Such a problem does not arise if, by contrast, n-words are characterised as non-
negative in nature and only the negative marker is considered semantically negative. 
However, an account of n-words as non-negative seems to be threatened by cases 
such as (5b), where it is not obvious where the negative meaning comes from.  
 
Apart from the inherent (non-)negative nature of n-words, another issue that has 
been thoroughly debated is their quantificational nature, with four main positions 
guiding the discussion. While for some scholars n-words are universal quantifiers 
(Zanuttini 1991; Haegeman and Zanuttini 1991; Haegeman 1995; Giannakidou 
2000), others claim that n-words are polarity items with no intrinsic negative 
meaning (Bosque 1980; Laka 1990; Progovac 1994). A third trend defends the view 
that n-words are indefinites with no quantificational force on their own (Acquaviva 
1993, 1997; Ladusaw 1992, 1994; Giannakidou and Quer 1997; Zeijlstra 2004) and, 
finally, other scholars such as Herburger (2001) argue in favour of n-words being 
lexically ambiguous between NPIs and negative quantifiers.  
 
A number of hybrid proposals, which combine elements from different perspectives 
such as Suñer (1995) and Rowlett (1998) are also discussed. The intricacies of each 
of these analyses are addressed in section 1.2. 
 
 

1.2 Previous analyses of NC 

 
The study of NC has always been surrounded by a great deal of controversy which 
has been carried over to the present day. As is reflected in the next subsections, two 
issues have traditionally been at the heart of the research on NC: whether n-words 
are intrinsically negative or not and what their quantificational status is. Different 
answers to these two separate questions and the way these answers are combined 
result in various theoretical accounts of NC and the nature of n-words.  
 
Some of these analyses are diametrically opposed, indeed. For example, the 
assumption that n-words are quantificational and negative at the same time (see 
subsection 1.2.1.1) results in an analysis that is at odds with those that endorse the 
view that n-words are non-quantificational and non-negative (see subsection 1.2.2). 
To further complicate the picture, if one takes into account that the two central 
questions are independent from one another, a number of intermediate or mixed 
positions can also be defended. In subsection 1.2.1.2, for instance, n-words are 
assumed to be quantificational but non-negative. 
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Finally, a new line of research opened thanks to Kamp’s (1981) and Heim’s (1982) 
concept of indefinite, which is an expression that, not being quantificational in 
nature, can acquire quantifier features from other elements in the sentence. Some 
linguists tried to shed some light on the disconcerting syntactic behaviour of n-
words by putting forward accounts of n-words as indefinites, which, combined with 
the negativity issue, result in two more views entering the debate; namely, n-words 
as non-negative indefinites (see 1.2.3.1) and n-words as negative indefinites (see 
subsection 1.2.3.2)9.   
 
 

1.2.1 N-words as universal quantifiers 

1.2.1.1 N-words as negative quantifiers 

 
Zanuttini (1991) and Haegeman and Zanuttini (1991) analyse n-words as universal 
quantifiers that are inherently negative. N-words are assumed to bear a [NEG] 
formal feature that needs to be checked10 under a Specifier-Head configuration in 
order for the derivation not to crash. This requirement is imposed by the NEG 
Criterion, a principle of well-formedness at LF11. 
 
Haegeman and Zanuttini (1991) define the NEG-Criterion as an instantiation of 
Rizzi’s (1991) and Haegeman’s (1992) AFFECT Criterion, which regulates the 
distribution of elements that bear scope. The AFFECT Criterion, stated in (7), 
applies to lexical items which carry features that need to be checked against features 
of functional categories. 
 

                                                           
 
9 The sections that follow presuppose some basic knowledge of the core components of the generative 
model of grammar assumed in the Principles and Parameters approach of the 1980s and 1990s and the 
Minimalist Program. Any lack of familiarity with the technical terms used in the remainder of the chapter 
can be remedied by reading chapter 2 before covering sections 1.2.1 to 1.3 in this chapter. 
10 Feature-checking is what motivates movement in the Principles and Parameters approach. This notion 
is reformulated as feature-matching and valuation in the Minimalist Program. 
11 LF stands for Logical Form and is one of the two levels of representation that exist as part of the 
generative procedure that is responsible for the derivation of linguistic expressions. LF is where the 
structural part of the meaning of a linguistic expression is mapped in the form of instructions for the 
systems of thought to interpret it (see chapter 2 for a comprehensive description of the generativist model 
of grammar). 

(7)  The AFFECT Criterion 
 

 a. An [AFFECTIVE] operator must be in a Spec-Head configuration 
with an [AFFECTIVE] Xº; 
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When the formal feature involved is [NEG], the AFFECT Criterion is more 
specifically referred to as the NEG Criterion. This is formalised in (8), and can be 
considered a subcase of the condition in (7). In order to satisfy the NEG Criterion, n-
words are assumed to move to Spec, NegP either overtly or covertly, i.e. either 
before or after Spell-Out12.  
 
(8)  The NEG Criterion 

 
 a. A NEG operator must be in a Spec-Head configuration with an Xº 

[NEG]; 
 

 b. An Xº [NEG] must be in a Spec-Head configuration with a NEG 
operator. 

                                                                          (Haegeman and Zanuttini 1991: 244)13 

 
 
The NEG Criterion is modelled along the lines of the WH-Criterion in (9), which is 
another instantiation of the AFFECT Criterion in (7) applied to WH-elements. 
According to this condition, WH-elements such as who and what undergo fronting 
in WH-questions for feature-checking purposes either before or after Spell-Out.  
 

                                                           
 
12 The distinction between overt and covert movement no longer exists in the most recent version of the 
Minimalist Program. Rather, movement must take place within a strong phase before it is handed out to 
the phonological component to be Spelled-Out (see chapter 2 for details). 
13 Data from West Flemish have been taken to be strong evidence in favour of the need for a Specifier-
Head relationship to be established between n-words and their licensers in NC structures. As shown by 
the examples in (1), in West Flemish NC only obtains if the n-word scopes over the sentential negation. 
Otherwise, a Double Negation reading arises. 
 
(1) a. …da Valère niemand nie kent.              (West Flemish) 
  that Valère n-person not knows  
                               ‘… that Valère does not know anybody.’     
 
 b. …da Valère nie niemand kent.                          
  that Valère not n-person knows  

                               ‘… that Valère does not know nobody.’                     (Double Negation reading) 

 
 b. An [AFFECTIVE] Xº must be in a Spec-Head configuration with an 

AFFECTIVE operator. 

(9)  The WH-Criterion 
 

 a. A WH-operator must be in a Spec-Head configuration with an Xº 
[WH]; 
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It is assumed that WH-elements are positively specified with a [WH] feature that 
needs to be checked against the [WH] feature of the functional category 
C(omplementiser) under a Specifier-Head relationship. Haegeman (1995) outlines 
four pieces of evidence in favour of treating WH-structures and negation along the 
same lines. First, both WH-elements and negation have the ability to license NPIs 
such as anyone or anything, as illustrated in (10) and (11).  
 

 

                                                                                                      (Haegeman 1995:70) 

 
 
Secondly, she observes that subject-auxiliary inversion is triggered in both WH- 
constructions and structures with fronted negation14. This is shown in (12).  
 
 
 

                                                           
 
14 There is an asymmetry between WH- and negative constituents, as Haegeman (1995) acknowledges 
and discusses. While sentence-initial WH-constituents always trigger inversion, not all sentence-initial 
negative constituents do so. Compare (1a) and (1b), from Haegeman (1995: 71 and 72). 
 
(1) a. Not often does Jack attend parties. 
 b. Not long ago, it rained. 
 
Haegeman argues that (1b) is not interpreted as a negative sentence –a term that she uses in an intuitive 
way. Evidence for this claim comes from the failure of expressions such as not long ago, not far away 
and in no small measure to be coordinated with a tag containing neither, which is used as a diagnostic for 
negativity.  
 
(2) a. Not often does Jack attend parties, and neither does Bill. 
 b. *Not long ago, John bought a house, and neither did Bill. 
 
The type of negation that triggers inversion is referred to as sentential negation, while the type of 
expressions in (1b) are considered ‘local negation’ or constituent negation. WH-constructions are 
analogous to sentential negation. 

 
 b. An Xº [WH] must be in a Spec-Head configuration with a WH-

operator. 

(10) a. Did you see anyone? 
 b. I did not see anyone. 
 c. *I saw anyone. 

(11) a. Who said anything? 
 b. No one said anything. 
 c. *I said anything. 
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                                                (Haegeman 1995: 71) 

 
 
A third argument for a uniform treatment of WH-constructions and negation stems 
from the observation that both structures introduce inner island effects, where an 
intervening operator in an A-bar position bans movement out of an A-bar position. 
As seen in (13b), when negation is inserted, it blocks long construal of the adjunct 
as they know. 
 

 
 
Finally, according to Haegeman (1995), the similarity between readings of multiple 
WH-expressions and NC supports the claim that WH-constructions pattern with 
negation. As illustrated in (14a), two occurrences of WH-words in a single sentence 
are only represented once at LF: a single WH-operator binds two variables. 
Likewise, in (14b), multiple occurrences of negative expressions receive only a 
single negative interpretation at LF. 
 
(14) a. Qui disait quoi ? (French) 
  who said what  
                         For which x, y [x: a person; y: a thing] [x said y] 
 
 b. Personne ne disait rien  
  n-person not said n-thing  
                        ‘No one said anything’ 
                         No x, y [x: a person; y: a thing] [x said y] 

  (Haegeman 1995: 78) 

 
 
At least the first three pieces of evidence that Haegeman (1995) discusses have been 
counterargued in the literature. It has been shown that while it is true that WH-
constructions and negation share some semantic and syntactic properties, these are 
not exclusive to these two constructions, and may actually follow from more general 
semantic constraints (Giannakidou 1997, 1999; Zeijlstra 2004). Thus, a uniform 
syntactic treatment of WH-structures and negation is not fully motivated.  
 
In particular, Giannakidou (1997) discusses Haegeman’s (1995) second argument 
and shows that the similarity between WH- and negation inversion is not found 
consistently across languages, but may exist to the extent that both constructions can 

(12) a. What did you see? 
 b. Never in my life will I do that again. 

(13) a. Bill is here, as they know. 
 b. *Bill is here, as they don’t know. 
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trigger inversion in circumstances that may be the same for certain language groups. 
She points out that not all languages that show WH-inversion also have inversion in 
negative structures, as is the case of Spanish and Greek. Besides, there are languages 
that do not have WH-inversion at all. Therefore, the fact that in a given language 
both WH-constructions and negation trigger subject-auxiliary inversion might be 
coincidental to a certain extent: the syntactic similarity between the two structures is 
probably due to the fact that similar feature-checking requirements are at work.  
 
Giannakidou (1997) further argues that WH-inversion is unmarked, while negative 
inversion is marked. Unlike WH-words, which move directly to Spec, CP, it is 
assumed that n-words in negative inversion structures move from Spec, NegP to 
Spec, CP after topicalisation takes place. Therefore, subject-auxiliary inversion after 
negative fronting follows from applying the NEG Criterion after topicalisation so 
that the n-word is in a Spec-Head relation with a negative element in the Cº head.  
 
Concerning Haegeman’s (1995) first and third arguments, namely the ability to 
license NPIs, and the fact that they both introduce island effects, Zeijlstra (2004: 
197) argues that they follow from the circumstance that both NPI licensers and 
island introducers are non-veridical, which is precisely a semantic feature that both 
WH-constructions and negation share. Therefore, the fact that both interrogative 
elements and negation can license NPIs and introduce island effects does not justify 
a uniform syntactic treatment of these constructions. Zeijlstra (2004) also mentions 
another difference between WH-constructions and NC: while NC is clause bound, 
WH-structures with more than one WH-word are not, which significantly 
discourages a unified analysis of WH- and negation. 
 
The NEG Criterion accounts for how n-words are licensed in the syntax. However, 
both n-words and the sentential negative marker have been assumed to be 
semantically negative (i.e. they both carry a [NEG] feature). The fact that negation is 
interpreted only once in NC structures still remains unexplained. Haegeman and 
Zanuttini (1991: 246-247) postulate a process of negative absorption, referred to as 
Neg-factorisation which is assumed to apply at LF. Regulated by the NEG Criterion, 
such an operation allegedly cancels the negative meaning of several raised 
quantifiers that are under the scope of a single negative operator. 
 
The assumption that n-words are inherently negative by virtue of containing a 
[NEG] feature has been very often under attack. If n-words are semantically 
negative, the prediction is that they should be able to express sentential negation on   
their own in all contexts, which is disconfirmed by the available data. Consider, for 
example, the Catalan pair in (15). 
 
(15) a. Si et demanen res, no contestis.           (Catalan)
  if to-you ask-3.PL n-thing not answer-2.SG.SUBJ  
                 ‘If they ask you anything, don’t answer’ 
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 b. Si et demanen alguna cosa, no contestis. 
  if to-you ask-3.PL something not answer-2.SG. SUBJ 
                 ‘If they ask you anything, don’t answer’ 
 
 
The example in (15b) shows that the n-word res ‘n-thing’ can be replaced by the 
non-negative item alguna cosa ‘something’ without changing the meaning in a 
conditional context, thus providing evidence against the inherent negativity of n-
words. Moreover, the approach which treats n-words as universal quantifiers also 
faces problems in accounting for the fact that n-words seem to behave as existential 
quantifiers in post-verbal NC constructions and in non-negative contexts such as the 
examples in (15).  
 
A very recent reformulation of Haegeman and Zanuttini’s (1991) approach is found 
in Watanabe (2004), who argues that NC should be embedded into the general 
theory of feature-checking. As a novelty, he claims that checking of the negative 
feature that n-words carry is triggered by an uninterpretable focus feature that n-
words bear. In line with Chomsky (1995, 1998), he further assumes that feature-
checking involves copying of features onto the Probe15. Although Chomsky 
abandons this idea in later work (Chomsky 2000, 2001 and 2005), Watanabe (2004) 
shows that it can account for Neg-factorisation. The evidence he uses to defend 
feature-copying as a mechanism that makes Neg-factorisation possible is drawn 
from an analysis of elliptical answers in line with Merchant’s (2001). 
 
Watanabe (2004) argues that any analysis that treats n-words as non-negative 
ultimately faces a dead end in not being able to successfully account for ellipsis 
phenomena. For instance, in Giannakidou’s (2000) account (see subsection 1.2.1.2 
for a discussion of it), n-words in elliptical answers cannot contribute the negative 
meaning of the clause, since they are non-negative. Rather, she claims that the n-
word is interpreted within a clause which has been partially elided. The negative 
marker of the elided part is actually what carries the negative meaning that speakers 
interpret in the short answer.  
 
(16) Q: Ti  idhes?                                                                    (Greek)
  what saw.2SG  
                         ‘What did you see?  
 
 A: TIPOTA  dhen idha.  
  n-thing not saw.1.SG  
                        ‘Nothing’ 

                                                           
 
15 In Chomsky’s recent literature, a Probe/selector is a category that seeks for a Goal, i.e. a category with 
matching features with which the Probe will establish an Agree-relationship that will allow 
uninterpretable features to be deleted/valued. 
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According to Watanabe (2004), Giannakidou’s (2000) hypothesis is flawed in that a 
negative open proposition, i.e. the elliptical answer, takes an affirmative open 
proposition as its antecedent: if it were possible for negative propositions to take 
affirmative antecedents, with the elided negative marker being responsible for the 
negative meaning of the elliptical answer, nothing should prevent an example such 
as (17) from being interpreted as (18b). Such an interpretation of the answer to the 
question in (17) never obtains, though. 
 
(17)  Q: Nani-o  mita no?                                                     (Japanese)16

  what-ACC saw  Q    
                        ‘What did you see? 
 
 A: Hebi.     
  snake  
                         ‘A snake’ 
 
 
(18) a. Hebi-o  mita                                                          (Japanese)
  snake-ACC saw     
                         ‘I saw a snake’ 
 
 b. Hebi-o  mi-nak-atta  
  snake-ACC saw-NEG-PAST  
                        ‘I didn’t see a snake’ 
 
 
Watanabe (2004) defends the position that for an open proposition to take an 
affirmative proposition as its antecedent, the elided part cannot contribute the 
negative meaning even if it contains a negation marker. He goes on to show that 
feature-copying renders the sentential negative marker inactive, thus allowing 
inherently negative n-words to co-occur with a negative marker yielding an NC 
reading. 
 
The feature-copying mechanism yields the same result as the Neg-factorisation 
operation that Haegeman and Zanuttini (1991) had to stipulate to account for NC 
readings with inherently negative n-words, according to Watanabe. Before outlining 
the formal details of feature-copying, however, let us say that in Chomsky’s MP (see 
chapter 2), one of the main syntactic mechanisms for feature-checking is Agree, 
where a set of formal features on a Probe looks for a Goal containing a set of 
matching features. In Chomsky (2000), it is assumed that the Goal must be active for 

                                                           
 
16 Examples taken from Watanabe (2004: 567 and 568). 
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Agree to obtain and that for a Goal to be active, it must contain an uninterpretable 
feature17. 
 
Watanabe argues that the negative feature of both the sentential negative marker and 
n-words is interpretable. What makes the Goal active, therefore, is not a negative 
feature, but an uninterpretable focus feature carried by n-words. He summarises his 
hypothesis as follows: 
 

‘Negative doubling arises when the neg-feature of the Neg head 
undergoes checking with the neg-feature of negative concord items 
that are made active by an unintepretable focus feature. The additional 
raising of a negative concord item to Spec, NegP is due to the EPP 
feature of the Neg head.’ 

(Watanabe 2004: 578) 
 
 
The NC reading follows from the application of feature-copying (Chomsky 1995, 
1998), according to which a feature H, acting as the Probe, seeks a feature F, the 
Goal, as represented in (19). Once Agree has taken place, the feature F is copied 
onto H, the Probe, as shown in (20)18. 
 
(19) H [… [XP . . . F . . . ] . . . ] 
 
(20) [(XP) H + F [. . . [XP . . . F. . .] . . .]] 
 
 
The configuration in (20) results in two negative features in the negative head. 
However, since they are assumed to be copied without any hierarchical order, 
Watanabe argues that they cancel each other out, hence rendering the negative 
marker non-negative. Applied to Catalan, for example, in a sentence such as (21a), 
both the negative marker no –the Probe, according to Watanabe (2004)– and the n-
word res, the Goal, would carry an interpretable negative feature. The n-word, in 
addition, would bear an uninterpretable focus feature, [uFoc], which activates it as a 
Goal. In (21b), the [iNeg] feature of the Goal is copied onto the Probe, and the 
[uFoc] feature is checked via Agree, as shown by the strikethrough. In co-occurring 
in the same head, the two negative features cancel each other out. The result is that 

                                                           
 
17 In Chomsky (2005), the most recent version of the MP, it is assumed that Probes contain unvalued 
features, while Goals contain matching (valued) features. Given Chomsky’s (2001) assumption that a 
feature F is uninterpretable iff F is unvalued, only uninterpretable features could act as Probes. This is the 
opposite of Watanabe’s proposal, where the interpretable negative feature of the negative marker acts as a 
Probe. In Pesetsky and Torrego (2004), valuation and interpretability are assumed to be independent 
concepts, which makes it possible for interpretable features to be unvalued and, hence, act as Probes. 
Pesetsky and Torrego’s work is discussed in chapter 2. 
18 Diagrams have been taken from Watanabe (2004: 581). 
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only the n-word, res ‘n-thing’, is responsible for the negative meaning of the 
sentence. 
 
(21) a. No ha vist   res.  (Catalan) 
  not has seen n-thing  
                        ‘He didn’t see anything’ 
 
             b. 
 

 
Watanabe’s (2004) proposal is very interesting, for it offers a fully compositional 
analysis of elliptical answers and cases such as (21). However, such an approach 
turns out to be problematic for more complex cases of NC, such as the example in 
(22), where the sentential negative marker licenses two post-verbal n-words. 
 
(22) No ha dit   res a   ningú. (Catalan) 
 not has said n-thing to  n-person  
              ‘He didn’t say anything to anyone’ 
 
 
Notice that the application of the feature-copying mechanism that Watanabe 
proposes results in two negative features being copied onto the Probe. The negative 
marker, therefore, would contain three interpretable negative features. It has been 
assumed that two [iNeg] features can cancel each other out if copied onto a head 
without any internal order. However, it is not clear what happens when the number 
of negative features is odd: in principle, if no extra machinery is postulated, the 
sentential negative marker would remain semantically negative. A further problem is 
what happens with the negative features that n-words retain after feature-copying. 
Again, the fact that the negative features of res ‘n-thing’ and ningú ‘n-person’ are 
not erased would induce a Double Negation reading, which is not the case.  
 
Watanabe (2004) does not address cases such as the one in (22). Neither does he 
account for negative spread (i.e. the co-occurrence of a pre-verbal n-word with one 
or more post-verbal n-words) in terms of feature-copying. He only claims that 
negative spread must be treated differently from negative doubling, as it is not clear 
how two interpretable negative features can be deleted in cases such as the example 
in (23). 
 

NegP 

  Negº 
    | 
   No 

[iNeg] 
[iNeg] 

    vP 
     | 
    res 
  [iNeg] 
  [uFoc] 
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(23) Ningú ha dit   res.  (Catalan) 
 not has said n-thing   
          ‘Nobody said anything’ 
 
 
De Swart and Sag (2002) account for NC in French and, to a lesser extent, other 
Romance languages within a polyadic framework. When n-words, which are 
assumed to be negative quantifiers, occur in a sequence, they can be interpreted as 
an iteration of quantifiers, thus yielding a DN reading, or via resumption, which 
results in a polyadic negative quantifier that is interpreted as NC. 
 
De Swart and Sag discuss examples from French such as (24), which are argued to 
be ambiguous between DN and NC. The first reading is achieved by function 
application, which results in n-words being scopally ordered and interpreted as 
cancelling each other out. The second reading, by contrast, obtains when two 
quantifiers form a resumptive polyadic quantifier. The two structures are illustrated 
in (24a) and (24b) respectively. 
 

 
These authors further argue that both strategies are possible across languages. The 
fact that French favours an NC-reading for (24) whereas Standard English would 
prefer the DN-reading for the equivalent example is just a matter of preference 
related to the use of language, according to de Swart and Sag. 
 
Unlike other accounts of NC, sentential negation does not play a role in the creation 
of a resumptive negative quantifier. The negative marker is assumed to be anti-
additive, a property which is shared by n-words and certain prepositions like sans 
‘without’. Moreover, de Swart and Sag also assume that the negative marker does 
not bind any variables; therefore, it does not interfere with the creation of a polyadic 
quantifier in an NC context, where it is actually claimed to be semantically empty. 
 
The immediate consequence of the semantic emptiness of the sentential negative 
marker is that languages can freely include it or exclude it in their system of NC. 
The contrast between Strict and Non-Strict NC is, thus, irrelevant in de Swart and 
Sag’s account. 

(24)  Personne (n’)a rien fait.                                            (French)                                    
  n-body ne  has  n-thing done 
      
 a. No one has done nothing (i.e., everyone did something).             [DN] 

¬∃x¬∃y Do(x, y) 
 

 b. No one has done anything.                                                            [NC] 
¬∃x∃y Do(x, y) 
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Zeijlstra (2004) discusses de Swart and Sag’s analysis and points out some 
problems. First, he claims that assuming that NC results from resumptive 
quantification instead of quantification iteration is weakly motivated. His main 
criticism concerning this issue is that, contrary to what is assumed in de Swart and 
Sag, it is possible to reduce negative resumptive quantification to an iteration of 
monadic quantifiers. 
 
Zeijlstra also shows that de Swart and Sag’s argument that NC readings can be 
modified by except phrases, which is generally taken to be a test for resumptive 
quantification, is not suitable for some allegedly polyadic constructions. This is 
shown in (25) .  
 
(25) Personne ne veut parler a personne, sauf Jean au diable. 
 n-body neg wants talk to n-body except Jean to.the devil 
          ‘Nobody wants to talk to anybody, except John to the devil’                (French) 
 

(Zeijlstra 2004: 205) 

 
 
In the example in (25), the second personne ‘n-person’ has scoped over the modal 
verb veut ‘want’. Hence, the resumptive quantifier in the main clause refers to pairs 
of variables with a de re reading: ‘there is no pair <x, y> such that x wants to talk to 
y’. The sauf-phrase is therefore interpreted as ‘but there is a pair <x, y>, where x is 
Jean and y le diable, such that x wants to talk to y’. As noted in Zeijlstra (2004: 
205), this interpretation presupposes the existence of the devil. The example in (25), 
however, is fine with a de dicto interpretation. 
 
To support the claim that NC can be analysed as resumptive quantification, de Swart 
and Sag also argue that other instances of polyadic constructions that cannot be 
reduced to iteration of monadic quantifiers can be translated into first-order logic. 
Zeijlstra, however, questions that the example de Swart and Sag consider is a proper 
example of resumptive quantification since, as shown in (27), it does not allow 
except-modification. 
 
(26) Every boy likes himself. 

 
 [EVERYBOY, SELF] (LIKE) 

 
∀ x [like (x, x)] 

 
 
(27) Every boy likes himself, (*except John himself) 

(Zeijlstra 2004: 205) 
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A second criticism to de Swart and Sag’s account is related to the fact that it does 
not provide an explanation for the observed clause-boundedness of NC in all 
contexts. In addition, it does not account for the well-known pre- / post-verbal 
asymmetry of n-words with respect to the occurrence of the negative marker. In 
other words, why the presence of the sentential negative marker yields DN with pre-
verbal n-words in languages such as Italian or West Flemish is left unexplained. 
 
A final concern is found in the assumption that both the DN and the NC readings are 
theoretically available in every language, the choice resulting from the preferences 
imposed by language use. As discussed in Zeijlstra (2004), this is clearly an 
overgeneralisation. For languages such as Swedish and Norwegian, which totally 
disallow NC readings, it would have to be assumed that NC, though unavailable, is a 
possibility. 
 
In addition, Zeijlstra also highlights that DN / NC ambiguities are not a universal 
property of languages, though they might be usual in Standard English and French 
because these languages are unstable in the Jespersen’s Cycle. In fact, the link that 
de Swart and Sag (2002) establish between the preference for DN or NC and the 
Jespersen’s Cycle is also dubious. Accounting for the fact that DN-prone languages 
might start favouring NC readings because NPIs are re-interpreted as negative 
quantifiers is not empirically correct. As pointed out in Zeijlstra (2004), in many 
languages, n-words resulted from a sequence containing the negative marker and a 
negative expression rather than from non-negative indefinites. 
 
All these arguments show that an analysis of n-words as negative quantifiers that 
can be assigned a DN reading by means of iteration or an NC one via resumptive 
quantification is problematic. Besides, although de Swart and Sag’s analysis 
simplifies the accounts in Zanuttini (1991) and Haegeman and Zanuttini (1991) in 
that only a semantic mechanism is necessary to allegedly account for NC across 
languages, it also adds new problems that are left unresolved.  
 
 

1.2.1.2 N-words as non-negative universal quantifiers 

 
One of the latest updatings of the analysis of n-words as universal quantifiers is 
found in Giannakidou (2000). She claims that Greek n-words are polarity sensitive 
universal quantifiers that need to be licensed by negation, but which must raise –by 
means of Quantifier Raising– above negation to result in the universal quantifier 
scoping over negation. Since n-words are assumed to be non-negative, negative 
meaning is contributed only by sentential negation and the account is, therefore, 
fully compositional.  
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According to Giannakidou (1997, 1998, 1999), NC is a subcase of negative polarity 
and can be accounted for within a general theory of polarity sensitivity, which is a 
form of semantic dependency between polarity items and context. Polarity items are 
sensitive expressions in the sense that they depend on some property of the context 
to be properly interpreted. Polarity items can be defined as in (28). 
 
(28) 
 

 Definition of polarity item 
 
A linguistic expression α is a polarity item iff: 
 

 (i) the distribution of α is limited by sensitivity to some semantic 
property β of the context of appearance; and 

  
(ii) 

 
β is (non)veridicality. 

(Giannakidou 2000: 464) 

 
 
In Greek there are two paradigms of n-words, namely emphatic and non-emphatic n-
words, which are taken to be lexically distinct. Both sets of words can be licensed by 
negation, but only non-emphatics are allowed to occur in non-negative contexts. 
This is illustrated in (29), with emphatics being represented in capitals. 
 

Negation 

 

(29) a. I Theodora *(dhen) enekrine kanena/KANENA sxedhio 
  the Theodora     not approved.3SG n- plan 
                    ‘Theodora didn’t approve any plan’    
 

Interrogative 

 

 b. Pijes pote/*POTE sto Parisi?   
  went.2SG n-ever in-the Paris   
                    ‘Have you ever been to Paris?’ 
 

Conditional 

 

 c. An dhis tin Elena puthena/*PUTHENA, na tis milisis 
  if see.2SG the Elena n-where SUBJ her talk-2SG 
                    ‘If you see Elena anywhere, talk to her’ 

                 (Giannakidou 2000: 467) 
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In the light of these distributional differences, Giannakidou (2000) concludes that 
while emphatics are NPIs proper, non-emphatics need to be defined as affective 
polarity items (APIs). Definitions of both types of polarity items are given in (30). 
 
(30) 
 

a. Definition of API 
 
A polarity item α is affective iff it is licensed by nonveridical

operators. 
 

 b. Definition of NPI 
 
An affective polarity item α is a negative polarity item iff it is 
licensed by antiveridical operators. 

 
 
Non-veridical operators do not entail the truth of the proposition they embed, while 
antiveridical operators, which are a subset of the non-veridical ones, entail the falsity 
of the proposition they embed and are, in this sense, negative. Modal verbs, negative 
sentences, questions, imperatives, exclamatives, conditionals and the restriction of 
universal quantifiers are, among others, non-veridical operators, while negation, 
negative quantifiers and the preposition without are antiveridical operators. 

 
There are syntactic differences between emphatics and non-emphatics in Greek, as 
well. While the licensing of emphatic n-words is clause-bounded, i.e. emphatic n-
words have to be in a local relation with negation, the licensing of non-emphatics is 
unbounded and quite unconstrained. Such a locality contrast has led Giannakidou 
(2000) to claim that the locality involved in emphatics NC is the one involved in 
quantifier scope, which is achieved via a locally restricted movement known as 
Quantifier Raising (QR). Semantically, unlike non-emphatics, which behave as 
existential quantifiers, Greek emphatic n-words display the properties of strong 
quantificational elements19, which provides further evidence for the claim that 
emphatic n-words are universal quantifiers in Greek.  
 
This account easily accommodates not only data from Greek but also from other 
languages such as Slavic, Hungarian and some Strict NC Romance, where the 
negative marker is obligatory in all negative contexts. However, accounting for 

                                                           
 
19 According to Giannakidou (2000), Greek emphatics can be modified by almost/absolutely, like 
universals, and cannot be modified by the modifier of existential quantifiers ke, a test originally due to 
Quer (1993). In addition, emphatics do not license donkey anaphora, which is something that universal 
quantifiers do not do, either. Finally, like universals, emphatics cannot be used as predicate nominals. The 
four diagnostic tests, therefore, are taken as evidence for Greek emphatic n-words to be universal 
quantifiers. Further evidence is drawn from the parallelisms that exist between the scope of n-words and 
that of universal quantifiers as well as from the availability of existence inferences under negation that 
can be observed both in n-words and universal quantifiers. 
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Non-Strict NC languages such as Italian and Spanish, where the sentential negative 
marker must be absent when n-words occur pre-verbally is problematic for 
Giannakidou’s (2000) analysis. In fact, on the basis of this observation and the fact 
that Double Negation readings are sometimes available with n-words in Non-Strict 
NC Romance languages, she suggests that an analysis where n-words are ambiguous 
between a negative and a non-negative reading is probably more accurate for these 
languages. Such a conclusion fits in her view of NC as a non-uniform phenomenon 
across languages which, in her words, “makes us expect that the mechanisms that 
are employed in deriving the interpretation of NC may be equally diverse” 
(Giannakidou 2000: 516-517).  
 
According to Zeijlstra (2004), Giannakidou’s analysis suffers from a number of 
flaws that stem from the assumption that, though being universal quantifiers, Greek 
emphatic n-words are polarity items. First of all, it is not clear why emphatics cannot 
be licensed in a construction of the type ‘It is not true that p’, where the emphatic n-
word is contained in p. NPIs can be licensed outside their clause; Greek emphatics, 
conversely, can only be licensed in antiveridical contexts. Giannakidou (2000) 
argues that emphatics are subject to QR, which is clause-bound, by virtue of being 
universal quantifiers. However, Zeijlstra (2004) points out that such an assumption 
does not explain why an emphatic in a sentence such as (31) cannot receive a non-
negative universal interpretation equivalent to ‘It is not true that everybody came’. 
 
(31)  *Dhen alithévi pu irte KANENAS                            (Greek)
   not true that came n-person  
                ‘It is not true that everybody came’ 

   (Zeijlstra 2004: 219) 

 
 
The ungrammaticality of (31) is related to the second problem that Zeijlstra (2004) 
comments on, which is why Greek emphatics fail to be interpreted as universal 
quantifiers in the absence of the sentential negative marker. In other words, if 
emphatics are non-negative universals that undergo QR, the sentence in (32) should 
not be ungrammatical. The argument that (32) cannot be grammatical because 
emphatics are NPIs and need to be licensed by an antiveridical operator is, according 
to Zeijlstra, circular and only descriptively adequate. 
 
(32)  *Irte KANENAS    (Greek)
   came n-person     
                ‘Everybody came’ 

(Zeijlstra 2004: 220) 

 
 
If emphatics are NPIs, a third problem arises when having to explain how it is 
possible that they occur as subjects outscoping negation: as is well-known, NPIs 
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must be c-commanded by the negative marker, a configuration that does not obtain 
if the emphatic is in the subject position. Giannakidou (2000) accounts for this 
possibility by assuming that emphatics are subject to QR; however, as Zeijlstra 
(2004) points out, it is problematic that, being NPIs, emphatics can occur in a 
position that is banned to other kinds of NPI.  
 
Finally, the fact that only emphatics can be used as fragment answers remains 
unexplained. Giannakidou assumes that fragment answers are the result of ellipsis, 
as shown in (33), where the negative meaning that speakers interpret in the answer 
comes from the elided negative marker.  
 
(33) a. Ti  idhes? TIPOTA.            (Greek)
  what saw.2SG N-thing    
                        ‘What did you see? Nothing’ 
 
 b. [NegP Dhen [IP idha TIPOTA]] 
 c. [NegP TIPOTAi dhen [IP idha ti]] 
 d. [NegP TIPOTAi dhen [IP idha ti]] 

  (Zeijlstra 2004: 222) 

 
 
Recall that non-emphatics can also occur in negative contexts. Zeijlstra’s (2004) 
objection is, then, that nothing should prevent non-emphatics from occurring as 
fragment answers if ellipsis applies. Giannakidou (2000) counterargues that the 
negative marker needs to be stressed when occurring with non-emphatics, which 
prevents its deletion via ellipsis.  
 
 

1.2.2 N-words as polarity items 

 
Focussing on data from Romance languages, Bosque (1980) and Laka (1990) claim 
that n-words are NPIs, though it must be clarified that the term ‘negative polarity 
item’ does not indicate that these elements carry any negative import. Rather, the 
label ‘NPI’ has been traditionally used to refer to existential expressions that can be 
licensed by negation, among other operators. Under this approach, then, n-words are 
seen as variables bound by an operator, but not necessarily a negative one. In fact, 
the negative marker licenses n-words only in negative contexts, while other types of 
operators do so in non-negative contexts such as yes-no questions, comparatives and 
conditionals.  
 
Progovac (1994) holds a similar view for n-words in Serbian/Croatian, and proposes 
an analysis in terms of Binding Theory: n-words are NPIs that, like anaphors, are 
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subject to Principle A of Binding Theory20, since they need to be bound by negation 
within their governing category. Concerning non-negative contexts, Progovac 
(1994) postulates an empty polarity operator which, being a clitic in nature, attaches 
to the C(omplementiser) position from where it can bind the n-word.  
 
Laka (1990) also needs to resort to the existence of a null negative operator in cases 
where the n-word occurs in isolation in fragment answers, for instance. In example 
(34), the n-word ningú ‘n-person’ is interpreted as negative by the speakers. 
However, this is unexpected in an analysis that assumes n-words to be intrinsically 
non-negative. 
 
(34) Speaker A: Qui ha trucat?          (Catalan) 
  who has called  
                                  ‘Who called?’ 

                                   ‘Nobody’ 
 
 
Laka’s (1990) proposal explains the pre-verbal occurrences of n-words in Romance 
languages in terms of SigmaP (ΣP), a functional projection. It is assumed that the 
sentential negative marker occupies the head of ΣP when n-words appear post-
verbally; the head of ΣP is phonologically null when n-words occur pre-verbally and 
occupy the specifier position of ΣP. Postulating a silent negative operator in 
constructions containing a pre-verbal n-word allows Laka to treat pre-verbal n-
words as NPIs, which must necessarily enter in an operator-chain to be licensed. In 
other words, since there is no visible operator in short answers such as the one in 
(34), it is necessary to argue for the existence of a null negative operator that binds 
the n-word thus satisfying the requirement that it be part of an operator-variable 
chain. In addition, Laka also claims that the covert negative operator contributes 
sentential negation, hence preserving the view that n-words are non-negative in all 
contexts. 
 
This view, however, has been under attack for a number of reasons. First of all, as 
Herburger (2001: 310) points out,  
 

                                                           
 
20 Binding Theory is concerned with the distribution and interpretation of anaphors such as herself, 
pronouns such as her and referring expressions like Peter or the house with respect to their antecedents. 
The requirements on the distribution of anaphors are captured in Principle A, which can initially be 
formulated as in (1).   
 

(1) Principle A 

An anaphor must be bound in the minimal domain containing it, its case marker and an accessible 
subject/SUBJECT. 

 Speaker B: Ningú. 
  n-person 
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‘the silent negation has to be restricted to the particular instances 
where it is needed or nothing would keep us from wrongly predicting 
that Juan ama a María means ‘John doesn’t love Mary’, when it 
really means the opposite’.   

      (Herburger 2001: 310) 
 
 
In addition, such an account does not provide any explanation for the fact that 
negation can in fact be overtly realised in cases where the n-word is pre-verbal, 
which yields a Double Negation reading.  
 
A third problem with this analysis is related to the fact that if a silent operator is 
assumed to license pre-verbal n-words, it would be expected that it can license other 
NPIs in pre-verbal position as well (Herburger 2001: 311). Such a criticism could be 
overcome by stating that n-words do not have the same licensing requirements as 
other NPIs. However, as Zeijlstra (2004: 211) notes, if n-words are treated as NPIs, 
but they do not behave like most NPIs in crucial respects, extra machinery is needed 
to account for the differences between the two.  
 
 

1.2.3 N-words as indefinites 

 
Indefinites are expressions with descriptive content but no quantificational force on 
their own (Kamp 1981; Heim 1982). A property of indefinites, nonetheless, is that 
they can acquire quantificational features from other elements in the sentence. 
Indefinites contribute a free variable, which needs to be bound by an appropriate 
operator, and a predicative restriction on that variable.  
 
Since n-words display quantificational variability (i.e. they seem to be quantifiers in 
some contexts, but NPIs in some others) some scholars such as Acquaviva (1993, 
1997), Ladusaw (1992, 1994), Giannakidou and Quer (1997) and Zeijlstra (2004), 
among others, have applied Kamp’s (1981) and Heim’s (1982) concept to the study 
of n-words and their contradictory behaviour, which has resulted in the analysis of 
n-words as indefinites. A caveat is in order, though: n-words are claimed not to be 
regular indefinites. Rather, they require to be bound –roofed in Ladusaw’s (1992) 
terms– by an antiveridical or a non-veridical operator at some point in the 
interpretation. As in previous accounts, the scholars who defend the indefinite 
approach are also divided with respect to the negativity of n-words. 
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1.2.3.1 N-words as non-negative indefinites 

 
Ladusaw (1992, 1994), who contributed one of the first proposals of n-words as 
indefinites, distinguishes between the strong and the weak licensing of n-words, 
which roughly correspond to the quantificational and the existential reading that n-
words have in different contexts. In the former, the indefinite, i.e. the n-word, is 
interpreted within the restriction of the negative operator, while in the latter, the 
indefinite is interpreted in the scope of the negative operator. In both cases, the 
existence of an abstract negative operator with implicit quantificational force is 
assumed. In the case of strong licensing, the abstract negative operator undergoes 
QR, thus yielding the universal interpretation of the n-word. In the weak licensing of 
n-words, by contrast, the abstract negative operator binds the n-word and has scope 
over it. Sentential negation is contributed by the abstract negative operator rather 
than the n-word itself, which is non-negative. 
 
Zeijlstra (2004) is one of the most recent accounts of NC in Minimalist terms 
(Chomsky 1995, 1998, 2000, 2001; see chapter 2). Like Ladusaw, he also assumes 
n-words to be indefinites. Moreover, he distinguishes between semantic and 
syntactic negation, which are two different ways UG allows negation to be 
expressed. In semantic negation, which is the one Double Negation languages use, 
there is a one-to-one correspondence between negative elements and negative 
operators. Conversely, in syntactic negation, negative elements do not necessarily 
correspond to negative operators. Rather, negative elements merely mark the 
presence of a negative operator, which can be either overt or covert. Zeijlstra (2004) 
further argues that NC languages instantiate syntactic negation.  
 
Under Zeijlstra’s (2004) analysis, n-words are non-negative indefinites that bear an 
uninterpretable negative feature [uNeg]. That is, n-words are syntactically marked 
for negation, but not semantically negative. Moreover, the difference between Strict 
and Non-Strict NC languages is accounted for in terms of the feature-interpretability 
of the sentential negative marker. 
 
It is assumed that in Strict NC languages, the sentential negative marker bears a 
[uNeg] feature, which triggers the presence of an abstract negative operator (Op¬). 
Op¬ checks the [uNeg] feature of both the negative marker and the n-words by 
means of Multiple Agree (see chapter 2). This is illustrated in (35) with data from 
Czech, a Strict NC language. 
 
(35) a. Nikdo nevolá.                                                                 (Czech)
  n-person neg-calls  
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                        ‘Nobody calls’ 
                         (Zeijlstra 2004: 252) 

 
 
In Non-Strict NC languages, on the contrary, the sentential negative marker carries 
an [iNeg] feature which can itself check the [uNeg] feature of post-verbal n-words, 
as seen in (36). For pre-verbal n-words, however, the analysis is similar to the one in 
(35): since there is no overt sentential negative marker, an operator is triggered by 
the [uNeg] feature of n-words in the left periphery of the clause. 
 
(36) a. Non ha telefonato nessuno                                             (Italian)
  not has called n-person  
                        ‘Nobody called’             

                  (Zeijlstra 2004: 258) 

 

(37) a. Nessuno ha telefonato a   nessuno                                        (Italian)
  not has called to  n-person  
                        ‘Nobody called anybody’ 

 
(Zeijlstra 2004: 259) 

 
 
As will be seen in chapter 5, for a language like Catalan, where the sentential 
negative marker is optional when n-words occur in pre-verbal position, Zeijlstra 
(2004) assumes that two dialects exist: one which corresponds to a Strict NC variety, 
and another which implements Non-Strict NC. However, it is the case that for a 
number of speakers both the Strict and Non-Strict NC construals for pre-verbal n-
words are acceptable and, to a certain extent, interchangeably used in their linguistic 
productions. Therefore, assuming that the difference between Strict and Non-Strict 
NC is found in the sentential negative marker bearing [iNeg] or [uNeg] respectively, 
amounts to saying that, for a number of Catalan speakers, two separate negative 
markers exist in the Lexicon –one with an interpretable negative feature and another 
one with its uninterpretable counterpart.  
 
Alternatively, it could be argued that there is just one negative marker which is 
underspecified with respect to the interpretability of its negative feature. Both 
assumptions are compatible with the use of the negative marker in Expletive 

  b. [NegP Op¬[iNEG] [vP nikdo[uNEG] [vº nevolá[uNEG]]]]  

   b. [NegP [Negº
 
non[iNEG] [vP ha telefonato nessuno [uNEG]]]] 

 

  b. [NegP Op¬[iNEG] - Nessuno[uNEG]i [vP ti ha telefonato a nessuno[uNEG]] 
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Negation (EN) constructions, where the sentential negative marker does not make 
any (negative) semantic contribution21. 
 
EN is defined as ‘a Neg syntactic constituent which appears in certain syntactic 
environments but makes no effective contribution to the interpretation of the whole 
string containing this constituent’ (Espinal 1992: 333). Espinal argues that the 
negative meaning of the negative marker is absorbed at LF, which is similar to what 
some scholars propose for n-words in NC constructions (Zanuttini 1991; Haegeman 
and Zanuttini 1991; see section 1.2.1.1).  
 
In Minimalist terms, however, the fact that EN has no semantic effects could be 
taken as an indication that the negative marker in contexts where it is expletively 
interpreted contains [uNeg] features. This would reduce Strict NC to an instance of 
EN, though such an analysis would have to explain why [uNeg] triggers the 
presence of an Op¬ that supplies the negative meaning of the sentence only in NC 
structures but not in EN, where the interpretation of the clause is non-negative. 
 
 

1.2.3.2 N-words as negative indefinites 

 
Suñer (1995) also claims that n-words are indefinites. However, unlike the scholars 
in the previous section, she argues that n-words contain a [NEG] feature which 
triggers movement of the n-word to Spec, NegP for feature-checking purposes. 
Since such movement is assumed to be regulated by the NEG Criterion, the present 
account only differs from the one outlined in section 1.2.1.1 in that n-words are no 
longer treated as quantifiers, which made it difficult to explain their quantificational 
variability. 
 
Suñer’s (1995) analysis for Spanish n-words consists in arguing that NC always 
obtains, even in cases where the negative marker is not overt. This is achieved by 
postulating the existence of a null operator. In the case of post-verbal n-words, the 
null operator is in Spec, NegP, from where it c-commands the n-word. For pre-
verbal n-words, by contrast, the [NEG] feature that the n-word bears attracts the 
operator to AgrP, which is a position from which the null operator can c-command 
both the n-word and the negative head.    
                                                           
 
21 Van der Wouden (1994) proposes that it is the sentential negative marker, and not n-words, what is 
ambiguous. He suggests that n-words in post-verbal position in Spanish and Italian, and pre-verbal n-
words in Standard French trigger a phenomenon known as ‘Negative Doubling’, which consists in having 
a negative-looking element inserted in the structure. Languages differ on the form of such an element: 
while in Spanish and Italian this semantically vacuous element is homophonous with the sentential 
negation marker, in Standard French it is a different lexical item, i.e. ne. As Herburger (2001) observes, 
this approach leaves structures with a pre-verbal n-word licensing a post-verbal n-word without an overt 
negative marker unexplained. 
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Rowlett’s (1998) account is similar to Suñer’s (1995) in that a [NEG] feature is also 
postulated for n-words. He also claims that NC languages differ from non-NC 
languages in a crucial respect: while in the former, the negative marker contains a 
[NEG] feature, it is Spec, NegP that hosts such a feature in the latter. In addition, a 
covert expletive operator, which A-bar binds the semantically negative n-words, is 
merged in Spec, NegP to satisfy the NEG Criterion in NC languages. The trees in 
(38) and (39) illustrate Rowlett’s (1998: 121 and 123) assumptions for NC and non-
NC languages respectively.  
 
(38)                         NegP 

 
  
  
   

(39)                NegP 
 
  
  
   

In Rowlett’s (1998) approach, NC languages do not display Double Negation 
because the elements that participate in NC are of a different bar-level: while one of 
the [NEG] elements is a head, the other is a maximal projection. By contrast, he 
argues that in non-NC languages, Double Negation is observed as a consequence of 
the syntactic interaction of Spec, NegP, which bears a [NEG] feature, with another 
expression containing the same negative feature.  
 
To conclude this section, let us very briefly outline yet another version of n-words as 
negative indefinites with a novelty in the semantic characterisation of n-words: 
Espinal (2000 and in press) treats Catalan and Spanish n-words as indefinites that 

Speci 
    | 
Opexp 

 

   Neg’ 

  Negº 
     | 
   non 
  [+NEG] 
 

      … 

   XPi 

         | 
nessuno 
 [+NEG] 

Speci 
    | 
  not 
[+NEG] 
 

 Neg’ 

   Negº 
      

      … 

   XPi 

         | 
nothing 
 [+NEG] 
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are incorporated into a numeral meaning ||0||22. Such a variant of the indefinite 
approach is in line with Déprez’s (1997) proposals for French and Haitian creole n-
words, though both accounts take opposite directions concerning the negativity of n-
words. While in Espinal (2000) n-words bear a positively specified [NEG] feature 
and are underspecified for quantificational force, they are non-negative in Déprez’s 
(1997) analysis. 
 
 

1.2.3.3 Some problems with the indefinite approach 

 
Giannakidou (2000) claims that the indefinite approach suffers from a number of 
problems23. First of all, not all n-words exhibit quantificational variability, which is 
one of the alleged properties of n-words that this account tries to accommodate. She 
bases her observation on the behaviour of Greek emphatics, which can only be 
licensed by negation and antiveridical operators and never receive an existential 
interpretation, which is reserved to non-emphatics. Slavic and Hungarian n-words 
are reported not to exhibit quantificational variability, either. The indefinite 
approach, therefore, cannot account for the facts in Greek, Slavic and Hungarian, 
though, as Giannakidou acknowledges, it might be suitable as a theory of NC for 
Romance languages. 
 
Giannakidou (2000) also claims that the indefinite perspective cannot account for 
the locality constraints imposed by NC in Greek, Slavic and in most Romance 
languages. She argues that if n-words are indefinites, they should be licensed 
unboundedly as long as they are in the scope of their licensing operator. While this 
has been shown to be the case with non-emphatics, it does not hold for Greek, Slavic 
and most Romance n-words. 
 
A third criticism of the indefinite analysis concerns a question which Giannakidou 
(2000) raises with respect to the quantificational force of n-words: if n-words are 
indefinites, where does the universal quantificational force come from when n-
words are pre-verbal? Being indefinites, n-words acquire their quantificational force 
from the operator that binds them; however, negation alone is assumed to be unable 
to provide universal quantification. 
 
An answer to Giannakidou’s (2000) question is found in Isac (2002), who puts 
forward an analysis of n-words as negative indefinites that can act as quantifiers 
thanks to their interaction with Focus, which is quantificational (Rizzi 1997). Since 

                                                           
 
22 Espinal’s analysis is presented with more detail in section 5.2.2.  
23 Only three of the four problems Giannakidou (2000) points out have been addressed in this subsection. 
A fourth criticism to the indefinite approach is mainly an attack to Richter and Sailer’s (1998) 
conclusions. 
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n-words behave like negative quantifiers when they occur pre-verbally, Isac (2002) 
defends the view that they are in a Focus position and, by virtue of being indefinites, 
can inherit the quantificational feature of Focus.  
 
The main argument for claiming that pre-verbal n-words are in a Focus position 
consists in providing evidence for the fact that they pattern with pre-verbal Focus 
rather than with pre-verbal Topic, which differs from Focus in a number of ways. 
First, pre-verbal Topic is clitic-doubled, while pre-verbal Focus is not. Second, 
Focus is quantificational, while Topic is not. This means that while Focus binds a 
variable, Topic binds a null constant; this results in different behaviour of Focus and 
Topic in weak crossover (WCO) contexts and parasitic gaps contexts. 
 
Isac (2003: 128) shows that while a Topic never gives rise to WCO effects, Focus 
does. Concerning parasitic gaps, which need to be licensed by variables, it is shown 
that Focus licenses them, while Topic does not.  
 
Isac then goes on to show that pre-verbal n-words in a number of NC languages 
cannot be clitic doubled, thus patterning with Focus. In addition, she notes that pre-
verbal n-words display WCO effects and license parasitic gaps, like Focus. 
Furthermore, she shows that the same behaviour is found in post-verbal n-words 
when stressed (i.e. when focussed).  
 
As far as the negative feature of n-words is concerned, Isac (2002) argues that what 
distinguishes n-words from NPIs is the fact that while the former are intrinsically 
negative, the latter are only interpreted as negative when they are bound by a 
negative operator. However, as some other authors have pointed out, n-words can 
occur in non-negative contexts without contributing negative meaning. Moreover, 
two n-words can also co-occur in the absence of the negative marker without 
cancelling each other out, which is what would be expected if n-words are assumed 
to be intrinsically negative. Isac (2002) counterargues these observations by stating 
that the scope of the [NEG] feature of n-words is restricted to the n-phrase. Only 
when the [NEG] feature is associated with a quantificational feature (i.e. when the n-
word is in a pre-verbal Focus position or under stress) can it raise to a position 
where it has scope over the whole clause and yield a Double Negation reading. 
 
 

1.2.4 Lexical ambiguity of n-words 

 
In order to overcome the problems that the other perspectives suffer from, Herburger 
(2001) proposes an account of the nature of n-words which assumes them to be 
lexically ambiguous between negative quantifiers and NPIs in a systematic way. She 
suggests that those languages where n-words display an ambiguous behaviour reflect 
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an intermediate stage of the Jespersen’s Cycle (Jespersen 1917), which gives 
conceptual plausibility to this approach. 
 
As Herburger (2001) acknowledges, a theory which does not defend the lexical 
ambiguity of n-words and gives them a uniform treatment is probably preferred. 
However, she claims that there are empirical data that show that the ambiguity 
analysis is tenable.  
 
Herburger (2001) introduces the term negative element (NE) to refer to those 
expressions that participate in NC, which, as she points out, are not restricted to 
quantificational elements. Rather, NE is a cover term for negative quantifiers such as 
nobody or nothing, negative determiners like no and none, sentential and constituent 
negation not, and negative conjunctions such as neither … nor. All these elements 
have in common that they create downward entailing contexts and are inherently 
negative. NPIs are the non-negative counterparts of NEs. Unlike NEs, NPIs have to 
be licensed in negative contexts. Herburger (2001) assumes NPIs to be existential 
quantifiers. 
 
Based on data from Spanish, mainly, Herburger (2001) claims that the set of (pre-
verbal) NEs and the set of (post-verbal) NPIs are homophonous, which would 
reduce NC with post-verbal n-words to a case of NPI-licensing. She claims that the 
ambiguity hypothesis can also account for another kind of NC, namely, the 
occurrence of a pre-verbal n-word which licenses one or more post-verbal n-words. 
According to Herburger (2001), the first n-word is a NE that creates a downward 
entailing context that allows the post-verbal n-words (NPIs) to be licensed. 
 
In order to maintain the lexical ambiguity thesis, she contributes independent 
evidence that n-words can be NPIs, and that they can also be NEs. In addition, she 
also discusses ambiguous examples. Evidence for the first claim, namely that n-
words can be NPIs, comes from a pool of sentences from Bosque (1980), where n-
words occur in downward entailing contexts other than negation. The examples in 
(40) show that Spanish n-words can occur in adversative predicates, certain emotive 
predicates and in comparisons, among other contexts. 
 
(40) a. Pedro compró el terreno sin contárselo a nadie. 
  Pedro bought the land without telling-CL-CL to n-person 
                     ‘Pedro bought the land without telling anybody’ 
 
 b. Dudo que vayan a encontrar nada.    
  doubt-1SG that will.3SG.SUBJ find n-thing    
                     ‘I doubt they’ll find anything’ 
 
 c. Pedro ha perdido la esperanza de que  salga 
  Pedro has lost the hope of that leave.3SG.SUBJ 
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  elegido ninguno de sus amigos. 
  elected n- of his friends 
                     ‘Pedro has lost hope that any of his friends will be elected’ 
 
 d. Juan ha llegado más tarde que  nunca.  
  Juan has arrived more late than n-ever  
                    ‘Juan has arrived later than ever’ 
 
 
Evidence that n-words can be NEs is found in pre-verbal occurrences of n-words 
where there is no overt negative marker, as well as in elliptical answers, such as 
(41). According to Herburger (2001: 300), the resolution of ellipsis in cases such as 
(41) would be Vi a nadie ‘I saw n-person’ and not No vi a nadie ‘I didn’t see n-
person’ as shown by the fact, she argues, that NPIs are banned from elliptical 
answers, as illustrated in (42). 
 
(41) Speaker A: A quién viste?   (Spanish) 
  whom saw.2.SG   
                                   ‘Who did you see?’ 
 
 Speaker B: A nadie. 
  n-person 
                                  ‘Nobody’ 
 
 
(42) Speaker A: A quién viste?   (Spanish) 
  whom saw.2.SG   
                                   ‘Who did you see?’ 
 
 Speaker B: *A un alma. 
    to a   soul 
                                    ‘A soul’ 
 
 
Further evidence to claim that n-words can be NEs comes from instances of post-
verbal non-sentential coordination. These are illustrated in (43) with examples from 
Herburger (2001: 301).  
 
(43)  a. Me  caso contigo o con nadie. 
  me marry.1.SG with-you or with n-person 
                    ‘I marry you or nobody’ 
 
 b. Compré rosas pero ningún clavel. 
  bought.1.SG roses but n- carnation 
                    ‘I bought roses but no carnations’ 
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Finally, the fact that n-words as NEs can, in certain contexts, occur in a post-verbal 
position with a NE interpretation is taken to be the main motivation for a lexical 
ambiguity approach. Herburger (2001: 302) claims that a common feature of the 
contexts where post-verbal n-words are interpreted as NEs is that n-words are 
interpreted within the scope of an event quantifier. With respect to the example in 
(44),  
 
(44) Hemos leído en alguna parte que para los budistas “zen” 
 have.1PL read in some place that for the Zen Buddhists 
                               
 la meditación no consiste en ‘no pensar en nada’ 
 the meditation not consists in ‘not think in n-thing 

 
 sino en ‘pensar en nada’.    
 but in think in n-thing    
            

   ‘I read somewhere that for Zen Buddhists meditation does not  
consist of “not thinking of anything” but of “thinking of nothing”. 

 
she argues that 
 

‘the crucial difference between no pensar en nada and pensar en nada 
is this:  In the first  case the  negation takes wide scope over the event 
operator and the n-word is interpreted as an NPI, an existential 
quantifier  (…). In the second case, on the other hand, the event 
quantifier takes  wide  scope  over the n-word, which is interpreted as 
an NE (…).”24  

         (Herburger 2001: 302) 
 
 
Finally, Herburger (2001) addresses some Spanish data where n-words seem to be 
really ambiguous between an NPI interpretation and an NE reading. She takes these 
data to indicate that n-words-as-NPIs and n-words-as-NEs are in complementary 
distribution only partially. Examples such as the sentence in (45) are claimed to have 
two different readings, the second one being more marked than the first. Likewise, 

                                                           
 
24 In order to show that n-words can be negative expressions (NEs in Herburger’s terminology) not only 
in the sentential domain, but also in the nominal domain, Herburger (2001: 304) discusses data, borrowed 
from Bosque (1980), where n-words can take narrow scope with respect to the quantifier that binds the 
variable of the noun in very much the same way as post-verbal n-words in the sentential domain take 
narrow scope with respect to the event quantifier that binds the event variable of the verb.  
 
(1) El nunca terminado puente de los  Remedios 
 the n-ever finished bridge of los Remedios 
                ‘The never finished Los Remedios bridge’ 
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examples with more than one pre-verbal n-word, such as (47), are also argued to be 
ambiguous between the two interpretations in (48). 
 
(45) El bebé no está mirando a nadie  
 the baby not is looking at n-person  
 
(46) a. The baby is not looking at anybody. 
 b. The baby is not looking at nobody. 

           (Herburger 2001: 306) 

 

(47) Nadie nunca volvió a Cuba.  
 n-person n-ever returned to Cuba 
 
(48) a. Nobody ever returned to Cuba. 
 b. Nobody never returned to Cuba. 

               (Herburger 2001: 306) 

 
 
Herburger (2001) seeks independent theoretical support for her proposal in 
Jespersen’s Cycle (Jespersen 1917), which captures the observation that historical 
changes in the field of negation display a number of common steps across 
languages. Diachronically, a language starts by using a pre-verbal negative marker 
as the sole expressor of negation. In a later stage, this pre-verbal negative marker 
becomes phonologically weak and is reinforced by an NPI, which is later 
reinterpreted as being a genuinely negative element and responsible for the negative 
meaning of the clause. In the final stage, the pre-verbal weakened negative marker 
ends up being redundant and is eventually dropped.  
 
According to Herburger (2001) the fact that Spanish n-words seem to function both 
as NPIs and as NEs could be indicating that they are in an intermediate stage. In 
other words, she suggests that the ambiguity that n-words are claimed to display is 
due to the fact that they are developing from NPIs to NEs.  
 
In order to explain the nature of such a semantic shift, she argues that n-words start 
to be used as NEs in those contexts where they cannot be interpreted as NPIs such 
as, for instance, in elliptical answers and in non-sentential conjuctions. Moreover, n-
words would also be interpreted as NEs in pre-verbal subject position, which is an 
‘unstable NPI environment’ (Herburger 2001: 325). The last context where n-words 
used as NEs would be allowed is predicted to be the post-verbal position, since it is 
the domain where NPIs are most easily licensed. Since post-verbal n-words are 
scope rigid (i.e. they cannot scope over the event quantifier that binds the event 
variable of the verb), they can only be interpreted as NEs in very pragmatically 
restricted contexts. As soon as scope-rigidity is no longer a property of n-words, 
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ambiguity between an NPI and an NE reading of n-words in post-verbal position is 
expected to disappear in favour of the NE interpretation of n-words. Herburger 
(2001: 326) summarises her hypothesis to account for the shift of n-words from 
NPIs to NEs in five steps, as shown in (49). She claims that while languages like 
Spanish are in stage (d), languages like Standard English are in step (e). 
 
(49) a. N-words are NPIs. 
 b. N-words are NPIs and also NEs in contexts where NPIs are not 

licensed. 
 c. N-words can be used as NEs in preverbal contexts (unstable NPI 

context). 
 d. N-words start to be used in postverbal contexts, but only with narrow 

scope. 
 e. N-words start to be used as NEs in postverbal position with wide 

scope and cease to also be NPIs. 
 
 
According to Zeijlstra (2004: 234), however, such a shift in meaning is unclear, 
since it presupposes that there is a phase in Jespersen’s Cycle where n-words are 
NPIs and cannot be interpreted as NEs. He shows that this assumption is incorrect, 
as indicated by the fact that in older stages of languages such as Spanish and Italian, 
which used to be Strict NC languages, n-words could receive both readings, since 
fragmentary answers and non-sentential coordination with n-words are also 
observed in Strict NC languages. Zeijlstra summarises the problem as follows: 
 

‘Herburger’s motivation for lexical ambiguity by considering the 
meaning shift along the line of the Jespersen Cycle is only valid if n-
words never occur without an extra negative marker.  However, in 
those cases n-words never introduce a negative context and as a result 
fall outside the definition for n-words.’ 

          (Zeijlstra 2004: 234) 
 
 
This problem also extends to the general treatment of Strict NC languages, 
according to Zeijlstra (2004). In Catalan, for example, the sentential negative marker 
can optionally surface after a pre-verbal n-word, as seen in (50). Within an analysis 
along the lines of Herburger (2001), the n-word in (50) can be taken to be an NPI 
which is licensed by the sentential negation marker. However, as Zeijlstra points 
out, the fact that sentential negation cannot license a true NPI such as gaires in (51) 
remains unexplained. 
 
(50) Res no funciona                                                                 (Catalan)
 n-thing not works  
              ‘Nothing works’ 
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(51)  *Gaires coses no funcionen                                                  (Catalan)
 many.NPI things not work  
              ‘Many things don’t work’ 

                         (Vallduví 1994) 

 
 

1.3 Concluding remarks 

 
In the present chapter, the phenomenon of NC has been defined as involving the co-
occurrence of the sentential negative marker and one (or more) n-words, or of a pre-
verbal n-word and one (or more) post-verbal n-words. In addition, a difference has 
been drawn between Strict and Non-Strict NC languages. While in the former a pre-
verbal n-word must co-occur with the sentential negation marker, in the latter, the 
sentential negative marker is obligatory when the n-word is post-verbal, but needs to 
be absent when the n-word is pre-verbal.  
 
As has been discussed, NC challenges the principle of compositionality, according 
to which the meaning of a phrase is the result of the combination of the meanings of 
its components. In the case of NC, it needs to be explained why the co-occurrence of 
a number of apparently negative elements results in negation being interpreted only 
once.  
 
There are several answers to this question, each corresponding to a different 
approach in the literature, which follow from two independent issues that are at the 
heart of the study of NC: on the one hand, there is controversy over whether n-words 
are intrinsically negative or not; on the other hand, there are various positions with 
respect to the quantificational nature of n-words. In terms of quantificational force, 
n-words have been defined as universal quantifiers, as polarity items, as indefinites 
with no quantificational force on their own but with the ability of acquiring 
quantificational properties from other sources and, finally, as items which are 
lexically ambiguous between negative quantifiers and polarity items. 
 
It has been shown that none of the considered approaches is free from shortcomings. 
Neither do they explain all the data without resorting to theory-internal 
technicalities. For example, while the approach that treats n-words as negative 
universal quantifiers easily accommodates the behaviour of pre-verbal n-words in 
Non-Strict NC languages, it has to resort to the operation of Neg-Factorisation in 
order to explain why the sentential negative marker is necessarily present with pre-
verbal n-words in Strict NC languages. It is also problematic for this account to 
explain why n-words seem to behave as existential quantifiers in non-negative 
contexts, or why they do not express negation when appearing in isolation in non-
negative contexts such as conditionals or comparatives.  
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If n-words are assumed to be universal quantifiers without any negative import, the 
situation does not improve, either. While this approach partially explains the 
behaviour of Greek emphatic n-words and some data in other languages, it does not 
offer any explanation for the fact that in some Romance languages pre-verbal n-
words cannot co-occur with the sentential negative marker. Actually, a central claim 
for this approach is that NC is a non-uniform phenomenon, which would account for 
the impossibility of covering all the data.  
 
Diametrically opposed to the n-words-as-quantifiers approach is the account that 
treats n-words as non-negative polarity items. While it is quite straightforward to 
explain that n-words need to be bound either by negation or by some other kind of 
operator, thus explaining why it is possible for n-words to occur in non-negative 
environments, this analysis needs to postulate an abstract negative operator which 
binds n-words when they occur pre-verbally or in isolation in fragment answers, 
where they receive a negative interpretation.  
 
An account that seems to overcome some of the problems of the two previously 
mentioned approaches is the treatment of n-words as indefinites. The fact that 
indefinites do not have quantificational force on their own can explain the 
quantificational variability that n-words display in, for example, Romance 
languages. However, as has been criticised for the approach that treats n-words as 
non-negative universal quantifiers, the indefinite approach has problems in 
accounting for the lack of quantificational variability of n-words in a number of 
languages such as Greek or Hungarian. 
 
The last analysis that has been considered claims that n-words are ambiguous 
between quantifiers and polarity items, thus reflecting an intermediate stage in 
Jespersen’s Cycle. Apart from the fact that the data used to support this claim come 
mainly from Spanish, a Romance language, this approach encounters problems 
when having to explain the behaviour of n-words in Strict NC languages.  
 
In conclusion, all the approaches presented in this chapter have been criticised and 
attacked to a different extent. In addition, they all need to overcome the difficulties 
derived from having to account for a wide range of data by resorting to special 
mechanisms that need varying degrees of stipulation. In view of the facts, therefore, 
the choice of one of these approaches as the set of starting assumptions is largely 
influenced by the kind of data one needs to account for.  
 
In the present dissertation, n-words are claimed to be non-negative indefinites that 
are syntactically dependent on a negative syntactic terminal. However, in certain 
languages, this fact is masked by a number of PF operations that are triggered by the 
need that derivations fulfil certain morphological requirements. This view is 
extensively defended in subsequent chapters with data coming from Standard 
English, Non-Standard British English, African American English and Romance.  
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1.4 Outline of the dissertation 

 
The rest of the dissertation is organised as follows. Chapter 2 presents the main 
tenets of the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1993, 1995, 2000, 2001 and 2005) and 
the Distributed Morphology model (Halle and Marantz 1993; Embick and Noyer 
2007). Special emphasis is placed on the role of the PF level of representation and 
the assumption that the relation between syntax and morphology is direct. Any 
mismatches between syntactic structure and morphological representation are 
attributed to a number of post-syntactic PF operations that repair the syntactic 
output so it does not violate language-particular constraints. 
 
Chapter 3 is devoted to the system of negation in Standard English. The main claim 
is that Standard English is ultimately an NC language, though subject to a Filter that 
prevents two negative features from being morphophologically realised as adjacent. 
To avoid violation of the Filter, two PF operations are triggered. The specific 
Vocabulary of Standard English and the syntax of n-indefinites also contribute to 
yielding a complex picture: the sentential negative marker combines with n-
indefinites of the any- and the no-type, but in the latter case, the sentential negative 
marker is never phonologically realised. 
 
In chapter 4, some spontaneous data on NC in Non-Standard English are presented 
and discussed. The differences that are observed between Standard English and 
Non-Standard varieties of English are shown to follow from (i) the fact that certain 
varieties may not be subject to the Filter that conditions the expression of negation 
in Standard English and (ii) the fact that the syntax of n-indefinites is different in 
Standard English and Non-Standard varieties of English, thus not necessarily 
triggering a PF operation in the same context.  
 
While (i) results in certain varieties of Non-Standard English tolerating the co-
occurrence of an overt negative marker and n-words, it also predicts that those 
which are subject to the same constraint as Standard English may express negation 
similarly. It is shown in chapters 4 and 5 that this is indeed the case not only for 
some varieties of Non-Standard English, but also for Standard French, a Romance 
language. Thus, the combination of (i) and (ii) allows us to account for the 
differences, but also for the similarities of the expression of negation and NC in 
Standard English, Non-Standard varieties of English and a number of Romance 
languages, which are discussed in chapter 5. Finally, chapter 6 summarises the main 
conclusions of the dissertation. 
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2 Theoretical framework 

2.1 Introduction 

 
This chapter is expository in nature, since a number of theoretical devices that are 
crucial to understand the characterisation of NC offered in forthcoming chapters are 
introduced. The theoretical framework where the syntactic analysis is embedded is 
the latest development of the Principles and Parameters model (P&P), known as the 
Minimalist Program (MP) (Chomsky 1993, 1995, 2000, 2001 and 2005). The MP, 
which is a program for research rather than a theoretical model proper, is enhanced 
with the assumptions and machinery of Distributed Morphology (DM) (Halle and 
Marantz 1993; Embick and Noyer 2007).  
 
The chapter is organised as follows: section 2.2 presents a general overview of the 
main assumptions of the P&P framework, while section 2.3 contains an outline of 
the MP with special emphasis on those aspects of the model that are relevant for this 
dissertation. Section 2.4 summarises the main assumptions of DM, a non-lexicalist 
theory of the syntax-morphology interface which assumes that only one generative 
system exists to construct words, phrases and clauses. In that sense, DM crucially 
diverges from the MP in assuming that a Lexicon of the kind described in section 
2.3 does not exist. Rather, the functions of the Lexicon in the MP are distributed –
hence the name of the model– through the other components of the T-model of 
grammar that both the MP and DM share.  
 
Another salient difference between the MP and DM is the role of the PF interface, 
which is more active in the latter than it is in the former. In DM, PF mediates 
between syntactic and morphological structure. That is, the output of syntax can be 
affected by a number of PF operations that might result in syntax-morphology 
mismatches. Section 2.5, finally, contains a summary of the chapter. 
 
 

2.2 The Principles and Parameters model 

 
The P&P model of the 1980s was the outcome of a series of ideas about language 
that started materialising fifty years ago with Chomsky’s (1957) seminal work. 
Since then, generative grammar has focused on describing and characterising the 
faculty of language (FL) –a component of the mind especially devoted to language 
and genetically determined for all human beings. FL has an initial state that seems to 
be uniform across the human species and various attained states that result from the 
individual’s exposure to linguistic input. The theory of the initial state of FL is 
known as Universal Grammar (UG). Together with particular grammars, which is 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CHAPTER  2 – THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 

 
 

 

42 

how the attained states of FL are referred to, they are the two objects of study of the 
P&P approach.  
 
In generative grammar a distinction exists between I-language and E(xternalised)-

language. While the former is a technical term used to refer to the knowledge that 
makes it possible for human beings to produce, understand and make intuitional 
judgements on a language they are familiar with, the latter captures all those aspects 
of language that do not belong to I-language and plays almost no role in linguistic 
generative theory. The ‘I’ in I-language stands for (i) internal, since linguistic 
knowledge is mentally represented in our brain; (ii) individual, since knowledge of 
language is internalised in each individual’s mind and (iii) intensional due to the fact 
that the computational system that is part of our grammar contains important formal 
features and interprets everything it is exposed to. Speaking about language in 
generative grammar, therefore, amounts to talking about I-language.  
 
At the heart of the P&P approach lies the tension between descriptive and 
explanatory adequacy. A linguistic theory is said to be descriptively adequate if it 
succeeds in capturing the native speaker’s linguistic intuitions, while explanatory 
adequacy is met if a linguistic theory can account for how the speaker acquired a 
particular grammar.  
 
In order to be both descriptively and explanatorily adequate, comparable effort has 
been devoted in the P&P framework to the research on both the characterisation of 
particular grammars and the formulation of a theory of UG. This is why the P&P 
approach has focused on two types of linguistic properties: a universal set of 
principles which are common to all natural languages, and parameters, which are 
language-specific and vary across languages according to a number of choices that 
UG makes available. These two notions have proved very useful to describe the 
inner workings of particular grammars and to account for cross-linguistic variation. 
In addition, the P&P model also provided researchers with descriptive and analytic 
tools to explain the observed uniformity in the process of acquisition of different 
particular grammars, and to characterise the various stages children go through when 
attaining their adult grammar, which is understood as a process of parameter-setting.  
 
 

2.3 The Minimalist Program 

 
The MP, which has guided generative syntactic research since the beginning of the 
1990s, is not a theory, as Chomsky (2000, 2005) remarks. Rather, it is a set of 
guidelines that should ideally lead to a maximal simplification of the theoretical 
apparatus used to describe and account for linguistic data.  
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In subsection 2.3.1, the basic model of grammar assumed for the derivation of 
linguistic structures is presented. Subsection 2.3.2 is devoted to the property of 
displacement and the interpretability of features, which are two issues that go hand 
in hand. Merge, Move and Agree, which are the three core syntactic operations, are 
addressed in subsection 2.3.3, while the concept of phase, introduced in Chomsky 
(2000), is explored in subsection 2.3.4.  
 
 

2.3.1 Minimalist grammar 

 
In an attempt to establish what are the minimum conditions that make generative 
linguistic theory adequate, one of the main Minimalist concerns is to address the 
question of how well-designed human language is (Chomsky 1995, 2000, 2001 and 
2005). A new line of research opens in trying to substantiate the idea that language 
may be designed in an optimal way to satisfy the legibility conditions imposed by 
the interfaces (Chomsky 2000: 93); in Chomsky’s later work (2001, 2005), the 
Strong Minimalist Thesis (SMT) is formulated. 
 
(1) Strong Minimalist Thesis 

 Language is an optimal solution to the interface conditions that FL must 
satisfy. 

 
 
In order to fully understand the SMT, more has to be said at this point about the 
main assumptions that sustain the MP apparatus and the mechanisms that are 
claimed to make the derivation of linguistic structures possible. In line with the P&P 
model of the 1980s and 90s, human beings are claimed to be biologically endowed 
with FL, a component of the mind devoted to language. This approach to the nature 
of language emerged 50 years ago with the generative grammar tradition and is 
nowadays referred to as the biolinguistic perspective (Chomsky 2001, 2005). Such a 
label captures the assumption that FL is a ‘language organ’ (Chomsky 2000: 90) or 
an ‘organ of the body’ (Chomsky 2005: 1) that interacts with other systems of the 
organism.  
 
The initial state of FL –UG– is assumed to be some shared genetic endowment 
which allows us to acquire different states of FL, namely, the various languages that 
exist in the world. The characterisation of UG and the study of particular grammars 
are primary concerns of a theory of language according to the generative perspective 
and should, according to Chomsky (2001: 2), be guided by the Uniformity Principle 
in (2). 
 
(2) Uniformity Principle 

 In the absence of compelling evidence to the contrary, assume languages to 
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be uniform, with variety restricted to easily detectable properties of 
utterances. 

 
 
The principle in (2) formalises the assumption that cross-linguistic variation is not 
random and unpredictable, but constrained by UG, which is made up of principles 
common to all human languages, and parameters, which are the different options 
that are available for a given principle. In MP, the locus of parameterisation is to be 
found in the Lexicon (Chomsky 1995 and subsequent work), with the features that 
lexical items  (LIs)25 contain being the only elements used for computation 
(Chomsky 2005: 2). 
 
In the MP, it is assumed that language (L) includes a cognitive system that stores 
information about sound and meaning. L provides this information to the 
performance systems, external to FL26, in the form of levels of representation or 
interfaces. Each of the two performance systems, namely the sensorimotor system 
(S-M)27 and the conceptual-intentional system (C-I), accesses one of the interface 
levels: the S-M accesses the Phonetic Form (PF)28, where sound is represented, and 
the C-I accesses the Logical Form (LF), the level of representation that deals with 
meaning. Within this model, therefore, L is regarded as a generative device that 
produces expressions Exp = <Phon, Sem> (Chomsky 2000: 91, Chomsky 2001: 10), 
Phon being instructions for the S-M, and Sem being instructions for the C-I. These 
instructions are given in the form of features that are interpreted at PF and LF. 
 
Returning to the issue that opened the present section, namely the SMT, it is 
hypothesised that FL is well-designed to the extent that it is an optimal solution to 
the legibility conditions imposed by the interaction of FL with S-M and C-I systems 
of the mind. In other words, for SMT to hold, FL must be the best possible design to 

                                                           
 
25 In section 2.4, the notion of LI is replaced by the term morpheme, and a distinction between Roots (i.e. 
lexical categories) and abstract morphemes (i.e. functional categories) in terms of the kind of features 
they contain is introduced. In DM, not all elements of the Lexicon are sound-meaning pairs. Actually, it is 
assumed that functional categories, which only contain grammatical features, are assigned phonological 
features during the course of the derivation. Such a view, however, is not incompatible with the 
assumption that the locus of variation is in the Lexicon, though the conception of the latter needs to be 
modified. 
26 Performance systems are assumed to be part of FL in Chomsky (1995, 1998), but are claimed to be 
external to FL in Chomsky (2000, 2001 and 2005). 
27 Articulatory-perceptual in Chomsky (1995). 
28 DM offers a different view of PF. As discussed in section 2.3, the PF-interface is understood as ‘a 
sequential derivation that terminates in a phonological representation’ (Embick and Noyer 2007: 293). 
That is, operations can take place post-syntactically, having an effect on the final phonological 
representation of a given morpheme. DM’s conception of PF is very much related to the assumption that 
not all morphemes are pairs of sound and meaning: abstract morphemes (i.e. functional categories) do not 
have phonological features until the derivation is completed, their phonological features being assigned 
post-syntactically at PF on the basis of the syntactic and morphological context in which the morpheme is 
inserted. 
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satisfy PF and LF requirements. This is why interface-related issues become central 
to the MP.  
 
For the SMT in (1) to be maintained, the Exp that L generates must contain only 
information that can be read at the interfaces. Otherwise, the derivation crashes (i.e. 
it cannot be successfully computed at the interfaces). If a given Exp only contains 
instructions of the relevant type that can be read at PF and LF, Exp is said to 
converge. 
 
Some theory-internal terminology must be introduced before proceeding. Features 
of lexical items (LIs), which have been defined as instructions for the interfaces that 
make computation possible, can be interpretable or uninterpretable (Chomsky 1995 
and subsequent work). While the former are legible to S-M and C-I systems at the 
interfaces, the latter are not. This amounts to saying that only those Exp that contain 
solely interpretable features will satisfy the legibility conditions of the interfaces. 
Uninterpretable features, consequently, constitute a point of departure from the 
SMT, since they make the design of L less optimal with respect to the conditions 
imposed by PF and LF.  
 
Uninterpretable features are taken to be imperfections which need to be accounted 
for. Likewise, displacement, which is a property of language that has been the 
subject of extensive research in generative grammar, is also considered an 
imperfection of L, since it allows LIs to be pronounced in a different position from 
the one in which they have been generated. This issue will be taken up again in 
section 2.3.2, where it will be shown that it is thanks to uninterpretable features that 
displacement can be implemented. 
 
Let us address now the issue of how Exp are generated and how their featural 
content is determined according to Chomsky (1995 and subsequent work). The 
assumption is that UG makes available a universal set of features, F, and a 
computational procedure for human language, CHL, which accesses F and performs 
operations to derive linguistic expressions. Each language L maps these universal 
features to a given set of Exp by selecting a subset [F] of the universal set F and 
assembling [F] to a Lexicon, Lex. In other words, L selects a lexical array (LA), or a 
numeration if some LIs are selected more than once (Chomsky 2001: 10-11), which 
is then mapped to Exp.  These are one-time operations in the sense that, once [F] has 
been selected, L does not access F anymore; likewise, once Lex has been 
constructed, no new assembly of features [F] into LIs of Lex is possible. While in 
the narrow syntax (i.e. the computation of LF) only Lex and the features assembled 
in the LIs it contains, but not [F], are accessed, this seems not to be the case for the 
computation at PF, where new features can be introduced in the course of the 
derivation.  
 
As Chomsky (2001: 101) puts it, L uses (3a) and (3b), together with a process of 
parameter-setting, to determine particular languages, and (3c) and (3d) to generate 
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Exp in those languages. The operations that the CHL performs with Lex to generate 
linguistic structures are described and discussed in subsection 2.3.3. 
 
(3) a. Select [F] from the universal feature set F. 
 b. Select Lex, assembling features from [F]. 
 c. Select LA from Lex. 
 d. Map LA to Exp, with no recourse to [F] for narrow syntax. 

             

(Chomsky 2000: 101) 

 
 
At this point, we turn our attention to how Lex, the Lexicon, is characterised in the 
MP. In Lex, which can be defined as a mental dictionary, LIs are stored as bundles 
of features which can be phonological, semantic or formal. The phonological and 
semantic features of LIs encode information for these LIs to be interpreted at PF and 
LF respectively. Formal features (FFs), by contrast, carry information that is 
relevant for syntactic computation.  
 
As discussed in section 2.4, not every model within the generative tradition accepts 
the existence of a Lexicon as described herein. In DM (Embick and Noyer 2007) for 
instance, no generative Lexicon is assumed to exist. Rather, the relevant information 
is stored in three different kinds of lists (each containing a different type of 
information) that are accessed at different stages of the derivation. This issue is 
taken up again in section 2.4.1. 
 
Returning to the distinction between interpretable and uninterpretable features that 
has been introduced earlier, it must be clarified that it refers only to FFs. These are 
considered interpretable if they have a semantic interpretation; if they do not, they 
are uninterpretable. Phi-features (number, person and gender) are a good example of 
FFs. In English, phi-features are interpretable on nouns, but uninterpretable on 
verbs. To put it in another way, the plural morpheme -s in birds imposes a difference 
in meaning with respect to the singular bird, hence the phi-features of this noun 
must be interpretable. However, phi-features of the verb sing must be 
uninterpretable, since sing can be interpreted either as a singular or a plural form as 
in I sing and they sing, respectively. 
 
To finish with this section, let us point at a number of consequences brought about 
by the adoption of the SMT as a guide for linguistic research. If language is assumed 
to be an optimal solution to some minimal design specifications, it is natural to 
assume that FL provides us with the simplest mechanisms that are needed to comply 
with legibility conditions. Any extra machinery constitutes a deviation from the 
SMT and needs, therefore, to be carefully scrutinised. This is the reason why, 
contrary to what is the case in the P&P model of the 1980s and early 90s, the only 
linguistically significant levels in the MP are PF and LF, the interface levels. Other 
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levels of representation that have been proposed in the generative literature such as 
Deep-structure and Surface-structure are not required anymore, since the linguistic 
facts they tried to explicate can be accounted for relying only on the PF and LF 
interfaces. The model of grammar defended in the MP is represented in (4), Spell-
Out being the point where LF-uninterpretable features are removed from the 
derivation and syntactic objects are sent to PF in a very strict cyclic fashion 
(Chomsky 2001: 5), as will be seen in subsection 2.3.4.l.   
 
(4) 

 
 
The Inclusiveness Condition also plays a major role in the MP in its attempt to stick 
to the SMT. As Chomsky (1995) puts it  
 

‘A “perfect language” should meet the condition of inclusiveness: any 
structure formed by the computation (…) is constituted of elements 
already present in the lexical items selected for N[umeration]; no new 
objects are added in the course of computation apart from 
rearrangements of lexical properties (in particular, no indices, bar 
levels in the sense of X-bar theory, etc; (…)).’ 
 

      (Chomsky 1995: 228) 
 
 
Inclusiveness only allows rearrangement of LIs and of those syntactic objects that 
have been constructed during the derivation. It also permits deletion of features, but 
under no circumstances does it allow the CHL to introduce new features to the 
derivation once Lex has been accessed to select an LA. The fact that elements that 
cannot be traced back to the Lexicon are not part of the derivation greatly simplifies 
the formal apparatus and forces linguists to find new ways to account for the 
linguistic evidence without resorting to artefacts.  
 
However, as discussed in section 2.4, syntax-morphology mismatches are indeed 
attested across languages which might be difficult to explain within a model that is 
not open to the possibility that further operations take place at the interfaces. DM, by 
attributing a dynamic role to the PF interface, is particularly successful in 
accounting for a number of puzzling data where the output of narrow syntax does 

Lexicon 
      | 

Numeration 
          | 

  Spell-Out 
          | 

Phonetic Form (PF) 

     Logical Form (LF) 
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not strictly correspond to what is finally uttered. Together with DM’s conception of 
the Lexicon as distributed through the various components of the model of grammar, 
PF operations of the kind proposed in DM allow us to provide a uniform account of 
the expression of negation in various languages.  
 
The DM framework can naturally capture the differences that exist in the featural 
composition of the items that participate in NC across languages, which, as 
discussed in further chapters, is central to accounting for their distribution in NC and 
polarity constructions. In addition, since negation and the expression of NC are 
domains where a number of puzzling mismatches between syntax and morphology 
occur, a model that makes it possible to seek a principled explanation in a number of 
constrained PF operations is especially welcome.  
 
 

2.3.2 Displacement and features 

 
Chomsky (2000: 112) proposes to look for ‘imperfections’ of language in order to 
determine where the SMT fails. He points at the phonological component as being 
one of the most obvious ‘design flaws’ (Chomsky 2000: 117, Chomsky 2001: 3) of 
L. The reason for such an assumption follows from the fact that syntactic objects 
that have been constructed by the computational operations CHL are transformed into 
PF-representations in the phonological component, which results in the violation of 
the principles of Inclusiveness and Interpretability. 
 
The Inclusiveness Condition has been mentioned at the end of the previous section, 
but nothing has been said so far about the Interpretability Condition29, which 
establishes that LIs have no features other than those interpreted at the interface 
(Chomsky 2000: 113). This condition is straightforwardly false, as Chomsky 
acknowledges: for instance, features such as structural case in nouns or phi-features 
in verbs are uninterpretable.  
 
Recapitulating, Chomsky (2000: 17) argues that the phonological component not 
only violates Inclusiveness, but also the Interpretability Condition, since there is a 
mismatch between the phonological properties of LIs and the narrow phonetic 
realisations of these when combined in linguistic productions. Inclusiveness is 
violated because the phonological component allows operations that introduce new 
elements such as prosodic structure and narrow phonetics during the course of the 
derivation. 
 

                                                           
 
29 In Chomsky (1995), this condition is known as the Full Interpretation Principle. 
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Chomsky suggests that it may be the case that phonological features of LIs do not 
appear at the level of PF, with ‘input’ and ‘output’ of the phonological component 
being separate. In this case, while the Interpretability Condition would still be 
violated, the Inclusiveness Condition would not apply. This leads Chomsky (2000: 
118) to assume that Inclusiveness only holds of narrow syntax. That is, features are 
either interpreted at LF or associated with phonetic features by the phonological 
component. 
 
Two other obvious imperfections are observed in narrow syntax: the dislocation 
property and the uninterpretable features of LIs. The remainder of the section will be 
dedicated to explaining two crucial ideas for the model of grammar assumed in the 
MP. First, it will be argued that these two issues are closely related, one crucially 
relying on the other and, second, that they are not real imperfections, but a device 
imposed by the design specifications of FL. 
 
Displacement is a property of natural language by which certain elements in a 
derivation might surface in a position which is different from the one they have been 
generated in. As illustrated in (5), a wh-phrase such as which books has been 
generated as the object of the main verb, as shown by the trace. However, it moves 
to a fronted position in direct questions yielding a chain {which books, t}, where 
which books c-commands the trace that has been left behind. A relation of identity 
between the moved element and its trace allows the chain to be correctly interpreted 
at LF. In other words, both which books and t are taken to be occurrences of the 
same element at the semantics interface. 
 
(5) a. Mary [bought Tom Sharpe’s books] 
 b. Mary [bought which books] 
 c. Which books did Mary buy t ? 
 
 
According to Chomsky (2000: 120) neither uninterpretable features nor the 
dislocation property are part of special-purpose symbolic systems, which leads to the 
assumption that they are related to externally imposed legibility conditions. To put it 
in another way, both phenomena can be seen as design-specifications built into the 
linguistic system so that it can be optimal to the interface conditions that the other 
systems external to language impose.  
 
When trying to account for the mechanisms that make displacement possible, 
Chomsky suggests that it should be considered whether this property is related to 
uninterpretable features, the other observed imperfection of the system. In the event 
that the two phenomena are related, two imperfections would reduce to one, namely 
the dislocation property. 
 
Based on the observation that uninterpretable features must be deleted in the course 
of the computation to LF for a derivation to converge, Chomsky (2000: 121, 2001: 
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4) assumes that displacement and uninterpretable features are indeed closely related, 
the latter being what allows the former to be implemented. 
 

‘Displacement is implemented by selecting a target P and a related 
category K to be moved to a position determined by P –P a probe that 
seeks K. The target/probe P determines the kind of category that can 
be moved to this position (a nominal phrase, a wh-phrase, etc.). If 
uninterpretable inflectional features are the devices that implement 
displacement, we expect to find uninterpretable features of three 
kinds: 
 
(2)  a. To select a target/probe P and determine what kind of 
category  
           K it seeks 
  b. To determine whether P offers a position for movement 
  c. To select the category K that is moved’ 

                   
(Chomsky 2001: 4) 

 
 
In a sentence such as (6) below, the three different kinds of uninterpretable features 
Chomsky mentions can be observed. The example corresponds to a passive 
construction, where the DP, a rocket, has been generated in an object position, but 
ultimately surfaces as the subject of the clause thanks to movement driven by 
uninterpretable features. 
 
(6) [TP A rocket [T was sent t to Mars] 
 
 
Let us assume that the category T bears uninterpretable agreement features30, also 
known as phi-features, which identify T as a target for movement. In addition, the 
phi-features on T seek for matching phi-features in a category K. Since the DP a 

rocket hosts those matching phi-features, a relation of Agree (see subsection 2.3.3) 
can be established, which causes the subsequent elimination of uninterpretable 
features from the derivation. The EPP-feature of T31 determines that T offers a 
position for movement; finally, the structural case features on K, a rocket, are 
responsible for its movement to Spec, TP. 
 

                                                           
 
30 This assumption will be modified in subsection 2.3.4 after the discussion of phases; however, this has 
been the standard explanation for subject raising and passivisation until very recently. 
31 In former versions of the P&P model, EPP stands for the Extended Projection Principle, which is a 
requirement for all clauses to have a subject. In the MP, EPP is considered a feature of functional 
categories which determines whether these categories can project a Spec position or not. 
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Up to this point, it has been assumed that, in line with Chomsky (1995 and 2000), 
uninterpretable features are simply erased or eliminated in the course of the 
computation because, otherwise, they cannot be read at the interfaces and the 
derivation crashes. In Chomsky (2001), nonetheless, a substantial change is 
introduced by assuming that ‘uninterpretable features, and only these, enter the 
derivation without values, and are distinguished from interpretable features by virtue 
of this property’ (Chomsky 2001: 5). Unvalued features need to be valued by means 
of Agree in the narrow syntax. Once valued, they are indistinguishable from 
interpretable features at LF, but can be accessed by the phonological component. 
Valuation must take place before Spell-Out, which is the operation in charge of 
transferring the derivation to the phonological component once the material that is 
uninterpretable at LF has been eliminated. If any unvalued features remain in the 
derivation at the moment Spell-Out applies, the derivation crashes.  
 
Another difference with respect to earlier work in generative grammar concerns the 
distinction between overt and covert movement, which was maintained throughout 
the P&P model of the 1980s and 90s, as well as in Chomsky (1995), but which is 
dispensed with in more recent Minimalist work. Movement was assumed to take 
place either before or after Spell-Out: if it took place before, movement was overt 
and its effects could be observed in the linearisation of the elements of the 
derivation; if it applied after Spell-Out, movement was covert and had only 
interpretive effects. In Chomsky (2000, 2001, 2005), by contrast, there is only one 
narrow-syntactic cycle which proceeds in parallel with the phonological cycle and, 
therefore, uninterpretable features cannot be valued after Spell-Out, which is 
understood as strictly cyclic. I will expand on this issue in subsection 2.3.4, as part 
of the discussion on phases. 
 
To conclude, in this section it was  shown that the two main ‘imperfections’ of a 
system that is assumed to be optimal to the legibility conditions of the interfaces can 
be reduced to only one, the property of dislocation that is observed in natural 
language. Uninterpretable features have been claimed to implement displacement in 
the sense that they encode information on which elements can be moved and to 
which positions they can be moved.  
 
 

2.3.3 Syntactic operations: Merge, Move and Agree 

 
The three main operations that apply in the narrow syntax to derive linguistic 
expressions are Merge, Move and Agree. According to Chomsky (2000: 101), 
Merge takes (α, β), two syntactic objects, and forms K(α,β), a new syntactic object, 
from them. Merge is limited to two objects at a time (Chomsky 2005: 5) and yields 
the structural relation of Immediately-Contain (Is-a-member-of) for (K, α) and (K, 
β). That is, both α and β are members of K by virtue of having been merged into a 
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single new syntactic object. Iterated Merge (Chomsky 2001: 3), which consists in 
the recursive application of Merge, results in the relation Contain (is a Term-of).  
 
Chomsky (2005: 5) claims that the operation Merge does not change any of the two 
elements that are merged due to a ‘no-tampering condition’ (NTC), formalised in 
(7). According to the NTC, Merge cannot alter the featural composition of the 
elements that undergo Merge, or add new features to those elements. 
 
(7) No-tampering condition 

 Merge of X and Y leaves two syntactic objects unchanged. 
 
 
If the NTC holds, therefore, LIs must contain some inherent feature that allows them 
to undergo Merge with other LIs to form complex structures. Chomsky (2005: 6) 
refers to this feature as the edge-feature (EF) of an LI. Only interjections, which are 
full expressions that do not merge with other elements, do not have an EF. It is 
assumed that all LIs have an EF and, thus, Merge is recursive in the sense that it can 
take place in an iterative fashion. 
 
In Chomsky (2000: 133) there is a difference between Set-Merge and Pair-Merge, 
which are the new labels for substitution and adjunction. Set-Merge is in principle a 
symmetric operation and as such, either α or β in (α, β) can project as the label of the 
new syntactic object K(α, β). However, since Merge takes place with the purpose of 
satisfying the s(emantic)-selectional properties of only one of the two elements that 
are merged, Set-Merge is inherently asymmetric: only the selector, which can be 
either α or β, but not both at the same time, can be the label of the new pair. Pair-
Merge, on the contrary, has no selector and is optional.  
 
Chomsky (2005: 6) also distinguishes between two different types of Merge, namely 
external Merge (EM) and internal Merge (IM). If β is not part of α, it is a case of 
EM; by contrast, if β is part of α, we have a case of IM, which has been traditionally 
referred to as Move. The two types of Merge have different effects at the interfaces. 
While EM is responsible for argument structure, IM is concerned with discourse-
related properties and scopal effects (Chomsky 2005: 7).  
 
The second fundamental operation, Agree, which has been mentioned in the 
previous subsection as mediating between Probes and Goals, is language-specific 
and establishes an agreement or case-checking relation between an LI and a feature 
F in a restricted search space known as its domain. This operation eliminates / 
values uninterpretable features of two elements with matching sets of features: one 
with interpretable features and the other with uninterpretable ones, so that the 
derivation can satisfy the Interpretability Condition (see section 2.3.2).  
 
In Chomsky’s most recent work (2005), there is also the possibility of having 
Multiple Agree, which is a concept that is owed to Hiraiwa. In a Multiple Agree 
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configuration, a single Probe establishes an Agree relation with various Goals in its 
domain provided there is no Goal with unvalued features which introduces 
intervention effects.  
The last central operation, Move, is a combination of the two other operations, 
Merge and Agree. As has been pointed out, it is also referred to as IM in Chomsky 
(2005). Move can be defined in the following technical terms: 
 

‘Move establishes agreement between α and F and merges P(F) to αP, 
where P(F) is a phrase determined by F (…) and αP is a projection 
headed by α. P(F) becomes the specifier (Spec) of α ([Spec, α]).’ 

          
(Chomsky 2000: 101) 

 
 
Take the example in (8), where wh-movement has taken place. The DP which book 
(or P(F)) can be assumed to bear an interpretable [wh] feature32, as seen in its 
morphology. The category C (or α), on the contrary, bears an uninterpretable [wh] 
feature, which needs to be deleted in the course of the computation.  
 
(8) [CP Which book [C did [TP Mary [t buy t] 
 
 
The mechanism by which this uninterpretable [wh] feature can be eliminated is 
Agree. That is, C probes a matching feature, which is found in the object DP, the 
Goal, which carries an interpretable [wh] feature with which it agrees. The DP 
which book becomes the Spec of C, possibly due to the fact that C has an EPP-
feature. This type of movement is A-bar movement, and is distinguished from A-
movement, where phi-features are involved. 
 
An example of A-movement33 can also be found in the example in (8), as the 
presence of a trace in the subject position shows. Under the well-motivated 
assumption that subjects are generated in a position which is internal to the VP 
(Koopman and Sportiche 1991), the DP Mary must have moved out from that 
position to the Spec, TP position, where it surfaces. In this case, the subject DP 
carries interpretable phi-features, while T bears uninterpretable phi-features that 
need to be deleted. T probes the subject DP, the Goal, and Agree takes place 
between these two elements, with subsequent erasure of uninterpretable phi-features. 
Then, the DP moves to Spec, TP to satisfy the EPP-feature of T. Structural case 

                                                           
 
32 As will be seen in subsection 2.3.4, Chomsky (2005) assumes that it is the EF of the wh-expression that 
triggers movement to Spec, CP, the edge of a strong phase. This seems to be consistent with the view of 
the operation Move as IM. 
33 A-movement is revisited in subsection 2.3.4, where it is shown that the phi-features that motivate it 
originally come from C and not from T. 
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features on the Goal are also deleted in the Agree relation that has been established 
between the subject and T. 
 
The erasure of structural case features on the Goal is the consequence of a slightly 
different mechanism in Chomsky (2001 and subsequent work), where valuation of 
uninterpretable features is assumed to take place. Structural case can be nominative 
or accusative, which makes it reasonable to assume that the DP in (8) has an 
unvalued structural case feature. It is depending on the element that values the case 
feature that the DP is in the nominative or the accusative case. Let us assume that if 
the valuing Probe is T, the case feature of the Goal will be valued as nominative, 
while if the Probe is v or a defective T[def] (i.e. a head with an incomplete set of phi-
features), the case will be accusative. Once valued, the structural case features 
delete.  
 
Since Move is a combination of two independent operations, Merge and Agree34, it 
is assumed to be more complex than its components. Hence, it is a ‘last resort’ 
operation that is used when it is the only possible operation to satisfy a requirement 
imposed by a formal feature.  
 
To sum up, this section has addressed the properties of the three operations that 
apply to LIs in the narrow syntax. Merge is used to create new syntactic objects; 
Agree is the mechanism by which uninterpretable features are eliminated from the 
computation as required by interface conditions, and Move is a combination of the 
two which applies when Agree alone cannot get rid of uninterpretable features. An 
example has been used to illustrate the functioning of Move, the most complex 
operation, and Agree.  
 
 

2.3.4 Phases 

 
The Minimalist framework imposes a strongly derivational approach, in the sense 
that information is handed out to the interfaces in a dynamic fashion, dispensing 
with the creation of ‘expressions’ as independent entities. In this context, therefore, 
the notion of phase (Chomsky 2000, 2001 and 2005) greatly simplifies operative 
complexity, since it endows the computation of structural derivations with strict 
cyclicity.  
 
The main assumption in Phase Theory is that to generate a derivation, an LA is 
selected from the Lexicon in a one-time operation. After that, at various stages of the 

                                                           
 
34 Agree can operate independently of Merge; that is, Agree is not always part of Move and can be 
implemented in isolation (Chomsky 2000: 132). This possibility was not considered in Chomsky (1995). 
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derivation, different subsets from the original LA –LAi, LAj and so forth– are 
selected, placed in active memory and built into hierarchical structures by the 
operations in the narrow syntax. Once a subarray is exhausted, another is selected, if 
needed by the computation, until all subarrays have been used. At the end of each 
phase, the syntactic object is transferred to LF and PF. Once sent to the interfaces, 
the information is no longer accessed in later stages of the derivation, as expressed 
by the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) in (9). Derivations and Spell-Out are 
strongly cyclic under this view. 
 
(9) Phase Impenetrability Condition 

 In phase α with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to operations 
outside α, only H and its edge are accessible to such operations. 

       

(Chomsky 2000: 108) 

 
 
Phases are claimed to be propositional. Such an assumption follows from the 
observation that subarrays should determine syntactic objects which are relatively 
independent in terms of interface properties, such as a verb phrase with complete 
theta-role assignment, or a full clause with tense and force. The closest counterpart 
of these syntactic objects in terms of meaning would be a proposition (Chomsky 
2000: 106). Such an observation has led Chomsky (2005) to endorse the view that a 
phase is, therefore, CP or vP, but not TP for the reasons that are outlined in next 
section.  Section 2.3.4.2, by contrast, presents Gallego’s (2005, 2007) discussion of 
some empirical evidence in Iberian Romance languages that challenges Chomsky’s 
(2005) claim that only v*P and CP are phases. He proposes that TP is turned into a 
phase as a consequence of v*-to-T movement, which allows T to inherit phase head 
properties from v*. He calls such a process Phase Sliding.  
 
 

2.3.4.1 Strong phases in Chomsky (2005) 

 
Before considering the arguments Chomsky (2005) puts forward not to grant TP 
strong phase status, it should be mentioned that, in the MP, a crucial distinction is 
made between substantive and functional LIs. N(ouns), V(erbs), and A(djectives) 
belong to the former group, since they have descriptive content. Categories such as 
C, T or D, which encode grammatical information, fall into the latter group. There 
are other functional categories (FCs) such as Foc(us), Top(ic), Neg(ation), but only 
C, T and v are considered core FCs (Chomsky 2000: 102).  
 
C expresses force and mood, while T expresses tense and event structure. Little v 
heads transitive constructions. T and v have phi-features, while these are optional for 
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C. As for their s(emantic)-selectional features, v and T need to be selected by some 
other category, while C can either be unselected or selected by substantive 
categories. T can be selected by C, thus having a full set of phi-features, or by V, 
which causes T to be defective (i.e. lacking a complete set of phi-features). Both T 
and v can select V, but v can also select a DP, which will be its external argument. 
Each of these three functional categories has EPP-features, which allow them to 
project a Spec position that can be filled in by a moved wh-phrase in the case of C, a 
subject in the case of T and a raised object in the case of v. 
 
Returning to the discussion on phases, only CP and v*P are claimed to be strong 
phases, where v* is ‘the functional head associated with full argument structure, 
transitive and experiencer constructions’ (Chomsky 2005: 9). TP is argued not to be 
a phase because its phi-features are, according to Chomsky (2005: 9), inherited from 
C. That is, T only has phi-features if it is selected by C; if it is selected by V, T lacks 
phi-features and tense. The passive and unaccusative constructions cannot be phases, 
either, since they lack external arguments. When T is selected by C and inherits phi-
features from it, it can serve as a Probe in the CP phase (Chomsky 2005: 15). 
 
CP and v*P are strong phases (Chomsky 2001: 12) in the sense that they contain 
available landing sites for moved elements. A further assumption is that cyclic 
Spell-Out occurs at the strong phase level.  
 
Despite not having semantic content, uninterpretable features may have 
phonological effects; therefore, valuation of uninterpretable features must take place 
within a strong phase. That is, valuation must take place before the syntactic object 
is transferred to the phonological component (Chomsky 2005: 20). Once all 
uninterpretable features have been erased from the narrow syntax by means of 
valuation and the syntactic object is transferred to the phonological component, the 
phase can no longer be accessed by the computational system, as required by the 
PIC in (9). Only the head of the phase and its edge (i.e. a specifier of H or elements 
adjoined to HP) can be accessed in the next strong phase. This means that an 
element must be raised to the edge of the phase in order to be extracted and 
participate in another phase. The PIC guarantees the strong cyclicity of the Move 
operation together with the requirement in (10).  
 
(10)  Properties of the probe/selector α must be satisfied before new elements 

of the lexical subarray are accessed to drive further operations. 
        

(Chomsky 2000: 132) 

 
 
If the properties of α have not been satisfied within the phase, the derivation 
necessarily crashes. This is due to the fact that, given the PIC, α can no longer be 
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accessed once the phase is over and the syntactic object has been handed out to the 
phonological component. 
 
To conclude this section, let us comment on the distinction between A- and A-bar 
movement, which is an issue that needs clarification in the light of the assumptions 
made on phases. It has been claimed in this section that TP is not a phase, since T 
does not have intrinsic phi-features, which it inherits from the category C. However, 
in section 2.3.3, it has been claimed that in A-movement, the interpretable phi-
features of a DP in the vP region Agree with the uninterpretable phi-features of T, 
which induces deletion of those features; in addition, T is assumed to have an EPP-
feature that triggers movement to Spec, TP. Obviously, this view can no longer be 
maintained if TP is not a phase, since only strong phases are targets for movement.  
 
Chomsky (2005) offers a solution to this problem by arguing that both A-movement 
and A-bar movement are triggered by a Probe in C. In the case of A-bar movement 
(wh-movement, topicalisation, focalisation, and any other movement related to the 
left periphery) the EF of C acts as a Probe. Different kinds of potentially movable 
elements such as wh-phrases, topics and focus-phrases may be Goals and eventually 
undergo movement to the edge of C35.  
 
By contrast, in the case of A-movement, it is thanks to the fact that T inherits the 
phi-features of C that it becomes a probe that can attract a DP to the Specifier 
position of TP. A further assumption is that all phase-heads have the property of 
transferring their phi-features to other non-phase heads: similarly to what happens 
with C and T, V inherits the phi-features of v*, thus being able to act as a Probe for 
objects with structural case, which raise to Spec, VP.  
 
 

2.3.4.2 Phase Sliding (Gallego 2005, 2007) 

 
The term Phase Sliding refers to the claim that in Null Subject Languages (NSLs), T 
inherits edge features from v* when v*-to-T movement takes place. Such a claim, 
which is supported by extensive data from a number of Iberian Romance languages, 
captures an old observation that Spec, TP seems to have both A- and A’- features in 
NSLs. Within Gallego’s (2005, 2007) account, this puzzling double-sided behaviour 
of T is attributed to the fact that it has phi-features, which are responsible for its A-
properties, but also edge features (inherited from v*) and, consequently, A’-
properties, too. 
 
                                                           
 
35 C is here understood, in line with Chomsky (2000, 2001), as shorthand for the left periphery, which 
contains a number of other functional categories (Rizzi 1997). Actually, Chomsky (2000: 108) defines A-
bar movement as involving what he calls “P-features of the peripheral system (force, topic, focus, etc.)”. 
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Assuming that v*-to-T movement is a syntactic operation, Gallego claims that it 
extends (or ‘pushes’, as he puts it) the v*P phase up to TP, which reprojects. The 
immediate consequence of Phase Sliding, then, is that those operations that were 
supposed to apply at the v*P level do so at the v*/ TP level. For instance, as will be 
discussed more in depth in chapter 5, while subextraction from Spec, v*P is 
generally possible, it is no longer available after v*-to-T movement has occurred and 
the v*P phase has extended. Gallego also discusses data on intervention effects in 
VOS order, which are avoided after Phase Sliding. He argues that this is due to the 
fact that both nominative and accusative Case are assigned in parallel within the v*/ 
TP phase. 
 
Another point of interest is the observation that in French, which is not an NSL, TP 
does not seem to constitute a phase as is claimed to be the case in other Iberian 
Romance languages. Gallego (2005) argues that despite displaying v*-to-T 
movement, French is comparable to English in that it has the EPP, which prevents 
subjects from remaining in a v*P-internal position and forces them to raise higher up 
in the clause. Judging from these observations as well as the fact that, unlike other 
Romance languages, it displays very poor or even no peripheral phenomena in the 
CP layer, he claims that v*-to-T movement in French is not truly syntactic, but 
rather, phonological.  
 
As will be seen in chapter 5, the fact that in French, like in English, Phase Sliding 
does not take place has important implications for the analysis in the present 
dissertation. Not only does French pair up with English in this aspect, it also seems 
to do so with respect to the expression of negation and NC. The connection of such 
an observation with Phase Theory will be made explicit from chapter 3 onwards. 
 
 

2.3.4.3 Interpretability and valuation (Pesetsky and Torrego 2004) 

 
Pesetsky and Torrego (2004) propose to understand agreement as ‘feature-sharing’. 
In addition, they defend the view that valuation and interpretability of features are 
independent concepts.  
 
In Chomsky’s work, (un)interpretability, which is related to whether a given feature 
makes a semantic contribution, is biconditionally related to valuation: if a feature is 
unvalued, it is necessarily uninterpretable. Uninterpretable features must be valued 
by means of Agree, and must subsequently delete after or upon Transfer. 
 
Pesetsky and Torrego agree with Chomsky in that an unvalued feature of a Probe 
scans its c-command domain to find a Goal with a matching feature with which to 
Agree. However, as formalised in (11), they claim that the Agree mechanism 
replaces the Probe with the Goal, which results in an instance of a valued feature 
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occupying the place of the initially unvalued Probe. It is in this sense that Agree is 
feature-sharing. 
 
(11) Agree (feature sharing version) 

 

 (i) An unvalued feature F (of a probe) on a head H at syntactic location α 
(Fα) scans its c-command domain for another instance of F (a goal) at 
location β (Fβ) with which to agree. 
 

 (ii) Replace Fα with Fβ, so that the same feature is present in both locations. 
     

(Pesetsky and Torrego 2004: 4) 

 
 
By eliminating Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) Biconditional in (12), two more possible 
combinations of features exist. These are (i) uninterpretable but valued and (ii) 
interpretable but unvalued. Adding those to the ones already discussed in 
Chomsky’s work yields the picture in (13). 
 
(12) Valuation / Interpretability Biconditional (Chomsky 2001: 5) 
 A feature F is uninterpretable iff F is unvalued. 
             

(Pesetsky and Torrego 2004: 3) 

 
(13) Types of features 

 uF val    uninterpretable, valued iF val interpretable, valued 
uF [  ]   uninterpretable, unvalued iF [  ]   interpretable, unvalued  

        
(Pesetsky and Torrego 2004: 5) 

 
 
Assuming that unvalued features act as Probes, two kinds of features can probe for a 
Goal in Pesetsky and Torrego’s system: interpretable unvalued and uninterpretable 
unvalued. They illustrate probing of an interpretable unvalued feature by 
considering the [Tense] feature of the syntactic category T. 
 
On the finite verb, [Tense] is uninterpretable and enters in an Agree relation with the 
[Tense] feature of T. As T c-commands the finite verb, it is assumed that it must be 
the Probe in the Agree relation. This is only possible if interpretable features can be 
unvalued, and uninterpretable features can be valued. Pesetsky and Torrego illustrate 
this situation in the following way: 
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(14)  The relationship between T and the finite verb
36 

 

                            Agree 

   
 
 … T                … [v walked]   … �   … T        … [v walked] 
     iT [  ]                  uT +past                    iT[2]          uT +past[2] 
 

      (Pesetsky and Torrego 2004: 6) 
 
 
Pesetsky and Torrego also commit to Chomsky’s claim that an uninterpretable 
feature must enter in an Agree relation with an interpretable matching feature. In 
Chomsky’s work, Agree is a precondition for deletion of the unintepretable feature: 
Agree values the uninterpretable feature, which must subsequently delete. However, 
as noted by Pesetsky and Torrego, Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) account does not 
explain why a feature should be valued to be deleted. 
 
Combining Brody’s (1997) Thesis of Radical Interpretability, formalised in (15), 
with Pesetsky and Torrego’s notion of feature-sharing results in the conclusion that 
what deletes at LF are not uninterpretable features, but uninterpretable instances of 
features, with every feature having at least one valued interpretable instance. In the 
example in (14), therefore, the [Tense] feature on the finite verb must enter in an 
Agree relation with the unvalued interpretable feature of [Tense] on T because, 
otherwise, the [Tense] feature would not be semantically interpreted in any syntactic 
location, and (15) would be violated. 
 
(15) Thesis of Radical Interpretability (Brody 1997) 
 Each feature must receive a semantic interpretation in some syntactic 

location. 
    (Pesetsky and Torrego 2004: 8) 

 
 

2.4 Distributed Morphology 

2.4.1 Core concepts 

 
Distributed Morphology (DM) (Halle and Marantz 1993; Embick and Noyer 2007) 
is a non-lexicalist theory of the syntax-morphology interface in that it rests on the 

                                                           
 
36 Values of features are expressed with numbers. 
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hypothesis that words are construed by syntactic rules, which precludes the 
existence of a generative Lexicon. Since all complex objects, regardless of whether 
they are words or larger syntactic structures, are generated by the same system, the 
interface between syntax and morphology is direct. That is, morphology, in 
principle, reflects syntactic structure. 
 
With respect to what was said in previous sections about the Lexicon and the sound-
meaning connection of LIs, DM takes a different view. In this model, grammar is 
understood as a generative system that consists of a set of syntactic rules, whose 
output is affected by further operations that take place at the PF and LF interfaces. 
Crucially, PF ‘is understood as a sequential derivation that terminates in a 
phonological representation’ (Embick and Noyer 2007: 293). This means that post-
syntactic readjustments of syntactic terminals can take place at PF, these being 
responsible for a particular phonological representation. Such a division of labour, 
i.e. word formation takes place in the syntax but also at the PF interface, motivates 
the name Distributed Morphology. 
 
In DM, it is assumed that morphemes are the primitive units that are subject to the 
core syntactic operations Merge and Move. Morphemes are defined as bundles of 
features of two types: phonological and grammatical / syntactico-semantic. The 
morphemes themselves can also be divided into two distinct types: Roots and 
abstract morphemes. 
 
While Roots include elements that are complexes of phonological features, they do 
not contain grammatical features. By contrast, abstract morphemes, which amount to 
functional categories, as defined in previous sections, are made up of grammatical 
features, and lack phonological ones.  
 
The features of abstract morphemes are universal, whereas Roots are pairs of sound 
and meaning that are language-specific. In that sense, only Roots are comparable to 
what has been referred to as LI in previous sections. Functional categories (abstract 
morphemes in DM) do not have phonetic content in the syntactic derivation; rather, 
once the syntactic computations have taken place, phonological features are 
assigned to the abstract morphemes involved in the derivation, as these kind of 
features are instructions for the articulatory-perceptual system.  
 
Recapitulating, not every element that is stored in our mental dictionary is a sound-
meaning pair in the model of grammar that is put forward in DM. This is 
significantly different from what is assumed in the MP model: the concept of 
morpheme in DM is incompatible with the view of LIs as fixed sets of semantic, 
syntactic and morphophonological features. However, the fact that functional 
categories do not bear a pre-established one-to-one correspondence with a 
phonological realisation makes it easier to explicate a number of puzzling linguistic 
phenomena, the expression of negation and NC across languages being one of them. 
Chapters 3, 4 and 5 show how this tenet of DM is very inspiring to account for the 
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(im)possibility of the sentential negative marker to co-occur with n-words (see 
chapter 1) in NC constructions. 
 
Having established that abstract morphemes, i.e. functional categories, are supplied 
phonological features in the course of the derivation, more has to be said about 
Vocabulary Insertion, the mechanism that makes it possible. The Vocabulary is the 
list of the different phonological forms (phonological exponents) that abstract 
morphemes can be assigned. For each form, the conditions on insertion are 
specified, forming a pair that is known as a Vocabulary Item. 
 
Borrowing the example that Embick and Noyer (2007) use to illustrate Vocabulary 
Items, let us focus on English plural nouns. The first assumption is that English has 
the abstract morpheme [pl] as part of a functional head labelled as ‘Number’, which 
syntactically combines with nouns. The phonological exponent of [pl] is /z/, as 
formalised by the Vocabulary Item in (16), which results in /z/ being assigned to 
[pl]. 
 
(16) z     [pl] 
 
 
Vocabulary Insertion is constrained by the Subset Principle in (17). Such a principle 
determines which phonological exponent of a Vocabulary Item is inserted into a 
position in cases where more than one is possible.  
 
(17) The Subset Principle 

 The phonological exponent of a Vocabulary Item is inserted into a position 
if the item matches all or a subset of the features specified in that position. 
Insertion does not take place if the Vocabulary Item contains features not 
present in the morpheme. Where several Vocabulary Items meet the 
conditions for insertion, the item matching the greatest number of features 
specified in the terminal morpheme must be chosen. (Halle 1997) 

        
(Embick and Noyer 2007: 298) 

 
 
English plural morpheme [pl] has other phonological exponents apart from /z/. The 
contextual condition which determines whether /?n/ (as in oxen) or Ø (as in fish-Ø) 
will occur for [pl] is the Root. The different realisations of English plural, therefore, 
are contextual allomorphs. 
 
As can be seen in the outline above, underspecification of the phonological 
exponents of a Vocabulary Item is central to DM. That is, while the syntactic 
terminals where material is to be inserted are fully specified in terms of syntactico-
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semantic features, the Vocabulary Items that have to be inserted into these terminals 
are not fully specified.  
 
 

2.4.2 Derivation of linguistic expressions 

 
In DM, the model of grammar that is assumed is the one in (18). It departs from the 
MP model presented in (4) in various respects, which are addressed here in turn. 
 
(18)                                           Syntactic Derivation 

 
        
                                                  (Spell-Out)          
  
                         Morphology                  
                                               
                                             PF                LF 
 

 
As can be seen in (18), no generative Lexicon is assumed to be part of the model. 
Instead, DM assumes that grammar accesses a number of Lists at different stages of 
the derivation. From this point of view, the information contained in the MP 
Lexicon that has been described in section 2.3.1 is scattered (or distributed) 
throughout the components of the computational system. 
 

      (Embick and Noyer 2007: 301) 
 

(19)  Lists 

 
 a. The Syntactic Terminals:  

The list containing the Roots and the Abstract Morphemes. 
 

 b. The Vocabulary: 

The list of Vocabulary Items, rules that provide phonological content 
to abstract morphemes. 
 

 c. The Encyclopedia: 

The list of semantic information that must be listed as either a 
property of a Root, or of a syntactically constructed object (idioms 
like kick the bucket). 
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The lists in (19) are accessed at different stages of the model in (18). As shown in 
(20), the items that participate in the syntactic derivation are taken from the list 
Syntactic Terminals, while the Vocabulary, which contains the rules that assign a 
phonological realisation to the abstract morphemes that are part of the selection of 
items taken from the Syntactic Terminals list, is accessed at PF. Finally, the 
Encyclopedia is relevant after PF and LF. 
 
(20)                Access to                                                    Syntactic Derivation 

          Syntactic Terminals    
  
                       
 
                                                                                        (Spell-Out)          
 
                  Access to 

            The Vocabulary                            
                                                    
                                                                          
                                                                                   PF                   LF 
 
                 Access to                                         ( Interpretation) 
          The Encyclopedia 

  
                                (Embick and Noyer 2007: 301) 
 
 
The core operations of grammar, Merge and Move, which were discussed as being 
central to the model proposed in the MP, are also assumed to be central to DM, both 
for word formation and for the assembling of more complex syntactic objects. 
Likewise, the distinction between interpretable and uninterpretable features 
depending on whether they have a semantic interpretation or not is still kept.  
 
 

2.4.3 PF operations 

 
In DM, PF is sequential, which means that operations or processes can take place 
after syntax and have an influence in the final phonological representation that a 
given morpheme is assigned. In addition, PF operations are held responsible for any 
mismatches that can be observed between syntax and morphology. Since in DM it is 
assumed that all morphology is syntax, whenever this relationship is not transparent 
(i.e. the order of morphemes does not result from the syntactic operations that have 
been performed during the derivation), an explanation is sought in PF processes that 
could have potentially rearranged morphemes yielding the attested output. As stated 
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by Embick and Noyer (2007: 304), ‘operations that apply at PF are minimal 
readjustments, motivated by language-particular requirements’. For instance, they 
discuss the possibility of adding morphemes at PF, otherwise known as ornamental 
morphology.  
 
This process can account for the presence of agreement morphemes in a number of 
languages in spite of the fact that no AGR syntactic terminal exists in the syntax: if 
the language in question has a morphological requirement for agreement to occur 
with finite Tense, which is a syntactic terminal, an agreement morpheme can be 
adjoined to T at PF. Another PF process is the introduction of features via 
Vocabulary Insertion, which is the operation by which phonological features are 
assigned to abstract morphemes. 
 
Other processes that are also assumed to take place in the PF branch are 
Impoverishment, Fission and Obliteration. While Impoverishment is responsible for 
the deletion of a feature of a morpheme and the insertion of a default (i.e. less 
marked) form, Fission allows more than one Vocabulary Item to be inserted in a 
syntactic terminal. Obliteration results in the elimination of a syntactic node from 
the morphological representation. The result is that the terminal in question escapes 
lexical insertion. 
 
Another PF operation is Fusion, which takes two syntactic terminals that are sisters 
and fuses them into a single terminal, with the consequence that only one 
Vocabulary Item is inserted. For example, in English, it seems to be the case that v-
to-T movement, which has been argued to take place after syntax, is a case of Fusion 
fed by head-to-head movement. 
 
For the present dissertation, the focus is on the characterisation of Impoverishment 
and Obliteration, as they are relevant processes for the hypothesis that is put forward 
in further chapters to account for the expression of negation in English (both 
Standard and Non-Standard) and a variety of Romance languages. Fission will also 
be briefly considered, for it is assumed in the next chapter to be involved in the 
phenomenon of do-support (Flagg 2002). 
 
 

2.4.3.1 Impoverishment 

 
Impoverishment, a concept which is originally owed to Bonet (1991) and her 
treatment of clitics in Romance, deletes features of morphemes. The result of this 
operation for an unmarked value of a feature is that no Vocabulary Item that requires 
the deleted feature will be inserted for the morpheme in question. However, in the 
case of deletion of marked values, markedness rules, which are assumed to be part 
of the grammar, supply the default value for the deleted feature. Let us illustrate that 
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with an example from adjectival suffixes in Norwegian. Consider the paradigms in 
(21). 
 
(21) Adjectival suffixes in Norwegian  (Sauerland 1985) 
 

STRONG [-neuter] [+neuter] 
[-pl] Ø -t 
[+pl] -e -e 

 

WEAK [-neuter] [+neuter] 
[-pl] -e -e 

[+pl] -e -e 

                                          (Harley and Noyer 1999) 
 
 
As can be observed in (21), Norwegian adjectives can bear three different suffixes 
when they occur in a ‘strong’ syntactic position; however, when they occur in a 
‘weak’ syntactic position, the only possible suffix is -e. Sauerland (1985), as 
reported in Harley and Noyer (1999), analyses the paradigm above as a result of an 
Impoverishment rule, formalised in (23), which affects the Vocabulary Items in (22). 
 
(22) Vocabulary Items for Norwegian adjectival suffixes 

 
 a. /t/       [ ____ , -pl, +neut] / Adj + ___   
 b. Ø       [ ____ , -pl, -neut] / Adj + ___ 
 c. /e/      Elsewhere / Adj + ___ 
 
 
(23)  [±neuter] Impoverishment  
  [±neuter] � Ø 
 
 
The rule in (23) deletes the values for neuter gender in weak syntactic positions, thus 
blocking the insertion of /t/ or Ø. The default form -e is inserted instead. 
 
As discussed in the next chapter, Impoverishment will be argued to be responsible 
for the insertion of the any-phonological exponents of the n-indefinites in negative 
contexts. It will be argued that Impoverishment is just one possibility (the other one 
being Obliteration of the negative marker) to avoid the violation of the Filter that 
prevents the accidental repetition of negative features in particular domains. 
 
In chapter 4, it is argued that n-indefinites in Non-Standard varieties of English do 
not trigger Obliteration of the negative marker nor are affected by Impoverishment 
when occurring post-verbally. This means that post-verbal n-indefinites with overt 
negative morphology can co-occur with the sentential negative marker without 
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resulting in a Double Negation reading. I argue that this fact, which distinguishes 
Standard English from Non-Standard varieties of English, is a consequence of n-
indefinites not behaving, syntactically speaking, in the same way in Standard and 
Non-Standard English. 
 
For Standard English, it is assumed in chapter 3 that n-indefinites raise to Spec, 
NegP. Movement out of the position where they are base-generated in either forces 
Obliteration of the negative marker or Impoverishment of the n-indefinite when 
these co-occur in the same Spell-Out domain. 
 
Obliteration, which is discussed in the next section, is also observed in some Non-
Standard varieties of English and in Romance languages that implement Non-Strict 
Negative Concord. In these varieties / languages, the negative marker cannot 
possibly co-occur with a pre-verbal n-indefinite. The ultimate trigger of Obliteration 
is, as discussed in further chapters, a language-particular condition that prevents too 
many negative features from co-occurring in the same Spell-Out domain, which is 
defined according to Chomsky’s theory of phases. 
 
 

2.4.3.2 Obliteration 

 
Obliteration is a morphological operation that deletes a whole syntactic node, rather 
than a feature. As discussed in Arregi and Nevins (2007a), Obliteration is formally 
distinct from Impoverishment. Arregi and Nevins discuss the Basque g-/z- 
constraint, which I present here to illustrate how Obliteration works. 
 
The data from various dialects of Basque show that many of these disallow the co-
occurrence of 1PL with 2nd person clitics, which result in certain agreement 
restrictions, known as the g-/z- constraint. That is, in certain dialects, *you-us and 
*we-you combinations are not possible and repair operations are triggered when 
these are syntactically generated. Consider, for instance, the examples in (24) and 
(25). These illustrate the deletion of the first plural dative morpheme, sku, when it 
occurs in the context of a second person ergative morpheme. 
 
(24) (Hik  guri emon) d- o- sku- na   � d- o-  na 
  (You  us gave) 3SG.ABS AUX.TRANS 1PL.DAT 2SG.F.ERG � 3SG.ABS AUX.TRANS 2SG.ERG 
      ‘You (F.SG) [gave] it to us’ 
 
(25)  (Suek guri emon) d- o- sku- sue   � d- o-  sue 

  (Y’all us gave) 3SG.ABS AUX.TRANS 1PL.DAT 2PL.ERG � 3SG.ABS AUX.TRANS 2PL.ERG 

        ‘You (pl) [gave] it to us’ 
             (Arregi and Nevins 2007a) 
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The examples in (26) and (27), by contrast, illustrate the deletion of gu, which 
corresponds to the first plural ergative morpheme, when it co-occurs with a second 
person dative morpheme. Following Halle (1997), who assumes that the feature 
[+Participant] is common to first and second person, and Calabrese (2004), 
according to whom Ergative and Dative share the feature [+Motion], Arregi and 
Nevins (2007a) group the examples in (24)-(27), which show that microvariation 
exists with respect to how the g-/z- constraint is repaired, as the output of an 
Obliteration rule such as (28). 
 
(26) (Guk hiri  emon) d- u- a- gu   � d- xa-  k 

 (We you gave) 3SG.ABS AUX.TRANS 2SG.MSC.DAT 1PL.ERG � 3SG.ABS AUX.APPLIC 2SG.MSC.DAT 

       ‘We [gave] it to you (m.sg)’ 
 
 
(27) (Guk suek  ikusi) s- aittu- e- gu   � s- ari-  e 

 (We you saw) 2ABS AUX.TRANS ABS.PL 1PL.ERG � 2.ABS AUX.INTRANS ABS.PL 

       ‘We [saw] you’ 
 
 
(28) Obliterate the Node containing [+Motion, +Participant, +Author, +Pl] in the 

environment [+Participant] 
             (Arregi and Nevins 2007a) 
 
 
In Arregi and Nevins (2007b), it is argued that in Ondarru Basque the g-/z- 
constraint is repaired by means of Obliteration of the first person plural absolutive 
morpheme. That is, given the sequence in (29), Obliteration deletes the morpheme in 
boldtype. 
 
(29) (Suk gu-Ø  ikusi) g- -atxu -su � d- -o  -su 

 (You us see-PRF) ABS.1PL   PRS ERG.2SG � EP37  PRS  ERG.2SG 

       ‘You have seen us’ 
            (Arregi and Nevins 2007b) 
 
 
What all these examples above have in common is the fact that the feature 
[+Participant] is marked. Hence, when more than one [+Participant] feature co-
occurs in a given structure, post-syntactic operations are triggered to repair the 
situation. Obliteration of dative, ergative and absolutive morphemes is just one 
possible strategy; Impoverishment of second person ergative is also possible in 
certain dialects of Basque in the context of first person plural absolutive. This is 
illustrated in (30).  

                                                           
 
37 EP stands for enthetic proclitic. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NEGATIVE CONCORD IN ENGLISH AND ROMANCE: 
SYNTAX-MORPHOLOGY INTERFACE CONDITIONS ON THE EXPRESSION OF NEGATION 
 
 
 

69 

(30) (Suk gu-Ø  ikusi) g- -aittu -su � g- -aittu  -Ø 

 (You us see-PRF) ABS.1PL  PRS  ERG.2SG � ABS.1PL   PRS  ERG.3SG 

       ‘You (pl.) [saw] us’ 
             (Arregi and Nevins 2007a) 
 
 
In the case of (30), an Impoverishment rule, formalised in (31) applies. It deletes the 
feature [+participant] of a node (rather than deleting the node as a whole), and a 
default form is inserted. The default form, which is phonologically null, is identical 
to the third person singular ergative morpheme. 
 
(31) Delete   the   feature   [+Participant]   in    the   Node    containing   [+Motion,

-Peripheral, +Participant, -Author] in the environment [+Motion, +Participant, 
+Author, +Plural] 

             (Arregi and Nevins 2007a) 
 
 
In conclusion, Obliteration and Impoverishment are different operations: while the 
former deletes a Node as a whole, thus allowing it to escape lexical insertion, the 
latter deletes just a feature of a given Node. Impoverishment is associated with the 
insertion of a less marked form, i.e. a default form, while Obliteration is not. 
 
  

2.4.3.3 Fission 

 
Fission consists in having a single morpheme inserted as several phonological units. 
That is, Fission can ‘split’ the features of a morpheme so they are phonologically 
represented as various pieces. According to Harley and Noyer (1999), whenever a 
morpheme has been affected by Fission, Vocabulary Items are no longer in 
competition for a single position; rather, an additional position is made available 
every time a Vocabulary Item is inserted. 
 
An example of Fission is found in Huave verbal conjugation, which shows that more 
than one Vocabulary Item corresponds to a single AGR morpheme. Consider the 
paradigm in (32): ‘1’, ‘2’ and ‘3’ stand for first, second and third person; ‘1’ is first 
person exclusive, while ‘12’ is first person inclusive. 
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(32) Huave verbal conjugation: present (atemporal) tense of -rang ‘make, do’ 

 

 [-pl] [+pl] 
1 s-a-rang s-a-rang-an 

12 a-rang-ar a-rang-aac 

2 i-rang i-rang-an 

3 a-rang a-rang-aw’ 

     (Embick and Noyer 2007: 315) 
 
 
The list of the Vocabulary Items corresponding to each morpheme occurring in (32) 
is formalised in (33). Attached to the root there are two theme vowels, i- for the 
second person, and a- Elsewhere. The rest of morphemes express person and 
number. Notice that, as can be observed in (32), person features are expressed either 
by means of a prefix or a suffix, but not both at the same time. That is, when specific 
suffixes such as -aac and -aw occur, which express both number and person 
features, no person feature is realised as a prefix. When the opposite happens, i.e. 
when the suffix does not express person features, either the prefix s- or a floating [-
back] feature that ablauts the theme vowel to -i do.  
 
(33)  Vocabulary Items for Huave verbal paradigm in (32): Exponents of AGR 

 
 -acc              [+I, +you, +pl] 
 -a                        [+I, +you] 
 s-                        [+I] 
 [-back]-              [+you] 
 -a                        [-I -you +pl] 
 -an              [+pl] 
 
 
Embick and Noyer (2007: 315) assume the structure in (34) for the Huave verbal 
forms. As can be seen, only one AGR node is present in the syntax. 
 
(34) 

 
 
 

T 

T AGR 

    v T 

√ROOT  v 
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The thematic vowel is linearised as left-adjacent to the Root, while AGR, obeying a 
language-particular requirement, must be linearised as adjacent (but not necessarily 
left-adjacent) to the complex formed by v and the Root. This means that AGR can be 
realised as a suffix or as a prefix as long as it is adjacent to (v * √ROOT), which 
implies that there is only one affix position at each side of v. 
 
When a syntactic node undergoes Fission and its features can be phonologically 
realised in various positions of the string, blocking effects may be observed. The 
data in (32) show featural and positional blocking effects, as discussed by Embick 
and Noyer (2007: 317). 
 
In the case of featural blocking, Spelling-out a feature in a particular position 
precludes its Spell-Out in some other position. This follows from the fact that once 
the insertion of a Vocabulary Item has been conditioned by a given feature, this 
feature counts as discharged and, thus, cannot be realised again. This is, for 
instance, what happens with the insertion of the 12 plural -aac: once this feature is 
Spelled-Out as -aac, -ar, -an and -aw cannot be inserted, and neither can the 
prefixes s- and [-back]. 
 
When the insertion of one Vocabulary Item prevents the insertion of another 
Vocabulary Item in the same position, blocking is defined as positional. In the case 
of Huave, the requirement that AGR be adjacent to the v-√ROOT complex makes it 
impossible for more than one phonological exponent to occur on the same side of v-
√ROOT.  
 
 

2.5 Summary and assumptions 

 
In this chapter, the core assumptions of the MP have been presented, together with 
DM, a model which capitalises on the claim that no separate Lexicon exists where 
all LIs are stored as sound-meaning pairs. In DM, abstract morphemes / functional 
categories only bear grammatical features but no phonological content. The latter 
kind of features are assigned after syntax and are sensitive to the context where the 
abstract morpheme / functional category occurs. Other processes that readjust the 
syntactic output and determine the final phonological realisation of a morpheme are 
also claimed to take place at PF, which is given a central role in DM. The dynamic 
nature of PF is a departure from the core assumptions of the MP.  
 
In both models, the MP and DM, the faculty of language is understood as an optimal 
solution to the legibility conditions imposed by the interfaces with the sensorimotor 
system and the conceptual-intentional system. Two levels of representation, PF and 
LF, mediate between language and the other two performance systems, and receive 
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instructions for computation in the form of features. Interface conditions, are thus 
seen as central for the study of linguistic phenomena.  
 
Borrowing the idea that functional categories / abstract morphemes are not sound-
meaning pairs, as is claimed in DM, I will assume that negation, which is argued to 
be a functional category in the next chapter, is a syntactic terminal that bears the 
feature [Neg], which is interpretable, [iNeg], whenever it has a semantic 
interpretation. The interpretable versus uninterpretable distinction on the basis of 
semantic interpretation is a shared assumption of the MP and DM. However, I align 
with DM in not relating such a feature to any phonological realisation a priori. 
 
Again in line with DM, I adopt the view that PF is dynamic in that a number of 
operations can take place post-syntactically. These operations determine the 
phonological realisation of abstract morphemes / functional categories. As a 
functional category, negation will be assumed to be assigned a phonological 
realisation at PF which is context-sensitive and sometimes constrained by some 
further conditions. Which type of context the expression of negation is sensitive to 
and what is the nature of the constraints that determine the final Spell-Out of 
negation in a variety of languages are two issues that are discussed in further 
chapters. 
 
As is done in the two models, the MP and DM, Merge and Move are claimed to be 
the core operations that allow syntactic structures to be assembled. I also take Agree, 
which is a mechanism that permits uninterpretable features to be checked and thus 
erased from the derivation, to be part of the core operations of the computational 
system. 
 
Phase Theory is also central to the account that is put forward in the chapters that 
follow. In line with Chomsky (2000 and subsequent work), linguistic derivations are 
taken to be strongly cyclic (i.e. they proceed phase by phase) and subject to the PIC 
in (9), which forces material that is to participate in further phases to be extracted to 
the edge of the phase where it is base-generated.  
 
As discussed in more detail in chapter 5, Gallego (2005, 2007) considers some 
linguistic evidence that can receive a principled explanation if the v*P phase is 
somehow expanded into the v*P/TP phase. Phase Sliding, as this phenomenon has 
been called, follows from v*-to-T movement being truly syntactic and has 
consequences for the positioning of the negative syntactic terminal. 
 
To conclude the present chapter, let us say that the conception of the Lexicon that is 
assumed herein is the one offered by DM because the idea that some room is left for 
variation in the phonological realisation of functional categories, as suggested by the 
proponents of DM, offers new insights into the study of NC and the expression of 
negation, which is an issue that is far from being settled. In addition, the fact that the 
variation in the Spell-Out of abstract morphemes is heavily constrained by the 
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context in which they occur is desirable from a theoretical point of view, as the 
occurrence of one phonological realisation or another is predictable. 
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3 The System of Negation in Standard English 

3.1 Introduction 

 
The present chapter is devoted to describing and analysing how negation works in 
Standard English. For this purpose, in sections 3.2 and 3.3, some terminology is 
introduced, and a number of theoretical considerations that are relevant to the 
syntactic account that is put forward in section 3.5 are discussed. 
 
As stated in section 3.2, two types of negation have traditionally been distinguished 
in English: these have been labelled sentential

38
 and constituent negation (Klima 

1964) and can be, in principle, told apart by means of a number of tests. It is shown, 
however, that these tests are problematic to a certain extent, which calls for a 
redefinition of the sentential versus constituent negation distinction in terms of the 
scope of negation with respect to the matrix predicate of the clause.  
 
In section 3.3, it is established that English negation involves the projection of a 
Neg(ative) P(hrase). This conclusion is part of a more general discussion on whether 
negative markers can be granted functional status.  
 
Further assumptions are made on the internal structure of NegP in Standard English 
which depart from the conventional view of this language as having negative 
quantifiers and, thus, disallowing the phenomenon of NC (see chapter 1). In 
addition, not and the contracted form -n’t, which are two possible phonological 
realisations of the sentential negative marker are assumed to be contextual 
allomorphs of the same syntactic head.  
 
This view also departs from recent analyses of not and -n’t as Specifier of NegP and 
Negº respectively (Haegeman 1995; Zeijlstra 2004), but is in line with Distributed 
Morphology (DM) accounts of negation (Frampton 2001; Flagg 2002 and Parrott 
2007). In line with Laka (1990), it is also assumed that NegP is just one possible 
value of a broader syntactic category, labelled here as PolP. 
 
Section 3.4 contains an overview of the diachronic evolution of the system of 
negation from Old English to Present Day (Standard) English. The several steps in 
the history of English negation are commented on by making reference to 
Jespersen’s Cycle (1917), a cyclic process in the expression of negation first 
described by (and hence named after) the linguist Otto Jespersen to account for the 
cross-linguistic similarities in the development of negation through time.  
                                                           
 
38 The original term is Klima (1964) is sentence negation, but the label sentential has also been used in the 
literature. 
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The aim of section 3.4 is to show that English was clearly an overt NC language 
until the Early Modern English period, when the co-occurrence of a negator and a 
negative adverbial reinforcer can no longer express just one semantic negation. It is 
entertained that the co-occurrence of an overt negative marker and any other element 
bearing negative features is disallowed in modern Standard English because this is 
built upon a variety of English that has, as part of its grammatical system, some 
morphological operations that prevent negative features from co-occurring in the 
derivation.  
 
The main claim in this chapter is that modern Standard English ultimately has the 
syntactic structure of an NC language. This idea, which is not uncontroversial, has 
already been defended by Weiss (2002) and has been anticipated by Penka (2007), 
who claims that negative quantifiers do not exist in natural languages. In addition, it 
fits Zeijlstra’s (2004) predictions that (i) all languages that exhibit a negative head 
marker also exhibit NegP in negative expressions and that (ii) if a language has a 
functional projection NegP it is necessarily an NC language39.  
 
To support the chapter’s central thesis, evidence is discussed in section 3.5 in favour 
of treating English negative constituents such as nobody, nothing, and the like as 
indefinites that are not inherently negative. This claim challenges the more 
traditional analysis of these words as negative quantifiers, but allows us to put 
forward a uniform account of NC across a number of languages. 
 
In section 3.5 it is also argued that what masks the NC character of Standard English 
are two post-syntactic PF operations that either eliminate the negative feature of an 
n-indefinite, or obliterate the syntactic negative node. Each operation results in a 
particular Spell-Out of the negative marker and the indefinite(s) participating in the 
derivation. 
 
These operations, known as Obliteration and Impoverishment (see chapter 2) are 
implemented within the DM model. Both operations are triggered when the Filter 
that prevents the co-occurrence of accidentally repeated negative features is 

                                                           
 
39 Zeijlstra (2004: 145) considers Standard English as ‘a DN language that shows NC-like behaviour and 
can be considered as a pseudo-NC language.’ Zeijlstra predicts that languages with a pre-verbal negative 
marker are NC languages, that only a subset of NC languages ban true negative imperatives, and that 
inverse scope readings are available in NC languages with universal quantifier subjects preceding 
negation. Since English can express sentential negation with a negative head (-n’t), bans true negative 
imperatives and allows for inverse scope readings with universal quantifier subjects preceding negation, 
he is forced to conclude that ‘English seems to be a transit language between Jespersen Phase V, 
exhibiting DN, and Jespersen Phase I, exhibiting NC’ (Zeijlstra 2004: 146). 
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violated40; these two operations are mandatory (i.e. they must apply) in Standard 
English, but mutually exclusive (i.e. only one or the other can apply).  
 
Both Impoverishment and Obliteration are claimed to be sensitive to syntactic 
domains of computation, i.e. phases, as these define cyclic points of Spell-Out. 
Morphology is thus connected to Phase Theory in this chapter and in the rest of the 
dissertation. 
 
 

3.2 Sentential negation and constituent negation 

 
According to Klima’s (1964) groundbreaking work, negation can be defined as 
sentential or constituent. The former kind negates the sentence as a whole, while the 
latter negates just a constituent. The pair in (1) exemplifies the two types of 
negation. 
 
(1) a. George didn’t attend Professor Lee’s lecture. 
 b. George decided not to attend Professor Lee’s lecture. 
 
 
According to Klima (1964), whether an English sentence is construed with one type 
of negation or the other can be diagnosed by using three tests, which have been 
listed in (2). The examples in (3) and (4) show that sentential and constituent 
negation contrast in grammaticality when the tests in (2a-c) are applied. 
 
(2)  If a sentence is construed with sentential negation 
 a. it takes a positive rather than a negative tag question. 
 b. it takes a tag with neither rather than so. 
 c. it can be continued with a phrase that begins with not even. 
 
(3) a. George didn’t attend Professor Lee’s lecture, did he? 
 b. John hardly called Mary last month and neither did Paul. 
 c. Nobody likes the new law, not even the Tories. 
 
(4) a. George decided not to attend Professor Lee’s lecture, *did he? 
 b. Peter visited his mother not long ago and *neither did Paul. 
 c. George thinks that Peter doesn’t visit his mother, *not even in 

Christmas. 
 

                                                           
 
40 Such a Filter may ultimately be related to the fact that some languages do not seem to tolerate the 
overload of marked material in certain contexts. Negation is assumed to be marked (Parrott 2007; Nevins 
and Parrott 2007). 
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Klima’s tests, nonetheless, have been reported to run into some problems. The most 
important one is that it is the case that what these tests are sensitive to is whether 
negation takes widest scope or not (Jackendoff 1972; Stockwell, Schachter and 
Partee 1973; Payne 1985; Penka 2007). For instance, Penka (2007) illustrates 
widest-scope effects by discussing a pair of examples from Payne (1985: 200). 
While (5a) is a clear case of sentential negation, (5b), where negation does not take 
widest scope, is not. 
 
(5) a. John doesn’t often pay taxes,          does he? 

                                                        and neither did I. 
                                                        not even to Malta. 

 
 

 b. ??John often doesn’t pay taxes,         does he? 
                                                           and neither did I. 
                                                           not even to Malta. 

 
 
Penka (2007) further observes that sensitivity to widest scope is also the reason why 
negated quantifiers such as not many and not every qualify as expressers of 
sentential negation, despite being traditionally considered cases of constituent 
negation. She argues that treating these expressions as instances of constituent 
negation raises two main problems.  
 
On the one hand, active sentences that contain a negated quantified subject are 
semantically equivalent to their passive counterparts, which are clearly classified as 
cases of sentential negation; on the other hand, Penka refers to Jacobs (1982) to 
argue that if negated quantifiers qualified as constituent negation, which implies that 
negation is assumed to be part of the quantified DP, they should have the 
distribution of a DP, contrary to fact.  
 
Further evidence for the fact that negation and the quantifier do not form a 
constituent comes from the observation that modals, which are scope bearing, can 
take scope between the negation and the quantifier. These three arguments are 
illustrated in (6), (7) and (8) in turn with examples from Penka (2007: 9).  
 
(6) a. Not many people attended the meeting. 
 b. The meeting wasn’t attended by many people. 
 
(7) a. Not everyone attended the meeting. 
 b. *I met not everyone. 
 c. *I talked to not everyone. 
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(8) Not every boy can be above average height. 
 ‘It is not possible that every boy is above average height.’ 
        

(Sternefeld 2006, quoted in Penka 2007: 9) 

 
 
The conclusion to be extracted from these examples is that it is only when negation 
takes scope above the matrix predicate that it qualifies as sentential. In the light of 
the facts, then, it seems more convenient to refer to sentential versus non-sentential 
negation instead of using the term constituent negation. 
 
Sentential negation is not only construed by means of not or contracted -n’t, but also 
by using negative constituents such as nobody, nothing or never, as well as other 
expressions such as seldom, hardly or few. This means that Klima’s concept of 
sentential negation is actually a cover term for a number of different syntactic forms, 
though the most prototypical one is the use of not / -n’t. 
 
Payne (1985: 198) refers to this prototypical way of negation as standard negation, 
which is defined as ‘that type of negation that can apply to the most minimal and 
basic sentences’, which are, in turn, main clauses consisting of ‘a single predicate 
with as few noun phrases and adverbial modifiers as possible’ (Payne 1985: 198). 
For English, Payne argues that the most minimal sentences are weather predicates of 
zero valency that require a dummy subject it, as illustrated in (9). These are negated 
as in (10) by means of not / -n’t and an auxiliary or, if no auxiliary is present, 
dummy do. Other ways of negating a clause are not considered cases of standard 
negation.  
 
(9) a. It is raining. 
 b. It snows. 
 
(10) a. It isn’t raining. 
 b. It doesn’t snow. 
 
 
The expressions seldom, hardly, few and little also question the validity of Klima’s 
tests: although these expressions convey a weaker negative meaning, the tests 
classify them as expressers of sentential negation. Co-ordination of these 
expressions with a phrase introduced by neither, however, distinguishes them from 
stronger expressers of negation, as illustrated in (11). 
 
(11) a. Bill will {not/never} drive a car and neither will John. 
 b. *Bill will {seldom/rarely} drive a car and neither will John. 

                        

(Zeijlstra 2004: 48) 
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As discussed in Zeijlstra (2004: 49), other scholars have proposed new tests to 
evaluate whether an instance of negation is sentential. For instance, Ross (1973) and 
Culicover (1981) argue that negative parentheticals are only possible with sentential 
negation. 
 
(12) a. It isn’t possible, I don’t think, to solve this problem. 
 b. *It is impossible, I don’t think, to solve this problem. 
 
 
Whether NPIs can be licensed or not is also taken as a test for sentential negation 
(Zeijlstra 2004: 49). However, certain conditions hold for this test to be effective. 
First, constituent negation also licenses NPIs, so if the NPI is not licensed because it 
belongs to the constituent that does not contain the negation, it is not a case of 
sentential negation.  
 
(13) a. Bill didn’t drive any car. 
 b. *Not long ago Bill drove any car. 
 
 
Second, the NPI must be licensed by negation, and not by any other non-negative 
operator that can also license NPIs. This condition can be validated by removing 
negation from the sentence: if negation is the NPI licenser, the sentence should then 
be ungrammatical. Third, the NPI-licensing test only gives a valid result if the NPI is 
c-commanded by negation at surface structure. 
 
Another test to distinguish sentential from non-sentential negation consists in 
construing the sentence with a universal quantifier. In cases of sentential negation, 
negation scopes over universal quantifiers when negation precedes the universal. In 
cases of constituent negation, by contrast, negation does not have scope over the 
universal if this is not part of the negative constituent. This is exemplified in (14). 
 
(14) a. Last year Bill didn’t always drive a car.               negation > universal 
 b. Not long ago Bill always drove a car.       *negation > universal 
   
                                                                                                        (Zeijlstra 2004: 49) 

 
 
To summarise, it has been shown that it is not always straightforward to distinguish 
between sentential and non-sentential negation by using Klima’s (1964) tests, as 
these are problematic in a number of ways. Supplementary tests have been discussed 
that should make it easier to classify negation as sentential or as non-sentential. 
Finally, it has been argued that what really makes negation an instance of sentential 
negation is that it takes scope over the matrix predicate. 
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The next section addresses the functional status of the negative marker in English. 
The most relevant literature on this issue is reviewed, and various views on the 
internal structure of NegP are presented. Finally, the DM analysis of the negative 
projection that has been assumed in this dissertation is outlined, as well as an 
account of do-support that relies on post-syntactic PF operations such as Lowering 
and Fission. 
 
 

3.3 On NegP as a functional projection 

 
One of the contributions of the generative syntactic theory of the 1980s is the 
assumption that the sentential negative marker can be analysed as a functional 
category. Such a claim is discussed in section 3.3.1, where the seminal work by 
Pollock (1989) and Chomsky (1991) is outlined, as well as further developments and 
revisions (Ouhalla 1990; Belletti 1990; Zanuttini 1991; Haegeman 1995 among 
others). Opposing views to the functional status of the negative marker such as 
Baker’s (1991) and Ernst’s (1992), whose proposals mainly focus on English, are 
also presented.  
 
In fact, whether NegP exists cross-linguistically or not is also a controversial issue. 
Pollock (1989) assumes it to be present across languages, but Baker (1991) and 
Ernst (1992) defend the view that English not is an adverb that occupies adverb 
positions in English. Although Baker’s (1991) and Ernst’s (1992) point of view is 
compatible with more recent analyses of negation such as Zeijlstra (2004), where 
NegP is assumed to be present only in some languages, but not in all, I will argue 
that English does indeed have a NegP projection that is headed by Negº, which is 
specified with a semantically negative feature.  
 
Inspired in Zanuttini’s (1996) proposal that non-sentential negation not is an 
adverbial element that can be adjoined to any maximal projection, I assume that the 
syntactic terminal Negation can adjoin to any XP in the clause, but that it only 
projects as NegP if a syntactic relation with TP is established. This assumption is 
based on Zanuttini’s (1996) claim that NegP is parasitic on TP both in Romance and 
in English. This proposal is here implemented in a slightly different way, however. 
 
Assuming that the terminal Negation can adjoin to any XP, including TP, it is the 
scope of negation that will determine whether negation can be classified as 
sentential or not: for negation to be sentential, it must take scope over the event that 
the verb expresses (Acquaviva 1997; Zeijlstra 2004; Penka 2007). This allows us to 
reconcile the functional versus non-functional analyses of not to a certain extent. 
 
Concerning the internal structure of NegP, I have adhered to a view that capitalises 
on two main assumptions: (i) the syntactic terminal Negation is a head with two 
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contextually restricted possible phonological realisations (Flagg 2002; Parrott 2007) 
and (ii) head movement of auxiliaries and copular be takes place in the PF branch 
(Chomsky 2001; Flagg 2002). This analysis, which is put forward within the DM 
model, takes Negation to be a syntactic head that can adjoin to T(ense) via head 
movement. In this case, Negation is realised by means of the contracted form -n’t. 
Elsewhere, Negation is realised as not.  
 
It has been argued in the literature that the contracted form -n’t is a head due to the 
fact that it seems to block head movement of the verb to T. Such a violation is 
repaired by the introduction of do-support41. The phrasal status of not, on the other 
hand, is more controversial. In line with the argument that is used as evidence for 
the head status of the contracted form -n’t, it has been noted that not does not 
prevent auxiliaries and copular be from raising to the left of the negative marker. If 
head movement is understood as a narrow syntax phenomenon that obeys the Head 
Movement Constraint, which is a principle that prevents heads from crossing other 
heads in the syntax, the conclusion is that not cannot be a head. Hence, it must be a 
Specifier. 
  
However, if head movement is assumed to take place at PF (Chomsky 2001), the 
view that not is a head stops being problematic. Alternatively, it can also be argued, 
following Williams (1994), that not is a head specified with the feature [-Tense]. 
This would prevent Negº from head-adjoining to T, and would account for the fact 
that not can only combine with non-finite verbal forms, for instance. 
 
As discussed in further sections, the analyses that assume the sentential negative 
marker to be a head (Pollock 1989; Ouhalla 1990; Chomsky 1991) have had to 
introduce some extra machinery to circumvent the ban that the HMC imposed on 
auxiliaries and copular be crossing over negation. Likewise, this circumstance has 
also motivated approaches where -n’t is a Neg head that can move along with 
auxiliaries and copular be, but not sits in the Specifier of NegP, Negº being an empty 
operator that can be freely crossed (Belletti 1990; Zanuttini 1991; Haegeman 1995; 
Zeijlstra 2004). 
 
In the present dissertation I have assumed, in line with Flagg (2002) and Parrott 
(2007), that Standard English not and -n’t are two contextual allomorphs of a single 
head Negº. This idea is combined with the assumption that, as proposed within the 
model of DM, the syntactic terminal that expresses sentential negation must be 
Adjacent (where Adjacency is a locality condition for structurally dependent 
elements) to a local syntactic head (Embick and Noyer 2001; Flagg 2002). More 
details of this analysis of negation in English are given in section 3.3.2, together 
with an analysis of do-support as structural repair: do is inserted so that T can satisfy 
its requirement of being Adjacent to v. 

                                                           
 
41 See section 3.3.2 for an account of do-support within the DM model. 
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3.3.1 Seminal work on NegP 

 
The first pieces of research where the sentential negative marker is assumed to head 
its own functional projection are Pollock (1989) and Chomsky (1991). Building on 
the work by Emonds (1976, 1978), both scholars address the systematic contrast that 
exists in English and French in terms of the syntax of questions and negatives in the 
two aforementioned languages.  
 
Pollock (1989) and Chomsky (1991) argue that the well-known word order 
difference between the (a) and the (b) sentences in the pairs in (15) and (16) can be 
captured by assuming that I(nflection) lowers to V in English, while V raises to I in 
French. The differences in the syntactic behaviour of I are claimed to be dependent 
on the functional category AGR (eement): AGR is weak in English and cannot 
attract V, while it is strong in French and, thus, capable of attracting V. The strong / 
weak nature of AGR is assumed to be parametric and, therefore, extends to other 
languages, which group either with English or with French. 
 
(15) a. John often kisses Mary. 
 b. *John kisses often Mary. 
 
(16) a. *Jean souvent embrasse Marie. 
 b. Jean embrasse souvent Marie. 
 
 
Word order indicates that in (15b) and (16b) V has raised to I (or AGR), moving 
across the adverb, which is assumed to be adjoined to the VP. While such a 
movement results in a grammatical structure in French, it yields ungrammaticality in 
English. On the contrary, in the examples (15a) and (16a), I has lowered to V. While 
such a lowering movement generates a grammatical structure in English, it results in 
ungrammaticality in French, since, as assumed by Pollock, raising of V to AGR is 
compulsory whenever possible. This idea is also captured by Chomsky’s ‘Principle 
of Least Effort’, which establishes that those derivations that involve the least 
number of steps are preferred.  
 
The fact that English AGR is unable to attract V follows from Theta-theory, 
according to Pollock (1989). If V raised to a weak AGR, it would head-adjoin to I, 
resulting in an opaque structure ([I AGR [V]]) that would not allow the verb to 
assign theta-roles to its arguments. This is the case in (15b). Conversely, if I lowers 
to V, a complex V structure obtains ([V V [I]]) and there is no blockage for theta-
role assignment, as shown by the grammaticality of (15a). As observed by Chomsky 
(1991), in I-to-V lowering, the trace of I fails to be antecedent-governed, since there 
is lack of m-command. In order to overcome this possible violation of the ECP, 
which is a well-formedness condition on chains at LF, he further assumes that the 
[V+I] complex raises to I at LF, thus no longer violating the ECP. 
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The sentences in (17) and (18) are also considered in Pollock (1989). Like in (15) 
and (16), French and English negative sentences also display divergent word orders. 
 
(17) a. *John likes not Mary. 
 b. *John not likes Mary. 
 c. John does not like Mary 
 
(18) a. Jean (n’) aime pas Marie. 
 b. *Jean ne pas aime Marie. 
 
 
The ungrammaticality of (17a) can be attributed to the fact that V has undergone 
overt raising to I across not, which, as explained above, is not a possible movement 
in English. The example in (17b), on the contrary, is puzzling under the analysis 
above: while the obtained word order is the result of I-lowering to V, the sentence is 
not grammatical, as subsequent raising of the [V+I] complex at LF seems to be 
blocked by the presence of the negator.  
 
These kind of examples motivate Pollock’s claim that sentential negation should be 
considered a functional projection, NegP, with not as its head. The paradigm in (17) 
also lies at the heart of Chomsky’s account of do-support as a Last Resort 
mechanism that permits the derivation of negative constructions that cannot be 
salvaged by any other means (i.e. [V+I]-raising to I, in this case).  
 
To explain how it is possible that French, as shown by the examples in (18a) and 
(18b), allows V-raising to I across Neg, which is headed by pas, Pollock (1989) and 
Chomsky (1991) argue that there is an AGR category between NegP and VP. This 
means that V raises to AGR, and the complex they constitute ([[V]+AGR]) then 
moves to I across Negº. While the first step in the derivation is legitimate, 
movement of the [[V]+AGR] complex across the head Neg is not, as it leaves the 
trace of AGR ungoverned, thus resulting in an ECP violation. This forces Chomsky 
to assume that the trace of AGR is deleted before or at LF. Alternatively, Pollock 
(1989: 397) stipulates that Negº is intrinsically inert for government, hence not 
preventing the trace of AGR to be properly governed. 
 
English auxiliaries are also addressed in Pollock’s (1989) and Chomsky’s (1991) 
work. On the basis of examples like the ones in (17) and (18) it can be observed that 
auxiliary verbs do not behave like main verbs. The examples in (19) show that 
auxiliaries precede VP adverbs; the sentences in (20a-c) illustrate the fact that they 
precede the Neg head. 
 
(19) a. John is completely losing his mind. 
 b. John has very much objected to that. 
 c. *John completely is losing his mind. 
 d. *John very much has objected to that. 
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(20) a. John is not losing his mind. 
 b. John has not objected to that. 
 c. John should/can/might not go. 
 
 
On the basis of the data in (19) and (20), it is assumed that English auxiliaries move 
to I in the overt syntax, thus displaying structural differences with respect to main 
verbs. Unlike the latter, auxiliaries do not assign theta-roles, which allows them to 
raise to I without violating the Theta-criterion. The fact that English auxiliaries cross 
over the Neg head, however, would result in the violation of the ECP, since a trace 
in AGR is left ungoverned. As was assumed for French main verbs, the offending 
trace in AGR is deleted before or at LF for English auxiliaries, or else, it has to be 
assumed that Negº is inert for government, as Pollock does.  
 
Ouhalla (1990) proposes an alternative to Pollock’s (1989) and Chomsky’s (1991) 
analyses by assuming a strict version of Relativized Minimality (Rizzi 1990). Unlike 
Pollock and Chomsky, Ouhalla puts forward an account which does not rely on the 
possibility of heads moving across other m-commanding head categories42, nor on 
lowering movements.  
 
Ouhalla’s (1990) main points consist in claiming that the differences that can be 
observed in the distribution of negative elements in English and French are due to 
these two languages belonging to different typological groups. While he assumes 
that sentential negation is expressed by means of NegP in both English and French, 
he argues that they differ with respect to whether both the head and the Specifier of 
NegP are realised lexically or, conversely, only one of the two is. In other words, 
there are languages in which both the head and the Specifier are overt (e.g. French 
ne / pas), others in which only the head is overt, while the Specifier is occupied by 
an empty operator (e.g. Turkish, Berber, English and Catalan), and, finally, others in 
which the Specifier is lexically realised and the head is an abstract morpheme (e.g. 
Colloquial French, where ne is dropped and only pas is overtly realised).  
 
According to Ouhalla (1990), English and French also differ as far as the position of 
NegP in the clause is concerned, which is considered to be another dimension along 
which languages may diverge. This contrast is referred to as the NEG parameter and 
is related to whether Negº selects VP or TP, thus yielding different underlying 
syntactic structures.  
 
The last central point in Ouhalla’s (1990) analysis is related to the treatment of  
auxiliaries as aspectual elements which project an ASP(ect)P rather than a VP. 

                                                           
 
42 Recall that in Chomsky’s (1991) analysis, the complex [[V] + AGR], which has been formed through 
raising of V to AGR, can move across Negº without resulting in a violation of the ECP thanks to the 
assumption that the offending trace of AGR deletes at LF.  
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Auxiliaries, in addition, are argued to be base-generated above NegP, which allows 
them to raise to T and AGR without having to cross Negº or any other head 
category.  
 
Not all scholars agree on the fact that not is a functional category with a projection 
on its own. Ernst (1992), for instance, claims that an analysis of not à la Pollock 
violates several principles of Phrase Structure Theory, which have been listed in 
(21) to (23) below. He proposes, instead, to treat not as an adverb that can 
occasionally occupy the position of Spec, VP.  
 
(21) Locality of selection 
 Heads may select only complements, not (e.g.) complements within their 

complements. 
 
(22)  Government by heads 

 All heads are potential governors. 
 
(23)  Lexicality 

 Maximal projections have the same categorical identity as their heads. 
 
 
Ernst (1992) argues that if not is assumed to be the head of NegP, two nots have to 
be postulated to preserve the distinction between sentential negation and constituent 
negation. In order not to violate the principle in (21), the not in constituent negation 
structures such as (24) has to be kept separate from the not in sentential negation 
constructions.  
 
(24) a. a [NegP43 not unapproachable figure] 
 b. [NegP Not always] has she seasoned the meat. 
 
 
While it is the case that the not in constituent negation structures can take various 
types of complement, as shown by (24a) and (24b), where it takes an AP and an 
AdvP respectively, this is not the same for the not in sentential negation 
constructions, where the selection of an AP or an AdvP yields an ungrammatical 
result, as illustrated in (25). 
 
(25) a. *Sam not unapproachable. 
 b. *Sam not always. 

       (Ernst 1992: 120) 

                                                           
 
43 According to the assumptions made later on with respect to sentential and non-sentential negation, 
NegP would not be available in (24a), as [Neg] only projects as NegP if it is associated to T. Whenever 
this is not the case, [Neg] adjoins to an XP.  
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According to Ernst, if not were the same lexical item for both types of negation, it 
should be able to select all sorts of complements in both cases. The principle in (21) 
is allegedly violated, as the data seem to show that it is the category AGR, and not 
the Neg head, that is in fact deciding which type of complement Negº can select in 
(25) . 
 
While it is true that if not is a head, it can select various kinds of complement, it is 
not necessarily the case that two different nots have to be postulated to capture the 
differences between sentential and constituent negation as Ernst argues. In the model 
that is adopted here, not is one of the possible phonological realisations of the 
syntactic terminal [Neg]. This terminal can select all sorts of complements, but it 
only projects as NegP if it is itself selected by T44, which is merged in the structure 
to value the uninterpretable Tense features of v. 
 
Assuming the derivation to proceed phase by phase (Chomsky 2001, 2005), v*P 
merges with the Negº head, which is in turn selected by T, a head dependent on the 
phase head C. The C-phase is accessible only to elements that have been extracted to 
the edge of the v*P-phase, that is, the subject in Spec, v*P and the negative head in 
NegP, which is merged on top of v*P. In that case, negation can take scope over the 
event expressed by the main predicate, thus being considered a case of sentential 
negation.  
 
The examples in (25) contain what seems to be a subject, Sam. In the MP model, 
subjects are base-generated in the Specifier position of v*P. However, no v* has 
been merged into the structure, so no v*P can possibly project. The 
ungrammaticality of Ernst’s examples, thus, does not follow from [Neg] not being 
able to select an AP or an AdvP, but from the fact that a verbal projection is missing 
altogether. 
 
In addition, the example in (24b), which Ernst classifies as an instance of constituent 
negation, would be classed as an example of sentential negation according to 
Klima’s (1964) tests, as shown in (26). This is due to the fact that negation takes 
widest scope, which is what Klima’s tests really reveal. Notice, in addition, that 
fronting the negated universal has triggered Subject-Auxiliary Inversion. This is not 
the case for true cases of non-sentential negation, as in (27). 
 
(26) a. Not always has she seasoned the meat, has she? /*hasn’t she? 
 b. Not always has she seasoned the meat and neither have I /*and so have I. 
 c. Not always has she seasoned the meat, not even in winter. 

                                                           
 
44 In that sense, NegP is parasitic on TP, as proposed by Zanuttini (1996). However, she claims that NegP 
is on top of TP, thus selecting the T head. While I will argue in chapter 5 that this is indeed the case for 
Romance languages, for English, NegP has been assumed to be at the edge of the v*P, right under TP. 
Negation can then head-adjoin to the T head, or remain where it has been first merged, with consequences 
for its Spell-Out. 
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(27) a. Not long ago he visited his mother in Kansas. 
 b. *Not long ago did he visit his mother in Kansas. 
 
 
In that sense, Ernst’s (1992) examples are very similar to the examples in (6) to (8), 
which contained negated quantifiers such as not everyone and not many, and should 
be analysed as cases of sentential negation according to the definition adopted here: 
since negation takes scope over the event expressed by the main predicate, (24b) is a 
case of sentential negation. This shows that it is not the case that Negº takes a 
particular kind of complement depending on whether sentential or non-sentential 
negation is expressed; rather, the facts above are evidence in favour of the 
assumption that the negative syntactic terminal can select various types of 
complement, whereas it is scope with respect to the matrix predicate that is 
responsible for the sentential versus non-sentential negation classification. 
 
As far as the principle in (22) is concerned, Ernst (1992) discusses the fact that not, 
if assumed to be a head, should not allow verbs like have and be to cross over it. The 
grammaticality of the examples (28) is thus a violation of the HMC, which prevents 
heads from moving across another head. 
 
(28) a. Paul has not left. 
 b. Paul is not leaving. 
 
 
The HMC ultimately follows from the ECP, which requires traces of moved 
elements to be properly governed. The traces of have and be in (28) cannot be 
properly governed because Negº intervenes. As Pollock (1989) acknowledges, not is 
a potential antecedent-governor for the traces of the moved elements, thus causing a 
problem for his analysis. Pollock overcomes this situation by stipulating that Negº is 
intrinsically inert for government, hence not preventing the traces of the moved 
verbs to be properly governed. This solution is, according to Ernst (1992), a 
violation of the principle in (22), which establishes that all heads are potential 
governors. 
 
The principle in (22) is irrelevant in the MP, as government is no longer a required 
configuration for syntactic dependencies to obtain. In addition, it has been proposed 
in the literature (Chomsky 2001) that head movement can occur at PF. If this is the 
case, it could be argued that the HMC is a principle of the narrow syntax, but not of 
PF. Auxiliaries and the copula could then move across a negative head without 
resulting in ungrammaticality. Flagg (2002) argues that this is indeed what happens 
in English: first, the [Neg] syntactic terminal merges with vP in the syntax; then, in 
the PF branch, after the Adjacency condition that requires [Neg] to be in a local 
configuration with its complement has been assessed, v adjoins to T. After that, 
Vocabulary Insertion takes place. 
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Finally, Ernst discusses that Pollock’s assumption that do is an AGR head and that a 
modal is a T head constitutes a violation of Lexicality. According to Ernst, do is not 
an AGR head and, therefore, Lexicality forbids it to head AGRP. Likewise, if T is a 
head on its own that can project its category features into TP, then having a T 
headed by a modal would violate the principle in (23). In the present dissertation, 
Flagg’s (2002) proposal of do-support as structural repair is assumed. Like in Ernst 
(1992), do is not analysed as an AGR head; rather, do-insertion is a consequence of 
T’s [uv] feature undergoing Fission (see chapter 2) to preserve the condition that T 
and v be Adjacent. Such an analysis is presented in depth in section 3.3.2. With 
respect to the syntactic characterisation of modals, it has been assumed that they 
belong to the category vAUX and raise to T in the same fashion as other auxiliaries do. 
 
Ernst (1992) proposes that not is an adverb that can occasionally occupy the 
Specifier position of VP. This is based on the assumption that sentential adverbs can 
be freely adjoined to TP, T’ and VP, as shown in (29). 
 
(29) (Occasionally) Ruth (occasionally) will (occasionally) go dancing. 
              

(Ernst 1992: 126) 

 
 
In the case of tensed clauses, the first auxiliary obligatorily moves to T. In addition, 
if T is specified as [+Tense], it can select either for a main verb, or for an auxiliary 
verb that optionally takes not as its Specifier. In being an adverb in the Specifier of 
VP, auxiliary verbs can raise over not without violating the HMC. 
 
Do is considered to be like other modals and, as such, it can take not in its Specifier 
and then move to T. Unlike modals and other auxiliaries, main verbs cannot take not 
in their Specifier, thus resulting in the impossibility of having sentences like (30). In 
the present account, by contrast, (30) is ungrammatical because of the impossibility 
of T to lower to v across Neg. 
 
(30) *Peter not came to class. 
 
 
With respect to not in constituent (i.e. non-sentential) negation constructions as, for 
instance, non-finite clauses, not is assumed to be an ordinary adverb which never 
occupies the position of Specifier. Ernst claims that the VP head to45, however, does 
not raise to T, thus being able to surface to the right of not. This is shown in (31a). 
 
(31) a. Mary tried [not to cry]. 

                                                           
 
45 Ernst (1992) takes to to be a VP head, but to is considered to be the head of IP in the generative 
grammar tradition. 
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 b. *Mary tried [to not cry]. 
 
 
Following current syntactic theory, the contrast in (31) can be recast as follows: let 
us assume that control verbs like try select for a CP headed by a null 
complementiser which, in turn, selects for a TP headed by to. Negation adjoins to 
the CP complement, resulting in the structure in (32). Given an analysis of (33) as 
(34), and of (35) as (36), the stranding facts reported in Ernst are predicted if the vP 
is elided without having to analyse not as occupying a VP-adverb position. 
 
Likewise, (35) is taken by Ernst as evidence that not has the same distribution as any 
other adverb in non-finite clauses. However, I take the parallel to be coincidental: 
the negative marker must precede to, a T head, because it is adjoined to the CP 
complement in control structures; the adverb quietly cannot be stranded after to 
because it is adjoined to the vP that the infinitival to selects and ellipsis (indicated 
with a vertical discontinuous line) applies to whole constituents. 
 
(32) Mary tried [CP [Neg] [CP [C Ø [TP PROi [T to [vP ti [v cry]]]]]]]] 

 
(33) a. Carol told Dan to leave, but Jim told him not to _______. 
 b. *Carol told Dan to leave, but Jim told him to not ______. 

       

        (Ernst 1992: 128) 

 
(34) Jim told [VP him [V’ tv [CP [Neg] [CP [C Ø [TP PROi [T to   [vP ti [v leave]]]]]]]]]] 

 
 

(35)  Bill wanted to quietly eat his Cheerios, and George 
 

 a. wanted to _________, too. 
 b. wanted to quietly ________, too. 
              (Ernst 1992: 128) 

 
 
(36) George wanted [CP[C Ø [TP PROi  [T to  [vP quietly [vP ti [v eat [his 

Cheerios]]]]]]]] 
 
 
Baker (1991) also analyses not as a pre-verbal adverb. Unlike Pollock (1989) and 
Chomsky (1991), however, he claims that the derivation of negative clauses in 
English cannot be accounted for by resorting to the core mechanisms of grammar 
(i.e. it is not a parameterised phenomenon). Rather, Baker claims that the position of 
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not with respect to finite verbs in English follows from a number of language-
specific rules which constitute a peripheral component of grammar.  
 
Baker’s analysis is based on the assumption that not, as a pre-verbal adverb, can 
attach to V-bar as a left sister. The result is a larger V-bar that can in turn attach to 
another pre-verbal adverb. The surface order of these kind of adverbs yields 
differences in scope. Following Ross (1969), Baker also assumes that auxiliaries are 
heads of VPs.  
 
Unlike Pollock and Chomsky, it is claimed in Baker’s proposal that English has a 
language-specific transformational rule by which the finite verb moves to the left of 
not. In addition, another English-specific rule is responsible for the movement of 
unstressed finite verbs to the left periphery of their phrases. Both rules are 
obligatory, and in both rules not is seen as the trigger for the application of the rule. 
This makes Baker’s proposal very different from Pollock’s, Chomsky’s and 
Ouhalla’s regarding the movement of finite verbs. While in the former proposals not 
ends up at the right of the finite verb because the verb undergoes movement across 
the negative element for independent reasons (feature-checking), in Baker’s account, 
verbs only move if not is present.  
 
As follows from the discussion in next section, the main insight of Pollock’s (1989) 
and Chomsky’s (1991) proposals –the claim that a functional projection is involved 
in the expression of negation– is defended in the present account. In addition, 
negation is assumed to be a syntactic head with two different phonological 
realisations that are contextually restricted. If this idea is combined with the 
assumption that head movement is a PF phenomenon, it is possible to treat not as a 
head: auxiliaries and copular be are merged below negation but can be Spelled-Out 
in a higher position without violating the HMC, which applies to movement in the 
narrow syntax.  
 
The position taken here can be reconciled with Ernst’s (1992) and Baker’s (1991) 
accounts by assuming that negation can select various kinds of complement, 
including v and C heads. This analysis is based on Zanuttini’s (1996) claim that non-
sentential not is an adverbial element that can adjoin to any maximal projection. The 
explanation for why Negation is always not, but not -n’t in those cases is to be found 
in the Vocabulary of English: only when Negation is head-adjoined to T is it 
assigned the phonological exponent /nt/. Elsewhere, it is Spelled-Out as not. As for 
why Negation does not have sentential scope in cases like (31) to (36), it has been 
assumed that it is a consequence of Negation not being able to take scope over the 
event quantifier of the proposition, which is introduced by the little v in the matrix 
predicate. 
 
With respect to Baker’s (1991) proposal, it will suffice to say that to the extent that 
the analysis outlined in subsections 3.5.1.5 and 3.5.1.6 results in a successful 
account of the data, it will not be necessary to argue in favour of several language-
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specific transformational rules to account for the linguistic facts in Standard English. 
Actually, the purpose of the present dissertation is to account for the expression of 
NC and negation by resorting to a few universal constraints and mechanisms that 
can explain the observed cross-linguistic differences and similarities in a uniform 
way. 
 
To conclude this section, let us summarise the main points that have been covered. 
First, the history of NegP as a functional projection has been briefly reviewed by 
commenting on the seminal work by Pollock (1989), Chomsky (1991) and Ouhalla 
(1990), who develop the hypothesis that not is a functional head which projects into 
a maximal category. A number of refinements of this account have been presented 
too: it is widely assumed in the current literature that while the contracted form -n’t 
is clearly a head, not is best analysed as sitting in Spec, NegP, with the Negº position 
being filled by an empty operator (Haegeman 1995; Zeijlstra 2004)46. Finally, other 
proposals that argue against English not having functional status have been 
presented and discussed.  
 
After reviewing the relevant literature on the functional versus non-functional nature 
of the negative projection, it has been suggested that the negative marker can be 
analysed as a functional head (i.e. with no a priori positional differences between not 
and -n’t, which are related to morphology) when it is the complement of TP. This 
view is possible if it is assumed that head movement is a PF phenomenon, so that 
raising of auxiliary and copular be is not blocked by the negative head.  
 
However, Negation does not project into a NegP if it is syntactically unrelated to T. 
Rather, it adjoins to any maximal projection. It is the scope of negation with respect 
to the matrix predicate that determines whether an instance of negation is sentential 
or not. In addition, whether sentential negation is realised as not or as the contracted 
form -n’t depends on whether it adjoins to T or not. In the absence of adjunction to 
T, all instances of negation are Spelled-Out as not. A detailed account of this 
analysis of negation, as well as a compatible account of do-support are offered in the 
following section. 
 
 

3.3.2 The inner structure of NegP 

 
Let us assume, in line with Embick and Noyer (2001) and Flagg (2002), that the 
syntactic terminal [Neg] is a dependent element at PF. In other words, the 
morpheme [Neg] bears what Flagg (2002: 95) refers to as ‘a requirement for 
Adjacency under structural locality’ with respect to the head of its complement.  

                                                           
 
46 This view is already suggested in Pollock (1989: 405, footnote 36). 
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Two possible configurations for [Neg] exist when it is embedded under TP and, 
thus, projects into the functional projection NegP. These are (37) and (38) 
respectively. 
 
(37)                  TP 

 
 
  
  

 
Both trees represent a structure where [Neg] is a functional element that selects v as 
its complement and projects into NegP in being selected by TP. In (37), [Neg] 
remains in situ, whereas in (38), [Neg] has undergone head-movement to T, with 
which it forms a complex head.  
 
Evidence for the Adjacency requirement of [Neg] comes from the parallel behaviour 
of imperatives and pseudogapping clauses. Flagg (2002) shows that, given a 
structure like (37), if an argument intervenes between [Neg] and the head of its 
complement, v, Adjacency is disrupted and the derivation crashes. This is illustrated 
with the examples in (39) and (40), which contain imperatives. 
 
(39) *Do not you trust Junior! 
 
(40) Don’t you trust Junior! 
               (Flagg 2002: 96) 

 
 

(38)                     
 
  
  
   

      NegP       T 
 

[Neg]     vP 

     NegP 

tneg    vP 

   T 

  T [Neg] 

      TP 
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As can be observed in the tree representations in (41)47 and (42) below, the argument 
you, which sits in Spec, vP, does not allow [Neg] to be structurally Adjacent to v. By 
contrast, in (40), as represented in (42), [Neg] is structurally local to T by virtue of 
having head-adjoined to it (Flagg 2002: 95). The fact that a Specifier argument 
intervenes between [Neg] and v is irrelevant, as the Adjacency requirement of [Neg] 
is satisfied by being structurally local to T. As can be observed in the examples in 
(39) and (40), [Neg] is assigned the phonological exponent /nt/ when it occurs in a 
complex head with T.  
 
(41)                     

 
 
  
  

 

 
(42)       

 
  
  

 

 
This view of NegP as headed by a Negº whose pronunciation is determined by the 
position it occupies in the structure has to be combined with the assumption that 
head movement is a PF phenomenon. Otherwise, the analysis runs into problems, as, 
judging from the data in (43), [Neg] certainly does not block head-movement of vAUX  
(have and be) to T. 
 
(43) a. Mary is not a good actress. 

                                                           
 
47 Later in the section, this projection is shown to be somehow special: in line with Zanuttini (1996), it 
will be assumed to be a Cº head containing Tense features. This is why it will be labelled as Cº/Tº. 

     NegP 
     T 
    do 

 [Neg]        vP 

    you 

  v         VP 
 trust    Junior 

     NegP      T 
      

  vP   you 

      v         VP 
    trust    Junior 

      T 
     do 
      

[Neg] 
      

    TP 

    TP 
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 b. Mary has not read Tom Sharpe’s books. 
 
 
If head-movement is assumed to take place in the PF branch, Adjacency obtains 
between [Neg] and vAUX, its complement. A reasonable question to ask is what 
happens with the subject that sits in Spec, vP in these cases: as was shown for 
imperatives, an argument intervening between [Neg] and its v-complement should 
cause the derivation to crash. However, it does not. Flagg argues that this is due to 
the fact that a difference exists between true syntactic movement and head-
movement at PF. It seems to be the case that the copies of the former are absent at 
PF, thus not blocking the possibility of Adjacency to be assessed in a structure like 
(44). PF head-movement is assumed to take place after Adjacency has been 
assessed, and is understood as ‘a late adjunction operation that displaces the position 
in which a morpheme is realized phonologically to the position of the head with 
which an Agree relation was established in the Syntax’ (Flagg 2002: 102). 
 
(44) Mary has not read Tom Sharpe’s books.  
 
                  

 
                   
 
 
  
  

 

 
Like [Neg], T also bears an Adjacency requirement with respect to the head v.  
According to Flagg (2002), Merge of vP to T allows the operation of Tense 
Lowering48, as shown in (45).  
 

                                                           
 
48 Lasnik (1999) also claims that tense marking in English is a PF phenomenon. He calls it Affix 
Hopping: the v*-complex is assumed to raise to T ([v* [V-v*]]-to-T) at PF in English, while this 
movement is syntactic in Romance. Whether [Neg] is blocking Tense Lowering or, rather, Affix Hopping 
is not going to be discussed here, as one analysis can be easily recast as the other with no significant 
changes in my proposal. 

   NegP       T 
   [has] 

  [Neg]   vP 

[has] read Tom Sharpe’s books 

     T’   Mary 

  TP 
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(45) Mary reads Tom Sharpe’s books. 
 
   

 
                   
 
 
  
  

 

 
In clauses containing an auxiliary or a copula, it is assumed that these PF raise to T, 
with which they form a complex head. Auxiliaries and copular be are analysed as 
vAUX, and project as vAUXP. They are, therefore, different from lexical verbs, vPs. This 
distinction is crucial to account for the different syntactic behaviour of these verbs: 
while Lowering of T is only possible onto a vP complement, PF raising is restricted 
to vAUX. Auxiliary raising is illustrated in (46). 
 
(46) Mary has read Tom Sharpe’s books. 
 
                    

 
                   
 
 
  
  

 

 
Let us now consider how these two processes are affected by the presence of 
Negation. In a structure like (47), T and v are not Adjacent because [Neg] is 

        TP 

      TP 

           vP 

 {v + T} 
   read-s 

     VP 

Tom Sharpe’s books 

        T’       Mary 

     vAUXP   T 
    

  vP 

read Tom Sharpe’s books 

      T’   Mary 

   T 
   s 

     vAUX 

          ha- 
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intervening. Tense Lowering cannot take place, as the ungrammaticality of (48) 
shows. 
 
(47)                     

 
 
  
  

(48) *Mary not reads Tom Sharpe’s books. 
 
 
In order to ensure that T can establish an Adjacency structural relationship with v, 
onto which it is to be realised, do-support is required. As such, it is a Last Resort 
structural repair operation that occurs in the morphology in the form of Fission 
(Flagg 2002: 104). 
 
Let us assume that T carries an uninterpretable [uv] feature which needs to be 
checked by Lowering onto v. When the complement of T is not vP but NegP, Fission 
(see chapter 2) applies to the [uv] feature of T, resulting in a dissociated v-feature 
that can establish a local relationship with the T head, thus satisfying the Adjacency 
requirement. The relevant tree representations are (49) and (50) for [Neg] to be 
Spelled-Out as not or -n’t respectively. The [uv] dissociated feature is, as indicated 
by the strikethrough and in line with Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2001) proposal, 
marked for deletion but still not erased. 
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[Neg]   vP 
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       TP 
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(49) Mary does not read Tom Sharpe’s books. 
                    

 
                   
 
 
  
  

 
 
 

(50) Mary doesn’t read Tom Sharpe’s books. 
                    

 
                   
 
 
  
  

 

Zanuttini (1996) claims that NegP is parasitic on TP both in Romance and in 
English. This amounts to saying that NegP can only occur in the sentence if TP is 
present. She frames this idea as a requirement of the head Negº to select TP, which 
determines the order NegP>TP. 
 
I agree with Zanuttini in that the projection NegP is ultimately dependent on TP, but 
I will argue that this is because NegP is merged at the edge of the v*P phase and, 
thus, ultimately realised in the CP phase. When selected by Tº –a derivative phase 
head which inherits phi-features from Cº– Negº projects into NegP.  
 
According to Fortuny (2007: 68), negation is C-related. Particularly, he argues that 
negation is a value of a broader feature, which he identifies as affectiveness, which 

 Mary 
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      T’ 

   T 
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    do 
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     TP 
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is active on C in English. By means of feature-inheritance, negation spreads to the I 
domain, where it is realised and can project into NegP. As part of the C domain, 
NegP can select vP; in addition, NegP can also offer a Specifier position when 
necessary. In short, I assume NegP to be dominated by TP in English, though I align 
with Zanuttini (1996) in that TP is below NegP in Romance, as discussed in chapter 
5. 
 
In English, if v is an auxiliary or a copular be, PF raising to T occurs. However, if v 
is a lexical verb, Tense Lowering is blocked by the presence of negation. 
Morphology repairs this situation by means of Fission of the uninterpretable v 
feature of T49, which is Spelled-Out as do-support. 
 
Zanuttini’s (1996) arguments in favour of NegP c-commanding TP in Romance 
come from the impossibility of negating true imperatives, which are argued to lack 
the TP projection. Since NegP obligatorily selects a TP in Zanuttini’s account, the 
absence of TP predictably results in the absence of the NegP projection, too. 
 
For English, on the other hand, imperatives can be negated by means of not or -n’t 
and do-support. This is unexpected if, like in Romance, TP is lacking and leads 
Zanuttini to propose, in line with other scholars such as Stockwell, Schachter and 
Partee (1973) and Beukema and Coopmans (1989), that English imperatives are 
construed by using the present subjunctive. The difference between imperatives and 
subjunctives in English is argued to reduce to a contrast between matrix and 
embedded contexts: while imperatives occur in root sentences without an overt 
complementiser, the latter is always overt in embedded subjunctives. Concerning 
negation, it is expressed by not and without do-support in embedded subjunctives, 
contrary to what happens in imperatives. This is illustrated in (51) and (52). 
 
(51) a. I insist that she not stay. 
 b. *I insist that she don’t stay. 
 
(52) a. Don’t you say that! 
 b. *You don’t say that! 
 c. *You not say that! 
 d. *Not you say that! 

                      (Zanuttini 1996: 196-197) 

 
 
Zanuttini proposes for embedded subjunctives that the complementiser that carries 
the modality and tense features of the matrix verb, which are transmitted to the 
embedded clause. The structure of subjunctives is thus impoverished in lacking the 
functional categories that regularly contain T and modals in finite clauses. 
                                                           
 
49 The feature [uv] determines that T select a vP-complement. 
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Subjunctive that, which is different from the that-complementiser that introduces 
embedded indicative clauses, is assumed to function as a modal, sparing the need for 
T to be present in the clause. This accounts for the lack of inflectional morphology 
observed in subjunctives, and explains why the contracted form -n’t, which is 
dependent on T to be phonologically realised, cannot occur. 
 
For imperatives it is also assumed that modality and tense are expressed by a Cº 
head, though this is not overt because the clause is a root one. That is, as Zanuttini 
(1996: 198) puts it ‘the CP of imperatives is similar to the CP of subjunctives, but 
with one crucial difference: what in subjunctives is expressed via features of the 
lexical item that, in imperatives is expressed via features on the abstract functional 
head Cº’. 
 
As in the case of embedded subjunctives, the lack of a regular TP accounts for the 
absence of inflectional morphology. With respect to the availability of NegP, by 
contrast, the two kinds of constructions diverge in that NegP cannot possibly occur 
in embedded subjunctives because TP is not present at all. In the case of 
imperatives, however, NegP is assumed to be generated to the left of CP, which is 
the element that carries Tense features. Do is inserted in Cº, which then raises to 
NegP to attach to -n’t, serving as its host. 
 
I agree with Zanuttini that imperative clauses can be analysed as containing a head 
Cº/Tº, i.e. a Cº with Tense features. However, as for regular finite clauses, I will take 
[Neg] to be merged on top of vP and to project into NegP. Do-support is, again, an 
operation of structural repair that allows Cº/Tº to be locally adjacent to its v-
complement. That Cº/Tº is defective is seen in the ungrammaticality of (53b), which 
shows that do is the only possible form in imperatives. 
 
(53) a. Don’t anybody speak! 
 b. *Doesn’t anybody speak! 
 
 
The analysis of embedded subjunctives as lacking a TP altogether is consistent with 
the view that [Neg] is only pronounced as a contracted form if it head-adjoins to T. 
If no T category (not even a special one like Cº/Tº) is present, [Neg] does not project 
into NegP, and the only possible phonological realisation is not.  
 
 

3.3.3 NegP as part of a broader syntactic category 

 
Laka (1990) proposes that in natural languages, negation is one of the values of a 
broader syntactic category, identified as ΣP, which is also responsible for emphatic 
affirmation. She reaches such a conclusion by observing that negation and 
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affirmation are in complementary distribution both in English and in Basque. In 
(54), I present the relevant examples for English. 
 
(54) a. I didn’t, as Bill had thought, go to the store. 
 b. I did, as Bill had thought, go to the store. 
 c. *I did not, as Bill had thought, go to the store. 

       (Laka 1990: 93) 

      
     
Laka further shows that emphatic so is also generated in ΣP, as shown in (55). 
 
(55) a. The writers could so believe the boy. 
 b. *The writers so believed the boy. 
 c. The writers did so believe the boy. 

            (Laka 1990: 100) 

 
 
ΣP is assumed to be merged under IP in English, but above IP in Romance 
languages. It is, thus, subject to parametric variation. 
 
Although I will not discuss here the rest of Laka’s proposal, which covers a broad 
range of data on NPI-licensing in English, Basque and Romance languages, I will 
borrow the core idea in her work: namely that NegP is just a possible value of a 
broader category, to which I will refer with the more transparent label Pol(arity)P 
(Ouhalla 1990; Belletti 1990; among others). 
 
I assume PolP to be merged at the edge of the v*P phase in English, but on top of TP 
in Romance for reasons to be made clear in chapter 5. PolP is specified with an 
interpretable polarity feature that can, in certain circumstances, act as a Probe.  
 
Adopting Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2004) proposal that syntax is concerned with 
whether a feature has a value or not, but not with whether it is interpretable or not50, 
I claim that Polº is endowed with an interpretable polarity feature that is unvalued. 
Within the Minimalist Program (see chapter 2), this amounts to saying that it can act 
as a Probe that can scan its c-command domain for a Goal that can value any 
relevant features that are unvalued. If no element is found in the c-command domain 

                                                           
 
50 That is, (un)interpretability does not correlate with the valued/unvalued status of a feature as seems to 
be suggested in Chomsky (2005). While whether a feature is valued or unvalued is relevant to syntax, 
with the latter acting as Probes, interpretability is relevant to LF. 
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of Polº that carries valued polarity features, an Op¬ is merged in Spec, PolP that 
values the feature of Polº as negative under Spec-Head Agreement51. 
 
Let us discuss how the interpretable polarity feature of Polº is valued by a Goal. 
Consider, for instance, the sentence in (56). 
 
(56) John saw nobody. 
 
 
Assuming the syntactic representation of (56) to be the one in (57), the unvalued 
feature of Polº would scan its c-command domain seeking for a Goal with which it 
Agrees. The object DP is a suitable Goal, for it carries a valued polarity feature that 
can be copied onto Polº. The feature characterisation that is assumed for indefinites 
of the any-, no- and some-type is discussed in section 3.5.1.5; likewise, why Polº 
receives a silent phonological realisation is also accounted for in further sections. 
For the time being, it will suffice to keep in mind that Negº (and NegP) is equivalent 
to Polº (and PolP) when the interpretable polarity feature it carries has been valued 
as negative, either by finding a matching Goal, or thanks to an Op¬ in Spec, PolP. 
 
(57) 

                                                           
 
51 As brought to my attention by Zeijlstra (personal communication), it is not unusual that an operator 
values an unvalued feature. In the case of pro-drop languages, for instance, the phi-features of an empty 
element, pro, value the uninterpretable phi-features of the verb. 
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3.4 Negation in Standard English: a diachronic view 

 
In order to fully comprehend the surface differences between the system of negation 
of Standard English and that of Non-Standard varieties, it is necessary to provide an 
overview of a number of historic changes that have affected the syntactic behaviour 
of the sentential negative marker. Thus, the main goal of the present section is 
discussing Jespersen’s Cycle (Jespersen 1917) with special emphasis on how it can 
account for the evolution of negation from Old English to Present Day (Standard) 
English. 
 
Jespersen’s Cycle is a cross-linguistic observation that stems from Jespersen’s 
thorough study of negation across a wide number of languages. It captures the fact 
that negation changes diachronically going through a number of stages that are 
common to most languages. Each of the six phases that constitute Jespersen’s Cycle 
of negation are described and illustrated in turn. The transition from Old English to 
Present Day (Standard) English comprises Stage 1 to 5, and, to a certain extent, an 
incomplete realisation of Stage 6. 
 
In Stage 1, one single negative marker, which occurs pre-verbally, expresses 
negation. In Old English (OE) the negative marker is generally ne

52 and, as can be 
seen in (58), it precedes the finite verb. 
 
(58) þæt þa Deniscan him ne mehton þæs ripes forwiernan. 
 that the Danes them  not could from  the reaping keep back 

 
  (example from Mazzon 1999: 21. Parker Chronicle, f. 18B, a. 896) 

 
 
As predicted by Stage 2, towards the end of the OE period and early Middle English 
(ME) period, the negative marker ne could be optionally reinforced by a second 
negative adverb (na ‘not a’, nalles ‘not at all’, noht / noght ‘no thing’), which 
occurred in post-verbal position and behaved as an NPI in that it depended on the 
presence of ne. This is illustrated in (59), where na is still optional.  
 
 
 
 

                                                           
 
52 Mazzon (1999) observes that ná/no is also an important negator during the OE period. However, it does 
not persist as a negative marker in later periods of the history of English. According to Mazzon, ‘this 
form originated as ne + á (= ‘never’), but soon lost its temporal meaning to become a simple negator, 
which, however, seems to possess some specialized functions. (…) Ná can appear as the sole clausal 
negator instead of ne, (…) it can occur before a phrase or a clause with contrastive and/or comparative 
functions, (…) or it can anticipate noht/noght/not as a post-verbal negator (…)’ (Mazzon 1999: 26).  
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(59) Ne bið he na geriht.  
 not is he not / never  set right [= forgiven]  
          ‘He is not / never forgiven’ 
 

                                  (example from Mazzon 1999: 27. OE sample, S. 16) 

 
 
In Stage 3, the negative adverb which originally reinforced the pre-verbal negative 
marker ne becomes obligatory. The most typical expression of negation during the 
ME period is the sequence ne…not, the latter having evolved from the negative 
adverb noht. During this stage, the process of phonological weakening of ne, which 
had started in Stage 2, continues through Stage 4, where ne is no longer obligatory 
but optional. The situation is the reverse for not, which started out as optional in 
Stage 2 and becomes compulsory from Stage 3 onwards. As shown in (60), the 
weakening of pre-verbal ne culminates in its total disappearance in Stage 5, by the 
Early Modern English (EModE) period. 
 
(60) But I  thought not ye had  marked  it so plaine. 

 
                (example from Mazzon 1999: 66. Roister Doister, l. 375) 

 
 
In Stage 6, the last phase in Jespersen’s Cycle, the reinforcing negative adverb 
becomes available as a negative marker which attaches to the finite verb. In that 
sense, Stage 6 is incomplete in Standard English: the use of a pre-verbal negative 
marker is dependent on the presence of an auxiliary (i.e. an auxiliary verb such as 
have, be or a modal or the dummy-do, which was introduced in the 15th century).  
 
The adverbial negative marker not is pre-verbal with respect to the (uninflected) 
main verb in Standard English, but follows the elements that are inflected and 
actually carry the grammatical information. Therefore, the only change in the syntax 
of negation in Standard English with respect to Stage 5 has been the movement of 
the sentential negative marker to a pre-verbal position, probably obeying the Neg-
first principle (Jespersen 1917; Horn 1989), according to which there is a strong 
tendency for languages to place the negative marker before the verb.  
 
From Stage 2 to Stage 4, a period which extends from late OE to EModE, English 
allowed Negative Concord. That is, negation could be expressed by means of more 
than one negative element and the clause would not result in Double Negation. 
 
A corpus study by Mazzon (1999) shows that NC is already attested in OE 
documents. NC seems to be an optional rule in OE, but Mazzon claims that it was a 
widely observed phenomenon. An example of NC in OE is given in (61). 
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(61) Ne bæd se blinda naðor ne goldes ne seolfres: ne nane 
 not asked the blind neither nor for gold nor for silver nor for none 
 

woruldrice þing. 
worldly thing 

   (example from Mazzon 1999: 38. OE sample, S. 05) 

 
 
By the ME period, English had reached Stage 3 in Jespersen’s Cycle and the Neg + 
V + Neg pattern became common (Mazzon 1999: 55). Contrary to what is often 
claimed about negation in ME, NC was not obligatory, but highly systematic. That 
is, even though it was an extremely widespread phenomenon, there are instances of 
negative sentences which are construed with NPIs (see section 3.5), as in (62). 
 
(62) Also, that no maner vitteler pay eny thynge. 

 
(adapted from Mazzon 1999: 55) 

 
 
In the 15th century NC starts being lost. At the end of the ME period and the 
beginning of EModE, English goes into Stage 4 of Jespersen’s cycle: pre-verbal ne 
is optional and negative constituents seem to be able to negate the clause 
themselves. Consider (63), from a play by Shakespeare. 
 
(63) I thinke His father never was so true begot. 
          

 (example from Mazzon 1999: 61. Shakespeare, King John, II, I, 129-30) 

 
 
Although I will not explore this issue in depth, as it is beyond the scope of the 
present piece of research, it seems quite plausible to hypothesise that it is during 
Stage 3 and 4 that a variety of English develops which has, as part of its grammar, 
Impoverishment and Obliteration rules similar to the ones that are proposed in 
section 3.5. Such rules prevent the sentential negative marker from co-occurring 
with n-words, yielding constructions that are very similar to Present Day Standard 
English.  
 
Optionality of NC in English, hence, might be due to the fact that this variety co-
exists with others where Impoverishment or Obliteration do not apply in negative 
contexts at all. The concept of competing multiple grammars to account for 
linguistic change has been defended by a number of scholars (Kroch 1989; 1994, 
Pintzuk 1991, Santorini 1992 among others). However, the reason why a PF rule can 
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eventually become part of a given grammatical system is left unexplained here, 
though this is an extremely interesting issue for further research.  
 
During the Modern English period, the process of standardisation of English began. 
It is often claimed that 18th century prescriptive grammarians are responsible for the 
disappearance of NC in English in their attempt to apply logic to language. Besides, 
the new prescriptive grammars that emerged during the Age of Reason were often 
based on the Latin model of grammar: Latin is a language that does not allow NC, 
which, together with the logic statement that ¬ ¬ p equals p (i.e. two negatives make 
a positive) allegedly resulted in the stigmatisation of NC in English.  
 
This has probably been the most traditional and widespread explanation for the 
decline of NC in English. However, as discussed by Anderwald (2005) (see chapter 
4), a more recent view challenges the claim that prescriptivism was the cause for the 
disappearance of NC and argues that it had started declining well before 
prescriptivist grammars based on Latin became so popular. This is, for instance, the 
position taken by Mazzon (1999), who states that 
 

‘What is certain is that multiple negation in written English appears to 
grow rarer and rarer much earlier than the time when it was attacked 
by prescriptive grammarians, and that only occasional, stray 
occurrences appear in the eighteenth century. As mentioned several 
times, therefore, the statement that is often found to the effect that 
multiple negation was excluded from the standard as a consequence of 
the grammarians’ attacks (…) is not correct, since the phenomenon 
had been on its way out of this variety for some time already.’ 

              
(Mazzon 1999: 92) 

 
 
With respect to the influence that prescriptivist grammarians may have had on the 
decline and subsequent loss53 of NC in Standard English, she claims that ‘they 
probably only hastened the disappearance of these relics from the standard’ (Mazzon 
1999: 17). In conclusion, it seems to be the case that prescriptivism is more directly 
related to the fact that the use of NC in English is nowadays still rather stigmatised 
than to its inability to surface in the system of negation of Present Day Standard 
English. I return to this issue in chapter 4, which is devoted to the study of negation 
in Non-Standard varieties of English. 
 
 

                                                           
 
53 I show in section 3.5.1.5 that the loss of NC in Standard English is just apparent, as it results from PF 
processes that affect either the sentential negative marker or n-indefinites, conditioning their phonological 
realisation. 
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3.5 Negation in Standard English: a synchronic view 

 
Having presented and discussed the various stages in the system of negation of 
English through time, let us now concentrate on a synchronic description of how 
negation works in Standard English. The section has been divided into sentential 
negation and non-sentential negation, which are the two ways in which negation can 
be construed. Within each of these two sections, various strategies to express 
negation are considered and illustrated, and a formal syntactic analysis is provided 
in section 3.5.1.6 that treats the ban on the co-occurrence of negative markers and 
other negative constituents as a syntax-morphology interface phenomenon.  
 
The main points of the proposed analysis are (i) that negative constituents such as 
nobody, nothing and the like are non-negative indefinites instead of negative 
quantifiers and (ii) that Standard English has the underlying structure of an NC 
language, although two PF operations  triggered by a Filter on accidentally repeated 
syntactic features prevent NC from being expressed overtly. The assumption in (i) is 
supported by a similar analysis of German kein (Penka and von Stechow 2001; 
Penka 2007), which can be extended to English n-words; the claim in (ii), which 
builds upon Weiss’s (2002) proposal, allows us to provide a more uniform account 
of negation in English and is supported by the English acquisition data. 
 
The phenomenon of Double Negation (i.e. cancellation of two negative meanings) is 
accommodated in the present account by assuming that a second negative syntactic 
terminal is merged in Focus, a functional category in the CP phase. Two 
interpretable negative features are present in the derivation in cases of DN, thus 
cancelling each other out at LF. 
 
 

3.5.1 Sentential negation 

3.5.1.1 The use of not / -n’t in finite clauses 

 
Using the negative marker not / -n’t in finite clauses is the most frequent strategy for 
expressing sentential negation in Standard English. From a descriptive point of 
view, it must be said that the negative marker follows the first auxiliary present in 
the clause. If there is no auxiliary, do occurs (see section 3.3.2): the sentential 
negative marker follows do and the main verb is in the infinitive form. Other 
inflectional features such as [3rd person], [singular] or [+past] are also carried by do 
when there is no overt auxiliary in negative or interrogative clauses. 
 
All English verbs are subject to do-insertion under the conditions described above, 
except for be, which even in its copular use (e.g. I am a Ph.D. student) is followed 
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by the negative marker in negative clauses. It has also been reported in the literature 
that, unlike in American English, have as a main verb can be negated without do-
insertion in British English (Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik 1973, 1985). A 
corpus study by  Anderwald (2002) shows that while this has indeed been the 
tendency in the last thirty years, nowadays ‘DO-support is clearly the dominant 
strategy for negating the full verb HAVE in both British and American standard 
English’ (Anderwald 2002: 23). 
 
 

3.5.1.2 Contracted -n’t 

 
In English, sentential negation can also be expressed by means of the contracted 
form    -n’t. While contraction is also possible with auxiliary verbs, Zwicky and 
Pullum (1983) give evidence in favour of treating the -n’t contraction as a process of 
affixation rather than cliticisation. In Zwicky and Pullum’s account, therefore, 
contracted negation is grouped with plural, past and superlative affixes rather than 
with clitics. This is in line with treating -n’t as a functional head. The relation of -n’t 
to not is far from being uncontroversial: while it might seem straightforward that the 
former is the contracted version of the latter, it has been claimed in the literature that 
while -n’t is a head, not is an adverb (i.e. a maximal projection) that occupies the 
Specifier position of NegP in cases of sentential negation (Zanuttini 1991; 
Haegeman 1995; Zeijlstra 2004). 
 
A different position is taken here that assumes the two possible realisations of the 
negative marker to be contextual allomorphs. Later on it is argued that this 
assumption, implemented for English as in Parrott (2007), naturally derives the 
affixal character that Zwicky and Pullum (1983) defend for -n’t. 
 
Returning to Zwicky and Pullum’s proposal, the evidence provided for treating 
contracted -n’t as an affix is based on a number of differences that can be observed 
between clitics and affixes. These are listed in (64), criteria E and F being two 
predictions which follow from A-D. 
 
(64) A. Clitics can exhibit a low degree of selection with respect to their 

hosts, while affixes exhibit a high degree of selection with respect to 
their stems. 
 

 B. Arbitrary gaps in the set of combinations are more characteristic of 
affixed words than of clitic groups. 
 

 C. Morphophonological idiosyncrasies are more characteristic of affixed 
words than of clitic groups. 
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 D. Semantic idiosyncrasies are more characteristic of affixed words than 
of clitic groups. 
 

 E. Syntactic rules can affect affixed words, but cannot affect clitic 
groups. 
 

 F. Clitics can attach to material already containing clitics, but affixes 
cannot. 
 

         (Zwicky and Pullum 1983: 503-4) 

 
 
Criteria E and F straightforwardly show that the contracted negator behaves as an 
affix. Some of the examples given by Zwicky and Pullum to illustrate their point are 
reproduced in (65) and (66). 
 
(65) a. You haven’t been here. 
 b. Haven’t you been there? 
 c. *Could’ve you been there? 
 
(66) *I’dn’t be doing this unless I had to. 
 
 
The examples in (65) show that -n’t does not behave as a clitic, but as an affix: while     
-n’t moves along with the auxiliary in questions, clitics like the contracted form of 
have do not. This conclusion is further supported by the example in (66), which 
shows that, as stated by criterion F, the contracted negative marker cannot attach to a 
lexical item that already contains a clitic. 
 
The rest of the criteria contribute to strengthening Zwicky and Pullum’s hypothesis. 
As far as criterion A is concerned, -n’t is highly selective with respect to its host 
inasmuch it only attaches to finite auxiliary verbs. With respect to B, not all finite 
auxiliaries can bear a contracted -n’t form: the forms *mayn’t and *amn’t are not 
found in Standard English, though they are possible in certain Non-Standard 
varieties of English. In addition, the form ain’t has am, are, is, have and has as 
possible uncontracted counterparts. In short, -n’t displays arbitrary gaps in the set of 
combinations, thus indicating that it should be classified as an affix in terms of 
criterion B.  
 
As stated in criterion C, affixes are prone to morphophonological idiosyncrasies. In 
the case of -n’t, the pronunciation of the forms ain’t, can’t, don’t, mustn’t, shan’t 
and won’t does not result from the application of regular phonological rules to the 
combination of a finite auxiliary and -n’t.  
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Finally, the interaction of negation with modal auxiliaries yields a number of 
‘irregular’ semantic interpretations, as expected from criterion D if -n’t is an affix. 
Zwicky and Pullum (1983: 509) discuss the following examples. 
 
(67) a. You must not go home. 
 b. You mustn’t go home. 
 
(68) a. You can nót go home. 
 b. You can simply not go home. 
 c. You cánnot go home. 
 d. You can’t go home. 
 
 
As Zwicky and Pullum point out, the sentences in (68) are semantically equivalent. 
Conversely, (68a) –the accents indicate stress– and (68d) are not equivalent in the 
sense that the former has an extra meaning (with the modal scoping over not) which 
the latter does not have. The extra meaning of (68a) is clearly seen in (68b), where 
the modal and negation are not adjacent. (68c) and (68d), on the other hand, receive 
the same interpretation. 
 
Having established that -n’t satisfies all the criteria to be considered an affix, the 
authors give evidence for treating it as an inflectional, rather than a derivational, 
affix. They point out the fact that -n’t is not category-changing, which indicates that 
inflection, and not derivation, is involved. Besides, in auxiliaries which have been 
inflected for [3rd person] such as doesn’t and hasn’t and for [+past], hadn’t, -n’t 
occurs after an inflectional affix, which is consistent with Bloomfield’s (1933) 
generalisation that derivation does not apply after inflection. 
 
To end up with this section, let us establish that the evidence that Zwicky and 
Pullum (1983) discuss, clearly indicates that -n’t is an affix. If this assumption is 
translated into the DM model, the Vocabulary for negation can be stated to be the 
one in (69), as suggested in Parrott (2007: 217).  
 
(69) Vocabulary for the sentential negative marker in English 
 
 a. [+Neg] � /nt/ / [M T[±past] __ ] 
 b. Elsewhere � /nat/ 
 
 
The statement in (69) reads as follows: the negative marker is Spelled-Out as the 
affix /nt/ when it undergoes head to head movement to T, with which it forms an M-
word, i.e. T and Neg are sisters. In all other contexts (i.e. elsewhere) /nat/ is inserted. 
Further in the chapter, it is shown that the English sentential negative marker can 
also result in a phonologically null realisation as a consequence of Obliteration, a 
post-syntactic PF operation that can delete a syntactic terminal (see chapter 2). 
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As pointed out earlier in the chapter, Zwicky and Pullum’s treatment of -n’t as an 
affix is very much compatible with an analysis of -n’t and not as contextual variants, 
rather than as elements having different syntactic status. The differences in the 
distribution of these two phonological realisations of negation follow from the fact 
that the process of affixation is optional: only when Neg forms a complex with T 
can it move along with the finite auxiliary in questions, for example. Notice that 
cliticisation (e.g. could have as could’ve) is only possible in declarative sentences. In 
the case of negation, on the other hand, if affixation takes place, the resulting 
configuration serves as input for other movement operations such as SAI in question 
formation. 
 
 

3.5.1.3 Negative constituents and NPIs 

 
Negative constituents such as nobody and nothing seem to be able to express 
negation on their own in English, as shown in (70). Notice that the sentential 
negative marker does not occur in the sentence. 
 
(70) a. Nobody saw Paul yesterday. 
 b. George phoned nobody yesterday. 
 
 
Actually, the co-occurrence of the negative marker and one (or more) negative 
constituents results in ungrammaticality in Standard English, as shown in (71). 
Alternatively, under special circumstances such as contrastive stress, which is 
conventionally indicated with capitals, DN arises and the two negative meanings 
cancel each other out as in (71b), which can receive an affirmative interpretation. 
 
(71) a. *Mary didn’t say nothing to nobody. 
 b. George DIDn’t phone NOBODY yesterday. 
  = George phoned someone yesterday 
 
 
Lexical items such as nobody, nothing and the like have a correspondence with 
assertive and non-assertive elements in English. The whole inventory is displayed in 
(72). As can be seen in the first column, the items in the table are heterogeneous 
with respect to their syntactic class: some are determiners, others are pronouns and 
some others are adverbs. Their semantics in terms of [+/- /0 assertiveness] seems to 
be the criterion according to which they can be grouped into a paradigm. In section 
3.5.1.5, such an intuitive featural characterisation is replaced by one based on the 
MP and DM theoretical assumptions that have been presented in chapter 2. 
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(72) Assertive, non-assertive and negative indefinites
54 in Standard English 

 
Syntactic class Assertive Non-assertive Negative 

determiner some any no 
determiner (one or the other) either neither 
pronoun some any none 
pronoun (one or the other) either neither 
pronoun something anything nothing 
pronoun somebody anybody nobody 
pronoun someone anyone no one 
process adverb somehow (in any way) (in no way) 
place adverb somewhere anywhere nowhere 
time adverb sometime(s) ever never 
time adverb already yet --- 
time adverb still any more / longer no more / longer 
extent adverb (to some extent) at all --- 
intensifier somewhat any (the) no, none the 
additive adverb as well, too either neither, nor55 

                                                     

                                                     (Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik 1973: 376) 

 
 
Assertive indefinites are generally used in affirmative sentences56, whereas non-
assertive indefinites can be used in interrogative and negative clauses. When 
occurring in the latter, non-assertive indefinites have been traditionally referred to in 
the literature as negative polarity items (NPIs). NPIs are necessarily dependent on 
negation, which can be expressed by means of the sentential negative marker, a 
negative constituent from the third column of the table, or by an adversative 
predicate. This is illustrated in (73) and (74). 
 
(73) a. There is someone in the garden.                      (affirmative) 
 b. Have you talked to anybody today?     (interrogative) 
                                                           
 
54 Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik’s (1973) use of the term indefinite is different from the one in 
chapter 1. Quirk et al. (1973) try to capture the semantic vagueness of the words in the table. 
55 In initial position with negative inversion of subject and auxiliary. 
56 Assertive indefinites can also be used in interrogative clauses that are offers and requests rather than 
inquiries aimed at obtaining information, as shown in (1). This issue, however, is not explored in the 
present dissertation. 
 
(1) a. ?Would you like any sugar?    (offer) 
  b. Would you like some sugar? 
  c. ?Can anyone open the door?    (request) 
 d. Can someone open the door? 
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 c. She doesn’t talk to anybody.              (negative marker) 
 d. Mary has never talked to anybody in the office.       

                                                                            (negative constituent) 
 e. I doubt that she talks to anybody in the office. 

                                                                                          (adversative) 
   
(74) a. *She talks to anybody57. 
 b. *Mary has talked to anybody in the office. 
 
 
The negative elements in the third column are often referred to as negative 
quantifiers. This terminology is based on the assumption that they have 
quantificational force and can express sentential negation themselves. As shown in 
section 3.5.1.5, nonetheless, this view has been recently challenged (Penka and von 
Stechow 2001 and Penka 2007 for German; Weiss 2002 for English).  
 
As illustrated in (75a), only one negative constituent can occur per sentence, all 
other indefinites within its scope having to be non-assertive. Like in the examples in 
(71), if two (or more) negative constituents co-occur, the sentence is judged 
ungrammatical, as shown in (75b).  
 
(75) a. Nobody talked to anybody about anything. 
 b. *Nobody talked to nobody about nothing. 
 
 
The so-called negative quantifiers are equivalent to the combination of the sentential 
negative marker and an any-form in all syntactic positions except for the subject 
one, where negative constituents are obligatory. Labov (1972a, b) argues that this 
asymmetry in the distribution of negative constituents follows from the mandatory 
character of the negative attraction rule (Negattrac) for subjects. Negattrac results in 
the negative being obligatorily attracted to the subject indeterminate in the clause, 

                                                           
 
57 Under a free-choice interpretation the any-indefinite refers to an undetermined antecedent within a 
group of possible referents. In other words, the example in (74a) is ungrammatical if the intended overall 
meaning of the clause is negative (i.e. She doesn’t talk to anybody), but it can be grammatical if the 
intended reading is a free-choice one (i.e. She talks to every person, regardless of his/her identity). In 
some negative sentences, there is ambiguity between the negative and the free-choice reading of the non-
assertive indefinite. Such an ambiguity is resolved by the context.  
 
I don’t lend my books to anyone. 
 
Negative reading: I lend my books to no-one. 
Free-choice reading: I don’t lend my books to everyone (but only to certain people who qualify). 
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thus preventing examples like (76) from occurring in Standard English and in most 
Non-Standard varieties58.  
 
(76) *Anybody doesn’t like to be insulted. 
 
 
Attraction of object indefinites, on the other hand, is optional. The choice between 
an element from the no-set and a non-assertive indefinite bound by the sentential 
negative marker seems to be driven by formality: the so-called negative quantifiers 
are more formal than analytic forms (Anderwald 2002: 32). In section 3.5.1.5, a 
syntactic account is offered of how these two possible ways of expressing negation 
(i.e. I saw nobody versus I didn’t see anybody) are derived.  
 
 

3.5.1.4 Negative conjunctions 

 
Neither and nor are negative conjunctions that can be used to co-ordinate 
constituents, phrases or lexical items occurring as part of phrases. Each of these 
cases is exemplified in the sentences in (77), which contain the combinations 
neither… nor and not…nor. 
 
(77) a. Neither Professor Lee nor his students went to the meeting. 
 b. His article has been neither published nor presented to conferences. 
 c. His article is not good nor interesting. 
 
 
As shown in (78), the sentences in (77) go through Klima’s tests, which means that 
the clause is negated as a whole. As discussed earlier in the chapter, this is an effect 
of the tests being sensitive to negation taking widest-scope. In further sections, 
negative conjunctions are analysed on a par with negative constituents like nobody 
and nothing. 
 
(78) a. Neither Professor Lee nor his students went to the meeting, did they? 
 b. His article has been neither published nor presented to conferences. 

And neither has his thesis. 
 c. His article is not good nor interesting, not even for first-year 

students. 
 

                                                           
 
58 As is discussed in the next chapter, (76) is marginally possible in Hiberno-English, a variety of English 
spoken in the Republic of Ireland and Northern Ireland, and in Tyneside English. In my analysis, 
however, the any-subjects are claimed to be Free-Choice Items instead of NPIs (non-assertive indefinites 
in the sense of Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik 1973). 
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3.5.1.5 Syntactic analysis of sentential negation 

 
Applying the terminology that was introduced in chapter 2, the English negative 
marker can be analysed as an abstract morpheme that bears an interpretable polarity 
feature that can be valued as negative, hence being responsible for the negative 
interpretation of the clause. Throughout this section, I will use the simplified labels 
Negº and NegP to refer to instances of Polº containing an [iPol:Neg] feature.  
 
As stated in earlier sections, the syntactic head Negº has at least two possible 
phonological exponents in Standard English, represented in writing as not and -n’t. 
These are contextually restricted in that the latter is a specialised form that is 
inserted when negation has head-adjoined to T. The representational structure for the 
sentential negative marker that is assumed for English is the one in 0 and (80), 
which correspond to non-affixal and affixal negation respectively. As anticipated in 
earlier sections, [Neg] is assumed to be a (negative Pol) head in both cases. A 
Specifier can be projected in both cases when necessary. 
 

 

Concerning the expression of negation by means of post-verbal negative constituents 
of the no-series (i.e. the elements in column three in the table in (72)) Haegeman 
(1995) assumes that NegP is projected with a non-overt Negº and that an expletive 
non-overt operator in Spec, NegP is co-indexed with the post-verbal negative 
constituent. This structure yields a Spec-Head relationship between Negº and the 
chain formed by the expletive operator and the post-verbal negative constituent it is 
co-indexed with. Such a configuration is necessary to meet the NEG Criterion (see 

(79)   
  
  
   

(80)   
  
  
   

   NegP 

tneg   vP 

    TP 

  T 

T 
   [iNeg] 

Negº 

  NegP 

… 

   YP 
Negº 

   [iNeg] … 
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chapter 1), which requires negative constituents to be in a Spec-Head relationship 
with a negative operator. This is represented in (81). 
 
(81) I saw nobody 
 

In Haegeman’s analysis, n-word subjects (or fronted n-word objects), which occur 
pre-verbally, are assumed to occupy the Spec, NegP position, replacing the expletive 
operator Opexp. Again, the negative constituent and the empty negative head are in a 
Spec-Head relation and the NEG Criterion is met.  
 
As discussed in this chapter, I present an analysis which ultimately yields a 
configuration that is very similar to the one Haegeman (1995) proposes. However, 
since the analysis that will be developed is framed within the DM model, the [Neg] 
projection is assumed to be a matrix of formal features that is assigned phonological 
content at the PF interface. 
 
The implication of such an assumption is that, apart from the two already mentioned 
phonological exponents /nat/ and /nt/, it is also possible for the negative marker not 
to be Spelled-Out at all. This is what happens after the application of a post-
syntactic operation known as Obliteration. This means that a non-overt Negº à la 
Haegeman (1995) does not need to be stipulated, for it is a consequence of a 
morphological operation.  
 
With respect to words such as nobody, nothing and the like, a featural composition 
for these syntactic terminals will be presented shortly that relates them to other 
indefinites such as anybody or somebody. However, in line with the proposals of 
Weiss (2002) for English, and also of Penka and von Stechow (2001) and Penka 
(2007) for German kein, the no-series of indefinites, which have traditionally been 
analysed as negative quantifiers, are argued to be non-negative. This amounts to 
assuming that the polarity feature they bear is uninterpretable, but valued as 
negative.  
 
As argued by Weiss (2002), the analysis of English n-words such as nobody or 
nothing as non-negative indefinites would make this language (and Standard 
German) less typologically odd with respect to the languages of Europe. In addition, 

                    NegP 
 
  
  
   

       Spec     
           | 
       Opexpi    
 

 Neg’ 

  Negº 
     | 
    Ø 
   [iNeg] 
 

      … 

    nobodyi 
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this proposal permits a uniform treatment of both Standard and Non-Standard 
varieties of English, which would diverge, as explained in the next section, along 
three dimensions: (i) whether n-indefinites move to Spec, NegP or some other 
position outside the VP-domain, (ii) whether this movement is optional or 
mandatory and, (iii) whether a given variety allows two negative features to co-
occur in Spell-Out domains or not. If it does not, PF operations like Impoverishment 
and Obliteration repair the violation in the morphological component. 
 
According to Weiss (2002: 136), the claim that Standard English negative 
constituents of the no-series (e.g. nobody, nothing, no, never, etc.) are weak 
determiners is supported by the fact that, unlike real quantifiers, they are 
intersective. This means that the truth of the proposition that an n-indefinite 
introduces does not depend on the order of the arguments. The data on the behaviour 
of n-indefinites with respect to intersectivity that Weiss reports is taken from 
Hornstein and Uriagereka’s (2000) work and presented in (82) to (84). 
 
(82) a. Some scientists are women. 
 b. Some women are scientists. 
 
(83) a. All scientists are women. 
 b. All women are scientists. 
 
(84) a. No scientists are women. 
 b. No women are scientists. 
 
 
For some, which is clearly a weak determiner, (82a) entails (82b). In other words, 
whenever (82a) is true, (82b) is necessarily true as well. On the contrary, for all, 
which is a strong determiner, (83a) does not entail (83b). In the case of the negative 
constituent no, it aligns with some, as (84a) entails (84b).  
 
According to Weiss (2002), the presuppositional behaviour of n-indefinites 
strengthens the conclusion that they are weak determiners. The author considers the 
data in (85) and (86). 
 
(85) a. All women stopped crying. 
 b. All women cried. 
 
(86) a. No woman stops crying. 
 b. *No women cried. 
 c. Some women cried. 

                       (Weiss 2002: 136) 
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The examples in (85) and (86) contain a predicate that is made up of two verbs 
which denote different events. One of these two events is presupposed to have taken 
place before the other. In the case of strong determiners (i.e. all), (85a) presupposes 
that (85b) is also true. However, for n-indefinites (i.e. no) this is not the case: (86a) 
presupposes (86c), but not (86b).  
 
That n-indefinites lack quantificational force is seen, according to Weiss (2002: 137) 
in structures that contain VP-ellipsis. The fragment of a crime story that he uses to 
illustrate the point has been reproduced in (87). 
 
(87) There was no one else around apart from the brothers. There seldom is 

around ten, which was why I’d chosen it for our meeting. 
 
   (McDermid 1996: 179 quoted in Weiss 2002: 137) 

 
 
In the second sentence of (87) there is VP-ellipsis. Weiss argues that if the 
assumption is made that VP-ellipsis is an LF copy procedure, as claimed by scholars 
such as Hornstein (1995) and Oku (2000), copying the same exact deleted material 
(i.e. no one else around) would yield a DN reading. This is clearly not the intended 
meaning, as the context of the novel makes it clear that the place has been chosen 
because there is seldom anyone around. This motivates the assumption that no one 
and anyone share the same meaning at LF, the quantificational force of the former 
being actually attributable to a covert negative particle located in the Negº head of 
the first part of the sentence (There seldom is). Crucially, Weiss (2002: 138) is 
assuming that Standard English is an NC language whose negative marker is never 
overt in the presence of n-indefinites. 
 
Penka and von Stechow (2001) and Penka (2007) put forward an analysis of kein as 
a non-negative indefinite which needs to be licensed by an abstract negation 
operator. Such a claim follows from the observation of Split Scope readings in 
German and in Scandinavian (Penka 2007). In addition, as for English, ellipsis 
phenomena also show that n-indefinites are not always semantically negative. Both 
types of evidence are illustrated in (88) for German.  
 
(88) a. Bei der Prüfung muss kein Professor anwesend sein 
  At the exam must n-DET professor present be 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NEGATIVE CONCORD IN ENGLISH AND ROMANCE: 
SYNTAX-MORPHOLOGY INTERFACE CONDITIONS ON THE EXPRESSION OF NEGATION 
 
 
 

119 

 Possible readings:   

 (i) ?? musst > ¬ existential: ‘It is required that there be no professor present’ 
 (ii) ¬ existential > musst: ‘There is no professor who is required to be present’ 
 (iii) ¬ > musst > existential:  ‘It is not required that there be a professor present’ 

                                    

(Penka 2007: 87) 

 
 b. …weil Peter kein Auto hat und Maria auch nicht 
  …because Peter n-DET car has and Maria neither 
                    ‘Peter doesn’t have a car and neither does Maria’ 
 
 c. [[ Peter [VP kein Auto hat]] und [Maria auch nicht [VP kein Auto hat]]] 

                   

(Penka 2007: 101) 

 
 
The sentence in (88a) could possibly have two readings if kein is assumed to be a 
negative quantifier. The reading in (i) corresponds to kein having narrow scope over 
the modal, and would be equivalent to the deontic modal dürfen plus negation (i.e. a 
similar reading to the deontic English must not). As shown by the question marks, 
this interpretation does not correspond to the speakers’ intuitions. 
 
In the interpretation in (ii), by contrast, the negated existential scopes over the 
modal, which is compatible with the analysis of kein as a quantifier. However, the 
interpretation in (iii) is unexpected if kein is a negative quantifier that undergoes 
Quantifier Raising: it is an instance of Split Scope (Penka and von Stechow 2001; 
Penka 2007), where negation scopes over the modal and the existential, as if the 
former were dissociated from the latter. 
 
Penka (2007) shows with an extensive number of examples that Split Scope readings 
also arise with the modal verbs dürfen (may), kann (can) and brauchen (need), as 
well as in contexts where n-words serve as objects of a transitive intensional verb 
such as seek or transitive need. She also discusses data where negative indefinites 
are used as predicate nominals, which is a problematic issue for the quantifier 
analysis of German negative indefinites. 
 
In line with the English example in (87), the examples in (88b-c) show that if ellipsis 
is understood as a mechanism of copy and deletion at LF (Hornstein 1995; Oku 
2000), the assumption must be made that kein in kein Auto is actually non-negative. 
This would explain why its co-occurrence at LF with the negative marker nicht does 
not result in DN. 
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The possibility of obtaining Split Scope readings is also observed in English, as 
pointed out by Penka (2007: 171-172). She proposes the following readings for the 
examples in (89). 
 
(89) a. There can be no doubt. 
  ‘It is not possible that there is a doubt’        ¬ > can > existential 
 
 b. Yet here it was, a letter, addressed so plainly that there could be no 

mistake. 
  ‘It was not possible that there was a mistake’      ¬ > can > existential 

 
(From Rowling, J.K. (1997) Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone. Bloomsbury, 
London: 42) 

                                  (Penka 2007: 172) 

 
 
Penka also refers to Potts’s (2000) observation that Split Scope readings arise when 
negative indefinites occur in the verbal complement of the modal need. This is 
shown in (90) and (91). 
 
(90)  The company need fire no employees. 
 a. ‘It is not the case that the company is obligated to fire employees.’ 
 b. ‘There are no employees x such that the company is obliged to fire x.’ 
 c. *The company is obligated to fire no employees.’ 

 
    (from Potts 2000, quoted in Penka 2007: 172) 

 
 
(91) [This country is very rich indeed and has enormous resources. If this House 

and this Government wanted to, resources could be found to provide a house 
for everybody in this country.] 
 

 There need be nobody sleeping on the streets; there need be no homelessness 
and no evictions because people cannot meet the kind of rents being 
demanded. 

                                  (Penka 2007: 172) 

 
 
The existence of Split Scope readings in English sentences involving an n-word is 
thus taken as evidence that the latter are not intrinsically negative. Rather, it is 
assumed herein that n-words are non-negative indefinites that need to be licensed by 
negation. Contra Penka (2007), though, it will be shown that it is not (always) 
necessary to assume that n-indefinites are licensed by abstract negation: rather, they 
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will be claimed to be licensed by the negative marker, which is rendered 
phonologically silent in the morphological structure. This issue is discussed in the 
next section. 
 
To end up this section, let us briefly comment on the characterisation, in terms of 
formal features, of the syntactic terminal where indefinites are inserted in Standard 
English. In (92), building on a proposal by Cain and O’Brien (1997) I put forward a 
DM-style description of the different Vocabulary Items that are in competition for 
the realisation of the polarity morpheme that attaches to different roots specified 
with features such as [-definite] [±human], [±place], etc., corresponding to √BODY, 
√THING and √WHERE among others59. 
 
(92) Vocabulary for Standard English indefinites 
 
 a. [+polarity: negative]     /n?T/ /___ √Root60 
 b. [+polarity: assertive]    /sUm/ /___ √Root 
 c. Elsewhere: [+polar]     /DnH/ /___ √Root 
 
 
As stated in (92c), the phonological exponents for the any-set of indefinites are 
inserted under Elsewhere conditions. That is, when a value other than ‘negative’ or 
‘assertive’ is assigned in the syntax to the polarity feature of the polarity abstract 
morpheme, an any-form is inserted. Notice that the Elsewhere character of any and 
its derivatives is very consistent with the observation that any-forms occur in a wide 
number of contexts such as questions, conditionals, comparatives, and so on. They 
also occur in negative clauses when the sentential negative marker has an overt 
phonological realisation but, as will be discussed later on, this is a product of 
Impoverishment.  
 
In the next section, it will be shown that the particular Spell-Out of the sentential 
negative marker and the insertion of either (92a) or (92c) follows from two 
morphological processes, Obliteration and Impoverishment. The former is 
responsible for the suppression of the [Neg] node, thus resulting in the negative 
marker escaping lexical insertion of any kind. The latter affects the morpheme that 
encodes polarity and results in the insertion of an unmarked form, i.e. the Elsewhere 
form. The application of these two rules results in the two possibilities in (93). This 
is discussed in the next section. 
                                                           
 
59The complete paradigm of English indefinites, which has been reported in (72), contains some 
idiosyncrasies with respect to the phonological exponents that are inserted when the polarity morpheme 
combines with certain Roots. Consider, for instance, indefinites such as sometime, never and ever. I will 
not go into discussing the mechanisms that are at work in every case. Rather, I present a general proposal 
to account for the most general cases of allomorphy (some-, no-, any-), leaving particular cases for further 
research. 
60 In the case of nothing, the phonological exponent for the negative feature is /nU/. 
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(93) a. I don’t know anybody. 
 b. I know nobody. 
 
 

3.5.1.6 The Spell-Out of the negative marker and indefinites 

3.5.1.6.1 Introduction 

 
The analysis developed in this section is greatly inspired by two concepts: first, it is 
assumed that post-syntactic operations that can alter the feature composition of a 
syntactic terminal can rearrange the syntactic output conditioning the phonology of 
the derivation if triggered by language-particular constraints; second, the notion of 
contextual allomorphs is adopted. Both concepts follow from the tenets of DM and 
are very useful to account for a number of syntactic phenomena where syntax 
interfaces with morphology.  
 
The post-syntactic operations assumed to be responsible for the expression of 
negation in Standard English are Obliteration and Impoverishment. They are 
language-specific operations that readjust the output of syntax at the PF interface. 
They allow the alteration or deletion of the content of syntactic terminals under 
certain conditions, which has consequences for the syntax-morphology and syntax-
phonology mappings. 
 
 In DM, the conditions under which Obliteration and Impoverishment apply are 
merely syntactico-grammatical. This is in line with Neeleman and van de Koot 
(2006), who discuss a number of ways in which languages repair the accidental 
repetition of morphemes.  
 
Their view departs from Ackema and Neeleman (2004), who argue that for a 
remarkable number of syntactic phenomena across languages adjacency seems to be 
playing a role in the phonological realisation of functional elements. Ackema and 
Neeleman propose that allomorphy rules (a concept inspired in DM’s post-syntactic 
PF operations) are sensitive to prosodic phrasing.  
 
While I will not deny the possibility that prosody plays a role in some of these post-
syntactic readjustments, I will follow Neeleman and van de Koot and argue that 
what conditions the expression of negation and NC in a number of languages and 
varieties is whether certain language-specific Filter is violated in a particular 
context. I assume such context to be the Spell-Out domain imposed by the derivation 
by phase.  
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The concept of Impoverishment in DM implies not only that a feature is erased from 
a syntactic terminal (thus affecting Vocabulary Insertion), but also that an unmarked 
form be introduced. Let us illustrate that with an example from Parrott (2007), who 
analysed weren’t levelling in the variety of English spoken in Smith Island (East 
coast of the United States) as Impoverishment of a marked person feature. 
 
As described by Parrott (2007), variable levelling of weren’t is widespread with first 
and third person singular pronominal subjects, and with third person singular DP 
subjects. Levelling always occurs with contracted -n’t, but never with not. This is 
shown in (94). 
 
(94) a. I weren’t able to answer. 
 b. I weren’t very old. 
 c. She weren’t that close to you. 
 d. He weren’t expecting a boat. 
 e. The man weren’t there every day. 
 f. Ma weren’t doing no laughing. 

 
 (examples from Mittelstaedt 2006 and p.c., quoted in Parrott 2007: 201) 

 
 
In addition, the form were is the Elsewhere phonological exponent for past-tense be 
in the variety of English spoken in Smith Island. If the syntactic terminal is specified 
with the feature [-pl], the form was is inserted. 
 
To account for the facts in (94), Parrott proposes that a variable Impoverishment rule 
applies in Smith Island English whenever the complex [be T[±Past, phi-features]] occurs in 
the same morphosyntactic terminal complex as the feature [+Neg]. The rule, which 
has been reproduced in (95), deletes the [±pl] feature of the phi-feature complex that 
T contains. This triggers the insertion of the Elsewhere form were. 
 
(95) Variable [±Pl] Impoverishment rule, Smith Island 

 

 T[±Past, ±Pl]   % � T[±Past, Ø]  /  [M ________ +Neg]   
(Nevins and Parrott 2007) 

 
 
Having presented an example of Impoverishment, let us now consider Ackema and 
Neeleman’s (2004) proposal. Their account, which is very close to the assumptions 
of DM, takes prosodic domains to be relevant for the application of certain post-
syntactic rules that, like (95), have an effect on the Spell-Out of the syntactic 
terminals that participate in the derivation. The case of Old French Pro Drop has 
been chosen to illustrate Ackema and Neeleman’s (2004) rules of deletion. The 
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output of such rules is very close to the output of the Obliteration operation that is 
argued to be part of the grammar of Standard English. 
 
In Old French, which was a verb-second language, the subject of a finite clause had 
to be phonologically null when it was adjacent to the inflected verb. That is, pro-
drop occurred in clauses in which subject-verb inversion would have taken place if 
the subject were overt. Consider the following examples. 
 
(96) a. Einsi corurent __ par mer tant que il vindrent à Cademelée 
  Thus ran.3PL  by sea until  they came.3PL to Cadmée 
                 ‘Thus they ran by the sea until they came to Cadmée’ 
 
 b. Oserai __ le vous demander? 
  dare.1SG  it you ask 

                  ‘Do I dare ask it of you?’ 
 
 c. *Einsi corurent il Grieu par mer tant que __ vindrent 
  Thus ran.3PL the Greeks by sea until   came.3PL 
 

à Cademelée 
to Cadmée 

 

 
à Cademelée 
to Cadmée 

(Ackema and Neeleman 2004: 223) 

 
 
The sentences in (96) show that only subjects that were adjacent to the inflected verb 
could be dropped. Ackema and Neeleman (2004) argue that the data can be 
accounted for by means of the allomorphy rule that is sensitive to prosodic phrasing. 
 
Prosodic phrases, which are indicated by curly brackets, are defined with respect to 
the edges of syntactic XPs: in head-initial languages, the right edge of an XP 
corresponds to the right edge of a prosodic phrase. It is further assumed that traces 
introduce prosodic phrase-closure, and that boundaries are erased between a 
modifier and the material it modifies. That said, let us discuss the rule in (97), which 
applies when the subject and the inflected verb are in the same prosodic phrase. 
 
 
 
 

 d. *__ corurent einsi par mer tant que il vindrent 
   ran.3PL thus by sea until  they came.3PL 
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(97) Old French Pro Drop 

 
 {… [X (Plr) (Prt) (Add)] … [D (Plr) (Prt) (Add)] … } � {… [X (Plr) (Prt) 

(Add)]     … [ ] … } 
 
 
The rule in (97) reads as follows: if an element X with the features plural, 
participant (in the speech act) and addressee, which the authors take to be unitary 
features (Ackema and Neeleman 2004: 194), sits in the same prosodic phrase as a 
pronoun that bears the same features, the latter are deleted. Without features, there is 
no lexical insertion (i.e. the phonological realisation is null). 
 
The example in (96) is also discussed in Neeleman and van de Koot (2006) as part 
of an account of how haplology rules can repair the violation of a constraint that 
forbids the repetition of morphemes. One of the possible strategies they propose is 
deletion of one of the offending morphemes when these are functional and adjacent. 
 
In the case of Old French Pro Drop, Neeleman and van de Koot argue that whenever 
the Filter in (98) is violated, deletion, formalised in (99), applies. This means that 
haplology does not only repair accidental repetition of phonological material, but 
also of accidentally repeated syntactic features. 
 
(98)  */affix/ /pronoun/ if 

 
 (i)  /affix/ and /pronoun/ are adjacent, 

 and 
 

 (ii)  AFFIX and PRONOUN agree. 
 
 

(99) /pronoun/ � Ø (triggered by [(98)]) 
(Neeleman and van de Koot 2006: 703) 

 
 

3.5.1.6.2 Obliteration and Impoverishment in Standard English 

 
With respect to the expression of negation in Standard English, I claim that the fact 
that the negative marker cannot possibly co-occur with negative constituents such as 
nobody and under no circumstances can be attributed to the existence of two post-
syntactic operations that operate either on the sentential negative marker terminal or 
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on the abstract morpheme econding polarity to avoid the violation of the Filter in 
(100)61. 
 
(100)   */negative marker/ /polarity morpheme/ if 

 
 (i)   /negative marker/ and /polarity morpheme/ are adjacent, 

 and 
 

 (ii)  NEGATIVE MARKER and POLARITY MORPHEME agree. 
 
 
One of the rules that prevent the violation of (100) is the following: 
 

 
 
The Obliteration rule deletes the negative feature that the negative marker bears, so 
that it cannot be morphologically realised. The polarity morpheme, on the other 
hand, surfaces with overt negative morphology (i.e. an element of the no-set). 
 
A second strategy is available in Standard English to avoid violation of the Filter. 
Instead of voiding the negative marker of featural (and consequently phonological) 
content, the rule in (102) deletes the negative value of the polarity feature of the 
polarity morpheme that is part of the n-indefinite. Notice that such an operation 
results in the feature configuration that determines that the Elsewhere form be 
inserted (i.e. an element of the any-set). 
 

 
 
When more than one n-indefinite is present in the structure, the violation of the 
Filter can be repaired in two different ways: one the one hand, Impoverishment can 
apply simultaneously to every indefinite, resulting in (103c). On the other hand, a 
combination of Obliteration and Impoverishment is possible, as well. The negative 
marker terminal can be Obliterated in co-occurring with the closest polarity 
morpheme with a negative value; however, the result still contains a sequence of 

                                                           
 
61 Rowlett (1998: 123-124) also refers to the use of any- versus no-indefinites as two strategies that repair 
a problematic situation. In his account, however, no-indefinites are assumed to be intrinsically negative, 
so the configuration that Standard English tries to avoid is one that would yield Double Negation. 

(101) [Neg] Obliteration  rule, Standard English 

 

 [+Neg] � Ø      / {______ [+polarity: negative]}Spell-Out 

(102) [Neg] Impoverishment rule, Standard English 

 

 [+polarity: negative] � [+polarity]  / {[+Neg] _______}Spell-Out 
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identical syntactic features which calls for a repair. Impoverishment eliminates the 
negative value of the polarity feature of the second indefinite, which surfaces as any. 
This is shown in (103d). (103a) and (103b) are the product of Obliteration and 
Impoverishment respectively. 
 
(103) a. I saw nobody. 
 b. I didn’t see anybody. 
 c. I didn’t say anything to anyone. 
 d. I said nothing to anyone. 
 
 
The Filter in (100) is violated whenever n-indefinites raise out from their VP-
internal base-generated position to Spec, NegP via the outer Specifier of v*P62. It is 
assumed that the [iPol: ] feature of Polº is endowed with the EPP-property in 
Standard English, which forces the closest n-indefinite to move to Spec, NegP. 
Assuming NegP to be at the edge of v*P, the negative marker and the n-indefinite 
are in the same Spell-Out domain after movement. 
 
When more than one n-indefinite occurs in the derivation, the closest one raises to 
Spec, NegP to satisfy the EPP-feature, and the other do so only as far as Spec, v*P 
so that they Agree with Polº and their polarity feature can be marked for deletion 
upon Transfer. 
 
That movement to Spec, NegP obeys the principle of Attract Closest is shown in the 
examples in (104), which contain two object n-indefinites, one functioning as a 
direct object (DO), and another one as an indirect object (IO).  English allows two 
different orderings in double object constructions: IO-DO, as in (104a), and DO-IO, 
as in (104b), where the IO surfaces as a PP-complement. Notice that only the n-
indefinite that occurs highest in the structure can trigger Obliteration of the negative 
marker and thus surface as an element of the no-series, as shown by the 
ungrammaticality of (104c-f). 
 
(104) a. I gave nobody anything. 
 b. I gave nothing to anybody. 
 c. *I gave anybody nothing. 
 d. *I gave anything to nobody. 
 e. *I gave noone nothing. 
 f. *I gave nothing to noone. 
 

                                                           
 
62 It is assumed that phase heads can have multiple Specifiers. While the outer Spec, v*P position is an 
escape hatch for elements that participate in later phases, the external argument of the verb is base-
generated in a lower Spec, v*P, from where it raises to Spec, TP. 
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The facts above fall into place if a VP-shell analysis for double object constructions 
is assumed. This is represented in (105) for the IO-DO order, and in (106) for the 
DO-IO. 
 
(105) 

 
(106) 

 
For the examples in (104a, b) to be derived, let us assume that only the closest n-
indefinite moves to Spec, NegP through Spec, v*P to satisfy the EPP-feature of 
Negº. The indefinite ends up in the same Spell-Out domain as the negative marker, 
thus triggering Obliteration. The second n-indefinite raises as far as Spec, v*P and 
Agrees with Negº. 
 
However, Obliteration has not totally repaired the violation of the Filter in (100), as 
there are still two negative features co-occurring in the same Spell-Out domain. This 
triggers Impoverishment, which results in the insertion of the default form in (107). 
 
(107) Elsewhere: [+pol]                   /DnH/ 
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Given a structure like (105), the n-indefinite that functions as the IO is the one that 
triggers Obliteration, while the one functioning as the DO Impoverishes. By 
contrast, given a structure like (106), the n-indefinite with the IO function is the one 
that Impoverishes. The derivation of (104a, b) is illustrated in (108) and (109) 
respectively. 
 
(108) 

 VP 
 

         V’ 
 

      tDdo 

 

   tDio 

     

        v* 
     give 
 

     v*’ 

     v*P 

     tv 

    

     V’ 
    

   v*P 

     I 

 

   Pol’ 

 

  Polº 
  [iPol: ] 
  [EPP] 

               tDio 

     

   tDdo 
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               tDd [uPol:Neg] 

  PolP 
 

   DIO 

[uPol:Neg] 
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(109) 

The movement analysis of n-indefinites is supported by diachronic data. As 
discussed later in the section, movement of n-indefinites to Spec, NegP was overt in 
Late Middle English (LME) (Ingham 2000). 
 
Examination of the Paston data, a database of private familial correspondence 
written in the 15th century, revealed that OV word order was productive when the 
object was an n-indefinite. This is shown in (110), where it can also be observed that 
the n-indefinite raised to a position higher than the lexical verb, but lower than an 
auxiliary. Ingham (2000) refers to this configuration as ‘embraciated position’. 
 
(110) for I may no leysour haue                                  PL 182, 48 (1465) 
 for I may no leisure have  

           (Ingham 2000:21) 
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Such a construction co-occurred with VO word order for object n-indefinites, as 
illustrated in (111). Notice than neither in (110) nor in (111) is the negative marker 
present, although (112) shows that NC was quite common in the 15th century. 
 
(111)  I kowd have noo leysure                                  PL 402, 8 (1479) 
 I could have no leisure  
            (Ingham 2000: 21) 

 
 
(112) I kowd not gette no grawnt of hym            PL 147, 7 (1453) 
 I could not get no grant of him  
            (Ingham 2000: 30) 

 
 
Adjuncts and subjects occurring in clauses with a there expletive could also display 
OV, as shown in (113) and (114) respectively. Again, no negative marker is 
phonologically realised. 
 
(113)  He will no forther meddil in the werde                PL 488, 5 (1449) 
 He will no further meddle in the world  

          (Ingham 2000: 31) 

 
 
(114) There shal no thyng hurte hym                    PL 643, 24 (1461) 
 There shall nothing hurt him  

          (Ingham 2000: 23) 

 
 
In fact, as pointed out by Ingham (2000:31), 
 

‘a very striking restriction was in evidence when a negated XP, 
whether object or adjunct, was in embraciated position (…). In such 
cases, not was categorically absent; strings such as **I cannot no 

letter write or **He would not for no man alive false his promise were 
never found.’ 

 
 
Ingham reports, nonetheless, examples where n-indefinites co-occur with never. 
 

(115)  She had neuer non avayle ther-of                  PL 788, 15 (1471) 
 She had never none avail thereof  

                       (Ingham 2000: 31) 
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Ingham (2000) accounts for the distribution of object / adjunct and associate NP n-
indefinites by arguing that they raised to Spec, NegP, thus being able to surface to 
the left of a lexical verb in embraciated positions. The categorical absence of the 
negative marker in OV constructions with n-indefinites, which contrasts with NC 
constructions with an overt negative marker and a post-verbal n-indefinite of the no-
set, could be attributed to the existence of the Obliteration operation that has been 
proposed to account for the facts in Standard English. This assumption is 
strengthened by the existence of examples of NC like (112), where the negative 
marker co-occurs with a post-verbal n-indefinite.  
 
In all the languages / varieties considered in the present dissertation, the polarity 
feature of the polarity morpheme that combines with a Root specified as [-definite] 
is assumed to be uninterpretable and valued (contra Chomsky (2005), who assumes 
all uninterpretable features to enter the derivation unvalued). This means that despite 
not carrying any semantic content, it can serve as a Goal to a Probe with unvalued 
polarity features. 
 
For Standard English, let us assume that n-indefinites bear a [uPol:Neg] feature that 
can value the interpretable polarity feature of Polº. This process takes place via 
Agree: the Probe (the interpretable but unvalued polarity feature of Polº) scans its c-
command domain and establishes an Agree relation with one (or more) n-indefinites. 
This process allows Polº to be specified as negative (NegP, in the literature), and the 
n-indefinites to have their uninterpretable polarity feature marked for deletion, so 
that the derivation satisfies the Full Interpretation Principle when it reaches LF.  
 
Let us see how the Vocabulary Items and the PF operations that have been proposed 
in this chapter yield the three examples in (116).  
 
(116) a. Peter loves nobody. 
 b. Peter doesn’t love anybody. 
 c. Peter does not love anybody. 
 
 
In line with DM, the syntactic structure that is initially built up contains a number of 
syntactic terminals fully specified in terms of grammatical features. This is shown in 
(117)63. 
 

                                                           
 
63 Trees are simplified for the sake of explanation. It is assumed that the verb bears an interpretable Tense 
feature that values T, the Probe, in the CP-phase. Raising of the subject to Spec, TP is not represented. 
Neither is Tense Lowering (or Affix Hopping). Subindices are used for expository purposes. In addition, 
Roots are categorised as nouns, verbs, etc. by virtue of being selected by categorising nodes such as n, v, 
etc. 
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(117) 

To satisfy the EPP-feature of Polº, the n-indefinite raises to Spec, PolP, thus ending 
in the same Spell-Out domain as the sentential negative marker terminal. This 
triggers either Obliteration of the negative marker, which results in (116a), or 
Impoverishment of the n-indefinite, which results in (116b). 
 
In (116a) the n-indefinite has raised to Spec, NegP and is thus in the same Spell-Out 
domain as the [Neg] syntactic terminal in the morphological structure. This 
configuration would violate the Filter in (100) and, thus, Obliteration applies. The 
negative marker node is removed64  and no phonological exponent is inserted. 
Besides, Tense Lowering or v*-to-T movement of the verb can take place in the PF 
component, as [Neg] is no longer an intervener in not having phonological content. 
 
In (116b), on the other hand, Impoverishment applies and the negative value of the 
polarity feature carried by the polarity morpheme that is part of the n-indefinite is 
deleted. According to the Vocabulary Items in (92), the phonological exponent that 
will be inserted is any-. 
 
The difference between (116b-c) is to be found in whether negation head-adjoins to 
T, as in (118), or if, by contrast, it stays where it has been first merged. In the former 
case, the phonological exponent /nt/ will be inserted, while in the latter, as 
represented in (119), the full form not will be used.  

                                                           
 
64 Obliteration consists in removing a syntactic node from the derivation in the Morphological Structure, a 
post-syntactic component. However, the claim that what is Obliterated is not the whole node but just the 
negative feature it contains would yield the same results: an empty feature matrix cannot be assigned any 
phonological content. 
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(118) 

(119) 

 
The complete process is shown in (120). 
 
(120) a. [PolP [Polº [Neg][iPol:], [EPP] [v*P [v*’ Peter [v*’ [v* love [uT:pres] [VP D [uPol: Neg]  

[V’  [ V tv [tD]]]]]]]]]] 
 

 b. [NegP D  [uPol:Neg] [Negº
 [Neg][iPol:Neg] [EPP] [v*P tD [v*’ Peter [v*’  [v* love [uT:pres]

[VP tD [V’ [ V tv [tD]]]]]]]]]] 
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 c. Spell-Out, v*P phase:  
[NegP [uPol:Neg] [Negº [Neg][iNeg] [EPP] [v*P tD [v*’ Peter [v* love[uT:pres]     [VP … 
 

 d. Spell-Out, CP phase:  
[CP [Cº[uT] [ef]       [TP Peteri [Tº[iT:pres] [NegP D [uPol: Neg] [Negº [Neg][iNeg] [EPP]  [v*P … 
 

 e. Obliteration or Impoverishment: 
Obliteration: [+Neg] � / {______ [+polarity: negative]}Spell-Out 

Impoverishment: [+polarity: negative] � [+polarity]/ {[+Neg] __}Spell-Out 

 
 f. Vocabulary Insertion:   

After Obliteration: [Neg] escapes lexical insertion 
                               [+polarity: negative]  /n?T/ 
After Impoverishment: [Neg]  /nat/ or /nt/ 
                                      [+polarity]  /DnH/ 

 
 
So far, only examples with post-verbal n-indefinites have been considered. It has 
been argued that these raise to Spec, NegP to satisfy the EPP-feature of Negº. After 
syntax, therefore, the n-indefinite and the negative marker are in the same Spell-Out 
domain, thus violating the Filter that prevents the accidental repetition of identical 
features.  
 
Two repair strategies, Obliteration and Impoverishment, are available in Standard 
English to undo this situation. They affect different syntactic terminals and result in 
different phonological exponents for the negative marker and the indefinite.  
Impoverishment, however, is not attested with pre-verbal n-indefinites. 
 
In Cain and O’Brien (1997: 73), this restriction in the distribution of any- / no-items 
is attributed to the fact that when the indefinite is the uppermost feature-bundle in a 
negative domain, the [Neg] feature it bears has to be realised overtly. In the present 
account, I will assume that Impoverishment can only apply if the negative marker c-
commands the n-indefinite in the surface. 
 
For fronted n-indefinites, I assume that they are specified with a Focus feature that is 
probed by a Focus head in the left periphery of the clause. Therefore, they must be 
extracted to the outer Specifier of the v*P phase, as established by the PIC. 
Otherwise, they could not participate in the next phase.  
 
Later in the chapter it will be shown that assuming that fronted n-indefinites carry a 
Focus feature, but that subject n-indefinites do not, accounts for the differences 
between the two with respect to SAI: since subject n-indefinites raise only as far as 
Spec, TP, SAI is not attested, while in the case of fronted n-indefinites, which are 
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assumed to occupy Spec, FocP, SAI ensures that the Focº be lexically realised 
whenever Spec, FocP is too. 
 
A sentence containing a fronted negative constituent such as (121) is, according to 
Klima’s (1964) tests, an instance of sentential negation. This is shown in (122). 
 
(121) Under no circumstances will she call. 
 
(122) a. Under no circumstances will she call, will she? 
 b. Under no circumstances will she call, and neither will I. 
 c. Under no circumstances will she call, not even if you insist. 
 
 
For cases like (121), Haegeman (1995) proposes that there is a NegP projection with 
a non-overt Negº. In the course of the derivation, the auxiliary, which is base-
generated within vP, transits through Negº, where it acquires a [+Neg] feature. When 
the constituent under no circumstances later moves to a fronted position, the subject 
and the auxiliary invert so that the [+Neg] feature that the fronted negative 
constituent carries can be erased in a Spec-Head configuration. 
 
In the present account, Negº is rendered null by the application of Obliteration to 
prevent the violation of the Filter in (100); in addition, SAI is triggered for Focº to 
be lexically realised. The derivation of (121) proceeds as shown in (123)65.  
  

                                                           
 
65 Chomsky (2004) allows for the possibility that phases are transferred in full in the case of root clauses. 
However, another view of what constitutes a Spell-Out domain in Phase Theory is found in Svenonius 
(2004), who introduces the concept of the Mittelfelt. The functional heads (e.g. Negation) that are merged 
at the edge of phases and their Specifiers are also part of the edge domain of the phase head. Bearing this 
in mind, the following model could be assumed: 
 
(1)  a.        [vP v [VP V]] 
       b.        [AspP Asp [vP v [VP V]]] vP is Transferred 
 c.               [TP T [AspP Asp [vP opaque]]]] 
 d.                      [CP C[TP T [AspP Asp [vP opaque]]]]] 
 e.      [TopP Top [CP C[TP T [AspP Asp [vP opaque]]]]]] CP is Transferred 
 f.                                             [VP V [TopP Top [CP opaque]]] 
 
Assuming NegP in English to be merged on top of AspP (and object n-indefinites to raise to Spec, AspP 
if another n-indefinite has already satisfied the EPP-feature of Negº) and FocP on top of TP (but under 
TopP), the data that have been discussed so far as well as the facts related to fronting of n-words and SAI 
can be accounted for as well. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NEGATIVE CONCORD IN ENGLISH AND ROMANCE: 
SYNTAX-MORPHOLOGY INTERFACE CONDITIONS ON THE EXPRESSION OF NEGATION 
 
 
 

137 

(123)

 
If the negative constituent is fronted, it first Agrees with Polº, which acquires a 
negative value, and then moves to Spec, FocP (supposing Focº carries an EPP-
feature that forces overt movement) via Spec, NegP. The Focº head needs to be 
filled in. This can be done by the auxiliary that is already present in the derivation or 
by means of dummy do, which raises from the T complex to Focº if no auxiliary is 
present in the clause. As has been argued earlier, do is assumed to result from 
Fission of the [uv] feature of T (Flagg 2002). In the cases discussed so far, [uv] 
Fission of T was analysed as a way of repairing the lack of Adjacency between T 
and v when [Neg] intervened. In the case of sentences containing fronted negative 
constituents but no auxiliary, do would also result from Fission of the [uv] feature of 
T; however, this would be triggered by the need of the head Focº to be 
phonologically realised when its Spec is, too. 
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Fronting of a negative constituent triggers Impoverishment of another n-indefinite in 
the same Spell-Out domain. This is what happens, for instance, in (124). 
 
(124) Under no circumstances can anybody leave the room. 
 
 
The example in (124) shows that the constituent that will ultimately be realised as 
under no circumstances originates as a VP-adjunct; but, bearing an uninterpretable  
–albeit valued– Focus feature that is probed by the Focº head, it raises to Spec, v*P 
in its way to Spec, FocP. The subject n-indefinite, which undergoes 
Impoverishment, is Spelled-Out in Spec, TP. Obliteration of the negative syntactic 
terminal occurs to repair the violation of (100), the Filter against accidentally 
repeated syntactic material in the same Spell-Out domain. However, the application 
of Obliteration results in still too many negative features in the relevant context. 
Hence, Impoverishment rescues the derivation. 
 
It is marginally possible for a sentence like (125) to have an NC reading. I assume 
that this is due to the fact that they involve a Negº with no EPP-feature, as is the case 
in Non-Standard English. 
 
(125) ?Nobody loves nobody. 
 
 
In not carrying an EPP-feature, the polarity feature of Negº can be valued at the 
distance via Agree with the n-indefinites. The post-verbal n-indefinite does not have 
to raise to the edge of the phase and remains VP-internal. In not being in the same 
Spell-Out domain as the subject n-indefinite or the negative marker, the object n-
indefinite does not Impoverish, thus surfacing with overt negative morphology. 
 
The sentence in (125) also has a DN reading, provided that the subject n-indefinite is 
focused and receives contrastive intonation. As discussed in the next section, the DN 
reading of (125) actually involves two negative markers. One is merged at the edge 
of the v*P phase and projects as NegP. The other one is adjoined to TP. Both 
undergo Obliteration in being in the same Spell-Out domain as a pre-verbal n-
indefinite. 
 
Before closing this section, let us address the case of negative conjunctions such as 
neither and nor. As was shown in section 3.5.1.4, they negate the clause as a whole 
despite having been traditionally classified as instances of constituent negation. 
Their behaviour should not be surprising under an analysis that treats n-indefinites 
as non-negative and defines sentential negation in terms of scope: like n-indefinites, 
negative conjunctions only display negative morphology in the absence of the 
negative marker. If this is phonologically realised, the conjunctions under study are 
realised as either and or. They are thus non-negative and subject to Obliteration and 
Impoverishment pretty much under the same conditions as n-indefinites. Negation is 
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defined as sentential in the context of the conjunctions neither and nor because the 
negative marker, which has been Obliterated, has scope over the matrix predicate.  
 
As discussed in the following chapters, not all languages stick to the constraint in 
(100): in a number of languages and varieties the negative marker necessarily co-
occurs with n-indefinites throughout the derivation. Obliteration is, thus, not 
operative in the morphological component in these languages / varieties.  
 
Some languages / varieties that are constrained by the Filter (100), in addition, seem 
to diverge from Standard English in that they tolerate post-verbal n-indefinites with 
negative morphology in the presence of the sentential negative marker. It will be 
argued in the next chapter that this is due to Negº not having an EPP-feature. 
 
In this section it has been shown that in Standard English, sentences where the 
sentential negative marker co-occurs with another lexical item bearing negative 
features are ill-formed. It has been argued that this situation follows from the 
existence of a Filter that forbids the accidental co-occurrence of identical syntactic 
features in the same Spell-Out domain. 
 
It has been assumed that indefinites contain a polarity morpheme whose polarity 
feature can value the unvalued interpretable polarity feature of Polº. Polº (often 
referred to as Negº once valued as negative), carries an EPP-feature (or, more 
accurately, the [iPol: ] feature of Polº has the EPP-property), which forces its 
Specifier to be filled in by the closest n-indefinite. When the n-indefinite sits in 
Spec, NegP, either Obliteration or Impoverishment are triggered, supposing that the 
language in question is constrained by the Filter that does not allow two negative 
features to be morphophonologically realised in the same Spell-Out domain. 
 
Both Impoverishment and Obliteration are PF rules that operate on the syntactic 
output; however, while the former deletes the negative feature of the n-indefinite 
and causes the insertion of a default form, the latter eliminates the [Neg] syntactic 
node altogether, which escapes lexical insertion.  
 
 

3.5.1.7 Double Negation 

 
Double Negation (DN) is the term that is used to refer to the phenomenon of 
negative meaning cancellation. That is, in certain contexts, the co-occurrence of two 
syntactic terminals with interpretable negative import can cancel each other out, the 
result being a sentence with affirmative meaning. This is illustrated in (126). 
 
(126) I DIDn’t see NOBODY = I saw somebody 
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Given an analysis of n-indefinites as intrinsically non-negative, DN can only be 
argued to result from the presence of a second negative syntactic terminal that bears 
interpretable negative features. Notice that assuming that (126) is a product of 
Obliteration or Impoverishment just failing to apply with no other further motivation 
does not explain why the negative meaning of the negative marker is cancelled, for 
uninterpretable features do not contribute any semantic content. That is, if (101), 
Obliteration, fails to apply, the presence of a second interpretable negative feature is 
unexplained. Recall that the Obliteration rule in (101) only manipulates the output of 
syntax at PF (but not at LF), so even if the syntactic terminal is removed from the 
structure in the morphology thus failing to be assigned a phonological exponent, the 
negative feature is interpreted by the semantic component, which means that nothing 
is added or removed in semantic terms. 
 
The conclusion is, therefore, that an extra negative projection with interpretable 
negative features must be part of the derivation in cases of DN. Such an extra 
syntactic terminal seems to be closely related to emphasis, as shown by the fact that 
the DN reading for (126) is not straightforward with a neutral intonation. Rather, 
some contrastive stress is needed for the affirmative reading to emerge. I take this 
fact to be an indication that Focus is involved in the expression of DN66. 
 
The question is now: where is the second negative syntactic terminal merged in 
cases of DN if Negº already contains an instance of sentential negation? The answer 
I propose is that the second negative morpheme that causes DN is merged in the left 
periphery of the clause67.  
 
The object n-indefinite in (126) is focused. This means that it needs to be extracted 
to the edge of the phase where it has been merged; otherwise, the PIC would prevent 
the n-indefinite from participating in the CP-phase.  
 
The n-indefinite, which is specified with the [uPol:Neg] and [uFoc] features, raises 
from the position where it has been base-generated to Spec, VP. In order to be 
checked, [uFoc] and [uPol:Neg] further raise to the outer Spec, v*P, the edge of the 

                                                           
 
66 This is similar to a proposal by Alonso Ovalle and Guerzoni (2004), who discuss cases of Double 
Negation in denial contexts as instances of metalinguistic negation. In their proposal, the negative 
features in Focus that cause Double Negation are phonologically null, while the negative marker in NegP 
is Spelled-Out. In my account, it is the other way around. 
67 Cormack and Smith (1999) argue for a third negative position in English, called Echo[NEG], on the 
basis of scope interactions of modals and negation. Echo [NEG] is claimed to be merged above T and C, 
but below C[FORCE], as Rizzi’s (1997) well-articulated cartography of the left-periphery is adopted. This 
extra position allows the authors to account for the fact that certain modals are interpreted within the 
scope of negation in echoic contexts, which are defined as in Wilson and Sperber (1988) and Carston 
(1994). The examples that Cormack and Smith discuss as echoic contexts are questions, rhetorical 
questions and denial. In line with Cormack and Smith, I also assume that the extra negative abstract 
morpheme is merged in the CP-layer; however, I take English to allow Merge of negative features in 
Focus. 
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v*P phase. In Spec, v*P, [uFoc] can be marked for deletion via Agree with the Focº 
head; [uPol:Neg] further moves to Spec, NegP, triggering Obliteration of the lower 
negative head. Both Focº and the n-indefinite are pronounced with contrastive stress.  
 
The n-indefinite, which carries [uFoc] features, raises from the position where it has 
been base-generated to Spec, VP. In order to have the [uFoc: ] and [uPol: ] features 
valued, the n-indefinite further raises to the outer Spec, v*P, the edge of the v*P 
phase. In Spec, v*P, [uFoc] can be valued via Agree with the Focº head; to satisfy 
the EPP-feature of Negº, the n-indefinite further moves to Spec, NegP, where [uPol: 
] is valued as negative. This configuration triggers Obliteration of the lower negative 
head. Both Focº and the n-indefinite are pronounced with contrastive stress. 
 
A second [Neg] syntactic terminal adjoins to T, under FocP. From this position, 
[Neg] has scope over the event quantifier of the main predicate, which is a necessary 
condition for DN to obtain: if two [Neg] terminals are present in the structure, but 
one of them does not have scope over the matrix predicate, DN does not possibly 
arise.  
 
Fission of the [uv] feature of T regularly occurs to repair the lack of Adjacency 
between T and v. As discussed earlier, Fission results in the insertion of dummy-do. 
The subject in Spec, TP raises to Spec, FocP, and the complex Tº head raises to 
Focº, allowing [Neg] to head-adjoin to Focº, which contains Tense features. All 
these operations are illustrated in the tree representation in (127). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CHAPTER  3 – THE SYSTEM OF NEGATION IN STANDARD ENGLISH 
 

 
 
 

142 

(127)  
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3.5.1.8 The learnability problem: support from language acquisition  

 
One of the potential problems of arguing in favour of the existence of an 
Obliteration rule in Standard English is explaining how it is possible for a child to 
‘learn’ that the sentential negative marker is there in the syntax but fails to be 
Spelled-Out when n-indefinites are realised by elements of the no-set. That is, 
postulating that in Standard English the negative marker is merged into the structure 
but is not phonologically realised if n-indefinites occur in a particular syntactic 
position seems a theoretical construct, as, apparently, there is no input for the child 
to acquire the Obliteration operation.  
 
The purpose of the present section is to show that far from posing a problem, child 
English data provide strong support for the analysis that has been put forward.  The 
child English acquisition data available in the literature show that the child ‘knows’ 
that the negative marker is there from a very early age. This is nicely illustrated in a 
classic example from McNeill (1966).  
 
(128) CHILD: Nobody don’t like me. 
 MOTHER: No, say ‘nobody likes me.’ 
 CHILD: Nobody don’t like me. 
  (eight repetitions of this dialogue) 
 MOTHER: No, now listen carefully; say ‘nobody likes me.’ 
 CHILD: Oh! Nobody don’t likes me. 
           (McNeill 1966: 69)  

 
 
More examples have been collected from the CHILDES database (MacWhinney 
1995). In the Gathercole-Burns corpus, Katie and George produced the following 
examples at around age four. 
 
(129) Can’t get no scissors.                                                                           (Katie) 
 
(130) Nobody [/]68 no one here’s not finished yet.                                      (George) 
 
(131) The rabbit wants [//] doesn’t want # none tail.                                  (George) 
 
 
In the Wells corpus, a child named George produced the example in (132) at around 
three years of age. The examples by Elspeth, collected at different ages, are also 
from the same corpus. 
 

                                                           
 
68 The slashes and the symbol # indicate slight pauses. 
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(132) I don’t want no peas.                                                                          (George) 
 
(133) Haven’t got nothing                                                             (Elspeth, 3; 6. 05) 
 
(134) You haven’t got none left                                                    (Elspeth, 5; 0. 03) 
 
 
The examples in (128) to (134) seem to indicate that NC structures are at the base 
for the acquisition of the system of negation of Standard English. The literature on 
the acquisition of English as a first language (Bellugi 1967; Kiparsky 1968) 
confirms the fact that NC is quite general in child language, disappearing around age 
five. 
 
Actually, Bellugi (cited in Kiparsky 1968) revealed that the co-occurrence of the 
negative marker with n-indefinites like nobody, nothing or no + noun can be 
regarded as a stage in the process of acquisition of English. Kiparsky (1968: 193) 
points out that these kind of sentences, which have the form of non-standard English 
negative sentences, may have never been heard by the child. Within the generative 
grammar tradition, the production of strings of language that are not observed in the 
input is generally taken to be an argument for some a priori linguistic knowledge 
that allows the child to acquire a language when exposed to the input.  
 
On the basis of the acquisition data that were illustrated in (128) to (134), and the 
observation that English children seem to go through a period of multiple negation 
(Kiparsky 1968: 193) it is plausible to assume that what children acquire is that a 
rule deletes the negative marker which, as seen in the data, is naturally merged into 
the structure during the process of acquisition. 
 
Alternatively, the examples in (131) to (134) could result from Negº not having an 
EPP-feature in the child’s grammar. In this case, neither Obliteration nor 
Impoverishment would be triggered. 
 
 

3.5.2 Non-sentential negation not 

 
Instances of non-sentential negation are always construed with not in English. 
Unlike sentential negation, not in non-sentential negation has scope over the 
constituent it is negating and not over the whole clause.  
 
As shown in the examples in (4), repeated here as (135) non-sentential negation fails 
to go through Klima’s tests. In addition, the negated constituent not long ago in a 
sentence such as (135b) does not trigger SAI when fronted, as illustrated in (136). In 
addition, constituent negated phrases do not display inner island effects (Haegeman 
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1995: 272), as shown in (137), where why can be construed either with say or with 
be fired thus showing that not long ago does not block movement as an operator 
would do.  
 
(135) a. George decided not to attend Professor Lee’s lecture, *did he? 
 b. Peter visited his mother not long ago and *neither did Paul. 
 c. George thinks that Peter doesn’t visit his mother, *not even in 

Christmas. 
 
(136) Not long ago Peter visited his mother. 
 
(137) ?Why did they say not long ago that Bill would be fired? 
 
 
The lack of SAI and the absence of inner island effects point at the fact that 
expressions that are constituent negated are not negative operators associated to a 
NegP projection. Inspired in Zanuttini (1996), I claim that non-sentential negation 
results from the adjunction of the syntactic terminal [Neg] to a maximal projection 
that is not associated with Tense. This amounts to assuming that there is no 
PolP/NegP projection in non-sentential negation constructions, as recall that [Neg] 
has been argued to project into NegP only if it is the complement of TP. Only when 
[Pol]/[Neg] is associated with T can it take scope over the event quantifier of the 
main predicate and be considered sentential negation. Whenever this is not the case, 
the scope of negation is confined to the constituent it is adjoined to. The Vocabulary 
for the English negative marker determines that the contracted -n’t form is a possible 
realisation of [Neg] only when this has head-adjoined to T. This is why in cases of 
non-sentential negation only not is possible. 
 
 

3.5.3 Fragment answers 

 
Haegeman (1995) points out that an analysis that does not treat n-indefinites as 
quantifiers cannot account for the fact that it is impossible to have sentences like 
(138) with a negative interpretation.  
 
(138) A: Who called you? 
 B:  *Anybody. 
 
 
In addition, the fact that n-words are interpreted as negative in fragment answers in 
the absence of the negative marker has been a very strong argument in the literature 
in favour of n-words being treated as negative quantifiers. However, in this 
dissertation, it has been assumed that negative meaning is supplied by the negative 
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syntactic terminal in clauses that contain an n-indefinite. Whether [Neg] is assigned 
a phonological representation or not is not a matter of syntax, but of morphology.  
 
Any-indefinites have been analysed as the default form of a three-way indefinite 
system. That is, whenever the polarity feature of an indefinite of the system has a 
value other than negative or assertive, or when it is not specified at all as a 
consequence of Impoverishment, the indefinite surfaces as an any-form. 
 
In the present account, the example in (138) could only be obtained if Obliteration 
and Impoverishment both applied to the same syntactic output. It has been shown in 
the chapter that any of the two operations can repair the violation of the Filter that 
prevents two negative features from being phonologically realised in the same Spell-
Out domain. Impoverishment only applies after Obliteration if the latter fails to fully 
repair the syntactic output with respect to the Filter. 
 
Having an overt negative marker does not make the sentence in (138) grammatical, 
however. This is shown in (139). 
 
(139) A: Who called? 
 B:  *Not anybody. 
 
 
The impossibility of having not anybody instead of nobody as a fragment answer can 
be accounted for by assuming, in line with Merchant (2004), that short answers are 
focused constituents further affected by ellipsis. In other words, the non-sentential 
XP that serves as a fragment answer moves to a left-peripheral position before the 
rest of the clausal structure is elided. An example like (139) is ruled out, as the 
negative marker and the indefinite do not form a constituent that can be focused. 
 
Merchant’s (2004) minimalist analysis of ellipsis is based on the assumption that a 
head that allows ellipsis of its complement is specified with an E-feature, which 
‘instructs the post-PF phonological interpretative component not to parse its 
complement’ (Merchant 2004: 671). In the case of fragment answers, the head that 
bears the E-feature is Focº. After movement of the relevant XP to Spec, FocP, TP is 
not pronounced.  
 
The derivation of an example like (140) is thus the one in (141). 
 
(140) A: Who called? 

 B:  Nobody. 
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3.6 Summary and conclusions 

 
In the present chapter, I have described the system of negation in Standard English 
by resorting to the concepts of sentential and non-sentential negation, which have 
been redefined as a mere difference in the scope of the negative marker with respect 
to the matrix predicate. After considering arguments in favour and against the 
existence of the NegP projection in English and, hence, the functional nature of 
sentential negation not and -n’t, it has been concluded, based on Laka (1990), that 
NegP is just one possible value for a broader functional category, PolP, which 
carries an interpretable polarity feature that needs to be valued. If valued as 
negative, PolP is realised as NegP. 
 
It has also been argued that PolP/NegP is parasitic on the presence of TP. In other 
words, only when [Neg] is selected by C-T does it project into NegP. In other cases, 
[Neg] is adjoined to any maximal projection and displays an adverbial-like 
behaviour. 
 
Whether the syntactic terminal [Neg] is realised as not or as the contracted -n’t form 
has been argued to follow from the fact that the Vocabulary for the negative marker 
in Standard English establishes that [Neg] be realised as the contracted form only 
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when it forms a complex head with T. Whenever this is not the case, and this 
necessarily includes non-sentential negation, the only possible realisation for the 
negative marker is not.  
 
I have also argued in favour of treating words such as nobody, nothing and the like 
as indefinites with no inherent negative meaning. Although this is a controversial 
claim, it has been shown that there is evidence (both in English and in historically 
related languages, such as German) that motivates such an analysis.  
 
Claiming that Standard English indefinites of the no-series are just one possible 
allomorph that is dependent on the context of insertion brings such a language closer 
to Non-Standard varieties. That is, the differences that can be observed in the 
expression of negation do not follow from the lexical differences of n-indefinites, 
but from some other mechanisms that I have located partly in the domain of narrow 
syntax, and partly in the domain of morphology. 
 
After reviewing the different steps in the evolution of English negation (i.e. the six 
phases predicted by the Jespersen’s Cycle), it has become clear that NC was attested 
until the Early Modern English period, when it disappeared from the Standard. Since 
then, Standard English departs from the majority of the languages of Europe, which 
display NC. 
 
I accounted for the apparent lack of NC in Standard English as the result of two 
independent post-syntactic mechanisms (Obliteration and Impoverishment), 
occurring in the PF branch, that readjust the syntactic output. Both operations are 
ultimately motivated by a general Filter that disallows the accidental occurrence of 
two negative features in the same Spell-Out domain. While Obliteration eliminates 
the [Neg] node altogether from the morphological representation, thus resulting in 
the syntactic negative terminal not being realised phonologically (i.e. escaping 
lexical insertion), Impoverishment deletes the negative value of an n-indefinite 
triggering the insertion of the Elsewhere form. 
 
It has been claimed that in Standard English, Negº bears an EPP-feature that causes 
n-indefinites to raise to Spec, NegP. Such movement has phonetic effects in that it 
triggers Obliteration of the negative marker when the n-indefinite is pre-verbal, and 
either Obliteration or Impoverishment when it is post-verbal. It has been shown that 
overt movement of the n-indefinite to Spec, NegP was an option in Late Middle 
English negative embraciated contexts.  
 
DN constructions, where the negative marker co-occurs with an n-indefinite or 
where two n-indefinites co-occur, have been analysed as involving adjunction of a 
second negative terminal to TP, below FocP. In addition, the n-indefinites in DN 
constructions have been claimed to bear a Focus feature that ensures their 
participation in the CP-phase. The first negative marker is rendered phonologically 
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null by Obliteration; the second is realised in Focº, which is occupied by the T head 
when Spec, FocP is overtly realised. 
 
In the last part of the chapter, it has been shown that data from the field of first 
language acquisition lend support to the claim that the underlying structure for 
Standard English negative clauses is very similar to that in Non-Standard English. In 
Bellugi’s (1968) groundbreaking study of the acquisition of negation in English it is 
already observed that children go through a stage where they produce NC 
constructions which they may not have heard in their input. I have taken this fact to 
indicate that what the children acquire is that either Obliteration or Impoverishment 
operate in Standard English whenever negative features co-occur in the same Spell-
Out domain. In other words, the fact that children produce NC constructions at a 
very early age shows that a negative marker is merged in all negative sentences, the 
final expression of n-indefinites being a product of morphology. For those children 
who are mostly exposed to Standard English input, not finding combinations of n-
indefinite(s) of the no-set and the negative marker is a trigger for acquiring such 
rules. 
 
As will be seen in chapters 4 and 5, committing to the assumption that Standard 
English is ultimately an NC language with PF mechanisms that always mask such a 
fact makes it possible to offer a uniform account of the expression of negation across 
varieties of English, including the Standard. Such an analysis, which will be 
extended to NC in Non-Standard English and Romance in further chapters, crucially 
relies on determining to what extent a given language or variety tolerates the co-
occurrence of negative features, which are marked.  
 
Languages that implement Strict NC, by contrast, will be shown to ignore the Filter 
against the accidental repetition of indentical features: this is why the negative 
marker always co-occurs with n-indefinites. With respect to the low frequency of 
Impoverished n-indefinites in negative constructions, it will be argued that, unlike 
Standard English, the syntax of Non-Standard varieties of English allows n-
indefinites to remain in situ, thus avoiding Obliteration and Impoverishment when 
occurring post-verbally. 
 
In Non-Strict NC languages, neither Obliteration nor Impoverishment are generally 
attested when n-indefinites occur post-verbally. However, Obliteration occurs when 
these are pre-verbal. In the next two chapters, it is discussed where this well-known 
pre-verbal / post-verbal asymmetry follows from.  
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4 Negative Concord in Non-Standard English 

4.1 Introduction 

 
This chapter is devoted to the analysis of NC in a number of Non-Standard varieties 
of English. Most of the examples that have been considered are from Non-Standard 
British English varieties, but some data from African American English (AAE), are 
also discussed in the second part of the chapter.  
 
The main source of data for the British varieties is the Freiburg English Dialect 
corpus, FRED, which can be said to be representative of the traditional varieties of 
British English. A smaller sample of examples of NC have also been taken from the 
BNC-SpS, the sub-corpus of the British National Corpus that contains spontaneous 
spoken data (cf. Anderwald 2002: 11-14). The AAE data, on the other hand, come 
from the literature.  
 
The purpose of this chapter is to show that the phenomenon of NC in Non-Standard 
varieties of English can be adequately characterised by extending the account that 
was put forward in chapter 3. In other words, I argue in this chapter that Standard 
English diverges from Non-Standard varieties of English which implement Strict 
NC in that the latter tolerate the accidental repetition of negative features in Spell-
Out domains. This makes the use of PF operations such as Obliteration or 
Impoverishment unnecessary in negative contexts. 
 
Concerning Impoverishment, it will be argued that n-indefinites in Non-Standard 
varieties of English do not have to raise to Spec, NegP in Negº not carrying an EPP-
feature. Since they are not in the same Spell-Out domain as the negative marker, 
neither Impoverishment nor Obliteration are attested with post-verbal indefinites. 
 
The differences and similarities that can be observed between Standard English and 
Non-Standard varieties of English are thus reducible to (i) whether a particular 
variety has a ban against the repetition of negative features in Spell-Out domains 
and (ii) whether n-indefinites raise or not (i.e. whether Negº carries an EPP-feature). 
While (i) accounts for the fact that Non-Standard varieties of English that implement 
Strict NC diverge not only from Standard English, but also from those varieties of 
Non-Standard English that implement Non-Strict NC with respect to pre-verbal n-
indefinites, (ii) results in the differences that are attested with respect to post-verbal 
n-indefinites in Standard English and the rest of Non-Standard varieties of English.  
 
The remainder of the chapter is organised as follows. Section 4.2 summarises the 
main features of the FRED corpus, including how it was compiled, and what is the 
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average profile of informants. Following the same procedure, the main 
characteristics of the BNC-SpS are outlined in section 4.3.  
 
Section 4.4 is devoted to reviewing some literature on the study of NC in Non-
Standard British English. In subsections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2, Anderwald’s (2002 and 
2005) work is presented. Anderwald’s study, which is framed within a functional-
typological framework, is relevant for this dissertation because it constitutes a very 
comprehensive study of the patterns of NC that occur in Non-Standard British 
English.  
 
My analysis of the data as a syntax-morphology interface phenomenon is provided 
in section 4.5. The account is completed with the study of NC in AAE, in section 
4.6, which is a variety of American English that is especially renowned for 
extensively using NC. Negative inversion, a well-attested phenomenon in AAE, is 
also given some thought, as it seems to be closely connected to the morphological 
constraints that affect the expression of negation in English. Finally, section 4.7 
summarises the main claims and conclusions of the chapter. 
 
 

4.2 The FRED corpus 

4.2.1 Overview 

  
FRED69 is a monolingual spoken-language dialect corpus where the traditional 
varieties of British English spoken in the second half of the 20th century in Great 
Britain are represented. Compiled between the years 2000 and 2005 at the English 
Department of Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg, FRED contains full-length 
interviews with native speakers from nine different regional areas of Great Britain –
namely the Southeast, the Southwest, the Midlands, the Northeast, the Hebrides, 
Wales, the Isle of Man and Scotland, which is further sub-divided into the Lowlands 
and the Highlands. 
 
The texts that make up the corpus come from oral history projects where informants 
are asked to talk about their life memories. The interviews were usually conducted 
in the informant’s home, and took the form of face-to-face conversations between a 

                                                           
 
69 FRED was compiled by the research project group ‘English Dialect Syntax from a Typological 
Perspective’ at the English Department of the Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg under the supervision 
of Professor Bernd Kortmann. All the information relative to the corpus that appears in this section can be 
accessed online at http://www.anglistik.uni-freiburg.de/institut/lskortmann/FRED. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NEGATIVE CONCORD IN ENGLISH AND ROMANCE: 
SYNTAX-MORPHOLOGY INTERFACE CONDITIONS ON THE EXPRESSION OF NEGATION 
 
 
 

153 

native English interviewer and an informant. The Observer’s Paradox70 was 
overcome by asking the informants to talk about their own lives: although the 
interviewees were fully aware of being recorded, the genuine interest the 
interviewers showed for their memories distracted their attention from their 
linguistic behaviour. 
 
At present, FRED contains approximately 2.5 million words and 300 hours of 
recorded speech. The informants, both male and female, come from 163 different 
locations in 43 counties, contained in the aforementioned 9 major dialect areas. The 
interviews are transcribed orthographically and are accessible as machine-readable 
material. Most of the transcripts are also accessible as sound files. 
 
 

4.2.2 Compilation of the corpus 

 
The compilation process of FRED consisted in gathering good-quality recordings of 
oral history interviews from various sources such as material contributed by other 
fieldworkers who made their data accessible, historians, local museums, libraries 
and archives from all over Great Britain. All the interviews, which are between 30 
and 90 minutes, were recorded between 1968 and 2000, mostly during the 1970s and 
1980s. Due to the fact that the interviewer tried to step back most of the time, the 
linguistic productions of the informants are long stretches of monologue where a 
number of relevant non-standard morphosyntactic features are easily observable. 
 
During the process of compilation, those interviews which were selected as more 
relevant for the purpose of investigating the morphosyntax of British English 
varieties were then digitalised and stored as sound files in DVDs. They were 
subsequently transcribed by English native speakers and staff with linguistic 
training. Some recordings were transcribed for the first time, while others, which 
already included a transcription of the oral material, were thoroughly revised and 
adapted to the FRED markup. The revision of already transcribed material was a 
crucial step in the FRED corpus compilation, as it allowed researchers to re-insert a 
number of non-standard morphological, syntactic and discourse features which, 
though present in the recordings, had been omitted in the transcripts for oral history 
projects owing to the fact that the latter did not have a linguistic scope.  
 
File names indicate the text identification, consisting of three capital letters which 
specify the county of the informant71, and a three-digit running number (e.g. 
                                                           
 
70 The Observer’s Paradox is a very well-known phenomenon in sociolinguistic research. It captures the 
fact that when the informant is aware that linguistic research is being conducted, he or she switches to a 
more formal variety of his or her language. 
71 The counties are indicated using the Chapman county code. 
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LAN_002 would indicate that the text comes from Lancashire and is the second file 
out of the 23 that were collected in the same county). The header for each file also 
provides the identification of the speaker(s) –which was coded in order to keep 
anonymity– the speakers’ age at the date of recording, his or her year and decade of 
birth, and the speakers’ sex. All this material is searchable with concordance tools 
such as the ones provided by WordSmith. 
 
 

4.2.3 The informants 

 
The majority of the informants of the FRED corpus are NORMs, which stands for 
Non-mobile Old Rural Male. NORMs typically left school at the age of fourteen or 
even younger and have not had any significant mobility within the British territory.  
 
While targeting NORMs has been generally assumed to be highly advisable practice 
for the study of traditional dialects, it is also true that the use of NORMs has been 
criticised within the field of sociolinguistics for not providing data that are 
representative of the whole speaking community. Since NORMs have lived in a 
particular area most of (or all) their life, their linguistic behaviour has not had any 
significant influences from any other varieties and their linguistic productions can be 
said to be representative of the dialect area they are in; the speech of NORMs cannot 
be claimed to be representative of the speech of younger speakers in urban 
communities, however. This is one of the reasons that motivated the use of the 
spoken part of the British National Corpus as a source of data to corroborate the 
findings that resulted from the study of FRED. 
 
A caveat is in order at this point: while it was my intention to base the analysis of 
NC in Non-Standard English in real utterances, the ultimate purpose of this 
dissertation is not to conduct any kind of quantitative or sociolinguistic study that 
tries to answer research questions like how often NC occurs in the speech of 
speakers or whether it is significantly related to social variables such as age or 
educational background. The goal of the present dissertation is to provide an account 
of NC in purely syntactic terms. The use of corpora, therefore, must be understood 
as an attempt to enhance a grammatical account of the various ways in which NC is 
implemented in Non-Standard English. 
  
The study of the regional distribution of NC has not been a central issue in the 
present dissertation, either. This is because our attention has been concentrated on 
the characterisation of the actual examples and the syntactic and morphological 
mechanisms that make it possible for them to be attested in the speech of the 
informants. The fact that NC (or multiple negation, as it is often referred to in the 
literature) is a general non-standard feature of English, rather than a dialectal form 
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associated with a particular region of the English-speaking world, sanctions the 
possibility of approaching this linguistic phenomenon from a formal point of view.  
 
The use of real examples from a corpus, on the other hand, has been extremely 
valuable, as it made it possible to discover that intra-speaker variability (i.e. 
variation within the productions of a single speaker) exists in the expression of NC 
in English. This is something that could have not been inferred solely on the basis of 
the data that can be found in the literature.  
 
 

4.3 The spoken part of the BNC 

4.3.1 The BNC corpus 

 
The British National Corpus, BNC, aims at characterising contemporary British 
English ‘in its various social and generic uses’ (Aston and Burnard 1998: 28). The 
corpus was compiled in the 1990s and contains around 100 million words. Although 
ninety percent of the corpus is made up of written texts, the spoken part of the BNC, 
which represents ten percent of the corpus, contains about 10 million words, which 
is quite a large amount of material.  
 
Not all the spoken texts in the BNC are spontaneous, however. Rather, some 
material comes from formal contexts such as meetings, debates, lectures or radio 
programmes where the linguistic material that is uttered has been planned in 
advance. A part of the spoken part of the corpus, nonetheless, known as the 
demographic component, is made up of ‘informal encounters recorded by a socially-
stratified sample of respondents, selected by age group, sex, social class and 
geographic region’ (Aston and Burnard 1983: 31). Only this sub-part of the spoken 
component of the BNC, which amounts to approximately 5 million words, has been 
searched for data on NC. 
 
 

4.3.2 The BNC-SpS: compilation and informants 

 
The data for the demographic component of the spoken part of the BNC, the BNC-
SpS, were collected by the informants themselves. A total of 124 informants, who 
were selected using random location sampling procedures, were given a tape 
recorder and received instructions to record their spontaneous linguistic productions 
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as well as those of the people they interacted with during a week. All the speakers 
were over 15 years old and from all over the United Kingdom72. There were 
approximately an equal number of men and women spread over five different age 
groups and four social classes. 
 
The BNC can be searched with the SARA software, which allows the user to look 
for particular words and phrases in the totality of the corpus or in each individual 
sub-part. Associated with each example that satisfies the searching parameters, there 
is an alphanumerical label corresponding to the text identification and a number 
which indicates the clause where the example can be found. For example, the code 
KB7 8628 would allow us to retrieve the example in (1a), which is located in the 
text identified as KB7, clause 8628; conversely, the label KCT 5178, would result in 
the example in (1b), in text KCT, clause 5178. 
 
(1) a. I’m not doing nothing for you             (BNC, KB7 8628) 
 b. I hope nobody ain’t been swearing            (BNC, KCT 5178) 
 
 
In the next section, after reviewing some relevant literature on the study of Non-
Standard British English, I put forward my own account of NC in regional varieties 
of English. It must be said that my conclusions are mostly reached on the basis of 
FRED, an extremely user-friendly corpus that contains an enormous amount of 
information that is of use to the analysis of such a complex phenomenon as NC is in 
Non-Standard English. The data from the BNC-SpS have been mainly used to 
confirm that most of the patterns that are observed in the traditional varieties of 
English are also found in contemporary British English. I direct the reader to 
Anderwald’s (2002) thorough analysis of the BNC-SpS, which is presented in 
section 4.4.1, for a complete overview of what can be observed in the BNC-SpS 
with respect to negation and the phenomenon of NC.  
 
 

4.4 Negation in Non-Standard British English 

 
In this section, Anderwald’s (2002 and 2005) research on the system of negation in 
Non-Standard British English is reviewed in detail. Both works are framed within a 
functional typological approach, and provide a very thorough description of the 
patterns of NC that arise across different varieties of British English, as well as an 

                                                           
 
72 The BNC-SpS also contains data from the University of Bergen COLT Teenager Language Project, 
whose informants were 16 years old or under. The data were collected for the BNC using the same 
procedure as above. 
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accurate description of the distribution of the sentential negative marker and n-
indefinites in the observed NC constructions. 
 
While the data in Anderwald (2002) come from the BNC-SpS, Anderwald (2005) 
also includes data from an almost completed version of FRED. The conclusions in 
both pieces of research are, therefore, of immediate relevance for the present 
dissertation. 
 
 

4.4.1 Anderwald (2002) 

 
In her chapter on NC in Non-Standard British English, Anderwald (2002) tries to 
answer two main research questions. On the one hand, she is interested in finding 
out to what extent NC can be claimed to be present in contemporary British English; 
on the other hand, she seeks to establish which main patterns arise in terms of the 
distribution of the sentential negative marker and other negative elements –n-
indefinites or n-words in the present dissertation’s terminology. 
 
Anderwald’s starting assumption is that NC in Non-Standard English is ‘a matter of 
quantitative variation rather than an ‘all or nothing’ situation in English dialects’ 
(Anderwald 2002: 104). Optionality of NC, together with the fact that all speakers 
are under the influence of Standard English, where NC is apparently disallowed, 
results in the prediction that NC must be a very heterogeneous phenomenon in 
British English. 
 
The first step in Anderwald’s study consisted in searching for -n’t, not, nobody, no 

one, nothing, nowt, none, never, nowhere and no (used as an adjective) in the BNC-
SpS (see section 4.3.2) to further identify instances of NC, i.e. examples where more 
than one negative element co-occurred. She only considered the data of those 
speakers whose regional origin had been tagged, which resulted in a sample of 1,281 
speakers. Her results were charted into a table, reproduced below in (2).  
 
(2) NC in the BNC-SpS 

 
BNC 

code 

Dialect area Total 

(=possible 

occurrences) 

NC % of total 

XEA East Anglia 362 87 24.0 
XHC Home Counties 619 44 7.1 
XHM Humberside 47 0 0.0 
XIR Ireland  76 4 5.3 
XLC Lancashire 201 10 5.0 
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XLO London 842 180 21.4 
XMC Central Midlands 269 15 5.6 
XMD Merseyside 50 2 4.0 
XME Northeast Midlands 248 31 12.5 
XMI Midlands 94 5 5.3 
XMS South Midlands 142 47 33.1 
XMW Northwest Midlands 377 12 3.2 
XNC Central northern England 218 21 9.6 
XNE Northeast England 219 45 20.5 
XNO Northern England 65 5 7.7 
XSD Scotland 101 8 7.9 
XSL Lower southwest England 138 13 9.4 
XSS Central southwest 

England 
424 116 27.4 

XSU Upper southwest England 86 1 1.2 
XWA Wales 263 46 17.5 
Total  4,841   692   Ø14.3 

                      

(Anderwald 2002: 105) 

 
 
The column labelled as Total (=possible occurrences) lists the total number of 
negative utterances in the sample, which includes examples where the searched 
elements appear in isolation, and examples where they co-occur with other n-words 
or with any-indefinites. The column NC shows the actual number of utterances 
which contain an NC construction, and the last column displays the percentage that 
NC structures represent out of the total number of negative utterances. The 
conclusion is that NC is present in all dialect areas, albeit to a different extent73. It is 
also quite remarkable that a difference seems to exist between the North and the 
South, though this issue is dealt with more thoroughly in Anderwald (2005). 
 
The second step in Anderwald’s (2002) study is aimed at establishing the patterns in 
the distribution of the sentential negative marker and the various n-indefinites that 
participate in NC, which corresponds to her second research question. Her findings 
are again charted in (3). 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
 
73 According to Anderwald (2002: 105), the figures for Humberside should be disregarded, as they are 
based on the data of only 4 speakers. In addition, these seem to speak Standard English, as Humberside 
also scores 0 % in other non-standard features studied using the same corpus. 
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(3) Co-occurring negative elements in the BNC-SpS 

 
2nd / 1st element -n’t never not no nobody hardly nor no one nowt none  Total 

no 240 (17) 9 (6) 13 (6) 1 (1)  1 (1)   1 (1)  265 
nothing 178 (16) 33 (7) 14 (8)  10 (5)   1 (1)  1 (1)    237 
nowt 24 (3) 4 (3) 5 (3)        33 
none 28 (9) 3 (3) 1 (1)        32 
or nothing 9 (6) 3 (3) 4 (3) 4 (3)       20 
no more 8 (2) 4 (3) 7 (4)        19 
never 16 (7)     1 (1)    1(1) 17 
hardly 9 (5) 5 (3)         15 
nowhere 8 (5) 2 (1) 4 (3)        14 
nor 5 (1) 4 (3)         9 
nobody 6 (3)  1 (1) 1 (1) 3 (3)  1 (1) 1 (1)   8 
neither 5 (2)  1 (1) 1 (1)       7 
-n´t   1 (1) 1 (1)       7 
no one 4 (4)  1 (1) 1 (1)       6 
not 2 (2)    1 (1)      3 
Total 542 67 52 19 5  2 2 1 1 1 692 
            

         (Anderwald 2002: 107) 

 
 
The first column on the left indicates the first negative element that occurs in the NC 
constructions observed in the BNC-SpS, whereas the first row contains the n-
indefinites that appear second. The numbers in brackets stand for the number of 
dialect areas (see table in (2)) where a particular combination of first and second 
negative elements is found. The unbracketed figures indicate the total number of 
occurrences of a given combination. For instance, as indicated in the first cell of the 
table, no in its adjectival use occurs 240 times in utterances where -n’t is the second 
negative element in 17 different dialect areas.  
 
A further observation is that the combinations that are found in the sample are not 
random but structured orderly. In addition, if some elements that are of marginal 
importance for the study of clausal NC such as negative conjunctions, or paratactic 
structures such as or nothing are removed from the table in (3), which results in (4). 
 
As can be observed, in (4), the sentential negative marker not and -n’t, the 
contracted form, occupy the same column, and so do nowt and nothing, which are 
regional variants, and nobody and no one, which are stylistic alternates.   
 
(4) Co-occurring monoclausal morphological NC elements in the BNC-SpS 

 
2nd / 1st element -n’t / not never no nobody / no one nothing / nowt Total 

nothing / nowt 221 (18) 37 (8) 10 (5) 1 (1)  269 
no 253 (18)  9 (6) 1 (1)  1 (1) 264 
none   29 (10) 3 (3)      32 
no more  15 (5) 4 (3)      19 
never  16 (8)       16 
nobody / no one  12 (5)  3 (3)     15 
nowhere  12 (7) 2 (1)      14 
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-n´t / not    3 (3)  1 (1) 4 (4)     8 
Total    561    55 15          5          1       637 

       

(Anderwald 2002: 108) 

 
 

4.4.2 Anderwald (2005) 

 
Anderwald (2005) compares the findings from the BNC-SpS to the data in FRED. 
As a novelty, she also explores whether it is possible to talk about a regional 
distribution of NC, thus addressing an issue in the study of NC in Non-Standard 
British English which, as she acknowledges, has been neglected in the literature up 
to date. 
 
In order to determine whether there are significant differences among the various 
dialectal areas of Great Britain with respect to the frequency of use of NC, 
Anderwald (2005) adds a new column to the table in (2) (see previous sub-section), 
labelled Region, which specifies the geographical location of each dialect area as 
either South, North or Midlands. In addition, a “C” is added the ‘Celtic’ varieties of 
English. 
 
The resulting table, reproduced below, confirms that, as suggested in Cheshire, 
Edwards and Whittle (1993), NC is regionalised. She observes that there are indeed 
statistically significant74 differences between the North and the South, and the South 
and the Midland regions with respect to the use of NC. Her figures indicate the 
existence of a Mid-North continuum that diverges from the South rather than a 
threefold differentiation of the North, the Midlands and the South. In addition, the 
variable ‘Celtic’ does not seem to be relevant for this regional distribution. 
 
(5) BNC-SpS: Negative Concord per dialect area (ordered by %) 

 
BNC code Dialect area Region Total 

(=possible             

occurrences)        

NC % of total 

XMS South Midlands SOUTH 142 47 33.1 
XSS Central SW England SOUTH 424 116 27.4 
XEA East Anglia SOUTH 362 87 24.0 
XLO London SOUTH 842 180 21.4 
XNE North East England NORTH 219 45 20.5 
XWA Wales MID/C. 263 46 17.5 

                                                           
 
74 Statistical significance at p<0.01. 
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XME North East Midlands MID 248 31 12.5 
XNC Central northern 

England 
NORTH 218 21  9.6 

XSL Lower SW England SOUTH 138 13  9.4 
XSD Scotland NORTH/

C. 
101  8  7.9 

XNO Northern England NORTH  65  5  7.7 
XHC Home Counties SOUTH 619 44  7.1 
XMC Central Midlands MID 269 15  5.6 
XMI Midlands MID  94         5  5.3 
XIR Ireland NORTH/

C. 
 76         4  5.3 

XLC Lancashire NORTH 201       10  5.0 
XMD Merseyside NORTH   50         2  4.0 
XMW North West Midlands MID 377       12   3.2 
XSU Upper SW England SOUTH   86          1   1.2 
XHM Humberside NORTH   47         0      0 
Total        4,841    692    Ø14.3 

                            

Anderwald (2005: 118) 

 
 
Anderwald (2005) subsequently compares the regional areas that make up the 
groups ‘South’, ‘Midlands’ and ‘North’ against each other. In general lines, she 
reports that the whole of the North –with the exception of the North East, which, in 
recent times, has been very innovative in a linguistic sense and is more similar to the 
South than to the rest of the North– and the Midlands are homogeneous with respect 
to the use of NC, while the South is not. Such a lack of homogeneity in the South is 
attributed to the Home Counties, which disrupt the otherwise consistent behaviour of 
the other southern neighbouring areas such as the South Midlands, East Anglia and 
London. The Home Counties, according to Anderwald, behave in a more standard 
way than London, linguistically speaking.  
 
In order to further support her observations of the North / Midlands versus South 
regionalisation of NC, Anderwald (2005) also analyses an extensive wealth of data 
from an almost completed version of the FRED corpus. She follows the same steps 
that were used for her analysis of the BNC, and reports the same patterns in terms of 
structural distribution of the elements that occur in NC constructions (see tables in 
(3) and (4)). A remarkable difference between the two corpora, however, is that NC 
occurs in FRED twice as often as in the BNC-SpS. The figures for NC in FRED are 
represented in (6), where the 9 major dialectal areas covered by FRED (see section 
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4.2) have been collapsed into 6 broader regions75. According to Anderwald (2005), 
once Scotland and Wales are let aside, the North of England displays a significantly 
different behaviour from the Midlands and from the South. The figures clearly show 
that NC is more frequent in the South than in more northerner areas. 
 
(6) FRED: Negative Concord per dialect region 

 
 Total NC % of total 

Scotland 499 44   8.8 
Wales   71   8 11.3 
North 371 51 13.7 
Midlands 178 53 29.8 
South West 830 329 39.6 
South East 482 225 46.7 
Total               2,431                 710                 29.2 

               

(Anderwald 2005: 217) 

 
 
Anderwald (2005) explains her two main conclusions, namely that NC is spread all 
over Great Britain (Anderwald 2002 and 2005) but that it is more frequent in the 
South than in other areas by discussing the fact that Standard English, which she 
assumes not to allow NC, is typologically rare in the languages of the world (Bernini 
and Ramat 1996; Haspelmath 1997). She argues that negative structures without 
overt NC (i.e. Standard English constructions with a sentential negative marker and 
an any-indefinite) penetrate into English via language contact with Old Norse76, 
which is crucial to account for the North-South differences in frequencies of 
occurrence of NC. It is expected that those varieties that have had the longest 
contact with the Old Norse system of negation display a lower use of NC. 
Anderwald’s (2005) figures, both from the BNC and the FRED corpus support this 
expectation. 
 
 

                                                           
 
75 There is a more detailed table in Anderwald (2005: 126), with separate figures for each of the counties 
that make up each 9 dialectal areas. 
76 For a description of the system of negation in Old Norse, see Anderwald (2005: 131) and the references 
therein. 
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4.5 The syntax of NC in Non-Standard British English 

4.5.1 Introduction 

 
The aim of the present section is to provide a syntactic account of the distributional 
patterns of NC in Non-Standard British English observed in Anderwald (2002, 
2005), with special emphasis on the contrast between Strict and Non-Strict NC, and 
intra-speaker variability. For this purpose, the FRED corpus was searched, and a 
total of 1,498 examples of NC were found. 
 
After searching for nobody, nothing, nowhere, none, never, adjectival no, noone, no-

one, neither and nor in the corpus, those hits that displayed NC were copied onto an 
Excel spreadsheet and given a descriptive coding for their syntactic structure (e.g. 
Do + n’t + n-word for an example of the type But I don’t know nothing now, deer; 
or n-word + do + n’t for a sentence like I know this sounds funny, but nobody didn’t 

notice it; etc.). 
 
Once coded, the examples were re-ordered automatically in such a way that 
common patterns would become easily visible. Each pattern was then given a colour 
code, which was consistent across varieties, to facilitate further cross-dialectal 
comparison of the data. Alternatively, the speaker’s alphanumeric identifications 
were also alphabetically ordered with the purpose of spotting any instances of intra-
speaker variability (i.e. inconsistencies in the use of Strict and Non-Strict NC 
constructions). 
 
For the BNC-SpS, the same system was used both for the word searches and for the 
(colour) coding of the patterns that emerged in the data. The only difference is that 
only a number of random samples of hits were downloaded77, since the design of the 
SARA software often makes it difficult to download the whole set of matching data 
that a word search yields. Since the aim of the present dissertation is not to perform 
frequency studies, but to investigate the phenomenon of NC in Non-Standard 
English syntactically, 277 examples were considered to be enough to study the 
syntactic nature of NC in Non-Standard contemporary British English. 
 
The data show that examples of Strict NC are only found in Wales, in some counties 
in the Southwest, the Southeast and the Midlands, and in the Hebrides. Likewise, 
clear examples of Non-Strict NC involving a pre-verbal n-indefinite and no sentence 
negative marker are only observed in one county of the Southwest, two counties of 

                                                           
 
77 Such a procedure was suggested by Dr. Lieselotte Anderwald during a three-month research stay at 
Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg. She confirmed that downloading a considerable number of random 
samples from the BNC-SpS would result in a representative pool of data if totals were not relevant for the 
research question, as is the case in this dissertation. 
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the Southeast, and two counties of the Midlands region. Examples of the same 
speaker switching from Strict to Non-Strict NC are only observed in one county of 
the Southwest, and one county of the Southeast area. The rest of the data contain a 
variable number of post-verbal n-indefinites with a negator in NegP. Subsections 
4.5.2 to 4.5.5 address each of these three observations in turn. 
 
 

4.5.2 Strict NC varieties 

 
As discussed in chapter 1, in those languages where NC is defined as Strict, the 
negative marker always co-occurs with the n-indefinites in all positions. Therefore, 
to evaluate whether the Non-Standard varieties that are being considered are Strict 
or not, examples of pre-verbal n-indefinites co-occurring with the sentential negative 
marker must be found. Consider the sentences in (7). (7a) is from Wales, (7b-d) are 
from the Southwest, (7e-g) belong to the Southeast, (7h) is from the Midlands, and 
(7i) from the Hebrides.  
 
(7) a. Neither of my brothers wouldn’t do anything.         (FRED, DEN_004) 
 b. ‘Cause nobody didn’t have a terrible lot of cows.    (FRED, CON_005) 
 c. I mean ‘cause nobody haven’t give us a penny.       (FRED, SOM_005) 
 d. Half the footpaths about ‘ere nobody don’t know where they are. 

                                                                                   (FRED, WIL_011) 
 e. Yes, and no people didn’t trouble about gas stoves then. 

                                                                                  (FRED, KEN_005) 
 f. None of his men wasn’t allowed to smoke.            (FRED, KEN_010) 
 g. He was seasick all trip and no-one didn’t see after him. 

                                                                                   (FRED, SFK_012) 
 h.. I know this sound funny, but nobody didn’t notice it. 

                                                                                   (FRED, SAL_023) 
 i. None of them couldn’t do anything.             (FRED, HEB_018) 
 
 
The data in (7) correlate with examples such as the ones in (8). The latter have been 
taken from the exact same transcripts as the utterances in (7).  
 
(8) a. I say, no I’m not having no doctor.                        (FRED, DEN_004) 
 b. And uncle Albert, he wouldn’t do nothing, hardly. 

                                                                                (FRED, CON_005) 
 c. We couldn’t afford to pay nobody, see?          (FRED, SOM_005) 
 d. They don’t never use them.            (FRED, WIL_011) 
 e. No, he wouldn’t do no household chores.          (FRED, KEN_005) 
 f. I said, well I can’t see, I said, I ain’t no light, you know. 

                                                                                (FRED, KEN_010) 
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 g. Now they call some of these chaps engineer, but they don’t know
nothing about an engine.             (FRED, SFK_012) 

 h.. And just after that you’d hear sounds you don’t hear no longer. 
                                                                                (FRED, SAL_023) 

 i. I didn’t say nothing.            (FRED, HEB_018) 
 
 
Since in both (7) and (8) the n-indefinites in the clause co-occur with the sentential 
negative marker, I claim that Strict NC varieties are not sensitive to the Filter against 
the accidental repetition of negative features in the same Spell-Out domain. Such a 
constraint, that was introduced in chapter 3 and is arguably responsible for the 
application of remedial PF operations in the morphological structure, has been 
repeated here for convenience as (9). 
 
(9)  */negative marker/ /polarity morpheme / if 

 
 (i)   /negative marker/ and /polarity morpheme/ are adjacent, 

 and 
 

 (ii)  NEGATIVE MARKER and POLARITY MORPHEME agree. 
 
 
The obedience to (9) can be represented as a continuum that has Strict NC languages 
/ varieties at one of the ends and languages such as Standard English, which has 
morphological mechanisms that ensure that (9) be satisfied, at the other pole. Non-
Strict NC varieties / languages, as will be discussed shortly, can be placed in the 
middle. 
 
Returning to Strict NC, a few instances of pre-verbal n-words co-occurring with the 
sentential negative marker are also found in my sample from the BNC-SpS78. These 
have been listed in (10) and, as happens in the FRED corpus, they are found 
alongside examples of post-verbal n-indefinites within the scope of negation, as 
illustrated in (11). 
 
(10) a. Nobody don’t bother with them do they?  (BNC-SpS, KB7 13664) 
 b. But nobody’s not doing cabaret spots with trumpets.  

                                                                          (BNC-SpS, KC2 2999) 
 c. I hope nobody ain’t been swearing.     (BNC-SpS, KCT 5178) 
 d. I mean like they said none of them had never been on the dole 

before.                                                                (BNC-SpS, KD1 939) 
 
(11) a. Can’t I do nothing?   (BNC-SpS, KB7 13369) 

                                                           
 
78 No regional information has been included for the BNC-SpS. 
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 b. Don’t she know nothing?      (BNC-SpS, KC2 3159) 
 c. Fifty quid aren’t neither here nor there is it?    (BNC-SpS, KCT 4897) 
 d. Now they ain’t got none.        (BNC-SpS, KD1 729) 
 
 

4.5.3 Non-Strict NC varieties 

 
Non-Strict NC languages display a well-known asymmetry between pre-verbal and 
post-verbal n-indefinites: while the latter always occur with a negative marker, the 
former do not. This is illustrated in (12) with data from the FRED corpus.  
 
(12) a. …and nobody used to say nothing to him.          (FRED, CON_003) 
 b. Nobody said nothing about it.                        (FRED, KEN_002) 
 c. Nobody paid n’ regard to them!                         (FRED, SFK_038) 
 d. Nobody’d no idea.             (FRED, NTT_005) 
 e. Nobody’d got nothing, that’s the way it was.         (FRED, NTT_005) 
 
 
To spot true occurrences of Non-Strict NC (and not potential switches to Standard 
English), only cases of a pre-verbal n-indefinite co-occurring with a post-verbal one 
have been considered. Notice that if a pre-verbal n-word occurs in the absence of the 
sentential negative marker, the construction is ambiguous between Standard English 
and true Non-Strict NC.  
 
For Standard English, it has been claimed in chapter 3 that the PF operation known 
as Obliteration removes the negative syntactic terminal, thus resulting in no lexical 
insertion for the interpretable negative feature that renders the sentence negative. 
Obliteration has been argued to be ultimately motivated by the obedience to the 
constraint in (9). In cases of true Non-Strict NC, the negative marker only fails to be 
Spelled-Out with pre-verbal n-words79. The observed ambiguity between Standard 
English and Non-Strict NC constructions with pre-verbal n-indefinites is assumed to 
follow from the fact that the same PF operation, namely Obliteration, applies in both 
cases. 
 
Therefore, the relevant question is not why Non-Strict NC varieties are like the 
Standard when n-indefinites occur pre-verbally, but why they are crucially different 
when they occur post-verbally. It is the case that in Standard English two PF 
operations –Obliteration and Impoverishment– result in two different ways of 
                                                           
 
79 This is why in my sample from the BNC-SpS, there is only one clear example of Non-Strict NC, which 
is the following: 
 
(1)   And nobody’s gonna give me nothing for that are they?       (BNC-SpS, KCU 7783) 
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expressing negation that are truth-conditionally equivalent. However, in Non-Strict 
NC varieties of English, post-verbal indefinites tend not to be affected by any of the 
two.  
 
An account of these facts, which I develop by resorting to the concepts and 
machinery that were introduced in chapter 3, is given in the next section. The main 
claim is that in Non-Strict NC varieties of English, Agree at a distance suffices to 
value the [iPol: ] feature of Polº. Since n-indefinites do not have to move to Spec, 
NegP, which lacks the EPP-feature, Obliteration and Impoverishment are, unlike in 
Standard English, generally unattested with post-verbal n-indefinites.  
 
 

4.5.4 On the syntactic behaviour of n-indefinites 

 
Recall that in chapter 3, it was argued that in Standard English post-verbal n-
indefinites specified with a negative polarity feature raise out from VP to Spec, 
NegP to satisfy the EPP-feature of Negº. This either triggers Obliteration of the 
negative marker, which fails to be phonologically realised, or Impoverishment of the 
n-indefinite, which is Spelled-Out as the default form any-. The ultimate reason for 
these two operations in Standard English is a Filter that prevents two negative 
features, which are syntactically identical (i.e. they agree), to be accidentally 
realised in the same Spell-Out domain. The PF operations and the Filter are repeated 
here as (13) and (14) for convenience. 
 
(13) a.  [Neg] Obliteration  rule, Standard English 

 [+Neg] � Ø      / {______ [+polarity: negative]}Spell-Out 
             
                b. [Neg] Impoverishment rule, Standard English 
                [+polarity: negative] � [+polarity] / {[+Neg] _____}Spell-Out 

 
 
(14)  */negative marker/ /polarity morpheme/ if 

 
 (i)   /negative marker/ and /polarity morpheme/ are adjacent, 

 and 
 

 (ii)  NEGATIVE MARKER and POLARITY MORPHEME agree. 
 
 
To account for why (15a) is an alternative to (15b), both being truth-conditionally 
equivalent, it was assumed that the Vocabulary Items for the polarity morpheme that 
is part of indefinites in Standard English is the one in (16). While (15b) involves 
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Obliteration of the negative marker, and thus the insertion of (16a), (15a) is a result 
of Impoverishment and involves the insertion of (16c), the Elsewhere form.  
 
(15) a. I didn’t see anybody. 
 b. I saw nobody. 

 
(16) Vocabulary for Standard English indefinites 
 
 a. [+polarity: negative]     /n?T/ /___ √Root 
 b. [+polarity: assertive]     /sUm/ /___ √Root 
 c. Elsewhere: [+polarity]  /DnH/ /___ √Root 
 
 
Let us start by considering some data which show that in Non-Standard varieties of 
English, regardless of whether they implement Strict or Non-Strict NC, 
Impoverishment is not a common strategy. This is illustrated in (17) for Non-Strict 
NC varieties. 
 
(17) a. He wasn’t no fool.                (FRED, CON_003) 
 b. But they couldn’t do nothing with me.              (FRED, KEN_002) 
 c. But there wun’t none of that in them days.  (FRED, SFK_038) 
 d. You don’t get none now.    (FRED, NTT_005) 
 
 
The question to be asked is then why n-indefinites occurring post-verbally fail to 
trigger Obliteration of the negative marker and do not Impoverish. It will be claimed 
that the answer is that they do not raise to Spec, NegP, hence not creating the 
configuration that would require Obliteration / Impoverishment to apply so that the 
Filter in (14) is not violated. 
 
Obliteration, on the other hand, seems to operate with pre-verbal n-indefinites under 
the same conditions as in Standard English. This is why in the examples in (18), the 
subject n-indefinites do not co-occur with an overt negative marker. Notice, 
however, that they can co-occur with a post-verbal n-indefinite. 
 
(18) a. …and nobody used to say nothing to him.          (FRED, CON_003) 
 b. Nobody said nothing about it.                        (FRED, KEN_002) 
 c. Nobody paid n’ regard to them!                         (FRED, SFK_038) 
 d. Nobody’d no idea.             (FRED, NTT_005) 
 e. Nobody’d got nothing, that’s the way it was.         (FRED, NTT_005) 
 
 
The hypothesis that is defended here to account for the facts above is that, unlike in 
Standard English, Agree suffices to value the uninterpretable polarity feature of 
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post-verbal n-indefinites (i.e. Negº does not carry an EPP-feature). This allows them 
to remain VP-internal and, hence, in a different Spell-Out domain. The result is that 
n-indefinites with overt negative morphology can co-occur with an overt negative 
marker without constituting a violation of the Filter that was argued to operate in 
Standard English80. This is represented in the tree in (19). 
 
(19) 

 
As shown in (20), various n-indefinites in the same clause do not trigger the 
application of Impoverishment. However, the pre-verbal n-indefinite in (20) triggers 
Obliteration.  
 
(20) a. They couldn’t get nothing from nowhere.          (FRED, GLA_005) 
 b. Nobody’s got time for nothing these days.           (FRED, SAL_027) 
 
 
Obliteration is also attested in constructions with an expletive, as the subject sits in 
Spec, v*P, which is in the same Spell-Out domain as the sentential negative marker. 

                                                           
 
80 As shown in (1), various n-indefinites in the clause can surface with negative morphology 
simultaneously. In these two particular examples, the lower n-indefinite is within a PP. 
 
(1)   They couldn’t get nothing from nowhere.  (FRED, GLA_005) 
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However, this configuration does not necessarily trigger Impoverishment of the 
other post-verbal n-indefinites in the clause, which remain in a lower phase81. 
 
(21) a. There were no guards in none of the presses.         (FRED, NTT_014) 

 b. When he came back there was no work for noone. 
                                                                                (FRED, NTT_010) 

 c. There were nowhere for nobody to go.          (FRED, GLA_005) 

 
 
To sum up, it has been argued in this section that in Non-Standard varieties of 
English n-indefinites do not generally raise to Spec, NegP, whose polarity feature 
lacks the EPP-property. This blocks the application of PF operations when 
indefinites occur post-verbally: they remain VP-internal and, thus, can surface with 
negative morphology and co-occur with the negative marker. 
 
In the case of Strict NC varieties, Obliteration is not only unattested with post-verbal 
n-indefinites, but also with pre-verbal ones, as the Filter that forbids the co-
occurrence of two negative features in the same Spell-Out domain is not part of the 
grammar. 
 
 

4.5.5 Intra-speaker variability 

 
In this section, cases of intra-speaker variability observed in the FRED corpus are 
reported. In other words, FRED contains examples of two speakers, identified as 

                                                           
 
81 Non-Standard varieties of English which display Strict NC are assumed not to be constrained by the 
Filter that prevents two negative features to co-occur in the same Spell-Out domain. However, as shown 
in (1), Impoverishment may occasionally affect post-verbal n-indefinites. 
 
(1) a. They doesn’t do no cultivating for any other. (FRED, HEB_030) 
 b. She couldn’t see no signs of anything.  (FRED, KEN_009) 
 c.  None of them couldn’t do anything.  (FRED, HEB_018) 
 d.  Neither of my brothers wouldn’t do anything. (FRED, DEN_004) 
 
I take that to follow from the influence of Standard English. In a way, these utterances result from a 
mixture of two separate grammars: on the one hand, the subject n-indefinite does not trigger Obliteration 
of the negative marker; on the other hand, Impoverishment of post-verbal n-indefinites is attested. It 
could be argued that Polº has an EPP-feature, as in Standard English and the Filter is active in the v*P 
phase in examples (1a, b). This is why n-indefinites within the PP Impoverish. Since object n-indefinites 
sit in Spec, NegP, their Spell-Out is not decided until CP is sent to Transfer. At that point of the 
derivation, the Filter seems to be inactive. For the examples in (1c, d), on the other hand, a plausible 
explanation is more difficult to find: bearing in mind that Strict NC varieties are not constrained by the 
Filter, it is expected that Obliteration does not apply. Surprisingly, however, Impoverishment does. 
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CAVA_TC and KentPB, who produced both Strict and Non-Strict NC constructions 
in their linguistic productions. This phenomenon has been unveiled by searching 
examples of NC in a corpus of spontaneous speech and although it is not really 
widespread, it deserves some comment, as, to my knowledge, it has not been 
formally addressed in the literature on the syntax of NC in Non-Standard varieties of 
English. 
 
The contradictory NC data produced by two of the informants of FRED are found in 
two transcripts, CON_004 and KEN_011, which belong to the Southwest and the 
Southeast dialectal areas respectively. Some of the transcripts in FRED contain data 
of more than one speaker, but it was checked that this was not the case for the two 
transcripts in question. In addition, the interviewer’s utterances were excluded from 
the word searches, thus eliminating the possibility that the reported examples were 
uttered by two different people. The alternation in (22) and (23), therefore, occurs in 
the speech of a single speaker in both transcripts. 
 
(22) Strict 

 a. But they, nobody didn’t know your life till after you’re dead. 
                                                           (FRED, CON_004: CAVA_TC) 

 b. Nobody didn’t know.     (FRED, CON_004: CAVA_TC) 
 

 Non-Strict NC 
 c. Nobody said nothing to him.    (FRED, CON_004: CAVA_TC) 
   

 
(23) Strict 

 a. so that nothing didn’t lay down in the dirt.  
                                                                 (FRED, KEN_011: KentPB) 

 b. We never used to go near the public houses, nobody didn’t much. 
                                                                 (FRED, KEN_011: KentPB) 

 Non-Strict NC 
 c. Well they all begun snickering, nobody would own up to nothing. 

                                                                 (FRED, KEN_011: KentPB) 
 
 
No instances of intra-speaker variability were observed in the BNC-SpS, and even in 
the FRED corpus, from which a larger pool of data were obtained, this phenomenon 
is not common. However, it is interesting to note that our account allows us to 
accommodate these kind of data which, as will be seen in chapter 5, are very similar 
to what is attested in Catalan, a Romance language where the sentential negative 
marker seems to be optional in pre-verbal n-word constructions for a number of 
speakers. In addition, a stage in which both Strict and Non-Strict NC co-exist is 
expected if languages can change from one type of NC to the other. Diachronic data 
from Romance languages (e.g. Spanish) and the case of Catalan show that this kind 
of change is indeed possible. 
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So far it has been assumed that the crucial difference between Strict and Non-Strict 
NC is that in the latter, but not in the former, a language-particular condition exists 
that forbids the co-occurrence of negative features in the same Spell-Out domain. 
Given this assumption, therefore, intra-speaker variability reduces to variable 
commitment to the language-particular condition that bans the accidental co-
occurrence of negative features in Spell-Out domains. 
 
Potential switches from a Strict or a Non-Strict NC variety to Standard English 
reduce to two main circumstances: Strict NC varieties diverge from Standard 
English in that the former is not constrained by the Filter that bans the co-occurrence 
of negative features in Spell-Out domains; Standard English departs from Non-Strict 
NC varieties in that n-indefinites do not raise to Spec, NegP to value the [iPol: ] 
feature of Polº, thus not triggering Obliteration with post-verbal n-indefinites. 
 
 

4.5.6 The case of never 

 
As reported in Anderwald (2002), the occurrence of never as the first element in n-
indefinite + n-indefinite combinations in the BNC-SpS corpus notably outweighs 
that of other n-indefinites. The same trend, which was already reported in Tottie’s 
(1991) work based on the London-Lund corpus, can also be observed in FRED. This 
has led us to investigate whether never can be analysed as an n-indefinite proper or 
if, by contrast, it should be regarded as a negative marker, as has been suggested in 
the sociolinguistics literature by Cheshire (1998), as well as within the study of 
pidgins and creoles (Labov 1973). 
 
In this section, I argue that the second view can account for a wide number of cases 
involving never that occur in the FRED corpus. Nonetheless, I also show that some 
room must be left for the lexical ambiguity of never. 
 
On the basis of the high frequency of occurrence of never in a pre-verbal position in 
the data in FRED, it could be argued that never is an n-indefinite that diverges from 
other n-words such as nobody, nothing and the like in that it always (and not only 
when it is to be fronted) bears an uninterpretable valued Focus feature for which it 
can be probed to a pre-verbal position.  
 
In the present account, extraction of never from v*P to a left peripheral position 
should proceed through Spec, NegP and, once in the CP phase, its negative feature 
should trigger Obliteration of the negative marker in Non-Strict NC varieties. 
Crucially, this should not be the case for Non-Standard varieties that implement 
Strict NC: since these varieties are not constrained by a Filter that disallows the 
accidental co-occurrence of two negative features in the same Spell-Out domain, 
never should be able to co-occur with the negative marker if it were an n-indefinite. 
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Interestingly, this is not what is observed in the FRED corpus for Strict NC varieties. 
The examples in (24b-c) and (25b) show that, contrary to what is expected, never 
occurs pre-verbally in n-indefinite + n-indefinite combinations (either as the first or 
the second element) in the absence of the sentential negative marker, while for other 
n-words, the negative marker is overt. 
 
(24) a. When we went off Kildas, to try a new ground, no one couldn’t 

work.                                                                        (FRED, SFK_031) 
 b. I never had nothing off it.             (FRED, SFK_031) 
 c. No one never interfered with doun on the store.     (FRED, SFK_031) 
 
(25) a. And nobody hadn’t’ve told I what it were for.     (FRED, WILL_010) 
 b. And nobody’d never ask her any questions.         (FRED, WILL_010) 
 
 
Examples (24a) and (25a) are evidence if favour of assuming that the speakers in the 
files SFK_031 and WILL_010 have a system of Strict NC. Therefore, (24b-c) and 
(25b) should have an overt negative marker if never is a regular n-indefinite. The 
question is, then: if for the speakers in (24) and (25) there seems to be no Filter 
disallowing accidental occurrences of repeated negative features in the same Spell-
Out domain, as has been claimed to be the case for the expression of Strict NC, why 
should the Filter be triggering Obliteration in the morphological component in the 
case of never? 
 
The data above are not problematic if it is assumed that never is a negator that 
carries [iNeg] features. This has already been suggested in Cheshire (1998: 131), 
who claims that never ‘should be seen as a negative item in its own right rather than 
as equivalent to the words in the class of [n]o-negation expressions with which it is 
conventionally classed’. 
 
In cases of Strict NC, the accidental repetition of negative features is perfectly 
tolerated at any stages in the derivation, as shown by the fact that the negative 
marker always co-occurs with n-indefinites in Strict NC82. The analysis of never as a 
negator allows us to group (24b-c) and (25b) with the rest of the examples of Strict 
NC without having to claim that these varieties can exceptionally resort to 
Obliteration, or that they are sensitive to the relevant Filter only in the case of never. 
 

Never as a negator is assumed to bear an uninterpretable valued Focus feature, too. 
This is in line with Cheshire (1998: 132), who defines never as ‘an emphatic 

                                                           
 
82 Zeijlstra (2004) argues that the negative marker in Strict NC languages is semantically non-negative. 
What conveys negative meaning to the clause is an abstract operator that is merged into the structure so 
that no uninterpretable negative features are left unchecked. Under this view, never, if assumed to be a 
negator with interpretable negative features, would be taking up the function of the abstract operator and 
not that of -n’t.  
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negator, whose time reference is determined by the linguistic context in which it 
occurs’. She also observes that it is not always the case that speakers use never to 
refer to universal temporal negation (i.e. the action that is predicated will obtain in 
none of the potential occasions); rather, she comments on evidence that show that 
never is sometimes used to refer to single episodes in the past. Some of the examples 
she considers for the non-universal, episodic use of never have been listed in (26). 
 
(26) a. He got ready to spring down from on high right among the spears of 

the goblins… But he never leaped.  
       (J.R.R. Tolkien, The Hobbit, 4th edn (Allen & Unwin, 1978), 95) 
 

 b. Kay never went to Delft on Tuesday … she stayed with our friends in 
Rotterdam (American university professor) 

 
(Cheshire 1998: 130) 

 
 c. Marie: I had to do a lot of banging and my n my hands as you can 

see took quite a long time … about three or four hours just to do it 
Jenny:  Was that at school you made that? 
Marie:  No I never went to school today. 
 

       (Cheshire 1998: 134) 

 
 
In the case of Non-Strict NC, conversely, it has been claimed that the repetition of 
negative features is offending if these are sent to Spell-Out in the same Transfer 
operation, i.e. if they are in the same Spell-Out domain. This is the context where 
Obliteration applies. If never is argued to be a negator, it should be subject to 
Obliteration when occurring in n-indefinite + never combinations. The data show 
that this is not the case, though. Therefore, it is better to assume that it is a regular n-
indefinite that overtly raises from a v*P-adjunct position to Spec, NegP. This 
triggers Obliteration of the negative marker. Insertion of ever as a result of 
Impoverishment is not attested, probably because of the Focus feature, which always 
places never in a pre-verbal position. 
 
In the corpus there are other clear cases that show that never is not always a negator. 
Consider, for instance, the examples in (27), (28) and (29). In these cases, we would 
be forced to assume that two negative elements with interpretable negative features 
can co-occur without cancelling each other out if never was uniformly analysed as a 
negator.  
 
(27) We never didn’t know what that meant.                       (FRED, LAN_012) 
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(28) I mean, I wasn’t never good at it.           (FRED,LND_002) 

(29) I ain’t never seen it.                  (BNC-SpS, KBC 2774) 
 
 
In these examples, never must be analysed as an n-word that carries uninterpretable 
polarity features with a negative value. This means that the ambiguity of never 
between a negator and an n-indefinite is reduced to the (un)interpretability of its 
[Neg] features. Hence, it can be concluded that never is in a transitional stage: it was 
traditionally an n-indefinite, but it can nowadays be a proper negator in some Non-
Standard varieties of English. 
 
 

4.5.7 Hiberno-English any-subjects 

 
Labov (1972a: 135) claims that subject n-indefinites such as nobody or nothing are 
derived by incorporation of negation into the indeterminate any-forms. The rule that 
is responsible for this operation is labelled Negattrac and is claimed to be obligatory 
in all varieties of English for subjects. For objects, conversely, Negattract is 
optional, thus resulting in the following paradigm: 
 
(30) a. Nobody phoned us. 
 b. *Anybody didn’t phone us. 
 c. Mary phoned nobody. 
 d. Mary didn’t phone anybody. 
 
 
Contra Labov, it is assumed in the present piece of research that lexical items such 
as nobody, nothing and the like are not derived by an incorporation rule. Rather, in 
line with Zeijlstra (2004) they are claimed to be indefinites that can be 
morphologically marked for negation. Translated into the framework in which this 
dissertation is embedded (see chapter 2), this means that n-words carry a (valued) 
uninterpretable polarity feature. According to Pesetsky and Torrego (2004), 
uninterpretable features (regardless of whether they are valued or not) have to enter 
in an Agree relation with an interpretable counterpart to be marked for deletion. 
 

Any-words are just one possible phonological exponent for indefinites. Any-
indefinites are the phonological realisations of indefinites with a polarity morpheme 
valued as neither assertive nor negative, or else, the result of an Impoverishment 
process in a particular (negative) context. In the present account, Impoverishment 
cannot affect pre-verbal n-indefinites when the feature this operation targets is to be 
Spelled-Out topmost.  
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Such a limitation correlates with the traditional observation that polarity items 
require to be bound (i.e. properly c-commanded) by a suitable operator. This is why 
they are banned from occurring in subject position in negative sentences: (31b) is 
ruled out because the any-word has raised to a position where it cannot be c-
commanded by the negative operator. 
 
Since the absence of subject any-indefinites has been assumed to be a property of all 
varieties of English (Labov 1972a, b), the data in (31), which have been reported to 
occur in Hiberno-English (Harris 1984; Henry 1995; Filppula 1999), are of great 
interest here. 
 
(31) a. Any country couldn’t stand that. 
 b. Anybody won’t know where we went. 
 c. Now, anything is no sin. 

 (Filppula 1999: 180) 

 
 
The data in (31) have traditionally been analysed as challenging Labov’s (1972a, b) 
claim that Negattrac is obligatory for subjects in all varieties of English. In addition, 
these data are also problematic for the general theory of NPI-licensing, as the any-
words are not c-commanded by negation83.  
 
However, if any-subjects could be analysed as something different from a polarity 
item, the data in (31) would no longer be problematic. Not being polarity items, any-
subjects would not necessarily have to be subject to the c-command condition that 
holds for PI licensing. 
 
This is actually the position that I will take here. The remainder of the section is 
devoted to arguing that any-words in these HE constructions are not NPIs, but, 

                                                           
 
83 Duffield (1993) tries to account for these constructions in syntactic terms. He assumes that they are 
NPIs (so they must be bound by negation at some point of the derivation), and proposes that, to be 
properly licensed, at least one Case-marked member of the NPI-chain must be c-commanded by a 
negative operator. The main implication of such an assumption is that NP-traces could count for NPI-
licensing if they can be Case-marked. This seems to be the case, as shown by independent evidence 
related to the possibility of finding lexical subjects in non-finite clauses and the phenomenon of Single 
Concord. Spec, TP (which is below AgrP, the final landing site of inflected verbs) is taken to be a Case-
position, so a trace in Spec, TP is argued to be c-commanded by Neg, which means that even when NPIs 
occur in subject position, there is at least one Case-marked member of the chain (i.e. the trace in SpecTP) 
which is c-commanded by Neg. Since SpecTP is not a possible Case-position in Standard English (SE)  
subject NPI-licensing is ruled out and the difference between HE and SE in terms of NPI-licensing 
options is reduced to a difference in Case-marking possibilities. Duffield’s account, however, does not 
capture the fact that, as discussed later in the section, any-subjects seem to occur only in non-episodic 
contexts. 
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rather, free-choice items (FCIs)84. As is well-known, FCIs are not subject to the 
same licensing requirements as polarity items85. 
 
Harris (1984) suggests that sentences like the ones in (31) are available in HE due to 
the influence of the Gaelic Irish (GI) substratum. GI does not have negative 
indefinites like Standard English nobody; rather, in GI ‘[n]egation must instead be 
expressed as a clause-initial particle attached to the main verb, and indefinite NPs or 
adverbials within its scope may be marked as polarity items’ (Acquaviva 1996: 
287). This is shown in (32).  
 
(32)   a. Ní thiocfadh le haon duine a chloisteáil.  
     neg could-come with any person his hearing 
                       ‘Nobody could hear him’           

          (Acquaviva 1996: 287) 

 
   b. Ní raibh aon duine sa bhaile.          
     neg be + past any person in-the home 
                        ‘Nobody was at home’                                                   

     (Harris 1984: 305) 

 
 
However, there is a fundamental difference between the examples in (31) and the 
ones in (32): while the any-constituents under study are properly c-commanded by 
sentential negation in GI, they are not in HE. Thus, while the GI data canonically fit 
into the classical theory of PI licensing, the HE data clearly do not. Besides, similar 
examples to the ones in (31) are also attested in Old English (Mazzon 1999: 38), as 
shown in (33). This indicates that while it may well be the case that GI reinforces 
the use of structures such as the ones in (31), it is not the ultimate source for the HE 
construction under study.  
 
(33)  a. þe ænig mon ne mæg monnum areccan? 
  that any man not can to men explain 
                         ‘…that no man can explain to men?’ 
 

                                                           
 
84 This possibility was suggested to me by Josep Quer. 
85 As discussed in this section, whether NPI-any and FCI-any are just two possible interpretations of any 
or if, by contrast, they are two different lexical items is controversial. Assuming, in line with the 
Distributed Morphology model, that any is the phonological exponent of a feature-bundle, NPI-any could 
be distinguished from FCI-any in that the former bears a polarity feature, whereas the latter does not. The 
same phonological exponent is inserted for both feature-specifications, but FCI-any needs to occur in a 
semantically appropriate environment (i.e. a non-episodic context). Why Standard English and most Non-
Standard varieties of English do not allow FCI-any to occur in subject position in negative non-episodic 
contexts is probably due to markedness: since a more specific form exists (i.e. n-indefinites) for negative 
contexts, an FCI-any subject is not a possibility in negative sentences even if the context is non-episodic. 
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 b. And riht is þæt ænig cristen man blod ne þycge 
  and law is that any christian man blood not drink 
                         ‘…and the law is that no Christian drinks blood’   

       (Traugott 1992: 268) 

 
 c. Ængum ne mæg se cræft losian  
  anyone not can the skill abandon   
                         ‘Nobody can abandon the skill’    

                                                      (Liles 1972: 131) 

 
 
It is widely argued in the literature that any has two different readings. As illustrated 
in (34), any (and its derivates) can be interpreted as a negative polarity item (NPI) in 
the first example and as an FCI in the second. 
 
(34) a. I didn’t see anybody in the park. 
 b. Anybody likes to have some free time. 
 
 
The analysis of free choice (FCI) any, though, remains controversial. The current 
debate is divided between the assumption that FCI any is always a universal 
quantifier (Dayal 1998, 2004) and the claim that it is best treated as an indefinite / 
existential quantifier with no quantificational force on its own (Giannakidou 2001; 
Horn 2001, 2005). The two different approaches are outlined in turn. 
 
Dayal (2004) argues that any is a universal. However, she claims that its universality 
can be conjoined with an existential statement. That is, from Dayal’s point of view, 
there are two ways in which universality can be expressed: if any is a universal 
quantifier on its own, universality is said to be expressed directly; by contrast, it may 
be the case that any is supplying a condition of universality to an existential 
statement, which would be a case of indirect universality. Dayal’s (2004) claim 
amounts to saying that in those cases where FCI any seems best interpreted as an 
existential, it must still be regarded as a universal, the existential meaning coming 
from other elements in the sentence. 
 
Giannakidou (2001) and Horn (2001), on the other hand, take FCIs to be indefinites 
with no inherent quantificational force, which they inherit from other elements in the 
sentence. Giannakidou further claims that they are polarity items which typically 
occur in non-veridical86 non-episodic contexts. Such an analysis stems from the 

                                                           
 
86 Giannakidou (1998, 1999) makes a distinction between A(ffective) P(olarity) I(tems) and N(egative) 
P(olarity) I(tems). APIs are PIs that need to be licensed by a non-veridical operator such as a modal verb, 
questions and negation, among others. By contrast, NPIs need to be licensed by antiveridical operators, 
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observation that FCI any seems to be able to contribute existential meaning in 
sentences such as the one in (35) below, which can be paraphrased as ‘Press some 

key, it doesn’t matter which one’. Horn calls these kind of examples free-choice 
imperatives, and notes that they do not function as commands, but as requests or 
invitations. This amounts to saying that the meaning of any does not equal that of 
the universal quantifier every, nor the existential some. 
 
(35) Press any key to continue. 
 
 
Giannakidou also notes that the fact that FCI any differs from other universals in 
that it cannot contribute a universal reading in isolation remains unexplained in the 
approach that treats any as a universal quantifier. Actually, the universal meaning of 
FCI any seems to come from an external operator.  
 
In the light of these data, Giannakidou (2001) claims that if any is assumed to be a 
universal quantifier, it cannot be claimed that there is just one any. Rather, it must be 
treated as quantificationally ambiguous, the research question being, therefore, how 
to decide what the meaning of FCI any is if it sometimes contributes a universal 
reading and sometimes an existential one. The answer to this question is to be found, 
according to Giannakidou (2001), in languages which, unlike English, display 
different paradigms for FCIs and APIs. 
 
The data from Greek, and other languages such as Spanish and Catalan, where FCIs 
are morphologically distinct from APIs is interpreted by Giannakidou (2001) as 
evidence for treating any as an indefinite à la Heim (1982) which ‘contributes 
merely a predicate and a variable to be bound by an intensional Q(uantificational) 
operator, binding also a situation or a world variable, and which must be present in 
the structure higher up’ (Giannakidou 2001: 665). Under this view, if the binding 
operator has existential force, any will receive an existential interpretation; but if the 
binding operator carries universal force, any will be interpreted as a universal. 
 
Giannakidou (2001) also discusses almost / absolutely modification and the 
possibility of FCI any to co-occur with exceptives, which are two of the arguments 
that have been commonly used in the literature to argue that FCI any is a universal. 
Judging from some Greek and Spanish data, she concludes that almost and 
absolutely modification is not a valid test for universality. Actually, she claims there 
is evidence that almost modification is possible whenever there is some kind of 
plurality implied in the item that almost modifies. With respect to almost / 

absolutely modification, Horn (2005: 15) points out that the restriction of almost is 
not that it needs to occur with universal quantifiers, but that it modifies determiners 

                                                                                                                                        
 
which are a subset of the non-veridical ones. Negation and the preposition without are antiveridical 
operators. See section 1.2.1.2. 
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that can be interpreted as precise values. Likewise, absolutely modifies scalar 
endpoints, not only universals. 
 
Concerning the ability of FCI any to occur with exceptives, which are phrases 
introduced with but, save and except, among others, Giannakidou (2001) observes 
that despite being generally assumed that exceptives can only be associated with 
universal quantifiers, there is some cross-linguistic evidence that shows that this is 
not an accurate claim. Horn (2001) gives the following examples to illustrate that 
both FCI any and NPI any can host exceptives, and further adds that other non-
universals such as little but / except can host exceptives, too. 
 
(36) a. I’d live in any big city except for New York.           (FCI any) 
 b. I wouldn’t live in any big city except for New York.           (NPI any) 
 
 
The conclusion is, therefore, that the ability of FCI any to occur with exceptive 
phrases is not a reliable test for its universality. Dayal (2004) objects to such 
criticism by pointing out that these two tests do not show that FCI any is not a 
universal, but rather, that they fail to distinguish universal elements from others 
which are not. 
 
A number of asymmetries between universal quantifiers and FCIs are also discussed 
in Giannakidou’s (2001) paper. While these differences constitute a problem for the 
universalist account of any, they are compatible with the indefinite analysis, as they 
are evidence that FCI any behaves as an indefinite. The asymmetries are the 
following: unlike true universals, FCIs can be used as predicate nominals and can 
bind pronouns in donkey-anaphora, which is a property of existentials; unlike 
universals, FCIs cannot take inverse scope. If FCI any were a universal, it would be 
expected to behave on a par with other universals. 
 
Finally, Giannakidou (2001) discusses a number of constructions where the 
interpretation of FCIs seems to be existential rather than universal, such as 
imperatives, permissions, modals, conditionals and relative clauses. She also shows 
that FCIs display quantificational variability with Q-adverbs such as usually and 
always. While these constructions are a problem for an analysis of FCIs as 
universals, Giannakidou shows  that they can be easily accommodated under the 
indefinite approach. 
 
Examples of supplementary and numeral any such as (37) are discussed by the 
defenders of the indefinite approach as evidence against the universal nature of FCI 
any. Since any cannot be replaced by another universal quantifier such as every, 
these examples are problematic for the universalist view.  
 
(37) Take an apple, any apple. 
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Dayal (2004) accounts for the facts above by claiming that the antecedent clause in 
(37), take an apple, states that an apple will be chosen in at least one accessible 
world. That is, the antecedent clause supplies an existential statement. The 
supplementary clause any apple, on the other hand, contributes universality as well 
as another possibility modal. In other words, (37) could be paraphrased as in (38). 
The second modal that supplementary any introduces has been underlined. 
 
(38) Take an apple / it could be any apple you choose. 
 
 
Dayal assumes that the core meaning of FCI any is direct universality. Indirect 
universality only arises when other elements contribute the existential meaning. She 
accounts for examples like (35), repeated here as (39) for convenience, by claiming 
that world knowledge creates an existential bound: we know that there is more than 
one key in a keyboard and thus it can be claimed that the context against which the 
sentence in (39) is interpreted supplies the existential meaning –like antecedent 
clauses do in the case of supplementary any– while any contributes a condition of 
universality. She also claims that if there is no indefinite in the antecedent clause, 
there cannot be an existential bound to the universality of any. This is illustrated in 
(40). 
 
(39) Press any key to continue. 
 
(40) *Peter could buy the house, any house. 
 
 
I align with the defenders of the indefinite view of FCI any and assume that it occurs 
in generic or non-episodic contexts. Unlike NPIs, FCIs do not contain any lexical 
requirements to be bound by negation or a negative element; rather, they need to be 
bound by non-veridical operators (Giannakidou 2001). 
 
I propose that examples such as (31) and (33) for HE and OE respectively contain 
FCI any in non-episodic contexts. More examples of HE are provided in (41). The 
context has been included so it is clear that the any-subjects do not occur in 
sentences that can possibly receive a single episode interpretation. 
 
(41) a. but from that day out, anyone that was on the meitheal, or anyone in 

the parish never said a bit t’him, or never done…made a move to 
have sport on him or anything like that. 
 

 b. Although anybody don’t seem to like to live in Russia… They’re all 
trying to get out of it. 
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 c. You know, any fellow wouldn’t bother joining if the wasn’t 
interested enough to try. 

  (Filppula 1986) 

 
 
In all the examples that have been found in the literature, any-subjects occur in non-
episodic contexts. They either contain modal verbs, which are non-veridical 
operators, or are construed with a tense (e.g. simple present) that forces a generic 
interpretation of the sentence. Notice that (41a) contains never, which is clearly 
interpreted as expressing universal time reference, as it is in the context of the 
expression from that day out. 
 
Further evidence in favour of the view that any-subjects are indefinites in HE comes 
from the fact that they display scope differences with respect to universal 
quantifiers. Filppula (1999: 180) reports having observed the following data in his 
corpus of HE. 
 
(42) a. Everybody don’t benefit by tourist at all. 
  Interpretation: Not everybody benefits from tourists at all. 

 
 b. Everybody doesn’t use it to a good advantage. 
  Interpretation: Not everybody uses it to a good advantage. 
 
 
These data show that universal quantifiers can occasionally surface to the left of 
negation, while their interpretation is the one where they scope under the negative 
operator. This is not so with any-subjects, which, as (43) shows, are interpreted as 
scoping over negation87. 
 

                                                           
 
87 Interestingly, there is some counterevidence to this claim in African American English. In the script of 
the film Malcolm X, owed to Baldwin, Perl and Lee (1992), there is a passage uttered by Malcolm X that 
reads as follows: 
 
‘… Father means you’re taking care of those children. Just ‘cause you made them that don’t mean you’re 
a father. Anybody can make a baby, but anybody can’t take care of them. Anyone can go and get a 
woman but anybody can’t take care of a woman. This is the type of teaching that the honorable Elijah 
Muhammad teaches us so we can build the moral fiber of our people’ 
 
In the following examples any-subjects in negated sentences have been paired with affirmative sentences 
containing FCI any-words. However, the interpretation is different from the HE examples in that the any-
subjects scope under negation, as was the case for the universal quantifiers in (42).  
 
(1) Anyone can make a baby, but anybody can’t take care of them (= not everybody can…) 
(2) Anyone can go and take a woman, but anybody can’t take care of a woman (= not everybody   

can…) 
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(43) a. Any country couldn’t stand that. 
  Logical form: For every country x is such that x couldn’t stand it. 

 
 b. Ængum ne mæg se cræft losian 
  anyone not can the skill abandon 

                         ‘Nobody can abandon his skill’ 
                         Lf: For every person x is such that x cannot abandon his skill. 
 
 
The OE and HE data seem to show that any-subjects are not inherently universals. 
However, the examples that have been examined also show that any-subjects seem 
to acquire a universal reading when not occurring under the scope of negation.  
 
If any-subjects are treated as FCIs in HE and OE, the examples in (31), (33) and (41) 
can be accommodated: as required by FCIs, all the contexts any-subjects occur in 
are non-episodic; moreover, they all contain non-veridical operators (e.g. modals, 
generic and habitual operators) other than negation that can bind the FCI. In 
addition, in being considered indefinites, it can be claimed that they inherit 
(universal) quantificational features from such operators. 
 
 

4.6 African American English 

 
This section is devoted to the description and analysis of negation in African 
American English (AAE), which is one of the most attractive varieties of English to 
study the issue of NC since, as pointed out by Martin and Wolfram (1998: 19), 
‘researchers have noted that AAE speakers tend to use more pleonastic negatives [= 
NC] than Anglo-American speakers of vernacular dialects’. As reported in the 
pioneering work by Labov (1972a, b), AAE is certainly renowned for allowing a 
large number of n-words in a clause that will ultimately be interpreted as containing 
one single negation. Labov (1972a: 178) refers to such a fact as ‘the extraordinary 
proliferation of the negative’, and uses the examples in (44) to illustrate it.  
 
(44) a. Once you get an even break, don’t fuck it up, cause you might not 

never get no time see ‘im again.  Larry H., 15, Jets 

 b. I ain’t never had no trouble with none of ‘em.  William T., 25, 
Florida 

 c. You better not never steal nothin’ from me.  Jesse H., 16, Jets 
 d. He ain’t not no Jenkins.  Speedy J., 15, Cobras 
 
 
In addition, in AAE, it is often observed that when the subject is an n-indefinite, the 
canonical subject-auxiliary word order is inverted, yielding sentences like the one in 
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(45). This phenomenon, which is referred to in the literature as negative inversion 
(Labov 1972a; Martin and Wolfram 1998; Rickford 1999; Howe and Walker 2000; 
Green 2002) is addressed in subsection 4.6.3.  
 
(45) Don’t nothing come to a sleeper but a dream. (Bf, 60s) 
              

(example from Green 2002: 78) 

 
  
In subsection 4.6.1 a brief introduction to the history of AAE is provided, and two 
opposing hypotheses about its origin are outlined. In subsection 4.6.2, I present 
some data of NC in AAE that are available in the literature and show how they can 
be accommodated under our present analysis. The examples where subject n-
indefinites follow the negated auxiliary are addressed in section 4.6.3. In line with 
Sells, Rickford and Wasow (1995, 1996), I have assumed that while most examples 
with negative inversion can be analysed as involving movement of the auxiliary to 
the left-periphery of the clause, some existential constructions have to be analysed 
by means of a construction that does not allow movement at all. For the auxiliary 
inversion analysis, it is assumed that movement is triggered by Focus. 
 
 

4.6.1 Introduction to the history of AAE 

 
The variety that is here referred to as African American English has received many 
different names throughout the years: Negro dialect, Negro English, Black English, 
Black Vernacular English and the most recent African American English are just a 
few (Green 2002: 6). However, all these different labels ultimately name a fully-
fledged grammatical system that is different from other varieties of American 
English (Dillard 1972; Labov 1998), but which also shares some features (e.g. NC 
and the absence of the third person singular present tense -s) with other Non-
Standard varieties of English (Martin and Wolfram 1998: 17; Rickford 1999: 11). 
 
Two hypotheses have been put forward about the origin of AAE which are 
commonly known as the creolist and the anglicist hypotheses (Wolfram and 
Schilling-Estes 1998). The former defends the view that AAE is based on a creole 
(Dillard 1972; Rickford 1998 among others) and emphasises the existence of a 
number of similarities between AAE and English-based creoles. A process of 
decreolisation is assumed to have taken place through time: as a result of a 
language-contact situation with the surrounding varieties, AAE became similar to 
the other varieties of English. Gullah, a recognised creole which has survived to 
present day in the Sea Islands off the coast of South Carolina and Georgia, is 
regarded as evidence for the creole origin of AAE. 
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The anglicist hypothesis (Mufwene 2000; Poplack 2000; Walker 2000; Howe and 
Walker 2000, among others) by contrast, maintains that AAE can ultimately be 
traced back to the varieties of English spoken in the British Isles, which are also the 
source of other Anglo-American dialects. That is, when African slaves arrived to 
North America, they brought different African languages with them, but after some 
generations, only traces of these African languages survived, since African 
American speakers learned the white English varieties that surrounded them. Gullah 
is, under this view, seen as ‘an anomaly among black varieties’ (Wolfram and 
Schilling-Estes 1998: 176). 
 
Although the debate between these two hypotheses is still ongoing and raises 
controversy among scholars, I will not take a position with respect to which of the 
two accounts is superior, as what is relevant for the present dissertation is the fact 
that, nowadays, the system of negation in AAE is comparable to that of other Non-
Standard English varieties regardless of whether AAE originated as a creole or 
resulted from language contact with Non-Standard British English varieties. This 
sketchy introduction to the history of AAE is, thus, meant to acknowledge that, apart 
from synchronic descriptions and discussions of the phonological, lexical, 
morphological and syntactic features of AAE, the origins of AAE also generate a 
deep interest. 
 
Since the aim of the present dissertation is to provide a syntactic account of NC in 
several Non-Standard varieties of English, the remainder of the section is devoted to 
providing and analysing data on NC and negative inversion in AAE. The underlying 
idea is that what has been said in chapter 3 and in the first half of the present chapter 
can also be successfully extended to the case of AAE. 
 
 

4.6.2 NC in AAE 

 
This section contains examples collected from a number of published works on 
AAE. Some of them belong to the classical literature on the topic, whereas others 
are fairly recent and include data taken from songs, movies and the media alongside 
spontaneous data. Following this practice, complementary data have been used from 
a fiction book (Their Eyes Were Watching God by Zora Neale Hurston)88

 and a 

                                                           
 
88 According to Green (2002: 178, 179),  
‘[t]he works of Zora Neale Hurston are particularly noted for the language of the characters and the use of 
black dialect. (…) Hurston uses a fair amount of phonological, syntactic, semantic and lexical features in 
her representation of AAE. (…) Hurston’s characters spoke the language of folk, a language they could 
use to express their innermost thoughts, growth and connection to the culture. This language can certainly 
be characterized by its richness, expressiveness and metaphorical properties, but it is important to note the 
specifically AAE linguistic patterns Hurston used to make the speech appear to be authentic.’ 
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movie script (Save the Last Dance written in 1999 by Adler, Johnson and Edwards) 
to back up theoretical points about AAE. 
 
After close observation of the data that was gathered from the literature on AAE, 
one can conclude that the contrast between Strict and Non-Strict NC (see chapters 1 
and 3) is not of much relevance to the scholars who have studied the linguistic 
features of the Non-Standard variety spoken by most African Americans. For 
instance, it could be concluded, by looking at the data in Green (2002), that NC in 
AAE is Strict. That is, the sentential negative marker always co-occurs with n-
indefinites. This is illustrated in (46) and (47) for post-verbal and pre-verbal n-
indefinites respectively. 
 
(46) a. I sure hope it don’t be no leak after they finish. (Bm, 60s) 
 b. If you don’t do nothing but farm work, your social security don’t be 

nothing. (Bm, 60s) 
 c. Bruce don’t want no teacher telling him nothing about no books. 
 d. I don’t never have no problems. I jus’ don’ like the stuff that be 

happening. (Bf on national news television interview) 
 e. Sometimes it didn’t have no chalk, no books, no teacher. (Bm, 80) 
 f. I ain’t never seen nobody preach under announcements. (Bm, 50s) 
                           

(Green 2002: 77) 

 

(47) a. No game don’t last all night. 
 b. Nobody can’t tell you it wasn’t meant for you. 
 c. Nothing don’t come to a sleeper but a dream. 

           (Green 2002: 79) 

 
 
Describing AAE as a Strict NC variety is consistent with Wolfram’s (2004: 332) 
claim that ‘AAE also participates in a type of NC that involves a preverbal indefinite 
and verb negated as in Nobody don’t like him’. However, the issue of whether AAE 
implements Strict or Non-Strict NC is not as straightforward as it may seem. 
Consider the data in (48) below. 
 
(48) a. Nobody don’t like that. 
 b. Nobody ain’t never gonna make him take nothing no more. 
 c. Nobody saw nothing out there that looked like no bear. 
 d. Nobody got no gas. 

 
 e. Never say that to nobody. 
                                                                         (Martin and Wolfram 1998: 19 and 21) 
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The examples in (48a) and (48b) are instances of Strict NC, but the sentences in 
(48c-e) are clear examples of Non-Strict NC. This is very much in line with Labov’s 
1972b: 806) claim that ‘NEGCONCORD

89
 is never obligatory to the pre-verbal 

position’. In other words, in Labov (1972a, b) it was already observed that the 
sentential negative marker did not necessarily attach to auxiliaries, do, or modals 
when the indefinite occurred in a pre-verbal position. This leads us to conclude that 
while Strict NC is quite widespread in AAE, instances of Non-Strict NC are also 
observed. Labov (1972a: 180; 1972b: 806) reports the following: 
 
(49) a. Nobody was after ‘im.  Lawrence W., 15, Jets 
 b. Nobody fights fair.  Henry N., 29, Bronx 
 
 
Non-Strict NC is also attested in the movie script of the film Save the last dance, 
which is about the experience of a white adolescent who has to start a new life in a 
neighbourhood dominated by AAE speakers. Although the sample of data 
displaying NC is rather small, the data show that there is a tendency towards using 
negative inversion when subject n-indefinites co-occur with the sentential negative 
marker, as illustrated in (50). These examples co-exist with at least one example of 
Non-Strict NC, reported in (51), where the negative marker has been affected by 
Obliteration. 
 
(50) a. Wasn’t nobody tryin’ to read them though. 
 b. Ain’t nobody watchin’ you but me90. 

 
(51) Nobody’s as fly as me. 
 
 
By contrast, in Zora Neale Hurston’s book Their Eyes Were Watching God (1937, 
re-edited in 1991)91, there are many instances of Strict NC, as illustrated in (52). 
There are also some instances of Strict NC with never as a negator, (53), and two 
instances of Non-Strict NC, listed in (54).  
 
(52) a. Well, nobody don’t know if it’s anything to tell or not.    (p. 5) 
 b. Nothin’ couldn’t ketch me dese few steps Ah’m goin’    (p. 7) 
 c. None of ‘em didn’t even remember whut his name wuz, but dey all 

knowed de bloodhound part by heart.                               (p. 14)                                                         
 d. But nothing can’t stop you from wishin’.                               (p. 21) 

                                                           
 
89 NEGCONCORD is ‘an optional rule for almost all dialects of English. In this respect, it resembles 
negative postponing of the standard language. Both represent rightward movement of the negative beyond 
the verb, and they seem to share a strongly emphatic character.’ (Labov 1972b: 803). 
90 Notice that this sentence could also be interpreted as ‘There isn’t nobody watchin’ you but me’. 
91 Z. N. Hurston uses eye dialect: the spelling is meant to reflect a particular pronunciation. 
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(53) a. Ah never called mah Grandma nothin’ but Nanny, cause dat’s what 
everybody on de place called her.                                             (p. 12) 

 b. But nothin’ never hurt me ‘cause de Lawd knowed how it was.                                                                                            
                                                                                                    (p. 24) 

 c. Den de big bell ring in Atlanta and all de men in gray uniforms had 
to go to Moultrie, and bury their swords in de ground to show they 
was never to fight about slavery no mo.                               (p. 25)                                   

 d. Mah fust wife never bothered me ‘bout choppin’ no wood nohow. 
                                                                                                    (p. 33) 

 
(54) a. A whole heap uh talk and nobody doin’ nothin’                (p. 43) 
 b. Nobody else on earth kin hold uh candle tuh you, baby           (p. 132) 
 
 
In short, the data that have been considered show that both Strict and Non-Strict NC 
are observed in AAE. This alternation can be taken to indicate that AAE may 
occasionally obey the Filter that prevents the accidental repetition of negative 
features in Spell-Out domains, which was shown to trigger Obliteration of the 
negative marker in Standard English when it co-occurred with pre-verbal n-
indefinites and post-verbal n-indefinites, which raised to Spec, NegP, and when it 
co-occurred with subject n-indefinites in Non-Strict NC varieties.  
 
However, as will be discussed in further sections, even if it is assumed that AAE can 
occasionally be observed to make use of Obliteration (supposedly triggered to undo 
a configuration with too many negative features in the same Spell-Out domain), it is 
clear from the data that it does so under very restricted conditions that will be 
accurately defined. 
 
Summarising, let us assume that while AAE mostly implements Strict NC, it 
sometimes switches to Non-Strict NC. Given this possibility, cases of intra-speaker 
variability (see section 4.5.5) are also expected to occur in AAE. This is indeed the 
case, as seen in the speech of Robby, one of the speakers of AAE that appear in a 
non-fiction piece of writing by John Wideman, as reported in Green (2002). 
 
Another clear case of intra-speaker variability is attested in the published data on 
NC for early AAE: the example is found in Howe and Walker (2000: 129), who 
include, after each example, the variety it was produced in (i.e. SE, which stands for 
Samaná English), the speaker’s identification and the location of the token. For (55) 
and (56) below, therefore, it is sure that the same speaker produced both Strict and 
Non-Strict NC constructions. For (55), notice the example in (c): inside the sentence 
I have marked in italics, there is an occurrence of a subject n-indefinite in the 
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absence of the negative marker which is assumed to have undergone Obliteration. 
The rest of the examples in (55)92 are instances of Strict NC. 
 
 
(55) a. A new day’s starting and nobody don’t like it. Nobody don’t want to 

be here,                                                                        (p. 230) 
 b. My dream’s coming true. Ain’t nothing in the way.              (p. 125) 
 c. Them kids loved me, I could get them to do things nobody else could. 

This one named Timmy. Ain’t nobody ever heard him say a word.  
                                                                                                  (p. 136) 

   
 (Green 2002: 194. From John Wideman’s Brothers and Keepers, 1984) 

 
(56) a. Nobody here went (SE/003/625) 
 b. Nobody didn’t go (SE/003/625) 
       (Howe and Walker 2000: 129) 
 
 
Let us conclude this section by paying attention to two facts about AAE that may 
complicate the task of accounting for NC in such a variety. First, although NC is 
extremely frequent in AAE and much more widely attested than in other Non-
Standard varieties of English, it is not absolutely categorical. For instance, Labov 
(1972a: 184-185) reports the use of a Standard English form by one girl, Pam, who 
had been almost consistently using NC in her speech. It had been suggested in the 
conversation that fortune-telling could result in the death of someone’s family, to 
what Pam uttered (57). Very interestingly, some time later, Pam also produced (58), 
which contains NC.   
 
(57) No. I don’t want anybody to die in my family.    

 
(58) They ain’t nobody died in my family. 
 
 
The second fact to take into account is that AAE speakers also produce sentences 
where n-indefinites occur in the absence of an overt negative marker. Howe (2005: 
191) reports the following examples, which are taken from rap songs: 
 
(59) a. y’all talkin’ loud plus y’all sayin nuthin’.    (Madlib, Real Eyes, 1:43) 
   
 b. I’m never hittin’ no coke, that’s no joke.   

                                                             (Madlib, Astro travelling, 0:36) 

                                                           
 
92 All these examples correspond to the speech of Robby. 
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 c. to this I be no stranger. 
                 (Phife (A Tribe Called Quest), Rumble in the Jungle, 1:34) 

 d. we gonna get paid regardless, so if it’s no crowd we could just 
pretend. 
             (J-Live, add-a-cipher, 3:37) 

 e. say goodbye, you got no class.        (Redman, Maaad Crew, 1:06) 
 f. your armour no match for me.               (Diverse, Certified, 2:08) 
 g. I see no changes.         (2Pac, Changes, 0:17) 
 
 
The almost- (but not total-) categorical nature of NC in AAE can be argued to 
follow from two main properties of negation in AAE. First, the polarity feature of 
Polº in AAE does not generally have the EPP-property, so the right configuration for 
PF operations to apply with post-verbal n-indefinites if the Filter is active does not 
obtain. Occasionally, Polº is, like in Standard English, endowed with the EPP-
feature, which accounts for the occurrence of constructions where n-indefinites do 
not depend on an overt negative marker. Second, Impoverishment does not seem to 
be part of the grammar of AAE, which tolerates the co-occurrence of redundant 
negative morphology93, 94.  

                                                           
 
93 Cases of multiple NC like (46c), (48b) and (48c) are difficult to analyse in a uniform fashion. The 
example in (46c), here repeated as (1), may be accounted for by assuming that want is a restructuring verb 
in AAE, thus taking a VP complement. The negation in the matrix clause can then license the indefinites 
within the VP complement of the main verb. 
 
Bruce don’t want no teacher telling him nothing about no books. 
 
By contrast, the examples in (48b) and (48c), here repeated as (2), are more complex in terms of structure. 
 
a. Nobody ain’t never gonna make him take nothing no more. 
b. Nobody saw nothing out there that looked like no bear. 
 
In future research, I plan to investigate to what extent the examples in (2) can be analysed as involving 
Laka’s (1990) C[Neg]. The research question would be whether it is possible for n-indefinites in deeply 
embedded positions to establish an Agree relation with the uninterpretable polarity feature of a Cº head. 
Laka defends the view that negative complementisers are selected by verbs such as deny or doubt in 
Standard English, which allows embedded NPIs to be licensed, as shown in (3). 
 
a. The witnesses denied [that anybody left the room before dinner]. 
b. The professor doubts [that anybody understood her explanation].                (Laka 1990: 168) 
                                                                                                            
 
The examples in (4) show that the inherently negative feature of a verb such as deny is not able to license 
NPIs. These are licensed only if deny selects for a Cº head. 
 
a. *The witnesses denied anything. 
b. *The professor doubts any explanations.                                                       (Laka 1990: 169) 
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In general lines, Strict NC is more widely attested than Non-Strict NC in AAE. 
Within the present proposal, this amounts to saying that AAE is not generally 
sensitive to the Filter against the accidental co-occurrence of negative features in 
Spell-Out domains. 
 
However, it has also been shown that AAE can sometimes implement Non-Strict 
NC. Therefore, it is plausible to assume that, for a number of speakers of AAE, 
Obliteration, which is ultimately triggered by the language-particular condition that 
disallows the presence of too many negative features in Spell-Out domains, is part of 
their grammar.  
 
In AAE, regardless of whether it implements Strict or Non-Strict NC, negative 
inverted structures contain an overt negative marker are attested. Next section 
provides an answer as to why this is possible even in speakers that have a tendency 
to produce examples that are typical of a Non-Strict NC variety. Recall that the 
restriction in Non-Strict NC with respect to the co-occurrence of subject and fronted 
n-indefinites and the negative marker follows from a language-particular constraint 
that disallows having too many negative features in the same Spell-Out domain. 
This means that negative inverted structures with an overt negative marker should 
not be attested in the productions of AAE speakers who use Non-Strict AAE, 
contrary to fact.  
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                        
 
94 Only a very few examples of long-distance licensing of n-indefinites have been found in the FRED 
data. Some examples belong to Strict NC varieties, which have been argued not to be sensitive to the 
Filter. The example in (2) is from a Non-Strict NC variety, whereas for the examples in (3), there is not 
enough evidence to decide whether they belong to Strict or Non-Strict NC varieties. 
 
(1) a. I didn’t want to see no football.                            (FRED, CON_005) 
 b. You can’t have no-one write.                                                   (FRED, CON_005) 
 c. I didn’t get the chance to have no recreation.          (FRED, KEN_004) 
 d. I didn’t bother to go to no other pit once I was idle.          (FRED, GLA_003) 
 e. I’ve never been to market to buy no heifers.                           (FRED, SOM_005) 
 
(2) We didn’t use to take notice of them.           (FRED, CON_003) 
 
(3) a. You wun’t never want to touch nothing.             (FRED, SFK_028) 
 b. They don’t want to shoot no nets.             (FRED, SFK_023) 
 c. They didn’t use to pay no regard.                               (FRED, SFK_016) 
 d. You haven’t got to work no titlers.             (FRED, SFK_036) 
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4.6.3 Negative inversion in AAE 

 
As introduced in the previous section, even when AAE comes as a Non-Strict NC 
variety, negative inversion (NI henceforth) is attested. As this is unexpected under 
our account for the reasons outlined above, the issue is in need of clarification. Let 
us review some pioneering pieces of research on this phenomenon before I put 
forward my proposal to explain why the Filter against the accidental repetition of 
negative features in Spell-Out domains does not result in Obliteration of the negative 
marker in NI constructions in AAE. 
 
NI was formally addressed for the first time in Labov, Cohen, Robins and Lewis’s 
(1968) early work in AAE. As is illustrated in (60), it consists in the negated 
auxiliary surfacing to the left of the subject n-word and is often described as being 
an emphatic construction. 
 
(60) a. Doesn’t nobody really know that it’s a God, you know.  

                                                                                   Larry H., 15, Jets 
 b. Didn’t nobody see it, didn’t nobody hear it!    Benjamin S., 45, N.Y.C 
 c. Ain’t no white cop gonna put his hands on me!        Jesse H., 16, Jets 
 d. Ain’t nobody in my family Negro!              Boot B., 12, Thunderbirds 
   

      (examples from Labov 1972a: 187-188) 

 
 
Labov et al.‘s (1968) analysis of NI is revised in Sells, Rickford and Wasow (1995, 
1996), who point out two inadequacies of the account: (i) it does not cover all the 
attested data and (ii) it proposes two distinct mechanisms to derive NI examples 
without explaining why these two mechanisms should co-occur. Let us address each 
of the two ways in which NI can allegedly be derived in Labov et al. (1968) by 
considering (61) and (62). 
 
(61) Won’t nobody catch us.  

(Labov 1972a: 188) 

 
(62) Ain’t no black Santa Claus. 

(Sells, Rickford and Wasow 1996: 609) 

 
 
While it is argued that (61) is derived by means of auxiliary movement to the 
category C, (62) is assumed to contain a null expletive and involves no movement at 
all. Under this account, (62) would be equivalent to (63). 
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(63) It ain’t no black Santa Claus. 
 
 
By contrast, an example like (61) would be derived from the structure in (64). The 
mechanism would be similar to the one that derives (66) from (65) (Klima 1964). 
 
(64) Nobody won’t catch us. 
 
(65) I seldom go to the movies. 
 
(66) Seldom do I go to the movies. 
 
 
In minimalist terms95, (61) could be represented as shown in (67). Notice that it has 
been assumed that subjects are base-generated in Spec, v*P and move to Spec, TP. 
The derivation, thus, would involve two independent movements: subject movement 
to Spec, TP, and head movement of the auxiliary from T to C. 
 

                                                           
 
95 Sells, Rickford and Wasow (1996) update Labov et al. (1968) to the Government and Binding 
framework. I have done something similar with Sells et al. (1996) and the Minimalist Program. 
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(67) 

 
If the sentence contains a negated form of be, however, another analysis is possible. 
For instance, for a sentence like (68), Labov et al. (1968: 284, quoted in Sells, 
Rickford and Wasow 1996: 600) suggest that nothin’ happenin’ can be analysed as 
‘the predicate in an existential construction with a deleted expletive subject’, where 
happenin’ is ‘a reduced relative clause modifying nothin’’. This is represented in 
(69). 
 
(68) Ain’t nothin’ happenin’. 

 

 TP 
 

    T’ 
 

T 
         (won’t) 

             

NegP 
 

    Neg’  
 

       Neg 
      (-n’t) 

    

     v*P 
 

(nobody)         v*’ 
 

   v*  
catch 
 

      VP  
       
        
        us 
 

 nobody 
 

      C  
  won’t 
 

     C’ 

    CP 
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(69)  

 
 
 
While both analyses are often interchangeable, a number of cases can only be 
adequately captured by the representation in (67). This is the case, for instance, of 
(61). Likewise, the example in (62) above and the sentences in (70) below, can only 
be analysed as in (69), for the analysis in (67) would imply that the sentences have 
been derived from the ones in (71), which are ungrammatical. 
 
(70) a. Ain’t nothin’ you can do about it. 

(Labov 1972a: 189) 

 b. Ain’t nothin’ went down.  (NYC, Jets, 18, Labov et al., ex 359) 
                                                                  

(example taken from Sells et al. 1996 : 594) 

 c. Won’t be no Moon in this room tomorrow. (SoS, p. 119) 
     

(example taken from Sells et al. 1996: 603) 

 
(71) a. *Nothin’ ain’t that you can do about it. 

(Labov 1972a: 189) 

 b. *Nothin’ ain’t went down. 
     (Sells et al. 1995: 9) 

 c. *No Moon won’t be in this room tomorrow. 
 
 

 IP 
 

  I’ 
 

              I 
            ain’t 
          
             

    NP 
 

  nothing     CP 
 

       (that)  
 

    IP  
 
 

 

   

  (it) 
 

     (be) 
 

      VP 
 

 happenin’ 
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Sells, Rickford and Wasow (1995, 1996)96 initially propose a uniform analysis that 
can account for all the data in Labov et al. (1968). However, when considering new 
data of their own collection, as well as judgements from a number of speakers, they 
are forced to dismiss their analysis and re-accept a contemporary version of what 
was proposed in Labov et al. (1968) and Labov (1972a, b). 
 
Sells et al. assume that sentences like (72)97 and (73) involve no movement and 
receive very similar underlying representations, which they call Internal Subject and 
Existential. The main difference between the two is that in the Existential analysis, 
the n-indefinite is the head of an NP complement of I. The NP, in turn, has a CP 
relative clause modifier. 
 
(72) 

 
 

                                                           
 
96 Apart from discussing the Auxiliary Inversion analysis of NI that is put forward in Labov et al. (1968), 
Sells, Rickford and Wasow (1996) also put forward their own account of NI using the Optimality Theory 
framework. They show that the syntax of NI in AAE follows from the interaction of a number of 
syntactic constraints, whose ranking yields varying grammatical outputs. I have only concentrated on the 
analyses in GB-style and the data that have been shown to be relevant to either dismiss or accept them. 
97 The trees in (76) and (77) are reproduced exactly as they appear in Sells et al. (1996: 606). 

  IP 

 

     I’ 
 

   NP 
 

I 
         ain’t 
       (can’t) 
             

 VP 

 

    V’ 
 

  
    

       NP 
      nothin’ 
    (nobody) 

    happenin’ 
 (tag you then) 
 

 (Internal Subject) 
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(73) 

 
Sells et al. argue that the analysis in (67) cannot be correct for the sentences in (74) 
and (75), which involve an overt C. Since the Doubly-Filled Comp Filter prevents 
two elements from occupying the C category at the same time, it is concluded that it 
cannot be assumed that the negated auxiliary moves to C. 
 
(74) I know a way that [can’t nobody start a fight].  

 
 (Chicago, 12, Labov et al., ex. 370) 

 
(75) Pilate they remembered as a pretty woods-wild girl “that [couldn’t nobody 

put shoes on].” (SoS, p. 234) 
                                                                         (Sells et al. 1996: 603) 

 
 
However, sentences like (74) and (75) were judged ungrammatical by the AAE 
speakers that Sells et al. consulted in the 1990s. In addition, the speakers totally 
accepted the sentences when the overt C was removed, as predicted by the Doubly-
Filled Comp Filter. Examples (74) and (75), thus, can no longer be used as 
counterevidence for a T-to-C analysis of part of the contemporary AAE data.  
 
With respect to the Existential analysis, Sells et al. (1995, 1996) found that, contrary 
to what was expected, the speakers’ judgements apparently pointed out the 
inadequacy of the CP relative clause modifier being part of the representation in 
contemporary AAE. While Labov et al. reported that sentences like (76) were 
acceptable, this was not the case for the AAE speakers Sells et al. consulted. The 

  IP 

 

     I’ 
 

   NP 
 

I(be) 
         ain’t 
       (ain’t) 
             

 NP 

 

      CP 
 

  
    

        NP 
      nothin’ 
    (nothin’) 

    happenin’ 
  (you can do) 
 

 (Existential) 
 

    IP 
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paraphrase in (80b) shows that an omitted subject relative pronoun is present in the 
sentence. 
 
(76) a. (*)Ain’t nothing went down. 
       

(Labov et al. 1968: e.g. 359; Sells et al. 1995: e.g. 17) 

 
 b. Ain’t nothing that went down. 
 
 
Sells et al. in addition, report that their informants favoured (81b) over (81a). 
Nevertheless, as shown by the examples in (78), the unacceptability of (81a) follows 
from the impossibility of omitting subject relative pronouns. Thus, the conclusion is 
that the Existential analysis is not incorrect: rather, the unacceptability of (76) and 
(81b) in contemporary AAE is related to whether the relative pronoun can be 
omitted or not. 
 
(77) a. ?Before they invented them kicks, ain’t nobody could do that (e.g. 

jump so high). (rejected by some of our 1992 consultants, in favour 
of (b)) 

 b. Before they invented them kicks, couldn’t nobody do that.  
         (EPA, 16, 1992) 

         (Sells et al. 1996: 620) 

 
(78) a. Ain’t nothin’ you can do.  

                                    (Labov et al., ex. 358; EPA judgements, 1992) 
 

 b. Ain’t no way in the world you can miss it. (SoS, p. 269) 
 

         (Sells et al. 1996: 620) 

 
 
Sells, Rickford and Wasow’s (1995, 1996) conclusion is that in contemporary AAE, 
the Internal Subject derivation in (76) is no longer part of the grammar. Rather, 
unambiguously existential constructions can be analysed as resulting from a 
constraint that blocks the possibility of having T-to-C movement. Such a constraint 
is labelled as PredIntact and establishes that a predicate nominal phrase, or its head 
NP, cannot be moved to Spec, TP, as it does not need to check its case features. I 
adopt this view to account for unambiguously existential sentences. 
 
For those examples that are ambiguous between an existential and a non-existential 
representation, I entertain the idea that they are always derived via T-to-C 
movement, except when the expletive is overt. In that case, I argue that the Subject 
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Internal analysis is still tenable and that the subject remains in its base-generated 
position, as standardly assumed for expletive there-constructions. All other 
examples displaying NI are analysed as involving T-to-C movement, in line with 
Labov et al. (1968) and Sells et al. (1995, 1996). The negated auxiliary ain’t (see 
section 4.6.5) is assumed to be the phonological exponent of the negative marker 
when it head-adjoins to the auxiliaries be and have (in the present tense), and do 

(both in the present and past tenses). The negated auxiliary is inserted under T. The 
various possible structures are represented in (80) to (82) for the examples in (79).  
 
(79) a. Ain’t nothing you can do. 
 b. Ain’t nothing happenin’. 
 c. Can’t nobody do me like Jesus. 

(Green 2002: 79) 

 
(80)  TP 

 

  T’ 
 

             T         
           ain’ti 

          
             

  NegP 
 

   Neg 
 [iNeg] 

    vAUXP 
 

     vAUX’  
 

   
 

      you can do 
 

  Unambiguously existential 

     vAUX  
       ti 

 
 

     CP 
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        C’ 
 

       (that) 
 

    TP 
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(81) 

 TP 
 

  T’ 
 

             T         
           ain’ti 

          
             

  NegP 
 

   Neg 
 [iNeg] 

    vAUXP 
 

 nothingj 

 
 

     vAUX’  
 

    It 
 

The expletive in Spec, TP prevents 
the n-indefinite from moving out 
from Spec, vAUXP. 

     vAUX  
       ti 

 
 

     vP 
 

    tj  
 

   v’  
    | 
   v 
happenin’ 

 CP 
 

  C’ 
 

             C         
           ain’tj 

          
             

    TP 
 

  nothingi     T’ 
 

    T 
    tj 

 

    vP  
 

   
 

Cº probes inside TP and vP in parallel: 
the negated auxiliary moves to Cº and 
the subject n-indefinite to Spec, TP. 

        ti 
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           | 
          v 
happenin’ 

   NegP 
 

  Neg 
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  vAUXP 
 

       vAUX’ 
 

     vAUX 
 

          ti 

a. 

b. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NEGATIVE CONCORD IN ENGLISH AND ROMANCE: 
SYNTAX-MORPHOLOGY INTERFACE CONDITIONS ON THE EXPRESSION OF NEGATION 
 
 
 

201 

(82) 

 
 
As was discussed in previous sections, the configurations in (80) to (82) should be 
problematic for those AAE speakers who have a system of Non-Strict NC, where 
negative features cannot co-occur in Spell-Out domains. Although AAE, as 
discussed earlier in the chapter, generally implements Strict NC and, hence, tolerates 
NI constructions, why these are also allowed by those speakers who may 
occasionally produce negative sentences with Non-Strict NC needs to be explained.  
 
When Polº/Negº projects into PolP/NegP, Obliteration can theoretically apply if a 
variety bans the morphophonological realisation of more than one negative feature 
in the same Spell-Out domain. However, as seen later in this section, once the CP-
split hypothesis is assumed (Rizzi 1997), the Cº head that probes into the TP can be 
defined as Focus. That is, both ain’t and other negated auxiliaries in NI 
constructions bear a Focus feature, which is crucial to account for the fact that 
Obliteration does not occur in NI. The negative feature in Focº in NI constructions, 
contributed by the head-adjoined Negº in ain’t and in other auxiliaries such as can’t 
or shouldn’t, cannot be deleted because, otherwise, the resulting feature-matrix 
would not correspond to any lexical item that could possibly be inserted under Focº. 
 

 TP 
 

    T’ 
 

T 
         (can’t) 

             

NegP 
 

    Neg’  
 

       Neg 
     [iNeg] 
    

     v*P 
 

(nobody)           v* 
 

       v* 

      do        
   
 

 nobody 
 

      C  
   can’t 
 

     C’ 

    CP 

        me like Jesus      
   

       VP 
 

Parallel probing of Cº into TP and v*P: the 
negated auxiliary can’t moves to Cº, and 
the subject n-indefinite raises to Spec, TP. 
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That Focus is likely to be what blocks Obliteration can be seen in the contrast that 
exists between the pairs in (83) and (84). While speakers who allow Non-Strict NC 
would basically attribute to (87a) the same meaning as to (87b), they would not do 
so with (88a) and (88b), which is ungrammatical. Why the examples in (83) are both 
possible while (88b) is not is an issue that will be taken up again in section 4.6.5, 
which contains a characterisation of ain’t within the DM model. It will be shown 
that while it indeed seems possible to Obliterate the head-adjoined Negº that 
determines that certain auxiliaries be phonologically realised as ain’t, this is not an 
option in NI constructions that involve Focus.  
 
(83) a. Nobody be worried for Peter. 
 b. Nobody ain’t worried for Peter. 
 
(84) a. Ain’t nobody worried for Peter. 
 b. *Be nobody worried for Peter. 
 
 
Although it has often been claimed that NI is emphatic (Labov 1972a, b; Green 
2002), Sells et al. (1995, 1996) do not accept the hypothesis that NI is triggered by 
affective or emphatic reasons. One of their arguments is that this would not account 
for why SAI does not obtain with positive sentences, which can also be emphatic. 
 
This argument is not really strong, as Standard English does have the possibility of 
emphasising positive sentences by means of SAI to a certain extent. Actually, Swan 
(1995), in his Practical English Usage, reports that Americans and some British 
speakers may use inverted constructions in exclamations. Consider the examples in 
(85), from Swan, as well as the examples in (86), which have been taken from a 
textbook for Advanced students of English. 
 
(85) a. Boy, am I hungry! 
 b. Was I furious! 
 c. Wow, did she make a mistake! 

                 (Swan 1995: 194) 

 
 d. Have you got a surprise coming! 
 e. Am I mad! 

     (Swan 1995: 288) 

 
 
(86) a. It’s a rare quality, but boy do you know when you’ve found it! 
 b. I love Christina Aguilera. Wow, can that girl sing! 
 c. Man, is it hot today! 
 d. Am I glad to see you! 
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 e. Was I surprised when I got the message! 
                                                    

(Cunningham, Moor and Comyns Carr 2003: 79) 

 
 
As suggested earlier, if Rizzi’s (1997) proposed structure for the left-periphery of 
the clause is adopted, T-to-C movement in NI constructions can be analysed as 
movement of the negated auxiliary to Focº. As has been noted by Sells et al. (1995: 
21), there is a contrast between (87a) and (87b): the former is not emphatic while the 
latter is.  
 
(87) a. Nothin’ ain’t happenin’. 
 b. Ain’t nothin’ happenin’ 
 
 
As mentioned earlier, the sentence in (87a) would probably surface as (88) if uttered 
by an AAE speaker with a Non-Strict NC system. However, (87b) would be the 
same for speakers of both varieties of AAE (that with Strict NC and that with Non-
Strict NC) because of the blocking effect exerted by the [Focus] features of the 
auxiliary that Negation head-adjoins to. 
 
(88) Nothin’ be happenin’. 
 
 
The trees in (81) and (82) can be redrawn as (89) and (90). Cº has been replaced by 
Focº, which triggers movement of the negated auxiliary and accounts for the 
emphatic nature of NI constructions. The rest of the representation remains the 
same.  
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(89) 
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(90) 

 

4.6.4 On the feature characterisation of ain’t 

 
The next two sections retake the issue of why the negative morphology always 
surfaces on the auxiliary in NI constructions even for those speakers who can 
produce Non-Strict NC structures with a subject n-indefinite and an Obliterated 
negative marker. As was anticipated in the previous section, if it is assumed that 
Focus is involved in the derivation of NI constructions, the fact that the negative 
marker is always overt in NI constructions in AAE can be accounted for. 
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4.6.4.1 Ain’t in Distributed Morphology: Parrott (2007) 

 
Parrott (2007) proposes the Vocabulary Items for ain’t in AAE in (91). They read as 
follows: present tense be and have, as well as present and past tense do level to ain’t 
when they are specified as negative. As Parrott states, ain’t levelling is variable in 
AAE. 
 
(91) Vocabulary Items for ain’t in AAE 
 
  [be, Past: -, Neg]       /DHnt/ 
  [have, Past: -, Neg]   /DHnt/ 
  [do, Neg]                   /DHnt/ 
                          (Parrott 2007: 229) 

 
 
The feature characterisation of ain’t in (91) allows us to make a prediction: if ain’t is 
inserted when be, have, or do have raised from vAUXº to Tº, and Negº has head-
adjoined to Tº, the application of Obliteration to the complex formed by Tº (be, 

have, do) and Negº should result in the lexical insertion of the form corresponding to 
Tº (be, have

98). Take, for instance, the pair (92).  
 
(92) a. Nothin’ ain’t happenin’. 
 b. Nothin’ be happenin’. 
 
 
The insertion of be

99 is actually expected if, once the derivation has been sent to 
Transfer, the negative syntactic terminal is Obliterated. The Vocabulary Item that 
wins the competition for insertion is (93). 
 
(93) [be, Past: -]              /bH/ 
 
 
The next section shows that the result of Obliteration of the negative syntactic 
terminal is not possible when the Tº-Negº complex is in Focus. Obliterating the 
negative marker always results either in an ungrammatical sentence or, by contrast, 

                                                           
 
98 In the present dissertation, do-support has been assumed to follow from Fission of the [uv] feature of 
Tº, which requires to be Adjacent to the head of its complement. If Negº is Obliterated from the complex 
head it forms with Tº, it is predicted that do does not surface, as Adjacency between Tº and vº will obtain. 
When ain’t is equivalent to do/did + Negº, thus, we would expect no auxiliary to surface after 
Obliteration. 
99 It is assumed that this is an instance of aspectual be, which always occurs in the bare form and can 
usually precede a verb in the -ing form (Green 2002: 48). The meaning of (92b) would be something as 
‘Nothing usually happens’. 
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in a syntactic structure which corresponds to a non-negative semantic 
interpretation100. 
 
 

4.6.4.2 Focus-blocking of Obliteration 

 
It was already mentioned in section 4.6.4 that Obliteration of the negative syntactic 
terminal (which forms a complex head with Tº, which occupies Focº in NI 
constructions) in an example like (84a), here repeated as (94), results in 
ungrammaticality, as shown in (95). 
 
(94) Ain’t nobody worried for Peter. 
 
(95) *Be nobody worried for Peter. 
 
 
Something similar happens with auxiliaries other than ain’t. Take, for instance, the 
example in (79c), repeated here as (96). 
 
(96) Can’t nobody do me like Jesus. 
 
 
Obliteration would result in (97). This example would probably be interpreted as a 
(negative) question, and not as a negative construction.  
 
(97) Can nobody do me like Jesus. 
 
 
Since the final phonological realisation of (97) would correspond to the syntax of a 
question, I assume Obliteration in NI constructions to be blocked on semantic 
grounds101. 

                                                           
 
100 It is assumed here, in line with Chomsky (2005) that the CP phase is Transferred in full when it is a 
root clause. 
101 Notice that in the case of the exclamatives presented in (85) and (86), SAI is complemented with the 
use of interjections such as ‘wow’, ‘boy’ or ‘man’, which unmistakenly prepare the listener to interpret 
the utterance as an exclamative and not a question. McCawley (1973) includes the possibility of using 
interjections with exclamatives in the list of characteristics which distinguish Yes/No questions from 
exclamatives with SAI. Other properties of exclamatives that are excluded for questions are, among 
others: (i) the falling intonation, (ii) the possibility of using delicious, as in ‘Boy, can you make delicious 
coffee!’ (McCawley 1973: 371), (iii) the possibility of using emotive adjectives such as appalling and 
outrageous and (iv) the fact that exclamatives allow appositives. By contrast, unlike exclamatives, 
Yes/No questions allow the free use of intensifiers such as very and quite, and can be conjoined.  
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4.7 Summary and conclusions 

 
The present chapter has addressed the issue of NC in a number of Non-Standard 
varieties of English. Spontaneous data have been used whenever possible, though 
examples from a variety of other sources (literature on NC, fiction books, movie 
scripts and lyrics) have been considered as well. For Non-Standard varieties of 
British English, the data have been taken from the FRED corpus and, to a lesser 
extent, the BNC-SpS. For AAE, by contrast, published data have been used. 
 
The dialectal data from the FRED corpus, mainly, and the BNC-SpS, to a lesser 
extent, show that some Non-Standard varieties of English display Strict NC, while 
some others implement Non-Strict NC. In the case of AAE, by contrast, it was 
concluded from the data, which were gathered from various sources, that it mostly 
displays Strict NC, though there is evidence that, for a number of speakers, it 
implements Non-Strict NC. 
 
The main purpose of this chapter was to show that the phenomenon of NC in Non-
Standard varieties of English can be accounted for by extending the analysis that 
was proposed in chapter 3. That is, as argued for Standard English in the previous 
chapter, the absence of the sentential negative marker in Non-Strict NC 
constructions involving pre-verbal n-indefinites follows from the application of 
Obliteration, a PF operation that is triggered by a language-particular constraint that 
bans the accidental co-occurrence of negative features in Spell-Out domains.  
 
It was observed that, unlike in Standard English, the polarity feature of Polº is not 
endowed with the EPP-property, which allows post-verbal n-indefinites to remain 
VP-internal and value the [iPol: ] feature of Polº at the distance via Agree. This is 
why post-verbal n-indefinites can co-occur with an overt negative marker both in 
Strict and in Non-Strict NC varieties of Non-Standard English. In other words, in 
not raising to Spec, NegP, post-verbal n-indefinites are not in the same Spell-Out 
domain as the negative marker, thus not violating the Filter that was claimed to 
disallow the accidental repetition of negative features in the same Spell-Out domain 
and not triggering Obliteration or Impoverishment as repair operations. 
 
With respect to pre-verbal n-indefinites, on the other hand, they were predicted to 
co-occur with the negative marker in Strict NC varieties, for these are not 
constrained by the Filter. This means that a repair operation such as Obliteration is 
unmotivated and the negative marker always surfaces in the presence of n-
indefinites, regardless of their position in the clause. 
 
Pre-verbal n-indefinites were claimed to result in Obliteration of the negative marker 
in Non-Strict NC. Interestingly, these do not need to raise as far as Spec, TP for the 
negative marker to be deleted; rather, some data on there-constructions were 
considered that show that Obliteration is attested even when subject n-indefinites 
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remain in Spec, v*P –the position where they have been base-generated. This is not 
unexpected in an account that assumes Spell-Out domains to be the relevant contexts 
for a haplology rule to be applied. Given that subjects are always in the same Spell-
Out domain as the negative marker, they can always possibly give rise to the 
application of Obliteration in those varieties that implement Non-Strict NC, as is 
indeed the case. 
 
The case of never, which is reported Anderwald’s (2002) study of Non-Standard 
British English to be more widely used than any other n-indefinite, has also been 
considered in the present chapter. After confirming that the FRED corpus parallels 
the trend observed by Anderwald in the BNC-SpS with respect to the highly 
frequent use of never, I have discussed the observation in Strict NC varieties of 
Non-Standard British English, never does not co-occur with the sentential negative 
marker. This is unexpected if never is uniformly analysed as an n-indefinite like 
nobody or nothing.  
 
Inspired in a suggestion by Cheshire (1998), it has been claimed that never can 
indeed be analysed as a negator with interpretable negative features in a great 
number of cases. However, a number of counterexamples have shown that some 
room must be left for the lexical ambiguity of never, which is a true negator in some 
occasions, and a clear n-indefinite in some others.  
 
In this chapter, I have also argued, contra Labov (1972a, b), that negative statements 
that contain n-indefinites do not involve incorporation of negation into an any-
indefinite. Rather, I have assumed that n-indefinites are made up of an abstract 
polarity morpheme and a Root. The former bears an uninterpretable polarity feature 
that can enter the derivation already valued as negative.  
 
The assumption that (un)interpretability and the valued / unvalued status of a feature 
are independent issues is taken from Pesetsky and Torrego (2004): interpretable 
features can be unvalued, and hence act as Probes, and uninterpretable features can 
be valued and hence act as Goals. For a feature to be valued, it must Agree with a 
valued matching feature. For an unintepretable feature to delete, it must have entered 
in an Agree relation. 
 
Also in this chapter, the existence of any-subjects in HE, which seem to challenge 
the general theory of PI licensing have been re-analysed as containing Free-Choice 
Items (FCIs), and not n-indefinites, that are licensed in non-episodic contexts 
containing non-veridical operators. FCIs have in turn been assumed to be 
indefinites, which makes it possible for them to acquire quantificational force and 
scope over negation. 
 
Finally, in the second part of the chapter, data from AAE, a North-American variety 
of Non-Standard English, have been considered. As for Non-Standard British 
English varieties, it was shown that the analysis that was put forward for Non-
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Standard British English varieties could successfully be extended to account for the 
system of negation in AAE.  
 
Both for Non-Standard British English varieties and in AAE, cases of intra-speaker 
variability, where a single speaker switched between Strict and Non-Strict NC, were 
observed in the collected data. While this phenomenon is not widespread, it is 
indeed attested and, thus, must be accommodated into a theory of NC.  
 
Our account explains potential switches to Standard English and other types of NC 
(i.e. from Strict to Non-Strict NC or vice versa) in terms of (i) whether Negº carries 
a polarity feature with or without the EPP-property and (ii) whether a language-
constraint prevents too many negative features to be morphophonologically realised 
in the same Spell-Out domain. While (i) yields the Standard English versus Non-
Standard English contrast with respect to the distribution of post-verbal n-
indefinites, (ii) results in the Standard English / Non-Strict NC versus Strict NC 
opposition with respect to the distribution of pre-verbal n-indefinites. 
 
In the last part of the chapter, the phenomenon of NI in AAE has been considered. 
Following Sells et al. (1995, 1996), it has been proposed that, except for cases of 
existential clauses (either with or without an overt expletive in Spec, TP), NI 
constructions were derived by T-to-C movement, where Cº has been identified as 
Focº (Rizzi 1997). I have argued that it is the case that all speakers of AAE, 
regardless of whether they usually produce Strict or Non-Strict NC constructions, 
tolerate the co-occurrence of the negative marker and a pre-verbal n-indefinite 
because the former is part of a complex Tº head that sits in Focº. Obliterating the 
negative syntactic terminal when it is in Focº results in ungrammaticality or in loss 
of the intended negative meaning. This operation is, thus, blocked on semantic 
grounds. 
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5 Negative Concord in Romance 

5.1 Introduction 

 
The present chapter addresses the phenomenon of NC in a variety of Romance 
languages such as Catalan, Spanish, Italian and French, among others. The purpose 
of this cross-linguistic comparison is to show that the account that was presented in 
chapter 3 for Standard English negation and then extended to NC in Non-Standard 
varieties of English in chapter 4 can also capture the linguistic evidence on NC in 
Romance. 
 
Italian and Spanish, which are Non-Strict NC languages, display the well-known 
asymmetry between pre- and post-verbal n-words (or n-indefinites, as they have 
been referred to in previous chapters) with respect to the absence / presence of the 
sentential negative marker. While post-verbal n-words must co-occur with the 
negative marker, pre-verbal n-words cannot. This is comparable to what was 
observed for Non-Standard English varieties with a system of Non-Strict NC.  
 
The purpose of this chapter is to show that, as was discussed for Non-Standard 
English in chapter 4, Non-Strict NC Romance languages are constrained by the 
Filter against the accidental repetition of negative features in Spell-Out domains. 
This triggers the application of Obliteration of the negative syntactic terminal 
whenever n-words are in a pre-verbal position. In the case of post-verbal n-words, it 
will be shown that, as was the case for varieties of Non-Standard English, they 
remain VP-internal, thus not being in the same Spell-Out domain as the sentential 
negative marker and not triggering Obliteration of the latter. As was discussed for 
AAE, Impoverishment is not attested in the Non-Strict NC languages considered in 
this chapter. 
 
As discussed in section 5.2.3.3, n-indefinites are characterised as containing a 
polarity morpheme that carries a valued uninterpretable polarity feature. For Strict 
NC languages like Romanian, it has been assumed that these tolerate more than one 
negative feature in the same Spell-Out domain. PF repair operations are, thus, 
unmotivated.  
 
Catalan and French are more complex than the other Romance languages mentioned 
so far. The former is very difficult to classify as displaying either Strict or Non-
Strict NC. Actually, for a number of speakers, it is indistinctively both. Cases of 
intra-speaker variability are thus found in Catalan. With respect to French, 
significant differences have been reported between Standard French and other 
varieties of French such as Québécois in the field of the expression of negation, on 
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the one hand. On the other hand, Standard French shows a number of striking 
similarities with Standard English.  
 
Both facts about French can be accommodated under the account that has been 
defended in earlier chapters. However, it will be necessary to explore the claim, 
made in Gallego (2005, 2007), that, despite being a Romance language, Standard 
French is not a null subject language (NSL). Rather, it is comparable to Standard 
English in that (i) Tº bears an EPP-feature that disallows post-verbal subjects and in 
that (ii) v-to-T movement does not take place in the syntax, while this is assumed to 
be the case in the rest of Romance languages. After considering these two facts 
about Standard French, it will be shown that it is not surprising that it does not 
behave like most Romance languages concerning the phenomenon of NC.   
 
Chapter 5 is organised as follows: in section 5.2 data on Spanish, a Non-Strict NC 
language, are introduced and discussed. However, a number of other issues are 
addressed before developing our own analysis of NC examples. In section 5.2.1, the 
phenomenon of Phase Sliding in NSLs is presented, as well as its implications for 
the positioning of PolP / NegP in the clause. In section 5.2.2, the work by Espinal 
(2000 and in press) on the semantic characterisation of n-words in Catalan (and 
other Romance languages) is discussed, and the role of Focus for the 
quantificational reading of pre-verbal n-words (Isac 2002) is highlighted. In section 
5.2.3 some prototypical data on NC in Spanish are considered. These illustrate a 
well-known word order pattern also observed in other Romance Non-Strict NC 
languages. Section 5.2.3.2 addresses the no…N + alguno/-a construction; section 
5.2.3.3 is devoted to showing that n-words can co-occur with the sentential negative 
marker in dialectal and diachronic Spanish. 
 
Section 5.3.1 addresses some data in Romanian, a Strict NC Romance language. 
Section 5.4 is devoted to the discussion of Standard French and Québécois French, 
while section 5.5 is dedicated to Catalan, with special emphasis on (i) the intra-
speaker variability that is observed with respect to the co-occurrence of the negative 
marker with pre-verbal n-words and (ii) the status of pas. Finally, section 5.6 
summarises the main conclusions. 
 
 

5.2 Non-Strict NC in Romance: Spanish 

5.2.1 Phase Sliding and the position of NegP in NSLs 

 
As was already introduced in chapter 2, Gallego (2005, 2007) discusses the process 
of Phase Sliding, which follows from the syntactic movement of v*-to-T in NSLs. 
Gallego claims that when v* moves to T in the syntax (and not in the phonological 
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component, as seems to happen in English), this ‘pushes up’ the v*P phase: 
technically, Merge of v* to T causes a Reprojection102 that creates a hybrid label v*/ 
T that triggers all operations. All phase phenomena that occur in the v*P phase take 
place in the v*/ TP domain after Phase Sliding. In having its head removed, v*P is 
no longer a phase. Phase Sliding, therefore, induces an extra process of Transfer, 
which sends v*P and C-v*/ T to the interfaces at different times. 
 
In addition, Gallego’s proposal gives an explanation for the well-documented 
observation that Spec, TP in Spanish displays both A- and A-bar properties. As 
noted in Gallego (2005: 49), under a Phase Sliding analysis, the A-bar properties of 
Spec, TP come from v*, while T contributes the A-properties.  
 
While the examples in (1) show that the subject in Spec, TP can bind and control, 
hence illustrating the A-properties of Spec, TP, Gallego (2005) discusses evidence 
that confirms the prediction that if T is a phase head, DPs should be able to land in 
its outer Spec(s) to allow successive cyclic movement, or to yield some particular 
semantic interpretation. As shown in (2), pre-verbal subjects are assigned a topic or 
categorical-like interpretation, whereas they are interpreted as Focus if they are post-
verbal (Gallego 2004). This is expected if T is a phase-head. 
 
(1)    a. Juani quiere PROi salir con Lucía.    (Spanish) 
  Juan wants-3SG  to-go-out with Lucía   
                  ‘Juan wants to go out with Lucía’ 
 
 b. Juani se afeita a sí mismoi. 
  Juan CL shaves-3SG to self same  
                  ‘Juan shaves himself’ 

       (Gallego 2005: 49) 

 
 
(2)   a.  María canta. (=María is a singer)                        (Spanish) 
  María sings-3SG   
                    ‘María sings’ 
 
 b.  Canta María.  
  sings-3SG María     
                    ‘María sings’ (=María is singing/It is María who sings… and not Ana)   

            

(Gallego 2005: 52) 
                                                           
 
102 Reprojection (Hornstein and Uriagereka 2002) consists in the projection, for a second time, in the 
same geometrical object. Reprojection transforms the phrase marker {Y, {Y, X}} into a phrase marker 
{X, {Y, X}}. 
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Gallego (2005) also reports Uribe-Etxebarria’s (1992: 462-465) observation that, 
unlike in English, pre-verbal quantified subjects do not allow wh-objects to have 
inverse scope. This is illustrated in (3), for which a pair-list answer is not possible, 
and in (4), where both the rigid scope and the pair-list readings are possible. Finally, 
(5) shows that Spanish post-verbal distributive subjects do not show the restriction 
observed in (3). 
 
(3) A: ¿A quiénz dices [CP que [TP cada senadori amabaj [v*P ti tj tz]]? 
    to who say-2SG  that each senator loved-3SG    
            ‘Who do you say that each senator loved?’                                        (Spanish) 
 
 √B:   Cada senador amaba a María. 
    each senator loved-3SG to María  
             ‘Each senator loved María’ 
 
 xB’: El senador Smith amaba a María, el senador 
  the senator Smith loved-3SG to María, the senator 

                    ‘Senator Smith loved María, senator  
 

   Brown amaba a Inés, etc. 
   Brown loved-3SG to Inés, etc. 

                    Brown loved Inés, etc.’ 
                                                               

(Uribe-Etxebarria 1992, in Gallego 2006: 53) 

 
 
(4) a. A:    Who do you think everyone saw at the rally? 
 b. √B:   It is John that everyone saw at the rally. 
 c. √B’: Susan saw Peter, Mary saw Eddie, Julia saw John, etc. 

              

(Gallego 2006: 53) 

 
 
(5) A: ¿A quiénz dices [CP que [TP amabai [v*P cada senadorj ti tz]]? 
    to who say-2SG  that loved-3SG each senator   
             ‘Who do you say that each senator loved?                                        (Spanish) 
 
 √B:   Cada senador amaba a María. 
    each senator loved-3SG to María  

             ‘Each senator loved María’ 
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 √B’: El senador Smith amaba a María, el senador Brown amaba 
  the senator Smith loved-3SG to María, the senator Brown loved-3SG 

              ‘Senator Smith loved María, senator Brown loved 
 
               a Inés, etc.                                                           
               to Inés, etc.  

               Inés, etc.’ 
                                                               (Uribe-Etxebarria 1992, in Gallego 2006: 53) 

 
 
Gallego (2005) contributes evidence from subextraction and intervention effects that 
show that, in NSLs, v*P does not behave as a phase. With respect to the first 
phenomenon, Gallego claims that since Spec, v* is not a phase edge in NSLs, 
subextraction from subjects is possible if these are post-verbal. This contrasts with 
English, where subextraction from subjects is impossible. Subextraction from 
subjects in Spec, v*/T is not totally impossible in NSLs, but it is highly degraded 
and worse than subextraction from Spec, v*P. This is shown in (6) and (7). 
 
(6)   a. ??¿[CP De qué artistasi han heridoz [TP tz [v*P tu sensibilidadj 
             of what artists have-3PL hurt      

your 
sensitivity 

                             ‘Which artists have the works by hurt your sensitivity?’ 
 

                     [v*P [las   obras ti] tz tj]]]?               (Spanish) 
                             the  works 

 
 
 
 

 

               b. *¿[CP De qué artistasi han heridoz [TP [las  obras ti]j tz [v*P tj tz 

           of what artists have-3PL hurt         the works  
  ‘Which artists have the works by hurt your sensitivity?’ 
 
                      tu sensibilidad]]]? 
                      your sensitivity  
            (Gallego 2005: 84) 

 
 
(7)   a. ¿De qué conferenciantesi te parecez [CP que [TP me van 
    of what speakers CL-to-you seems-3SG      that      me go 
                       ‘Which speakers does it seem to you that 
 
                  a impresionar [v*P [las propuestas ti]]]]?          (Spanish) 
                  to impress        the   
                  the proposals by will impress me?’ 
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   b. ??/*De qué conferenciantesi te parecez [CP que 
         of what speakers CL-to-you seems-3SG      that 
                        ‘Which speakers does it seem to you that 
 
                  [TP [las  propuestas ti]j me van a impresionar [v*Ptj]]? 
                         the proposals me go to impress 
                         the proposals by will impress me?’ 

       

(Uriagereka 2004: 10, in Gallego 2005: 84) 

 
 
Concerning intervention effects, Gallego shows that VOS is a possible word order in 
transitive sentences in Spanish. He assumes Ordóñez’s (1998) account of VOS as a 
result of object movement to a position that c-commands the subject, which Gallego 
identifies as outer Spec, v*P. The examples in (8) are thus analysed as in (9). 
 
(8)    a.     Compró el coche María.                  (Spanish)
      bought-3SG the car María  
                         ‘María bought the car’ 
 
    b.     Rompió el vaso Pablo. 
      broke-3SG the glass Pablo  
                        ‘Pablo broke the glass’ 
 
 
(9) a. [CP C [TP Comprói [v*P el cochej [v*P María [VP ti tj]]]]             (Spanish) 
 b. [CP C [TP Rompiói [v*P el vasoj [v*P Pablo [VP ti tj]]]]                        
        
                                                                             (Gallego 2005: 61) 
 
 
Given the analysis of VOS in (9), if v*P is assumed to be a phase, intervention 
effects should be attested: when the phi-Probe of T looks for a Goal in its c-
command domain, the first DP it finds is not the subject, but the object. However, no 
intervention effects are attested in (8), and T succeeds in Agreeing with the post-
verbal subject despite the VOS word order. This is not unexpected if, as Gallego 
(2005, 2007) claims, v*-to-T movement can extend a phase domain, i.e. slide a 
phase. That v*-to-T is what permits Object Shift (OS) is confirmed in the examples 
in (10): OS is ungrammatical if the verb does not raise out from the v*P. 
 
(10) a. *[CP C [TP T [v*P el cochej [v*P María compró tj]]]]                  (Spanish) 
 
 
 

  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NEGATIVE CONCORD IN ENGLISH AND ROMANCE: 
SYNTAX-MORPHOLOGY INTERFACE CONDITIONS ON THE EXPRESSION OF NEGATION 
 
 
 

217 

 b. [CP C [TP Comprói T [v*P el cochej [v*P María ti tj]]]]                      
              

(Gallego 2005: 64) 

 
 
To conclude, if the structure in (11) is assumed, which results from Phase Sliding 
after v*-to-T movement, both nominative and accusative Case are assigned in 
parallel within the v*/ TP phase, and movement of v* to T forces the object to move 
to the outer Spec, v*P.  
 
(11) [CP C [v*/TP vi*/T  [v*P Subj ti [VP V Obj ] ]]]] 
 
 
To test the validity of such a claim, Gallego (2005, 2007) shows that in 
constructions where the verb does not move to T (e.g. auxiliary structures and 
causative structures in Spanish), Case assignment cannot proceed in parallel, and the 
object cannot precede the subject. These two cases are illustrated in (12) and (13) 
respectively.  
 
(12) a. *[CP C [TP T [v*P Juan hizo [v*P cada cochej [v*P a su dueño [VP recoger tj ]]]]]]
         Juan made       each car       to its owner      to-pick-up 
                                 ‘Juan made its owner pick up each car’                         (Spanish) 

 

 b. [CP C [TP T [v*PJuan hizo recogeri [v*P cada cochej [v*P a su dueño [VP ti tj ]]]]]] 
        Juan made  pick-up       each car       to its owner 
                                 ‘Juan made its owner pick up each car’                              

 
                                                                                  (adapted from Gallego 2005: 66) 

 

(13)    a. (Ayer) Estaba Juan leyendo un libro.               (Spanish) 
  (Yesterday)  was-3SG Juan reading a book  
              ‘Yesterday, Juan was reading a book’ 
 
    b.    *(Ayer) Estaba un libro Juan leyendo               
      (Yesterday) was-3SG a book Juan reading  
                   ‘Yesterday,   Juan was reading a book’ 
                                                                                                         (Gallego 2005: 65) 

 
 
In (12a), the matrix v* cannot assign accusative case to the subject a su dueño (‘to 
its owner’), as the object cada coche (‘each car’) is in the outer Spec, v*P as a result 
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of scrambling (and not because of Phase Sliding); the grammaticality of (12b), on 
the other hand, shows that the object is no longer intervening if the verb moves to T, 
Reprojecting into v*/ T, and thus allowing parallel assignment of accusative and 
nominative case. In (13), the gerund leyendo is assumed to remain within the v*P, 
hence not allowing the object to move to an outer Spec, v*P. 
 
The purpose of this section has been to introduce Gallego’s (2005, 2007) concept of 
Phase Sliding as a process that extends the v*P phase to the T-domain in NSLs. I 
assume that this is crucial to define what is the position of sentential negation in 
Romance languages.  
 
Ouhalla (1991) suggests that the position of NegP is parameterised: it can either 
select VP or TP. In chapter 3, I have assumed that PolP, which can be specified as 
semantically negative, was merged at the edge of the v*P phase in English (both in 
Standard and in Non-Standard varieties); I will assume that it is merged on top of 
v*/ TP in those Romance languages that display Phase Sliding.  
 
This can seem a way of re-stating Ouhalla’s NEG Parameter within a recent 
Minimalist framework, but it is certainly not without consequences: contrary to what 
has been assumed in the literature, in French, which is not a NSL and is thus not 
affected by Phase Sliding103, the position of NegP should be at the edge of the v*P 
instead of on top of TP. In this respect, Standard French is similar to Standard 
English and different from Romance languages: not surprisingly, therefore, the 
behaviour of post-verbal n-words in Standard French displays a number of 
similarities with n-indefinites in Standard English, as discussed in section 5.4. 

                                                           
 
103 The assumption that v*-to-T movement does not take place in the narrow syntax in French has far-
reaching consequences apart from conditioning the position of PolP/NegP in the clause. Recall that the 
functional status of NegP was discussed by comparing French to English verb movement patterns. The 
classic argument was presented in chapter 3. Although I will not attempt to reformulate the whole 
argument within the Phase Sliding proposal, I would like to highlight a few issues that should be taken 
into account when evaluating Pollock’s (1989) account: (i) the contrast between English and French with 
respect to finite verbs is based on the assumption that adverbs such as ‘often/souvent’ occur in the same 
position. As acknowledged in Rowlett (1998: 4, fn. 1), this assumption has been challenged by Williams 
(1994: 189); (ii) pas is a vP-adjoined adverb that raises to Spec, NegP, while ne has often been assumed 
to occupy Negº. A sentence like Jean n’aime pas Marie, thus, is comparable to ‘John does not like Mary’: 
these examples show that, as signalled by ne in French, NegP precedes the verb (unless, of course, ne is 
assumed to cliticise onto the verb), and pas could be argued to move covertly to Spec, NegP; (iii) in 
sentences containing an auxiliary like Jean n’a pas vu Marie / ‘John has not seen Mary’ it is standardly 
assumed that Tº is occupied by the auxiliary, while the verb remains in situ. In both cases, the element 
that is argued to contribute the negative meaning to the clause precedes the verb. Notice that a review of 
Pollock’s arguments does not invalidate the claim that the negative marker has a functional status in both 
languages. Actually, do-support, understood as a repair operation (Flagg 2002), also shows that Negº is 
intervening in the process of Affix Hopping or Tense Lowering. To conclude, let me stress that Gallego 
(2005, 2007) based the conclusion that French does not undergo Phase Sliding not only on the fact that it 
is not a NSL, but also on the fact that, unlike other Romance languages like European Portuguese and 
Galician, it lacks generalised left-peripheral affective constructions such as overt Focus heads, inflected 
infinitivals and complex clitic clusters. 
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The structure that is assumed for Romance languages with syntactic v*-to-T 
movement is the one in (14). For non-NSLs (Standard English and Standard 
French), it is (15). 
 
(14)    NegP 

 
 
 
  
  

 

 
(15)                NegP 

 
 
 
  
  

 

 
 
 

5.2.2 Characterisation of n-words in Romance 

 
There is an ongoing debate with respect to whether n-words in Romance are best 
classified as (i) negative or as non-negative, and as (ii) quantifiers, NPIs or 

    v*/TP   Negº 
      

     v*/T’ 

    Neg’ 
      

       v*P   Negº 
      

  v*’ 

 Neg’ 
      

  vi*/Tº   v*P 

      v*’ 

    ti   VP 

  v*º    VP 
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indefinites. Different approaches which combine distinct hypotheses for (i) and (ii) 
have been outlined in chapter 1. 
 
In this section I will present the work by Espinal (2000 and in press), based on 
Spanish and Catalan n-words. This proposal makes use of the notion of feature-
underspecification, which accounts for the fact that n-words display quantificational 
variability. I will point out some problematic areas in Espinal’s account and will 
suggest an alternative analysis.  
 
Following Déprez (1997, 2000), Espinal (2000 and in press) argues that Spanish and 
Catalan n-words are indefinites which are incorporated into a numeral meaning ||0||. 
In this sense, they are considered to be negative104. In addition, n-words are assumed 
to be underspecified with respect to their quantificational force. The proposed 
feature specification for Catalan and Spanish n-words is thus the one in (16) 
according to Espinal. 
 
(16) [+Neg, α QF] 
              (Espinal, in press) 

 
 
In Espinal (in press), the two possible configurations for post-verbal and pre-verbal 
n-words are given in (17). Movement to Numº gives the n-word a zero meaning, but 
does not suffice to endow the n-word with quantificational meaning. As indicated by 
the dotted arrow, the Dº head of post-verbal n-words requires an external licenser, 
which can be either a non-veridical or an anti-veridical (no, ‘not’) operator. 
 
(17) Post-verbal: … [DP   [Dº   ] [NumP [Numº 0 ] [NP n-word]]] 
 
 

Pre-verbal:      [DP   [Dº   ] [NumP [Numº 0 ] [NP n-word]]] 
 
 

                 

(Espinal, in press) 

 

Movement to Dº is assumed to take place only in a pre-verbal position, as a Last 
Resort. From this position, the n-word moves to Focº, in the left periphery. 

                                                           
 
104 I take this assumption to be different from the claim, present in the early literature on n-words 
(Zanuttini 1991, among others) that these were negative quantifiers bearing an interpretable negative 
feature that was absorbed at LF so it did not cancel out the interpretable negative feature of the negative 
marker.  
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To account for the impossibility of Spanish n-words to co-occur with the sentential 
negative marker in pre-verbal contexts, Espinal assumes that pre-verbal Spanish n-
words must have a filled Dº, while this is just a possibility for Catalan n-words. That 
is, Spanish n-words must move to Dº, and then to Focº, thus eliminating the need for 
syntactic binding of the variable in Dº and, consequently, the presence of no. 
Movement of the n-word to Dº, unlike movement to Numº, renders the n-word 
quantificational in Espinal’s account. 
 
In Catalan, unlike Spanish, pre-verbal n-words are argued to optionally move to Dº. 
The whole NumP can raise up to Spec, FocP, across Dº, which is then licensed by an 
overt negative marker. This is how Espinal accounts for the optionality of the 
negative marker with pre-verbal n-words in Catalan.  
 
However, such an account predicts that in a sentence like (18), the n-word should be 
interpreted as a numeral (i.e. weakly) instead of as quantificationally. For speakers 
who accept both (18) and (19), the meaning of the two sentences is equivalent, 
nonetheless. 
  
(18) Ningú no sap la ssolució (Catalan)    
 n-person not know-3SG the solution  
              ‘Nobody knows the solution’ 
 
(19) Ningú sap la ssolució (Catalan)    
 n-person know-3SG the solution  
             ‘Nobody knows the solution’ 
 
 
In addition, to account for the ambiguity of a Spanish sentence such as (20), Espinal 
(in press) also considers the possibility that Spanish pre-verbal n-words can move 
only as far as Numº and then NumP to Spec, FocP. This would result in Dº having 
NumP as its licenser (instead of the negative marker, as in the case of Catalan), 
which would correspond to the first of the two interpretations for the ambiguous 
example. The second reading would correspond to movement of the n-word to 
Numº, Dº and, finally, Spec, FocP. 
 
(20) Dudo que nadie sepa la solución                    (Spanish)                 
 doubt.1SG that n-person knows-SUBJ. the solution 
           ‘I doubt that anyone knows the solution’ 
           ‘I doubt that nobody knows the solution’ 
 
 
The question at this point would be why it is possible for NumP to serve as a 
licenser for Dº in Spanish, while in Catalan, an empty Dº must be licensed by the 
antiveridical operator, no, as in (18).  Espinal does not provide an answer to this 
issue. 
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Espinal further argues that the fact that the same Catalan sentence, reproduced in 
(21), is not ambiguous, confirms that movement of NumP to the left periphery is the 
correct analysis. She only attributes the first meaning to (21). 
 
(21) Dubto que ningú sàpiga la solució                      (Catalan)    
 doubt.1SG that n-person knows-SUBJ. the solution 
           ‘I doubt that anyone knows the solution’                              (Espinal, in press) 
           ‘I doubt that nobody knows the solution’                    (Laka 1009: 225, fn. 25) 
 
 
Laka (1990: 225, fn. 25), however, reported that for Catalan speakers the sentence in 
italics was ambiguous, a judgement that I share, thus disagreeing with Espinal (in 
press). If (21) is in fact ambiguous between the strong and the weak construal of the 
n-word, as in Spanish, why can NumP license Dº in the first reading, precluding the 
presence of the negative marker, but this is not a possibility for (18)?  
 
This is a flaw in Espinal’s analysis that shows that the licensing of the variable 
introduced by Dº cannot be held ultimately responsible for the impossibility of 
having pre-verbal n-words co-occurring with the sentential negative marker in Non-
Strict NC languages. Actually, the ambiguous example in (20) can be given a 
different analysis that explains why none of the two readings allow the negative 
marker to be overt. I return to this issue in section 5.2.3.1. 
 
Like Espinal, Martins (2000) also uses the notion of feature-underspecification to 
characterise n-words in Romance. However she considers that n-words are 
underspecified for negativity, rather than for quantificational force.  
 
Martins distinguishes between strong and weak negative polarity items depending 
on whether these are specified or (variable-)underspecified for negative features. An 
n-word which is specified as [+neg] is a strong polarity item and can check the 
[+neg] feature of Polº in negative clauses (supposing it has been able to reach a 
suitable position in the checking domain of Polº before Spell-Out). Since strong 
polarity items are able to check the [+neg] feature of Polº when occurring pre-
verbally, the negative marker is excluded.  
 
By contrast, weak negative polarity items, which are assumed to be variable 
underspecified for negative features (α-underspecified), cannot possibly check the 
[+neg] feature of Polº. Hence, they always co-occur with the negative marker.  
 
Martins argues that α-features are transparent in the sense that the weak negative 
polarity item will have its negative feature value ‘filled in’ when agreeing with the 
negative marker. Therefore, despite the fact that the negative marker is overt with 
weak negative polarity items, there is no cancellation of its negative meaning. 
Likewise, only negative polarity items specified with [α neg] features can be 
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licensed in modal contexts; strong negative polarity items cannot by virtue of being 
[+neg]. 
 
Unlike Martins, Isac (2002) defends the view that n-words are intrinsically negative; 
like Espinal, she endorses the view that n-words are indefinites and lack inherent 
quantificational force, which they acquire from Focus. Specifically, she proposes 
that  
 

‘whenever N-words act as negative quantifiers, (i.e. pre-verbal N-
words), this is not because of a [qu] feature intrinsic to the N-word, 
but is instead the result of the interaction of the N-word with Focus. 
More precisely, we propose that preverbal N-words are in a Focus 
position. Since Focus is quantificational, an N-word in Focus acquires 
quantificational features.’ 

(Isac 2002: 125) 
 
 
For Strict NC languages, she argues that Focº and Polº are separate heads, while 
Focº syncretically hosts negative and focus features in Non-Strict NC. Hence, while 
in Strict NC an n-word can occupy Spec, FocP, and the negative marker can occur in 
Polº, n-words in Spec, FocP check both negative and Focus features in Non-Strict 
NC languages.  
 
That pre-verbal n-words occur in Spec, FocP is also argued by Espinal (in press), 
who contributes evidence from a number of tests (some are adapted from Vallduví 
1993) against the status of n-words as Topics. However, Espinal does not attribute 
strong quantificational readings to being in Focus; rather, she defends the view that 
the position of the n-word within the DP it is part of is also crucial for a strong or 
weak interpretation of the n-word. 
 
 

5.2.3 Spanish n-words in negative contexts 

5.2.3.1 Prototypical data 

 
As has been traditionally reported in the literature, Spanish n-words in negative 
contexts display an asymmetric behaviour depending on whether they occur in a 
post-verbal or a pre-verbal position. While in the former case, the sentential negative 
marker must be overt, the opposite happens in the latter case, where the presence of 
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the negative marker results in a non-concordant, Double Negation reading. This is 
illustrated in the examples in (22), (23) and (24)105. 
 
(22) *(No) ha comido nada                                            (Spanish) 
    not has eaten n-thing  
                ‘(S)he didn’t eat anything’ 
 
(23)  Nada (*no) les asusta                               (Spanish) 
 n-thing not to them.CL frighten  
                ‘Nothing frightens them’ 
 
(24)  NADA (*no) comieron                                                   (Spanish) 
 n-thing not ate-3PL  
                 ‘They ate NOTHING’ 
 
 
In this section I attempt a DM-style analysis of the distribution of n-indefinites in 
Spanish. The starting assumption is that, as was suggested for Standard English in 
chapter 3, n-indefinites consist of an abstract polarity morpheme that merges with a 
Root. The polarity morpheme carries an uninterpretable polarity feature that can 
have different values. As established in the Vocabulary Items in (25)106,107, the 

                                                           
 
105 The same distribution is observed in Italian, as shown by the following examples: 
 
(1) *(Non) ha mangiato niente                                   (Italian) 
     not has eaten n-thing  
                     ‘(S)he didn’t eat anything’ 
 
(2) Nessuno (*non) ha telefonato                               (Italian) 
 n-person     not has phoned  
                  ‘Nobody phoned’ 
 
(3) NESSUNO (*non) ha detto niente                                            (Italian) 
 n-person     not has said n-thing  
                  ‘NOBODY said anything’ 
 
106 Spanish n-indefinites are not restricted to negative contexts. They can also occur in some non-negative 
contexts such as conditionals, comparatives and complements of adversative predicates. As reported in 
Martins (2000: 200), the set of modal contexts where n-words are licensed varies across languages. In 
those contexts, however, n-forms compete with alg-forms. Very interestingly, she also states that ‘there is 
no contemporary Romance language or dialect which displays the obligatory co-occurrence of negative 
indefinites with the sentential negative marker on a par with the possibility of using negative indefinites 
in non-negative modal contexts’ (Martins 2000: 196). I return to this issue in section 5.3, devoted to Strict 
NC in Romance. 
107 In order to account for the fact that in some modal contexts n-indefinites surface with negative 
morphology, one could explore the connection that seems to exist between some of the contexts and 
negation. In the case of comparatives, for example, a sentence like (1a) implies (1b), where the n-
indefinite occurs in a negative context.  
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polarity morpheme is Spelled-Out as /n/ if the feature is valued as negative. If the 
value is other than negative, the Elsewhere form wins the competition for 
Vocabulary Insertion and the phonological exponent is /alg/. The Spell-Out of the 
Root is itself affected by allomorphy in that it is phonologically realised according 
to (i) the value of the polarity morpheme and (ii) the inherent features of the Root. 
 
(25) Vocabulary for Spanish indefinites 
 
 a. [+polarity: negative]     /n/ /____ √Root 
 b. Elsewhere    /alg/ /____ √Root 
 
 
The derivation of the sentence in (22) would proceed as follows. First, the object 
indefinite is merged with the verb in the v*P phase, and VP is sent to Transfer108. 
Movement from v*-to-T, as shown in (26) and (27), causes Phase Sliding to occur 
and, hence, Polº is merged on top of TP, as shown in (28). 
 

                                                                                                                                        
 
(1) a. Juan es más alto que  nadie 
  Juan is more tall than n-person 
                          ‘Juan is taller than anyone’ 
 
 b. Nadie es más alto que  Juan 
  N-person is more tall than Juan 
                           ‘Nobody is taller than Juan’ 
 
Likewise, in the case of some verbs like dudar ‘doubt’ and prohibir ‘forbid’, their meaning is related to 
‘believe not’ and ‘must not’, so it is plausible to assume that they select a C with polarity features, which 
is very close to Laka’s (1990) assumptions. In this section, I put forward an account for the occurrence of 
negative morphology in indefinites that are part of subjunctive dependents of dudar ‘doubt’. For more 
complex cases (e.g. conditionals, questions, etc.) where the connection with negation is not obvious at 
first sight (these constructions only share with negation the fact that they contain non-veridical operators), 
it could be assumed that n-indefinites, as will be seen to be a possibility in subjunctive dependents, can 
enter the derivation unvalued. An Operator specified with non-assertive features is then merged in Spec, 
Polº, so that both Polº and the n-indefinite can be valued as non-assertive. Of course, the Vocabulary for 
Spanish indefinites would have to include a Vocabulary Item of the kind [+polarity: non-assertive] 
 /n/. N- and alg-forms, therefore, would be in competition (i) in the particular contexts where the 
[uPol] feature of an indefinite can be unvalued and (ii) to the extent that the possibility in (i) is exploited 
in the selected contexts. For instance, as reported in Vallduví (1994), younger generations of Catalan 
speakers tend to favour the use of alg-forms in non-negative contexts, which shows that the same feature 
valuation strategy is used by these speakers in all kinds of polarity contexts. 
108 In Gallego (2005), it was assumed that Transfer of VP was delayed until v*-to-T had taken place. 
However, in Gallego (2007), this is not the case. Rather, VP is Transferred and, after Phase Sliding, the 
v*P (i.e. the complement of the hybrid head v*/T) is, as it is no longer a phase.  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CHAPTER 5 – NEGATIVE CONCORD IN ROMANCE 
 
 
 
 

226 

(26)                       
 
 
 
  
  

 

Phase Sliding 
 
(27)                       

 
 
 
  
  

 

             

 (adapted from Gallego 2005: 15) 

 

 

    TP 

  v*P 

       v*’ 

  v*-Vj 

 VP 

    ti   Obj 

    T 

  Subj 

  Edge domain 

 Complement domain 

  v*/TP 

 

v*P 

         v*’ 

     ti     VP 
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    v*i/T 

  Subj 

 Complement domain 
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(28)    
 
                   
 
 
 
  
  
   

After Phase Sliding, the v*P is sent to Transfer. The extra Transfer process 
straightforwardly accounts for why post-verbal n-words (i.e. objects and post-verbal 
subjects) and the sentential negative marker can be phonologically realised in Non-
Strict NC languages: they are not in the same Spell-Out domain. Post-verbal 
subjects are assumed to sit in Spec, v*P, and so do objects, which have raised to the 
outer Spec of v*P to receive Case. The Filter in (29) is not violated and, thus, a 
repair PF operation like Obliteration is unmotivated. 
 
(29)  */negative marker/ /polarity morpheme/ if 

 
 (i)   /negative marker/ and /polarity morpheme/ are adjacent, 

 and 
 

 (ii)  NEGATIVE MARKER and POLARITY MORPHEME agree. 
 
 
Consider, by contrast, what happens in the case of (23). In this example, the n-word 
is pre-verbal and does not co-occur with an overt sentential negative marker. I argue 
that this is because the n-word, whose polarity feature is valued as negative, raises to 
Spec, FocP (Vallduví 1993, Isac 2002, Espinal, in press) and thus sits in the same 
Spell-Out domain as the negative marker upon Transfer. 
 
Such a configuration would violate the Filter in (29). This triggers Obliteration of 
the sentential negative marker, which escapes lexical insertion. Impoverishment is 
generally not attested in Spanish. 

    v*/TP 

 v*P 

     v*’ 

    ti      VP 

     tj    tobj 

      v*i/Tº 

    subj 

     PolP 

     Polº 

 Spell-Out domains 

     v*P         obj 
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As shown in (30), unlike Standard English, co-occurrence of negative 
uninterpretable features in the same Spell-Out domain is not offending. In that sense, 
Romance languages are similar to Non-Standard varieties of English.  
 
(30)  Nadie nunca volvió a Cuba.    (Spanish) 
 n-person n-ever returned to Cuba  
 
 
It is argued in Herburger (2001) that (30) is ambiguous between an NC and a DN 
reading. She attributes it to the lexical ambiguity of n-words, which are NPIs in 
certain occasions, but negative quantifiers in some others. However, the picture 
seems to be more complex than that. Actually, with a neutral intonation, the most 
accessible reading for (30) is the concordant one. By contrast, if nadie is 
contrastively stressed, the DN reading is favoured. This shows that Focus is 
somehow involved in the expression of DN. 
 
(31) a. Nobody ever returned to Cuba. [NC] 
 b. Nobody never returned to Cuba. [DN] 
 

      (Herburger 2001: 306) 

 
 
In line with what was said in section 3.5.1.7, I argue that the DN reading of (30) is 
obtained only if a second syntactic terminal that carries an interpretable negative 
feature is merged into the structure. Hence, even after Obliteration of the negative 
marker in Polº, its negative meaning is cancelled. 
 
As was argued to be the case for Standard English, it is assumed that the second 
negative syntactic terminal is head-adjoined to Focº, from where it has scope over 
the quantifier event of the predicate. Unlike Standard English, this second negative 
marker does not receive any phonological content in this case.  
 
Other ambiguous data were introduced in section 5.2.2 as part of the discussion of 
Espinal’s (in press) work. The relevant example has been repeated here for 
convenience. 
 
(32) Dudo que nadie sepa la solución                            (Spanish)                             
 doubt.1SG that n-person knows-SUBJ. the solution 
          ‘I doubt that anyone knows the solution’ 
          ‘I doubt that nobody knows the solution’ 
 
 
To account for the ambiguity of the example in (32), let us assume that, as is the 
case with the Tense features of embedded C and T in subjunctive dependents 
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(Gallego 2007), the polarity feature of Polº in the subordinated clause can get its 
polarity value from Polº in the main clause, as shown in (33b). 
 
(33) a.  Dudo [Polº [iPol:modal] [que Cº nadie[uPol: neg] sepa Polº[iPol: ] […la respuesta]]] 

 

 
  b.   Dudo [Polº [iPol:modal] [que Cº nadie[uPol: neg] sepa Polº[iPol:modal] … 

 

 
 
In addition, let us assume that the polarity feature of the n-indefinite has a negative 
value and itself values the uninterpretable polarity feature of Cº as negative109. The 
Agree relation between these two elements allows these uninterpretable features to 
delete at LF. However, the negative value of the n-indefinite conditions its 
phonological realisation as nadie.  
 
If, by contrast, it is possible for the polarity feature of the n-indefinite to enter the 
derivation unvalued when being part of a subjunctive dependent and be valued as 
[uPol: modal] by the Polº head in the matrix clause, then the Elsewhere form would 
be inserted, as shown in (34b). 

                                                           
 
109 Unlike in Romance, a negative Cº in Standard English must be followed by a default any-form instead 
of an element of the no-set (which would induce a DN reading). Within the present account, this 
restriction falls into place if the subject of the subordinate clause is actually an instance of Impoverished 
n-indefinite. In a model where derivations proceed phase by phase, the sentences in (1) would be 
assembled by first merging the n-indefinite, the lowest verb, the direct object and the adjunct into the v*P 
phase. The negative marker would then be merged on top of v*P.  
 
a. The witnesses denied [that anybody left the room before dinner] 
b.  The professor doubts [that anybody understood her explanation] 
                                                                                                                           (Laka 1990: 168) 
 
The subject n-indefinite would raise to Spec, PolP, thus being in the same Spell-Out domain as the 
negative marker. This would trigger Obliteration of the latter in the morphological component. In not 
being a root clause, Phase Theory would predict the Transfer of TP, which would place the negative Cº 
and the subject n-indefinite in separate Spell-Out domains and allow the latter to surface with overt 
negative morphology, contrary to fact. Notice, however, that, as seen in this section, in other languages 
such as Spanish or Catalan, verbs like deny and doubt select embedded clauses in the subjunctive mood. 
Gallego (2007) provides evidence in favour of treating the C-T complex in subjunctive dependents as 
defective. The main implication of this analysis is that the Transfer operation of these clauses is delayed 
until the T feature of subjunctive C-T is valued by the matrix v*-T complex. Inspired in Gallego’s 
account, I would like to suggest that the negative feature of Cº is uninterpretable and needs to Agree with 
the negative feature of the verb deny. Transfer of the embedded CP is thus delayed until it merges with 
the subordinating phase head. The subject n-indefinite Impoverishes as a consequence of being in the 
same Spell-Out domain as the negative Cº and thus is realised as an any-form. 
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(34) a.     Dudo [Polº [iPol:modal] [que Cº nadie[uPol: ] sepa Polº[iPol: ] […la respuesta]]] 
 

 
 b. Dudo que alguien sepa la solución             
  doubt.1SG that someone knows-SUBJ. the solution 
                     ‘I doubt that anyone knows the solution’ 
                     ‘*I doubt that nobody knows the solution’                                (Spanish) 
 
 
The second interpretation of (32), on the other hand, involves a syntactic structure 
where the modality value of Polº in the matrix clause is different from the value of 
the Polº head in the embedded clause. The n-indefinite carries an unintepretable 
polarity feature valued as negative, which values the [iPol: ] feature of the embedded 
Polº as negative. Polº in the matrix clause has a modal value.  
 
As shown in (35), when the n-indefinite is internal to the embedded v*P, no 
ambiguity arises, and the only possible interpretation is non-negative. This is due to 
the fact that the embedded Polº head is valued as modal by the matrix Polº. As 
illustrated in (36), if it had been valued as negative by the n-indefinite, the negative 
marker should be overt as the n-indefinite remains in its first-merge position, which 
is Transferred before the chunk containing the negative marker. 
 
(35)  Dudo que sepa nadie la solución                            
 doubt.1SG that knows-SUBJ n-person the solution 
               ‘I doubt that anyone knows the solution’ 
 
(36) Dudo que no sepa nadie la solución                    
 doubt.1SG that not knows-SUBJ n-person the solution 
              ‘I doubt that nobody knows the solution’                                         (Spanish) 
 
 
That the ambiguity in (32) is due to matrix and embedded Polº heads having either 
the same or different values for the interpretable polarity feature is seen in a 
language like Catalan, where Spelling-Out the negative marker yields the loss of the 
first reading, as shown in (37). 
 
(37) Dubto que ningú no sàpiga la solució                      
 doubt.1SG that n-person not knows-SUBJ. the solution 
              ‘I doubt that nobody knows the solution’ 
              ‘*I doubt that anybody knows the solution’                                      (Catalan) 
 
 
While in the absence of the sentential negative marker (37) could be equivalent to 
(38), this is not the case when the negative marker is overt. 
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(38) Dubto que algú sàpiga la solució                      
 doubt.1SG that n-person knows-SUBJ. the solution 
              ‘I doubt that anyone knows the solution’ 
              ‘*I doubt that nobody knows the solution’                                       (Catalan) 
 
 
In short, the ambiguity in (32) stems from the possibility of matrix Polº to value the 
polarity feature of embedded Polº in subjunctive clauses, which yields the non-
negative reading. If, conversely, the embedded Polº head is valued as negative by 
the n-indefinite, the interpretation of the sentence is negative, and the Polº head is 
overt (or not) depending on the position of the n-indefinite in the clause.  
 
The alternation between n- versus alg-forms has been attributed to the possibility of 
n-indefinites to enter the derivation with their polarity feature unvalued, which 
allows them to be specified as modal, thus surfacing as alg-forms thanks to the 
insertion of an Elsewhere phonological exponent. In subjunctive dependents 
embedded under a verb like dudo ‘doubt’, an n-phonological exponent is inserted for 
the n-indefinite if it is specified with a negative value (which values and Agrees with 
Cº[uPol: ]); if the matrix and embedded Polº heads are specified as modal, however, 
the overall interpretation is non-negative regardless of the presence of negative 
morphology. 
 
 

5.2.3.2 Spanish: no… N + alguno / -a constructions 

 
As reported in Bosque (1980: 63), Spanish allows the construction in (39), which 
consists of a noun followed by the indefinite alguno. The examples in (39) receive 
roughly the same interpretation as (40).  
 
(39) a. No hay libro alguno que me guste  (Spanish) 
  not there-is book some that to-me like-3SG  
                    ‘There is no book that I like’ or 
                    ‘I don’t like any book(s)’110 
 
 b. No vino turista alguno                                                         
  not came tourist some  
                    ‘No tourist came’ 
 
 
 

                                                           
 
110 The glosses to Bosque’s examples are mine. 
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 c. No me comí fresa alguna                               
  not myself ate strawberry some  
                    ‘I didn’t eat any strawberries’ 

          (Bosque 1980: 63) 

 
 
(40) a. No hay ningún libro que me guste            (Spanish) 
  not there-is n- book that to-me like-3SG  
                  ‘There is no book that I like’ or 
                  ‘I don’t like any book(s)’ 
 
 b. No vino ningún turista                                                         
  not came n- tourist  
                  ‘No tourist came’ 
 
 c. No me comí ninguna fresa                               
  not myself ate n- strawberry  
                 ‘I didn’t eat any strawberries’ 
 
 
Notice that the difference between the examples in (39) and (40) is that while the 
former are construed with an extraposed indefinite with no overt negative 
morphology, the latter contain an n-word. As shown in (41), it is also possible to 
find extraposed n-words in the constructions under discussion. According to Bosque, 
these examples would be nowadays judged ungrammatical111; however, for some 
speakers (Brucart 1994 and personal communication), these examples are 
acceptable. 
 
 
 
                                                           
 
111 As Bosque (1980: 64) puts it, 
 
‘[e]n el caso de que tales secuencias sean aceptables, pertenecerían a un lenguaje exclusivamente literario. 
Debe observarse que sólo la gramática de la RAE recoge, incluso en su edición de 1973, este tipo de 
construcción que no figura siquiera en la gramática de Bello. (…) Alcina y Blecua recogen (pág. 649) en 
Valle Inclán: Come sin mirar a parte ninguna y en Julio Camba No hay comodidades ningunas. Ambas 
oraciones nos parecen actualmente agramaticales, o, en todo caso, fuera del registro de la lengua 
estándar.’ 
 
[in case that such sequences are acceptable, they would belong to an exclusively literary language. It must 
be observed that only the RAE’s grammar mentions, even in its 1973 edition, this kind of construction 
that does not appear even in Bello’s grammar. (…) Alcina and Blecua note (p. 649) in Valle Inclán: Come 

sin mirar a parte ninguna (He eats without looking at place n-) and in Julio Camba No hay comodidades 

ningunas (There is comfort  n-). Both sentences seem to us ungrammatical nowadays or, in any case, 
outside the standard language register]. 
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(41) a. ?Manolo no me ha escrito carta ninguna            (Spanish) 
  Manolo not to-me has written letter n-  
                  ‘Manolo has written no letter(s) to me’ 
 
 b. ?No se ha visto en parte ninguna      
  not 3SG-REFL has seen in part n-  
                  ‘It hasn’t been seen anywhere’ 
 
 c. ?Ramón no encuentra piso ninguno  
  Ramón not finds flat n-  
                  ‘Ramón doesn’t find any flat’ 

       (Bosque 1980: 64) 

 
 
The no…N + alguno/-a construction has been addressed in Brucart (1994) and 
(1996), who proposes the syntactic structure in (42) to account for the set of 
examples in (43). 
 
(42)                                         DP 

 
 
 
  
  

  

 
(43) a. No tiene pudor alguno.            (Spanish) 
                   ‘(S)he has no sense of shame’  (Lit.: “sense of shame some”) 
 
                   b. *No tiene algún pudor.           
                    ‘(S)he does not have some sense of shame’ 
 
                   c. No tiene pudor ninguno.           
                    ‘(S)he does not have any sense of shame’  (Lit.: “sense of shame any”) 
 

  D’ 
           Op¬ 

      
       D      
    pudor 

     NumP 
         

  Num’ 
         

   Num 
         

   NP 
    tN 

         

     alguno 
     ninguno 
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                   d. No tiene ningún pudor.           
                    ‘(S)he does not have any sense of shame’ 

(Brucart 1994) 

 
 
He argues that the derivation of (43a) is generated by raising of the noun to Dº via 
Numº, as indicated by the solid line. That the N raises to Dº is supported, according 
to Brucart, by the data in (44). These examples show that in spite of the possibility 
of inflecting the indefinite alguno for plural, it must occur in the singular in the no… 
N + alguno constructions. In addition, (44c) illustrates the fact such a restriction 
does not apply to bare nouns in negative constructions. (44d) does not receive a 
negative polarity interpretation. 
 
(44) a. No leyó libro alguno.            (Spanish) 
                   ‘(S)he read no book’  (Lit.: “book some”) 
 
                   b. *No leyó libros algunos.           
                    ‘(S)he did not read any books’ (Lit.: “book some-PL”) 
 
                   c. No leyó libros.           
                    ‘(S)he did not read books’   
 
                   d. No leyó algunos libros.           
                    ‘(S)he did not read some books’ 

(Brucart 1996)112 

 
 
Brucart further claims that raising of alguno to the specifier of the DP it occurs in is 
obligatory whenever possible. If the landing position is already occupied by an 
abstract negative operator, as is the case in the structure in (42), alguno necessarily 
remains where it has been base-generated and surfaces after the noun. 
 
In the case of ninguno, by contrast, Brucart argues that it can raise to Spec, DP, 
replacing the abstract negative operator, as it is specified with a negative feature. 
Such movement has been indicated in (42) with a dotted line. 
 
The presence of an abstract negative operator prevents the structures in (45), where 
Spec, DP is filled in by another element. 
 
 

                                                           
 
112 The English readings for Brucart’s examples in (44) are mine. 
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(45) a. *No leyó un libro ninguno.            (Spanish) 
    not read a book n-  
             
                  b. *No leyó su libro ninguno.            
    not read his/her book n-  
 
 
Brucart’s analysis can be made to a certain extent compatible with what has been 
said in this dissertation. Let us assume that the indefinite is merged in Spec, NumP 
with its polarity feature valued as either assertive or negative: the indefinite will 
subsequently raise to Spec, DP (possibly the edge of a phase) to eventually value the 
polarity feature of matrix Polº and the indefinite will surface as algún in the first 
case and ningún in the second. 
 
What would happen if the polarity feature of the indefinite entered the derivation 
unvalued? As in other cases that have been discussed, an operator should be merged. 
Brucart assumed the operator in Spec, DP to be negative, which would result in the 
indefinite being specified as [uPol: Neg] and surfacing with overt negative 
morphology. 
 
Although it has been claimed, earlier in the chapter, that Impoverishment was not a 
possible PF repair operation in Spanish, let me entertain the possibility that it 
optionally applies in the context depicted above. If it did, the result of deleting the 
negative value of the indefinite would trigger the insertion of the Elsewhere form, 
i.e. the phonological exponent alguno.  
 
 

5.2.3.3 Spanish: negative markers with pre-verbal n-words 

 
Franco and Landa (2006) report that in Basque Spanish113 pre-verbal n-words can 
co-occur with an overt negative marker114. This is illustrated in the following 
examples, which are used by speakers of all ages in certain parts of the Basque 
Country. 
 
 
 

                                                           
 
113 ‘Spanish spoken by Basque bilinguals and monolinguals who have lived most of their lives in the 
Basque Country and whose main Spanish input has always com from persons with characteristics similar 
to those just mentioned’ (Franco and Landa 2006: 35). 
114 The authors also mention Paraguayan Spanish as a variety that allows the overt negative marker to co-
occur with pre-verbal n-words. Weiss (2002) also mentions that colloquial Madrid Spanish allows pre-
verbal n-words to co-occur with the negative marker without resulting in DN. 
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(46) Nunca no nos ha faltado de comer        (Basque Spanish) 
 n-ever not CL.1PL has lacked to eat  
              ‘We never have run short of food’ 
 
(47) Aquí nadie no sabe sobre eso         (Basque Spanish) 
 here n-person not know.3SG about that  
             ‘Here nobody knows about that’ 
  
(48) Con este alcalde nada no tiene sentido               (Basque Spanish) 
 with this mayor n-thing not has sense  
              ‘With this mayor, nothing makes sense’ 
      
                                                                                         (Franco and Landa 2006: 35) 
 
 
While Franco and Landa (2006) defend the view that Spanish pre-verbal n-words 
cannot co-occur with the negative marker due to anti-agreement effects (i.e. the 
prohibition of clitic-doubling elements with quantificational force), they show that 
Basque Spanish operator-like elements can be interpreted either as referential or as 
quantificational. Unlike in Spanish, n-words (as well as other operator-like 
elements) in Basque Spanish can be clitic doubled, as shown in (49). 
 
(49) No lei he visto a nadiei en el partido    
 not CL.3SG have seen to n-person in the game  
          ‘I saw no one at the game’ 
    
         (Franco and Landa 2006: 38) 
 
 
Clitic-doubling favours a presuppositional reading of the n-word in (49) (i.e. 
something along the lines none of those people you and I know). Franco and Landa 
defend the idea that structures like the ones above are possible in Basque Spanish 
because of language contact with Basque. 
 
Basque influence is not taken to be an instance of transfer, however. Rather, they 
assume that language contact has acted as a trigger for such a construction to occur. 
 
These data are relevant to the present dissertation because they show that it is not 
totally impossible to encounter overt negative markers with pre-verbal n-words in 
languages that are typically classified as implementing Non-Strict NC. I take the 
existence of the Basque Spanish constructions above as evidence in favour of the 
analysis that has been developed so far: in Non-Strict NC languages, the negative 
marker is present in the syntactic structure, but Obliterated in the morphology when 
occurring in the same Spell-Out domain as another element with negative features. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NEGATIVE CONCORD IN ENGLISH AND ROMANCE: 
SYNTAX-MORPHOLOGY INTERFACE CONDITIONS ON THE EXPRESSION OF NEGATION 
 
 
 

237 

Further support for the analysis that takes the negative marker to be part of the 
underlying structure of Non-Strict NC languages is found in diachronic data. As 
reported in Martins (2000: 194) and Camus (2006), Old Spanish, like many other 
Old Romance languages, implemented Strict NC. This is shown in (50). 
 
(50) que a myo Çid Ruy Diaz, que nadi nol diessen posada 
 that to my Lord Ruy Diaz that nobody not-him give lodging 
          ‘that nobody give lodging to Mio Cid Rui Diaz’ 
                                                                                                  (Cantar de Mio Cid 25) 

(Camus 2006: 1176) 

 
      
As has been seen in previous sections, Modern Spanish does no longer allow pre-
verbal n-words to co-occur with the negative marker. What are the exact 
mechanisms of this change is left as further research, as this issue is beyond the 
scope of the present dissertation. However, exploring whether and how haplology 
rules and diachronic change can be connected could give us some clues to the 
ultimate reasons that motivate the intriguing observations in the Jespersen’s Cycle. 
 
 

5.3 Strict NC in Romance 

5.3.1 Romanian 

 
In Strict NC Romance languages, the negative marker co-occurs with n-words in all 
positions. This is illustrated in this section by using examples from Romanian. Other 
Strict NC languages are Czech and Greek, for instance. The distribution of 
Romanian n-words in negative contexts parallels that of these other languages.  
 
As reported in Martins (2000), n-words in Strict NC languages cannot be used in 
non-negative contexts115, as illustrated in (51). This makes it possible to formalise 

                                                           
 
115 De Swart and Sag (2002: 389) state for French that  
 
‘(…) occasionally, we still find existential interpretations of concord items in non-negative contexts, such 
as comparative and superlative constructions or the antecedent of a conditional, but the examples are rare, 
and they are generally considered to be marginal and archaic (…). With the exception of these remainders 
of older stages of the language, we claim that the occurrence of expressions like personne (‘no one’), rien 
(‘nothing’), etc. is restricted to strict negative concord contexts.’ 
 
In line with de Swart and Sag’s claim, I will assume that, as in Romanian, French indefinites can bear an 
uninterpretable polarity feature that is valued as negative. Why negative morphology is not visible in 
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the Vocabulary for Romanian indefinites as in (52). As was argued for Spanish, the 
Root that is selected by the polarity morpheme which is part of the indefinite shows 
allomorphy. 
 
(51) a. Ĭntreabă-l dacă a văzut pe *nimeni /cineva 
  ask-him if has seen  n-person /someone  
                 ‘Ask him whether he saw anyone’ 
 
 b. Dacă ai nevoie de *nimic /ceva, spune-mi 
  if you-have necessity of n-thing /something tell-me 
                 ‘If you need anything, let me know’ 

(Martins 2000: 217 and 218) 

 
 
(52) Vocabulary for Romanian indefinites

116 
  

a. [+polarity: negative]  /ni/ / ____√Root 
 

 b. Elsewhere  /Ø/ /_____ √Root 

 
In Romanian, both pre-verbal and post-verbal n-words co-occur with the negative 
marker. This is shown in (53) and (54) for pre-verbal and post-verbal n-words 
respectively. 
 
(53) a. Ion nu suna pe nimeni.                                        (Romanian) 
  Ion not calls to n-person  
                     ‘Ion doesn’t call anybody’ 
 
 b. Nu suna nimeni.                                             
  not calls n-person  
                     ‘Nobody calls’ 
 
(54) Nimeni nu suna.                                                   (Romanian) 
 n-person not calls  
              ‘Nobody calls’ 
         (Zeijlstra 2004: 126) 

                                                                                                                                        
 
personne, rien, etc. can be attributed to the fact that the polarity morpheme that combines with a Root 
does not receive a phonological representation, although it triggers allomorphy in the Root. 
116 While negative morphology is overt in Romanian n-words, the polarity morpheme that is assumed to 
be part of assertive indefinites is not phonologically realised. The particle -va seems to be expressing 
indefiniteness. I thank Andrei Filip for providing the relevant paradigms. 
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The paradigm in (53) and (54) has led some researchers (Zeijlstra 2004, Penka 2007) 
to argue in favour of the view that negative markers are semantically non-negative 
in Strict NC languages. In minimalist terms, this involves that they are specified 
with an uninterpretable negative feature. Negative meaning has been assumed to be 
contributed to the clause by means of an abstract negative operator, Op¬. 
 
The assumption that the negative marker always triggers the presence of an Op¬ in 
Strict NC languages can be easily correlated to tolerance to accidentally repeated 
negative features in Spell-Out domains. In other words, the fact that certain 
languages are constrained, while others are not, by a condition that does not allow 
them to have too many negative features with a morphophonological realisation in 
the same domain, can be ultimately related to whether these languages have the 
possibility of having a negative marker with interpretable negative features in the 
first place.  
 
The prediction would then be that only those languages that have a negative marker 
specified with an interpretable negative feature are subject to the Filter that prevents 
two negative features from being accidentally repeated in the same Spell-Out 
domain. This would explain why Standard English and Standard French also show 
the effects of Obliteration despite being significantly different from Non-Strict NC 
languages. 
 
 

5.3.2 Double Negation in Strict NC languages 

 
While it is the case that DN is not possible in n-word + n-word combinations in 
Non-Strict NC languages117, as shown in (55), Penka (2007: 85) reports that DN is 
possible with two n-words in the same clause in Romanian. The sentence in (56) can 
be assigned a DN-reading ‘provided the sentence occurs in a context where the DN-
reading is prominent, e.g. in a denial context’. 
 
(55) Nessuno ha mangiato niente                                                  (Italian) 
 n-person has eaten n-thing  
          ‘Nobody ate anything’                  [NC] 
          ‘*Nobody ate nothing’                              [*DN] 
 
 
 

                                                           
 
117 In chapter 3 and section 5.2.3.1 in the present chapter it has been argued that DN only obtains if a 
second syntactic terminal with interpretable negative features is merged into the structure. It has been 
claimed that it head-adjoins to Focus. 
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(56) Nimeni nu iubeşte pe nimeni.                             (Romanian) 
 n-person not loves OBJ-M n-person  
         ‘Nobody loves anybody’                   [NC] 
             ‘Nobody loves nobody’ (= ‘Everybody loves somebody.’)                     [DN] 
 
          (from Iordăchioaia 2006, in Penka 2007: 85) 
 
 
However, a DN-reading is not possible when an n-word co-occurs with the negative 
marker, as shown in (57). Penka (2007) argues that this is because only n-
indefinites, but not the negative marker, can be licensed by a separate Op¬ in the 
presence of another licenser.  
 
(57) Nimeni nu-l place pe Ion.                                          (Romanian) 
 n-person not likes OBJ-M Ion.  
              ‘Nobody likes John’                                                                                [NC] 
              ‘*Nobody doesn’t like John’ (= ‘Everybody likes John.’)              [DN] 
 
                                                                (from Iordăchioaia 2006, in Penka 2007: 85) 
 
 
The data in (56) are also considered in Isac (2002), who reports that several scholars 
(Puskás 1998, Vinet 1998 and Isac 1998) observe that the DN-reading is only 
obtained if both n-words are under stress. In Isac’s account, Focus is 
quantificational, so two n-words under Focus should both behave quantificationally, 
i.e. should both receive a strong construal, with the two negative features cancelling 
each other out.  
 
In the present account, DN would be obtained by merging a second negative 
syntactic terminal in Focus. This proposal is very close to Penka’s: this second 
abstract morpheme with an interpretable negative feature does not receive any 
phonological content (i.e. it is comparable to Penka’s abstract negative operator) and 
can cancel the negative meaning of matrix Polº. 
 
 

5.4 The case of French 

 
French, as was anticipated in section 5.1, is not a NSL. Following Gallego’s (2005, 
2007) claim that Phase Sliding is only attested in NSLs, French is assumed to have 
the clausal structure in (15), repeated here as (58) for convenience. v-to-T movement 
is claimed to happen in the PF branch and, thus, does not extend the v*P phase, 
which is Transferred after the CP phase has been completed.  
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(58)                       NegP 
 
 
 
  
  

 

 
In this section I aim to show that the analysis that was put forward in chapter 3 for 
Standard English n-indefinites can be extended to French with some slight 
modifications. Section 5.4.1 is devoted to Standard French, while in section 5.4.2 
data from the variety of French that is spoken in Québec are addressed.  
 
The data that have been included in these sections show that Standard French 
behaves very differently from other varieties of French. In addition, the striking 
similarities that are observed between Standard French and Standard English, which 
set the former language apart from other Romance languages with respect to the 
expression of negation, are accommodated in the present analysis quite 
straightforwardly. 
 
 

5.4.1 Standard French 

 
In Standard French, negation is expressed by means of ne and pas, as shown in (59). 
The former, however, is unable to negate a clause in isolation, as shown in (60), 
which is the reason why it has often been assumed that it is pas, and not ne, the 
element that is specified with interpretable negative features118. 
 
(59) Jean ne mange  pas de chocolat                                       (French) 
 Jean ne eats not of chocolate  
              ‘Jean doesn’t eat chocolate’ 

                      (Rowlett 1998: 19) 

 

                                                           
 
118 Rooryck (in preparation) argues that Standard French ne is a ‘minifier’. That is, ne is claimed to be an 
NPI-licensing operator that expresses contrary negation and that, given a set of possible alternatives, 
selects the smallest possible value.  

       v*P   Negº 
      

  v*’ 

 Neg’ 
      

  v*    VP 
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(60) *Jean ne mange de chocolat                                             
   Jean ne eats of chocolate  
 
 
When combined with n-words, ne is obligatory, while pas must not be present in the 
clause. Otherwise, DN follows. This is illustrated in (61) and (62). 
 
(61) Jean *(n’) a (*pas) vu  personne                       (French) 
 Jean    ne has    not seen  n-person  
              ‘Jean hasn’t seen anyobody’ 
           (Rowlett 1998: 178) 

 
(62) Personne *(n’) est (*pas) venu                                       (French) 
 n-person   ne is    not come  
              ‘Noone came’       
                                                                           (Rowlett 1998: 182) 
 
 
The distribution of pas in (62) is quite familiar: all Non-Strict NC languages and 
varieties that have been considered so far do not allow the negative marker to co-
occur with pre-verbal n-words. The example in (61), by contrast, suspiciously 
resembles the data that have been discussed in chapter 3 for Standard English. In 
addition, (61) is problematic for an account of NC that treats French on a par with 
other Romance NC languages, as no such languages prevent the negative marker 
from co-occurring with post-verbal n-words. 
 
In chapter 3, Standard English was analysed as being constrained by the language-
particular condition in (63). Whenever this constraint is violated, PF repair 
operations   –known as Obliteration and Impoverishment– are triggered. 
 
(63)  */negative marker/ /polarity morpheme/ if 

 
 (i)   /negative marker/ and /polarity morpheme / are adjacent, 

 and 
 

 (ii)  NEGATIVE MARKER and POLARITY MORPHEME agree. 
 
 
For Standard English, I proposed that n-indefinites raise to Spec, NegP to satisfy the 
EPP-property of the interpretable (yet unvalued) feature of Polº. The result of such 
movement is that n-indefinites, regardless of their position in the clause, are always 
in the same Spell-Out domain as the sentential negative marker. This configuration 
triggers the application of either the Obliteration rule in (64) or the Impoverishment 
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rule in (64b) if the n-indefinite is post-verbal. For pre-verbal n-indefinites, only 
Obliteration is an option. 
 

 

 
 
 
As in the case of Standard English, the interpretable polarity feature of Polº is also 
unvalued and endowed with the EPP-property in Standard French. Consequently, n-
indefinites raise to Spec, NegP. Unlike Standard English, however, French does not 
have a threefold system of indefinites and does not display the effects of 
Impoverishment. 
 
The immediate consequence of French n-words raising to Spec, NegP is the 
Obliteration of the negative marker pas whenever it co-occurs with one or more n-
words, as they are always in the same Spell-Out domain. The same pattern is 
attested in Colloquial French which, like Standard French, does not allow pas to co-
occur with n-words. Colloquial French diverges from Standard French in that ne is 
no longer obligatory.  
 
As shown in the word order contrast in (65) and (66), for some Standard French n-
words, movement to Spec, NegP is overt. 
 
(65) a. Jean n’ a vu personne.                            (French) 
 b. *Jean n’ a vu rien.  
  Jean ne has seen personne/rien  
                         ‘Jean hasn’t seen anyone/anything’ 
 
 
(66) a. *Jean n’ a personne   vu.                      (French)119 
 b. Jean n’ a rien  vu.  
  Jean ne has personne/rien  seen  
                         ‘Jean hasn’t seen anyone/anything’ 

       (Rowlett 1998: 187) 

 

                                                           
 
119 Haegeman (1995: 231) claims that in Genevan French, personne can precede the verb as rien does.  

(64) a.  [Neg] Obliteration  rule, Standard English 

 

 [+Neg] � Ø      / {______ [+polarity, +negative]}Spell-Out 

 b.  [Neg] Impoverishment rule, Standard English 

 

 [+polarity: negative] � [+polarity]    / {[+Neg] ______ }Spell-Out 
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For pre-verbal n-words, the analysis is the same as the one that has been proposed 
for Standard English and those varieties of Non-Standard English that implement 
Non-Strict NC. Subject n-words raise to Spec, TP. Since they are in the same Spell-
Out domain as the negative marker, Obliteration occurs in the morphological 
component. 
 
Like Standard English, Standard French also seems to allow verbs like douter 
‘doubt’ to select for a Cº with an uninterpretable negative polarity feature which can 
license n-words in embedded clauses. Consider, for instance, the example in (67). 
 
(67) Je doute que personne y réussisse          (French) 
 I doubt that n-person it succeed-3SG.PRES.SUBJ  
          ‘I doubt that anybody will succeed in it’ 
    

 (Haspelmath 1997: 261, in Penka 2007: 83) 

 
 
Notice that the only possible reading for the n-word in (67) is as an existential. 
However, the presence of ne, which is only possible if the matrix Polº head has been 
valued as negative, results in the n-word being interpreted as a universal. Pas is not 
phonologically realised because it is Obliterated in occurring in the same Spell-Out 
domain as the n-word. 
 
(68) Je doute que personne n’ y réussisse          (French) 
 I doubt that n-person ne it succeed-3SG.PRES.SUBJ  
          ‘I doubt that nobody succeeds in it’ 
 
 
As was discussed in section 5.2.3, the contrast between (67) and (68) follows from  
whether Polº in the matrix clause values  Polº in the subordinate clause or else it is 
the negatively specified polarity feature of the indefinite that does so. In the case of 
(68), the polarity feature of the indefinite, which is valued as negative, is probed by 
Polº, which is specified as negative, as well. Obliteration will take place in the 
morphological component. By contrast, in (67), the polarity feature of the indefinite 
is also specified as negative, but rather than valuing the interpretable feature of 
embedded Polº, which is valued by matrix Polº, it enters in an Agree relation with 
subordinating Cº, which has polarity features. This results in the insertion of an 
apparently negative indefinite in a non-negative context. 
 
To close this section, let us point at the fact that, as has been argued earlier for other 
NC languages, DN readings are also possible in French. As reported in Corblin and 
Tovena (1999: 99), a sentence like (69) can display cancellation of negative 
meaning. Significantly, they explicitly state that if the sentence under study ‘is 
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pronounced without any special stress or pause, the interpretation suggested at first 
by almost all speakers is the NC one’.  
 
By contrast, ‘a marked intonation paired with a break which results in the processing 
of the sentence being split “in two parts”’ (Corblin and Tovena 1999: 100) favours 
the DN reading. The intonational pattern they suggest for DN is reproduced in (70) 
and (71). 
 
(69) Personne ne dit rien à personne                 (French) 
 n-person neg says n-thing to n-person  
          ‘Nobody tells anything to anyone’                                                           [NC]120 
          ‘Nobody tells nothing to nobody’= 
          ‘Everybody tells something to someone’                                                [DN] 
 
 
(70) PERSONNE// ne dit rien à personne      (French) 
 n-person neg says n-thing to n-person  
 
(71) Personne ne dit rien //à PERSONNE                        (French) 
 n-person neg says n-thing to n-person  
 
 
These data are comparable to the examples that have been considered for other 
languages such as Spanish, Romanian and Standard English, and clearly show that 
Focus is intimately linked with the expression of DN. The example in (72), for 
instance, could be analysed along the same lines as the Standard English example in 
(73).  
 
(72) a. Jean n’a rien dit à personne.                   (French) 

 b. Mais, non, Jean n’a pas rien dit à personne.  
                    
                                                                                 (Richter and Sailer, example (54)) 
 
                   ‘John did not say anything to anybody / No, on the contrary it is not the 
                    case that he did not say anything to anybody’ 

      (Corblin and Tovena 1999: 101) 
 
 
(73) I DIDn’t talk to NOBODY          (English) 
              = “I talked to someone” 

                                                           
 
120 Corblin and Tovena (1999: 99) only include the reading ‘Nobody tells nothing to nobody’ for this 
example, but it becomes clear in their discussion that it has two possible interpretations: a concordant one 
and a DN one. 
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In (72), I analyse pas as the phonological realisation of the second negative marker 
that was head-adjoined to Focus. The pas that was hosted in Spec, PolP is assumed 
to have been Obliterated in co-occurring with n-words. The two negative syntactic 
terminals, which bear an interpretable negative feature, cancel each other out. 
 
 

5.4.2 Québécois French 

 
Québécois French, unlike Standard French, allows n-words to co-occur with the 
overt negative marker pas regardless of the position where they occur. This is shown 
in (74). 
 
(74) a. Je juge  pas personne.                                   (Québécois) 
  I judge  neg n-person  
                    ‘I don’t judge anybody’ 
 
 b. Il   y a  pas personne  en ville.                        
  he  is  neg n-person  in town  
                    ‘There is nobody in town’ 
 
 c. Personne est  pas capable de parler français à Montréal? 
  n-person is  neg capable of speak French in Montréal 
                    ‘Is nobody able to speak French in Montréal? 

       (Zeijlstra 2004: 142) 

 
 
The distribution of n-words with respect to the negative marker pas in Québécois 
French suggests that it is a Strict NC language. This means that Québécois is not 
constrained by the condition in (63) and does not resort to PF repair operations such 
as Obliteration. 
 
As was already discussed for Basque Spanish in relation to Standard Spanish, I take 
the data in Québécois French to indicate that an analysis that reduces the 
incompatibility of the negative marker to co-occur with n-words in Standard French 
to Obliteration in the morphological component might be in the right track. 
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5.5 The case of Catalan 

5.5.1 Intra-speaker variability in Catalan 

 
Catalan is difficult to classify as displaying either Strict or Non-Strict NC. This is 
why the negative marker is often described as ‘optional’ in Catalan, as shown in 
(75), where the sentential negative marker has been placed between brackets.  
 
(75) Ningú   (no) ha  telefonat                                              (Catalan) 
 n-person  not has called  
              ‘Nobody called’ 
 
 
The optionality of the negative marker is analysed in section 5.5.1 as an instance of 
intra-speaker variability. This concept was already introduced in chapter 4 to refer to 
the speakers’ switches from one variety to another. In the particular case of Catalan, 
the switch seems to be between a grammar with Strict NC and a grammar with Non-
Strict NC. 
 
Accountig for variability in language as resulting from the co-existence of various 
competing grammars that are available to a speaker (Kroch 1989, 1994, 2001; 
Pintzuk 1991 and Roeper 1999, among others) could possibly explain why for some 
speakers it is possible to produce (76a) and (76b) interchangeably. The claim would 
be that the two grammatical systems that compete diverge as far as the type of NC is 
concerned. 
 
(76) a. Ningú   no

 ha  telefonat                                (Catalan) 
  n-person  not has called  
                            ‘Nobody called’ 
 
 b. Ningú   ha  telefonat  
  n-person has called  
                            ‘Nobody called’ 
 
 
However, there is a more Minimalist alternative to the multiple grammars account. 
Adger and Smith (2005), argue that within the MP it is possible to find variable 
phonological outputs with the same semantic interpretation. That is, the choice of 
lexical item is what determines variation. If two lexical items exist (or abstract 
morphemes in the DM model) that diverge in their feature-specification, but can be 
used in the same context yielding the same meaning, morphosyntactic variation is 
expected to occur. 
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In an account like Zeijlstra’s (2004), the semantic status of the negative marker 
correlates with the type of NC. That is, while the negative marker is semantically 
non-negative in Strict NC, it is assumed to carry an interpretable negative feature in 
Non-Strict NC. If this theory of NC is to be maintained, therefore, it should be 
assumed that the negative marker (or a polarity head that can be specified as 
negative) is underspecified for the interpretability of its negative (polarity) feature. 
Intra-speaker variability in Catalan, therefore, would reduce to a different lexical 
choice which concerns the negative marker121.  
 
Given the connection that has been observed between obedience to the Filter that 
disallows the accidental co-occurrence of negative features in the same Spell-Out 
domain and the interpretability of the negative feature of the sentential negative 
marker, the switch between Strict and Non-Strict NC is expected in a transitional 
language like Catalan. Selecting a negative marker with interpretable features 
involves activating the Filter which results in the pre- / post-verbal asymmetries that 
have been discussed so far. I endorse the view that such a correlation must derive 
from the principle of Economy and the mechanism of derivation by phase.  
 
According to Chomsky, phases reduce the computational burden by allowing the 
computational system to forget about a particular subarray of elements that 
participate in the derivation once a cycle has been completed. Phases also define 
points of Transfer to the interfaces and, consequently, Spell-Out domains. If 
redundant information co-occurs in the same Spell-Out domain, as has been 
discussed to be the case for the phenomenon of NC in a number of languages, the 
principle of Economy can be expected to ‘activate’ or ‘sanction’ certain mechanisms 
that may limit the amount of redundant linguistic information that will be ultimately 
phonologically realised. 
 
Given that uninterpretable features are deleted at LF, the Obliteration after Spell-Out 
of a terminal specified as interpretable for the semantics (e.g. the negative marker) 
is, to a certain extent, expected: it will be interpreted by the semantic component 
and, crucially, it is recoverable from other redundant elements in the derivation (i.e. 
n-words). The requirement that the n-word and the negative marker are in the same 

                                                           
 
121 De Swart (2004), who puts forward an account of NC within Optimality Theory, claims that the 
optionality of the negative marker in Catalan follows from the interaction of the constraints NegFirst and 
MaxSN. The first constraint establishes that negation be pre-verbal; the second requires negative clauses 
to contain a marker of sentential negation. She suggests the following ranking of constraints for Catalan: 
MaxNeg>>NegFirst>>MaxSN<<>>*Neg, with MaxSN and *Neg (i.e. ‘avoid negation in the output’) 
being ranked equally high. MaxNeg determines that variables that are interpreted in the scope of negation 
be marked as negative. Post-verbal n-words must co-occur with the negative marker because NegFirst, 
which requires negation to be pre-verbal, is ranked higher than MaxSN and *Neg. This results in the 
generation of a pre-verbal negative marker with post-verbal n-words. For pre-verbal n-words, by contrast, 
the equal ranking of MaxSN and *Neg yields two possible optimal outputs, one with an overt negative 
marker and one without it. 
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Spell-Out domain for the latter to be Obliterated, therefore, is a way of guaranteeing 
the recoverability of the node that is deleted. 
 
 

5.5.2 On the status of pas 

 
Pas has been analysed as a vP-adjunct that raises to Spec, NegP (Rowlett 1998; 
Zeijlstra 2004). In French, it has been claimed to be the element that contributes the 
negative meaning to the clause. In Catalan, however, pas is optional and relatively 
free in its word order122. Consider the examples in (77) and (78). 
 
(77) a. No he pas vist a ningú.                        (Catalan) 
  not have.1SG neg seen to n-person  
                    ‘I haven’t seen anyone’ 
 
 b. No he vist pas a ningú.                    
  not have.1SG seen neg to n-person  
                    ‘I haven’t seen anyone’ 
 
 
(78) a. No he pas rigut.                                  (Catalan) 
  not have.1SG neg laughed  
                     ‘I didn’t laugh’ 
 
 b. No he rigut pas.                                         
  not have.1SG laughed neg  
                     ‘I didn’t laugh’ 
 
 
Such an assumption allows us to account for the example in (79), which was attested 
in the variety of Catalan spoken in Sant Ramon (Lleida), in the Eastern part of 
Catalonia. While it is the case that pas can occur in questions when a negatively 
specified polarity head is present, as in (80), it is normally ruled out when Negº is 
absent, as in (81), and even in the presence of an n-word, as in (82). 
 
(79) Que he dit  pas algo123?                (Dialectal Catalan124) 
 that have.1SG said  pas something  
              ‘Have I said anything?’ 

                                                           
 
122 This is so at least in my dialect. 
123 The proper form would be alguna cosa, but algo is commonly used in Catalan. 
124 Pujalt and Sant Ramon, Lleida. 
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(80) No ha trucat  pas ningú?                                 (Catalan) 
 not has.3SG called neg n-person  
             ‘Hasn’t anyone called?’ 
 
(81) Ha trucat (*pas)?                                                       (Catalan) 
 has.3SG called neg  
             ‘Has (s)he called?’ 
 
(82) Ha trucat (*pas) ningú?                                     (Catalan) 
 has.3SG called neg n-person  
             ‘Has anyone called?’ 
 
 
More examples that show that pas can be treated as a polar item in certain varieties 
of Catalan are presented in (83) and (84).125  
 
(83) Que ho volia fer ella   pas?                  (Dialectal Catalan) 
 that it wanted to-do she  pas  
             ‘Do you think she wanted to do it?’ 
 
(84) Que el vaig fer enfadar    pas?         (Dialectal Catalan) 
 that him AUX.PAST to-do upset  pas  
             ‘Did I make him upset, by any chance? 
 
 
To account for an example like (79), let us assume that Polº contains an unvalued 
interpretable polarity feature and that pas bears an unvalued uninterpretable polarity 
feature. This gives us the following configuration, where [iPol: ] is Fα, and the 
[uPol: ] feature in pas is Fβ. 
 
(85) … Fα[  ] … Fβ[  ] … 
 
 
Pesetsky and Torrego (2004), contra Chomsky (2000, 2001), assume that Agree is 
possible between an unvalued Goal Fβ and an unvalued Probe Fα (see chapter 2), 
which yields a structure containing only one occurrence of F with two instances, as 
in (86). 
 
 
 

                                                           
 
125 I thank Gemma Rigau for contributing these data, which belong to the variety of Catalan that is spoken 
in el Baix Camp, in the south of Catalonia. I also thank Teresa Cabré for judgements on the acceptability 
of these kind of data. 
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(86) … Fα[  ] … Fβ[  ] …      �      … Fα[3] … Fβ[3] …       
              

(Pesetsky and Torrego 2004: 5) 

 
 
If Agree later applies between one of the instances of an unvalued F and a distinct 
valued occurrence of F in some other location (γ), the valued feature F will be 
present at three locations. This is represented in (87). 
 
(87) … Fα[3] … Fβ[3] …  Fγ val [  ]  �  … Fα[3] … Fβ[3] …  Fγ val [3]   

                

(Pesetsky and Torrego 2004: 5) 

 
 
In an example like (79), I take Fγ val to be the uninterpretable polarity feature 
valued as modal in the Dº algo. Polº and pas would then be valued as modal.  
 
In the variety of Catalan where (79) is possible, pas is a possible phonological 
exponent when its polarity feature is valued as negative, as well as when it is valued 
as non-negative. In that sense, pas must be regarded as a polarity item with 
underspecified polarity features126. In other varieties, by contrast, pas is a vP adverb 
that can only be licensed by negation, i.e. whose polarity feature can only be 
specified as negative.  
 

                                                           
 
126 The characterisation of pas as a polar element ties up to a certaint extent with the issue of expletive 
negation (EN), which is defined by Espinal (1992: 333) as ‘(…) a Neg syntactic constituent which 
appears in certain syntactic environments but makes no effective contribution to the interpretation of the 
whole string containing this constituent.’ In an example like (1), for instance, the lexical item no, or the 
combination of no pas –brackets indicate optionality– do not contribute negative meaning to the clause.  
 
(1) És millor tenir un cotxe vell que (no (pas)) no tenir- ne cap 
 is better to have a car old that not not not have CL none 
        ‘It is better to have an old car than not to have a car at all’ 
 
              (adapted from Espinal 1992: 338) 
 
In that sense, the expression of EN could be related to the expression of negation in Strict NC languages. 
That is, it is plausible, to my view, to argue that no (or no pas) in EN bears an uninterpretable feature. 
Which kind of feature no in EN bears is what should be determined. The contexts that license EN are 
restricted to comparative quantifiers of inequality, certain prepositions such as ‘until’ and ‘before’, and 
some verbs like ‘to fear’ or ‘to prevent’. Although EN seems to be lexically determined to a great extent, 
Espinal (1992) showed that some structural conditions are necessary for an expletive reading to obtain. 
Particulary, she argues that some specific lexical item must select and govern the expletive no for its 
negative meaning to be absorbed. Acommodating EN into an account of negation as affected by 
haplology is left as further research. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CHAPTER 5 – NEGATIVE CONCORD IN ROMANCE 
 
 
 
 

252 

5.6 Summary and conclusions 

 
The present chapter has addressed the phenomenon of NC in a number of different 
Romance languages. For those that implement Strict NC, like Romanian, it was 
argued, as in earlier chapters, that they are not constrained by the morphological 
condition that prevents too many negative features to be morphophonologically 
realised in the Spell-Out domains defined by Phase Theory. 
 
For those Romance languages that have a system of Non-Strict NC, conversely, the 
pre-verbal / post-verbal n-word asymmetry that was already discussed for some 
Non-Standard varieties of English in the last chapter was attributed to the fact that 
these languages are affected by the Filter against the accidental repetition of 
negative features in Spell-Out domains. Such a hypothesis has been combined with 
the claim that in NSLs verb movement to Tº is overt and, in occurring in the syntax, 
it extends the v*P phase (Gallego 2005, 2007). PolP / NegP has, thus, been assumed 
to occur on top of TP in those languages where Phase Sliding takes place, while it 
would be merged on top of v*P in those languages where verb movement does not 
occur in the syntax (i.e. English). This view is consistent with Ouhalla’s (1990) 
NEG parameter. 
 
The work by Espinal (2000 and in press), according to which n-words are indefinites 
that are incorporated into a zero numeral meaning has been discussed, as well as the 
proposals by Martins (2000) and Isac (2002). In order to be interpreted strongly, n-
words have to move to Spec, FocP (Isac 2002, Espinal, in press). 
 
Espinal attempted to explain the (im)possibility of n-words to co-occur with the 
negative marker as a result of whether the D head that is part of the internal structure 
of n-words is filled or not. She argued that whenever Dº is filled, there is no need for 
a binder for Dº. This is what happens in Non-Strict NC languages; in Strict NC 
languages, n-words were assumed only to raise as far as NumP, but not to Dº, which 
is bound by the antiveridical operator no ‘not’. Espinal’s analysis, as discussed in 
the chapter, has, to my view, certain inconsistencies. The reason why n-words 
cannot co-occur with the negative marker in certain languages has been claimed, in 
the present dissertation, to be independent from the internal structure of n-words. 
 
As claimed in previous chapters, whether n-words can co-occur with the sentential 
negative marker or not correlates with the presence or absence of a language-
particular Filter that prevents two negative features from being accidentally repeated 
in the same Spell-Out domain. This idea, which is inspired in the work by Ackema 
and Neeleman (2004) and Neeleman and van de Koot (2006), reduces the expression 
of NC in Romance, Standard English and Non-Standard English to an instance of 
syntactic haplology.  
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Concerning the post-verbal / pre-verbal asymmetry that is observed in Non-Strict 
NC Romance languages, it has been claimed that due to Phase Sliding, which 
introduces an extra Transfer operation, n-words in the v*P are not in the same Spell-
Out domain as the negative marker. Hence, Obliteration of the negative marker is 
not triggered. Pre-verbal n-words, conversely, are always in the same Spell-Out 
domain as the sentential negative marker.   
 
The ambiguity of pre-verbal n-words that are embedded under an adversative 
predicate like dudar ‘doubt’ were related to (i) the possibility that the 
uninterpretable polarity feature of the polarity morpheme enters the derivation 
unvalued and (ii) whether the embedded Polº is valued by the matrix Polº or, by 
contrast, by the polarity feature of the n-indefinite.  
 
If the [uPol] feature of the indefinite is unvalued, the matrix Polº values both the 
embedded Polº and the indefinite as modal, and the result is the insertion of the 
Elsewhere form. If, by contrast, the indefinite carries a [uPol:neg] feature, it can 
value the Polº head in the embedded clause: the indefinite will surface with overt 
negative morphology, and the embedded clause will be assigned an overall negative 
interpretation.  
 
To surface with negative morphology in a non-negative context, it has been assumed 
that the embedded Polº must be valued by matrix Polº, while the negatively specified 
polarity feature of the indefinite is probed by Cº[uPol: ], with which it Agrees. This 
results in the interpretation of the embedded clause as modal, but in the morphology 
of the indefinite as negative. 
 
Bosque’s (1980) data on the no…N + alguno/-a construction in Spanish were also 
discussed in this chapter. Brucart’s (1994, 1996) analysis for this polarity 
construction was outlined. Broadly, he assumed that alguno and ninguno are both 
base-generated in the same position, to the left of the noun, which raises to Dº. As 
Spec, DP is assumed to be filled in by an abstract negative operator, both alguno and 
ninguno can be licensed in situ. However, only ninguno can raise to Spec, DP to 
replace the operator. I have argued that an analysis of the data in terms of 
Impoverishment can yield the desired results provided the polarity morpheme of 
indefinites is allowed to enter the syntactic derivation with an unvalued polarity 
feature, which will be valued as negative by an Op¬. Optionally, the negative value 
of the polarity feature of the indefinite can be affected by Impoverishment, thus 
surfacing as alguno /-a.  

 
 In this chapter, (Standard) French has been analysed in a totally novel way. Instead 
of equating it to other Romance languages, French has been set apart from the start, 
assuming, in line with Gallego (2005, 2007), that it does not display Phase Sliding. 
Rather, the clausal structure that has been assumed for French is the same as the one 
that was assumed for Standard English in chapter 3. The kind of NC that Standard 
French displays is also very much comparable to that of Standard English: in both 
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languages the negative marker cannot co-occur with n-indefinites in any position. 
The pre-verbal / post-verbal asymmetry that is observed in other Romance 
languages is thus not attested in French.  
 
I have argued that this is due to the fact that, like in Standard English, n-words in 
French raise to Spec, NegP, as this functional head has a polarity feature that has the 
EPP-property. This movement is overt for certain n-words (e.g. rien) and covert for 
some others (e.g. personne). As was argued for Standard English, raising to Spec, 
NegP places them in the same Spell-Out domain as the negative marker regardless 
of whether they occur pre- or post-verbally. The negative marker pas is therefore 
totally incompatible with n-words and always subject to Obliteration. 
 
Both for Spanish and French, evidence from dialectal syntax has been presented that 
seem to support the hypothesis that the negative marker is Obliterated when co-
occurring with an n-word in the same Spell-Out domain. In the case of Basque 
Spanish, examples were found of pre-verbal n-words followed by an overt negative 
marker; in the case of Québécois French, the negative adverbial pas was allowed to 
occur in the company of n-words both in post-verbal and pre-verbal position. These 
kind of data seem to indicate that the negative marker is there, syntactically 
speaking, whenever n-words are present in these languages. The hypothesis that the 
syntax-phonology mismatch is a matter of morphology is thus a possibility that is 
worth considering. 
 
At different points in the chapter some thought has been given to why there seems to 
be a correlation between the semantic negativity of the negative marker and the 
Filter against the accidental repetition of negative features in Spell-Out domains. I 
have suggested that such a relation might stem from the principle of Economy: there 
is a strong tendency to avoid Spell-Out domains containing redundant linguistic 
information if this can be recovered from other elements with which Agree was 
established in the syntax.  
 
In the case of Non-Strict NC, the interpretable feature of the Obliterated negative 
marked is relevant for the semantics but is not given a phonological realisation in 
some specific contexts; for n-words it is the other way around: their uninterpretable 
polarity features are deleted at LF, but they are phonologically realised as negative 
morphology. In the case of Strict NC, an Op¬, and not the negative marker, carries 
the interpretable negative feature that renders the sentence negative: it would be 
uneconomical to have an operation such as Obliteration to prevent an element which 
is silent in nature from being phonologically realised. All the other material 
specified with an uninterpretable negative feature that deletes at LF is 
phonologically realised, though.  
 
Intra-speaker variability in Catalan was argued to be ultimately related to whether a 
negative marker with interpretable or uninterpretable negative features is selected. If 
the former is used, the Filter that prevents the negative marker from co-occurring 
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with pre-verbal n-words will be active; by contrast, if the latter is selected, the Filter 
will be ignored. Continuing with Catalan, it was also shown that in some varieties, 
the adverb pas must be characterised as a polar element whose features can be 
valued as modal, as well. 
 
In the light of these observations, it seems to me that what the Filter against the co-
occurrence of negative features in Spell-Out domains that I have been defending 
might be ultimately doing is create symmetry in the expression of NC across 
languages. However, it does so at such a deep level that the different patterns of NC 
that can be observed in the data are just the most optimal way of satisfying a vast 
number of requirements in each language. 
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6 Conclusions 

 
In the present dissertation I have attempted to explain the phenomenon of NC in 
various languages by exploring the interaction of morphology and syntax. It has 
been shown that a uniform account of the distributional patterns of n-indefinites in 
NC across various languages is possible if it is assumed that the output of syntax is 
rearranged by PF operations that are ultimately triggered by morphological 
constraints. 
 
The central role that the DM model (Halle and Marantz 1993; Embick and Noyer 
2007) attributes to the PF interface has been of extreme relevance to the present 
piece of research: it has been assumed that morphemes (or lexical items in the 
Minimalist Program framework) are not pre-established sound-meaning pairs. 
Rather, the final phonological realisation of a given morpheme is determined by the 
syntactico-grammatical features of the slot where it is inserted, as well as a number 
of language-particular conditions that may not allow the syntax-morphology 
mapping to be absolutely direct and transparent. 
 
This idea has been thoroughly exploited throughout this dissertation and has 
motivated the underlying hypothesis that all the languages considered herein 
(Standard English, Non-Standard varieties of English and a number of Romance 
languages) have comparable syntactic structures for the expression of negation. 
What determines which and how syntactic terminals will be given a phonological 
realisation is the Vocabulary of each language.  
 
Throughout this dissertation, it has been argued that the phenomenon of NC and the 
expression of negation are regulated by a Filter, which disallows the accidental co-
occurrence of negative features in particular contexts. In other words, the 
distributional pattern of n-indefinites is affected by syntactic haplology in certain 
languages. Violations of the Filter in (1) are repaired by Obliteration, (2), a PF 
operation that deletes the negative marker syntactic terminal from the morphological 
representation, thus allowing sentential negation not to be phonologically realised, 
or Impoverishment, (2b), which, in a language like Standard English, deletes the 
negative feature of n-indefinites, thus causing them to surface without overt negative 
morphology. 
 
(1)  */negative marker/ /polarity morpheme/ if 

 
 (i)   /negative marker/ and /polarity morpheme/ are adjacent, 

 and 
 

 (ii)  NEGATIVE MARKER and POLARITY MORPHEME agree. 
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The relevant contexts of application of Obliteration and Impoverishment have been 
argued to be Spell-Out domains, which have been defined according to Chomsky’s 
(2001, 2005) Phase Theory. This strengthens the view that phases are domains of 
morphological convergence. 
 
In the particular case of Standard English, it was assumed that its three-way system 
of indefinites could be characterised as in (3). It was also claimed that Negº in 
Standard English has an EPP-feature that Attracts an n-indefinite with a negatively 
specified polarity feature to its Specifier. 
 
(3) Vocabulary for Standard English indefinites 
 
 a. [+polar, +negative]      /n?T/ / _____ √Root 
 b. [+polarity, +assertive]        /sUm/ /______√Root 
 c. Elsewhere    /DnH/ /______ √Root 
 
 
The immediate consequence of n-indefinite raising is related to the violation of the 
Filter: after raising to Spec, NegP, n-indefinites are always in the same Spell-Out 
domain as the negative marker, regardless of their position, which triggers either 
Obliteration of the negative marker, or Impoverishment of the indefinite. 
Impoverishment is not attested with pre-verbal n-indefinites, which always trigger 
Obliteration. 
 
Some HE data which challenge this latter assumption have also been considered. It 
has been claimed that any-subjects in HE can occur pre-verbally and precede the 
sentential negative marker because they are not polarity items but FCIs. These do 
not have the same licensing requirements as polarity items. 
 
The treatment of Standard English as an NC language, and of items such as nobody 
and nothing as non-negative indefinites (Penka 2007) is far from uncontroversial. 
However, I have shown that it is possible to capture the linguistic facts of Standard 
English by assuming that nobody, nothing and the like do not to have 
quantificational force on their own and are non-negative in the sense that the 

(2) a.  [Neg] Obliteration rule 

 

 [+Neg] � Ø      / {______ [+polarity: negative]}Spell-Out 

 b.  [Neg] Impoverishment rule 

 

 [+polarity: negative] � [+polarity]    / {[+Neg] ______ }Spell-Out 
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negative polarity feature they carry is uninterpretable and, thus, cannot contribute 
negative meaning to the clause on its own. 
 
It has been further assumed that clausal structure (i.e. NegP is merged on top of 
v*P), movement of indefinites specified with a negative feature and the Filter 
against the accidental repetition of negative features in the same Spell-Out domain 
prevent Standard English from displaying overt NC. Interestingly, something similar 
has been observed to be the case in Standard French, which has often been 
problematic for existing accounts of NC in Romance. In addition, data from 
language acquisition showing that English children go through a multiple negation 
stage during which they combine an overt negative marker with n-indefinites with 
overt negative morphology, is understood as support for the analysis that is put 
forward in this dissertation. 
 
The existence of DN in Standard English, where the co-occurrence of an overt 
negative marker and an n-indefinite seems to cause cancellation of negative 
meaning, was argued to follow from the presence of a second syntactic terminal in 
the structure. It was claimed that this second syntactic terminal, which is specified 
with an interpretable negative feature, is head-adjoined to Focº, with which it forms 
a complex head. This feature and the interpretable negative feature of the negative 
marker in Negº (which was Obliterated in co-occurring with an n-indefinite) cancel 
each other out. 
 
To account for the distinction between Strict and Non-Strict NC languages / 
varieties, I have argued that while the former, where n-words have to obligatorily 
co-occur with the negative marker in all contexts, tolerate the accidental repetition 
of negative features, the latter owe the well-known asymmetry between pre-verbal 
and post-verbal n-words with respect to the (im)possibility of co-occurring with the 
negative marker to (i) the Filter and (ii) whether the negative marker and the n-word 
are in the same Spell-Out domain or not. In Romance, given Phase Sliding, post-
verbal n-words are never in the same Spell-Out domain as the negative marker, thus 
always co-occurring with it; by contrast, pre-verbal n-words and the negative marker 
are always in the same Spell-Out domain, which triggers Obliteration of the latter. 
 
Non-Standard varieties of English were shown to implement both kinds of NC. 
Unlike Standard English, it was assumed that Negº lacks an EPP-feature, which 
allows n-indefinites specified with a negative feature to remain in situ and have their 
feature checked by Agree. In the absence of movement, post-verbal n-indefinites are 
never in the same Spell-Out domain as the negative marker, thus not triggering its 
Obliteration. Such an analysis was supported by the observation that n-indefinites 
that occur as there-associates in expletive constructions do trigger Obliteration in 
Non-Strict NC varieties of English. It was argued that this is due to the fact that the 
there-associate occupies the Spec, v*P position, which is in the same Spell-Out 
domain as NegP when no Phase Sliding has occurred.  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CHAPTER 6 – CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
 
 

260 

For the study of Non-Standard English, spontaneous data were used whenever 
possible. The observation of a wide number of examples from the FRED corpus not 
only revealed that some varieties have a system of Strict NC while others implement 
Non-Strict NC, but also that cases of intra-speaker variability exist, as well. That is, 
the data show that the same speaker switched from Strict to Non-Strict NC in his / 
her linguistic productions. 
 
The status of never in Non-Standard British English was also explored, given the 
noticeable imbalance between the use of never and that of other n-words in NC 
constructions. I argued, on the basis of data from Strict NC varieties of Non-
Standard English, that never should be characterised as a negator with an 
interpretable negative feature and an uninterpretable Focus feature. 
 
In the case of Non-Strict NC varieties of English, it was pointed out that if never 
was assumed to be a negator, it should be affected by Obliteration when occurring 
with a pre-verbal n-indefinite. The data showed that this is not the case and suggest 
that some room must be left for the lexical ambiguity of never. 
 
Data from AAE have also been addressed, though they were mostly taken from the 
literature. Data from fiction and movie scripts were also taken into account. 
Inspection of the examples found in various sources showed that the Strict versus 
Non-Strict contrast has not been of much relevance in the existing accounts of NC in 
AAE. It seems to be the case that while Strict NC predominates in AAE, for some 
speakers NC is Non-Strict. As was observed in Non-Standard varieties of British 
English, cases of intra-speaker variability were also observed in AAE. Special 
emphasis was put on accounting for the phenomenon of negative inversion, which 
was closely connected to Focus. 
 
In the final part of the dissertation, the phenomenon of NC in Romance was studied  
using data from various representative languages. The initial assumption was that 
Romance NSLs are affected by the phenomenon of Phase Sliding (Gallego 2005, 
2007), according to which overt v-to-T movement extends the v*P phase, forcing 
reprojection of v*, and creating the v*/ TP domain. The adoption of Gallego’s 
analysis has crucial consequences for the present account: on the one hand, it allows 
us to find an explanation for the observation that NegP seems to select TP in some 
languages, but vP in some others; on the other hand, it imposes a syntactic difference 
between Romance and English that can explain why n-words behave differently 
with respect to the possibility of co-occurring with the sentential negative marker in 
some contexts. 
 
Interestingly, distinguishing between NSLs and non-NSLs in terms of Phase Sliding 
allows us to group French, which is not an NSL language, with Standard English 
rather than with other Romance languages. This is actually a desirable move, as 
Standard French, like Standard English, does not allow n-words to co-occur with the 
sentential negative marker in any context. 
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The Vocabulary for indefinites in a Non-Strict NC Romance language like Spanish 
was assumed to be the one in (4). In addition, it was assumed that indefinites do not 
raise to Spec, NegP, which does not have an EPP-feature. Since Phase Sliding adds 
an extra Transfer operation that sends v*P to the interfaces prior to v*/T and C, post-
verbal n-indefinites are able to co-occur with the negative marker. Pre-verbal n-
indefinites, by contrast, have been argued to be in Spec, FocP in line with Isac 
(2002) and Espinal (in press). This means that they are always in the same Spell-Out 
domain as the negative marker, thus triggering the application of Obliteration to 
avoid violating the Filter. 
 
(4) Vocabulary for Spanish indefinites 
 
 a. [+polarity: negative]     /n/ /____ √Root 
 b. Elsewhere    /alg/ /____ √Root 
 
 
For a Strict NC language like Romanian, where n-words cannot be licensed in non-
negative contexts, a Vocabulary like (4) was also proposed. Although I did not 
address the issue in depth, I discussed some data on Spanish n-indefinites surfacing 
with negative morphology in negative / non-negative ambiguous contexts and 
proposed an account based on different valuation possibilities of n-indefinites and 
matrix and embedded Polº heads. 
 
Apart from Obliteration, a second PF operation, Impoverishment, has been brought 
into the discussion to account for Bosque’s (1980) data on the sequence no…N + 
alguno/ -a, which has a polar interpretation. Building on Brucart’s (1994, 1996) 
analysis of the phenomenon, I argued that the negative value of the polarity feature 
of n-indefinites could be optionally deleted (i.e. Impoverished) when occurring in a 
post-nominal position, which would result in the insertion of an alg-form. 
 
For Standard French, pas was taken to be the negative marker. Unlike ne –which can 
be dropped in Colloquial French– pas can negate sentences on its own. The fact that, 
unlike other Romance n-words, French n-indefinites cannot co-occur with pas 
without yielding a DN reading was attributed to the fact that (i) NegP is on top of vP 
due to lack of Phase Sliding and that (ii) Standard French is constrained by the Filter 
that prevents the accidental repetition of negative features in the same Spell-Out 
domain. 
 
As was argued for Standard English n-indefinites, French n-words raise to Spec, 
NegP to satisfy the EPP-feature of Negº. The result is that the negative marker is 
always Obliterated, as both pre- and post-verbal n-indefinites are in the same Spell-
Out domain as the negative marker, hence triggering Obliteration. Québécois 
French, which allows n-words to co-occur with pas in all contexts, has been taken as 
evidence in favour of a syntactic haplology account of the expression of NC and 
negation in Standard French. 
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Finally, it was shown that, as was the case for Standard English, DN readings are 
also attested in Standard French. The explanation that has been given to this 
phenomenon has also been in terms of a second negative terminal merged in Focus. 
 
In the final part of the chapter, some data from Catalan were addressed. This 
language is in a transitional stage in the sense that it allows the sentential negative 
marker to optionally co-occur with n-words. That is, Catalan is both a Strict and a 
Non-Strict NC language, which results in intra-speaker variability. 
 
In line with Zeijlstra (2004), it has been assumed that the difference between Strict 
and Non-Strict NC is found in the interpretability of the negative feature that the 
negative marker bears. While the negative marker carries an uninterpretable 
negative feature in Strict NC languages, it bears an interpretable negative feature in 
Non-Strict NC. The situation of Catalan, therefore, can be reduced to the 
interpretability of the negative feature in the negative marker being underspecified. 
Such an analysis is compatible with Adger and Smith’s (2005) account of variation 
in the MP. 
 
Some evidence on the use of pas in dialectal Catalan motivated the analysis of this 
particle as a polar element in certain occasions. It was shown that while in some 
varieties pas is always specified with a negative feature, it seems to carry an 
underspecified polarity feature that can be valued by an operator other than 
negation.  
 
To conclude, the possibility has been explored that some kind of correlation exists 
between the interpretable / uninterpretable status of the negative feature of the 
negative marker, which yields the Strict versus Non-Strict NC distinction (Zeijlstra 
2004), and the existence of the Filter against the accidental repetition of negative 
features in Spell-Out domains. It has been suggested that a morpheme containing a 
feature that will be interpreted at LF can be Obliterated because it can be recovered 
from the overt negative morphology of the co-occurring n-word. By contrast, in 
being semantically non-negative, negative markers in Strict NC languages trigger 
the presence of an abstract negative operator that negates the clause. As this element 
is silent in nature, Obliteration would vacuously apply. Obliteration of LF-
interpretable material, therefore, results in a striking parallelism between Strict and 
Non-Strict NC in that only uninterpretable material is phonologically realised in the 
same Spell-Out domain.   
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Dutch summary (Nederlandse samenvattig) 

 
In dit proefschrift wordt Negative Concord (NC) geanalyseerd als  syntactisch-
mortfologisch interface-verschijnsel. NC, dat kan worden gedefinieerd als het feit 
dat negatie semantisch slechts eenmaal wordt geïnterpreteerd terwijl het schijnbaar 
door meer dan een element in de zin wordt uitgedrukt, kan worden geclassificeerd 
als Strikt (1) of Niet-Strikt (2), afhankelijk van de vraag of n-woorden in alle 
contexten verplicht de negatieve markeerder begeleiden of niet. In het geval van 
Niet-Strikt NC moeten alleen postverbale n-woorden de negatieve markeerder 
begeleiden; preverbale n-woorden kunnen niet voorkomen met de negative 
markeerder zonder daarbij een Dubbele-Negatie-lezing op te leveren. 
 
(1)    a. *(Nie) zniszczyłem              niczyjej     książki                                      (Pools) 
               niet  verwoest-1.SG.MSC n-iemands boek 
               ‘Ik heb neimands book evrwoest’ 
 
          b.  Nikt                    *(nie)  dał    Marysi        książki 
               n-iemand-NOM    niet  gaf    Marie-DAT boek-GEN 
              ‘Niemand gaf marie een/het boek’ 
 
 
(2)     a.   *(No) ha     visto     a      nadie.                                                     (Spaans) 
                 niet   heeft gezien naar n-iemand 
                ‘Hij heeft niemand gezien’ 
 
          b.   Nadie   (*no)   compró el    periódico 
                n-iemand niet  kocht    de    krant 
               ‘Niemand kocht de krant’ 
 
 
In dit proefschrift wordt op basis van het Minimalistische Programma en het 
Distributed-Morphology-model, beargumenteerd dat post-syntactische operaties de 
distributie van n-woorden met betrekking tot de markeerder van zinsnegatie 
(sentential negative marker, SNM) bepalen, zowel in het Standaard als het Niet-
standaard Engels, en in een aantal Romaanse talen.  
 
In hoofdstuk 1 worden enkele benaderingen van Negative Concord besproken en uit 
de discussie blijkt dat zij allemaal proberen een antwoord te geven op de volgende 
vragen: (i) zijn n-woorden inherent negatief? en (ii) zijn n-woorden 
kwantificationeel? In deze dissertatie wordt er vanuit gegaan dat n-woorden niet-
negatieve indefinieten zijn. 
 
In hoofdstuk 2 worden de basisbegrippen van het MP en DM gepresenteerd. Het MP 
en de DM verschillen van elkaar in de voorgestelde eigenschappen van het Lexikon 
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en in de rol die toegeschreven wordt aan de Fonetische Vorm (PF). In het kort, DM 
deelt niet aanname dat het Lexikon paren bevat van geluid en betekenis. 
Daarentengen wordt de relatie van geluid en betekenis wordt uiteindelijk in de PF- 
tak bepaald, waar de PF-operaties centraal staan die de syntaktische output 
herstellen op basis van morphologische restricties. 
 
In hoofdstuk 3 wordt aangenomen dat de n-woorden van het standaard Engels zoals 
nobody, nothing en dergelijke niet inherent negatief zijn, en evenmin 
kwantificationeel. Zij zijn echter niet-negatieve indefinieten. Deze aannames geven 
ons de mogelijkheid een analyse van het Standaard Engels als een NC-taal voor te 
stellen. Desondanks zijn er twee PF-operaties die voorkomen dat n-woorden samen 
met de SNM verschijnen. Er wordt beargumenteerd dat deze operaties, Obliteration 
(4a) en Impoverishment (4b), uitgelokt worden door een taalspecifiek Filter (3), dat 
de toevallige herhaling van negatieve kenmerken binnen hetzelfde Spell-Out-domein 
verbiedt. 
 
(3)  */negatieve markeerder/ /polariteitsmorfeem/ als 

 
 (i)   /negatieve markeerder/ en / polariteitsmorfeem / adjacent zijn, 

 en 
 

 (ii) NEGATIEVE MARKEERDER en POLARITEITSMORFEEM 
overeenkomen. 
 
 

 
Impoverishment kan de negatieve waarde van het polariteitkenmerk opheffen dat 
een n-indefiniet met zich meedraagt. Obliteration elimineert de syntactische 
eindknoop van de negatieve markeerder uit de morphologische structuur. Terwijl 
Impoverishment resulteert in insertie van een default vorm van de any-set, zoals 
gedefinieerd door het vocabulaire dat wordt aangenomen voor indefinieten in het 
Standaard-Engels, resulteert Obliteration in de ontsnapping van de negatieve 
markeerder aan de lexicale insertie. 
 
Met betrekking tot het uitdrukken van Dubbele Negatie in het Standaard-Engels 
wordt geclaimd dat deze volgt vanuit de aanwezigheid van een tweede negatieve 
synatctische eindknoop in de derivatie. Ik beschouw deze als een hoofd-adjunct van 
Focº. 
 

  
(4)        a.  [+Neg] � Ø      / {______ [+polariteit: negatief]}Spell-Out 

 
             b.  [+polariteit: negatief] � [+polariteit] / {______ [+Neg]}Spell-Out 
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Taalverwervingsdata tonen aan dat Engelse kinderen een fase doorlopen waarbinnen 
zij n-indefinieten produceren met een overte negatieve markeerder. Dit wordt als 
bewijs gezien voor de aanwezigheid van NegP in constructies met n-indefinieten.  
 
Hoofdstuk 4 is gewijd aan de verklaring van het cruciale verschil tussen n-
indefinieten in het Standaard-Engels and n-indefinieten in de Niet-
standaardvariëteiten van het Engels. Postverbale n-indefinieten kunnen de SNM 
begeleiden in Niet-standaardvariëteiten van het Engels, ongeacht of zij Strikt of 
Niet-Strikt NC implementeren, zoals blijkt uit (5a) respectievelijk (5b). Data uit het 
FRED-corpus laat zien dat Obliteration (5b) ook wordt aangetroffen in die 
variëteiten van het Brits Engels die Niet-Strikt NC implementeren, aangezien net als 
in het Standaard-Engels, deze variëteiten eveneens worden beperkt door het Filter 
dat onnodige herhaling van negatieve kenmerken binnen hetzelfde Spell-Out domein 
verbiedt, dat wordt gedefinieerd volgens  de Phase-Theorie. 
 
(5)       a.      And uncle Albert, he wouldn’t do nothing, hardly.   (FRED, CON_005) 
 
            b.     Nobody’d got nothing, that’s the way it was.       (FRED, NTT_005) 
 
 
Deze conclusies voor het Niet-standaard Brits Engels kunnen worden uitgebreid 
naar het African American English (AAE), dat bekend staat om zijn veelvuldige 
toepassing van NC. Ik toon aan dat hoewel het AAE voornamelijk een systeem van 
Strikt NC implementeert, het voor sommige AAE sprekers het een Niet-Strikt NC-
taal is.  
 
Zulke variatie in het type NC maakt het onderzoek naar negatieve inversie (NI) in 
het AAE uiterst interessant aangezien Obliteration and Impoverishment zelfs voor 
sprekers met een Niet-Strikt NC systeem van kracht lijken te zijn in NI constructies. 
Dit is onverwacht, omdat een n-indefiniet en de negatieve markeerder zich in 
hetzelfde Spell-Out-domein bevinden.  
 
(6) a. Doesn’t nobody really know that it’s a God, you know.  

                                                                                   Larry H., 15, Jets 

 
 b. Ain’t no white cop gonna put his hands on me!        Jesse H., 16, Jets 
                            

(Labov 1972a: 187-188) 

 
 
In dit proefschrift wordt beargumenteerd dat in NI-constructies Focus een rol speelt, 
hetgeen verklaart waarom het negatieve hulpwerkwoord aan het subject voorafgaat. 
Binnen een dergelijke configuratie worden zowel Impoverishment and Obliteration 
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geblokkeerd, aangezien zij een syntactische structuur zouden opleveren die als een 
vraag zou worden geimplementeerd. 
 
Tenslotte, in hoofdstuk 5 worden ook een aantal Romaanse talen ook behandeld. 
Voor die talen die Niet-Strikt NC implementeren (bijvoorbeeld het Italiaans en het 
Spaans), wordt beredeneerd dat wanneer n-woorden preverbaal voorkomen 
Obliteration wordt toegepast, aangezien zij zich in hetzelfde Spell-Out-domein 
bevinden als de SNM. Postverbale n-woorden daarentegen begeleiden de SNM 
vanwege het feit dat negatie in Romaanse Null Subject talen boven de TP wordt 
ingevoegd.  
 
Net als in het Engels en Frans worden sommige dialectologische en diachrone data 
uit het Spaans als bewijs beschouwd voor een analyse in termen van Obliteration 
van de negatieve markeerder. Baskisch Spaans en Oud-Spaans laten beide zien dat 
preverbale n-woorden kunnen voorkomen in combinatie met de negatieve 
markeerder. 
Dubbele negatielezingen worden ook geanalyseerd als het bijkomend effect van een 
extra negatieve operator in Focus.  
 
In dit hoofdstuk wordt betoogd dat het gedrag van het Standaard-Franse pas vertoont 
opvallend veel overeenkomsten met het Standaard-Engels vertoont. Pas, waarvan 
wordt aangenomen dat het de SNM is, kan in geen enkele context voorkomen met n-
indefinieten voorkomen, en is onderhevig aan Obliteration. Ik concludeer dat een 
uniforme analyse van het Standaard-Frans en het Standaard-Engels mogelijk is, wat 
de overeenkomsten tussen de twee talen verklaart, evenals de verschillen tussen het 
Standaard-Frans en de Romaanse talen. 
 
(7)   a.   Jean *(n’) a (*pas) vu personne                        (Frans) 
 Jean ne heeft niet gezien n-iemand  
           ‘Jean heft niemand gezien’ 
             
        b. Personne *(n’) est (*pas)  venu  
 n-iemand ne is niet gekomen  
             ‘Niemand is gekomen’ 

(Rowlett 1998: 178 en 182) 

 
 
Strikt-NC-talen (zoals het Roemeens) laten de effecten van PF-operaties niet zien 
omdat zij ongevoelig zijn voor het Filter dat onnodige herhaling van negatieve 
kenmerken binnen hetzelfde Spell-Out-domein verbiedt. Het Catalaans aan de 
andere kant laat een geval van interne sprekersvariatie zien: het is niet gemakkelijk 
om het Catalaans te categoriseren als ofwel een Strict ofwel een Non-Strict NC taal, 
omdat de negatieve markeerder optioneel is.  
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In algemene zin kan worden gesteld dat er een verbinding bestaat tussen de 
interpreteerbaarheid vs. niet-interpreteerbaarheid van de SNM, hetgeen het 
onderscheid tussen Strikt en Niet-Strikt NC constitueert (Zeijlstra 2004), en de 
toepassing van het filter. Ik vermoed dat uitsluitend Niet-Strikt NC talen door het 
filter beperkt worden, omdat interpreteerbaar materiaal dat aan Obliteration 
onderhevig is geweest, gereconstrueerd kan worden wanneer het samen voorkomt 
met elementen met identieke oninterpreteerbare kenmerken.  
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List of Abbreviations 

The following abbreviations are used in the text: 
 
AAE  African American English 
AP  adjectival phrase 
AdvP  adverbial phrase 
AgrP  agreement phrase 
AGR  agreement 
API  affective polarity item 
BNC  British National Corpus 
BNC-SpS  Spoken subpart of the British National Corpus 
C  complementiser 
CHL  computational procedure for human language 
C-I  conceptual-intentional system 
C[neg]  negative complementiser 
CP  complementiser phrase 
DM  Distributed Morphology 
DN  Double Negation 
DO  direct object 
DP  determiner phrase 
D  determiner 
ECP  Empty Category Principle 
EF  edge feature 
EM  external merge 
EModE  Early Modern English 
EN  expletive negation 
EPP  Extended Projection Principle 
Exp  expression 
F  feature 
F  universal set of features 
[F]  subset of universal set of features 
FC  functional category 
FCI  free choice item 
FF  formal feature 
FL  Faculty of Language 
Foc  focus 
FocP  focus phrase 
FRED  Freiburg English Dialects corpus 
HE  Hiberno-English 
HMC  Head Movement Constraint 
[iNeg]  interpretable negative feature 
IM  internal merge  
I  inflection head 
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IO  indirect object 
IP  inflection phrase 
[iPol: ]  unvalued interpretable polarity feature 
[iPol:Neg]  interpretable polarity feature valued as negative 
L  language 
LA  lexical array 
Lex  lexicon 
LF  logical form 
LI  lexical item 
LME  Late Middle English 
ME  Middle English 
MP  Minimalist Program 
NE  negative element 
NEG  negative 
NegP  negative phrase 
Neg  negative head 
NC  negative concord 
NI  negative inversion  
NP  noun phrase 
NPI  negative polarity item 
NSL  null subject language 
NTC  no-tampering condition 
NumP  numeral phrase 
Num  numeral head 
OE  Old English 
Opexp  expletive operator 
Op¬  abstract negative operator 
OS  Object Shift 
OV  object verb (word order) 
PF  phonetic form 
PIC  Phase Impenetrability Condition 
PolP  polarity phrase 
Pol  polarity head 
P&P  Principles and Parameters model 
PP  prepositional phrase 
QF  quantificational force 
QR  quantifier raising 
SAI  subject-auxiliary inversion 
S-M  sensorimotor system 
SMT  Strong Minimalist Thesis 
Spec  specifier 
TP  tense phrase 
T  head of tense phrase 
T[def]  defective tense head 
[uFoc]  uninterpretable focus feature 
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UG  Universal Grammar 
[uPol:Neg]  uninterpretable polarity feature valued as negative 
[uv]  uninterpretable verbal feature 
VP  verbal phrase 
V  verb 
vP  verbal phrase (functional category) 
vAUXP  auxiliary phrase 
v*P  transitive verbal phrase 
v*  transitive verb 
VO  verb object (word order) 
VOS  verb object subject (word order) 
XP  maximal projection 
ΣP  sigma phrase 
>  c-command 
 
 
The following abbreviations are used in the example glosses: 
 
ABS  absolutive 
ACC  accusative 
APPLIC  applicative 
AUX  auxiliary 
DAT  dative 
CL  clitic 
EP  enthetic proclitic 
ERG  ergative 
F  feminine  
GEN  genitive 
INTRANS  intransitive 
MSC  masculine 
NEG  negative 
NOM  nominative 
OBJ-M  object marker 
PAST  past tense 
PRF  perfect 
PL  plural 
PREF  prefix 
PRS  present 
TRANS  transitive 
Q  question particle 
REFL  reflexive 
SG  singular 
SUBJ  subjunctive 
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The following notation has been used in the examples: 
 
*  ungrammatical 
*(X)  the sentence is ungrammatical without X 
(*X)  the sentence is ungrammatical if X is included 
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