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In this paper, we revisit the phenomenon of Negative Concord focusing on the Strict vs. Non-
Strict divide. With Catalan as a case in point, we show that Negative Concord Items (NCIs)
are not negative quantifiers (NQs) or polarity items (PIs) but inherently negative indefinites
by virtue of carrying a negative feature [neg] that contributes a negative semantics to the
proposition and is subject to a syntax–phonology constraint that forces it to overtly
c-command Tense in compliance with Jespersen’s NegFirst principle. We argue that to
satisfy such constraint, [neg] can disembody from the NCI via overtMove F(eature) to adjoin
at a pre-Infl(ection) position and be Spelled-Out homophonous to the negative marker. The
Strict vs. Non-Strict contrast follows from whether [neg] always moves independently from
the rest of the NCI via Move F (Strict Negative Concord) or predates, whenever possible, on
another movement of the NCI that places [neg] in the required pre-Infl position (Non-Strict
Negative Concord) thus not having to disembody.

KEYWORDS: Catalan, disembodied feature,Move F, Negative Concord, Strict andNon-Strict
Negative Concord
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1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we revisit the phenomenon of Negative Concord (NC) with special
emphasis on Catalan facts. Catalan is well-known for optionally allowing the
negative marker to co-occur with pre-verbal Negative Concord Items (NCIs)
(n-words in Laka 1990) such as ningú ‘n-body’, res ‘n-thing’, and the like (Fabra
1912, 1918, 1956; Badia i Margarit 1962, 1994; Solà 1973; Quer 1993; van der
Wouden and Zwarts 1993; Vallduví 1994; Espinal 2000, 2002; Zeijlstra 2004;
Tubau 2008; Déprez et al. 2015) and is, hence, difficult to classify in a parametric
division of NC into a Strict and a Non-Strict type (Giannakidou 1997, 1998). In
addition, words like ningú and res in Catalan have a wider distribution than NCIs in
other languages with NC.2 Although ningú, res, and the like can occur in negative
contexts as well as in non-negative ones (e.g. questions, conditionals, etc.), NCIs
are restricted to negative contexts in other NC languages (e.g. Romanian). Again,
then, Catalan is puzzling when it comes to establishing whether NCIs are negative
or not and whether they are quantificational or not.

The article is organized as follows. In the remainder of this section, we review
different approaches to NC and discuss why this phenomenon has been very often
considered problematic for the Principle of Compositionality (as has been noted
by Ladusaw 1992 or Giannakidou 2000, for example) and why Catalan poses a
problem for the macro-parametric division of NC languages into the Strict and
the Non-Strict type. In Section 2, we address different positions concerning the
nature of NCIs and their implications for the understanding of NC with the
Catalan data being core to the discussion. In Section 3, we unpack our new
proposal to account for NC, which is articulated around the central assumption
that NCIs are negative indefinites by virtue of carrying a negative feature [neg]
that can be disembodied from the rest of the indefinite by means of overt Move
F(eature) (Roberts 1998, cf. Pesetsky 2000) to c-command Tense (cf. Davidson
1967, Diesing 1992, Weiss 2002). In this new approach, NC and the Strict
vs. Non-Strict NC distinction are best described as an epiphenomenon of a
syntax–phonology interface requirement imposed on the expression of negation
rather than as a syntactic dependency. This interface condition is in compliance
with Jespersen’s (1917, 1933) NegFirst principle3 (see also Horn 1989; and the

[2] The use of (purported) NCIs in non-veridical contexts (e.g. yes/no-questions) is marginally possible
in otherNC languages such as Italian (Bernini&Ramat 1996: 37-8) or some of its varieties (Garzonio
& Poletto 2023), but it is not a general property of NCIs in all NC languages. In Spanish, for instance,
NCIs are not allowed in conditionals, yes/no-questions, the restriction of a universal quantifier, or the
scope of a focus particle such as solo ‘only’ (Aranovich 2007: 191). In French, according to Corblin
et al. (2004: 422) the use of NCIs in non-negative contexts such as yes/no-questions ‘is a relic of a
preceding state of the language. It is not productive and has a strong old-fashioned formal taste’.
According to our proposal, only PIs occur in non-veridical contexts; NCIs are restricted to negative
contexts. We also show that a language may have homophonous series of PIs and NCIs.

[3] According to Jespersen (1933: 297), NegFirst is a constraint that encodes the functional need ‘to
put the negative word or element as early as possible, so as to leave no doubt in the mind of the
hearer as to the purport of what is said’.
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Negative Early principle, van der Auwera & Van Alsenoy 2016). Section 4
concludes the paper.

1.1 Negative Concord and compositionality

It is often pointed out in the literature on NC that this phenomenon is a problem for
compositionality. According to the Principle of Semantic Compositionality (Frege
1879), the meaning of a given expression is the result of the meaning of its parts.
Hence, the fact that a sentence such as (1) is interpreted with a single negation
(SN) reading eithermeans that one of the two elements that look like negative is not,
or that, if both are, a mechanism exists that combines two negations into one.

(1) No menja res.4 [Catalan]
NEG eats n-thing / anything
‘S/he doesn’t eat anything.’

Either position corresponds to existing views of NC and NCIs. For Zanuttini
(1991), Haegeman & Zanuttini (1991), and Haegeman (1995), NCIs are negative
universal quantifiers that bear a negative formal feature that needs to be checked in
a Specifier–Head configuration with a negative operator sitting in the head
Neg(ation). Given that in Zanuttini and Haegeman’s work both the NCI and
Neg are assumed to be inherently negative, a semantic process of negative
absorption known as Neg-factorisation is postulated. Neg-factorisation is argued
to cancel the negative meaning of one or more raised negative quantifiers (NQs)
when under the scope of a negative operator. Watanabe (2004) updates Zanuttini
and Haegeman’s approach by arguing that Neg-factorisation naturally follows
from the fact that feature-checking involves copying of the negative feature of the
Goal (i.e. the NCI) onto the Probe (i.e. Neg). Co-occurrence of two negative
features in the Probe cancels them so that the negative marker becomes non-
negative, and it is the NCI that contributes the negative meaning to the sentence.
De Swart & Sag (2002) also assume NCIs to be NQs that can either engage in
resumption (thus yielding a SN reading) or in iteration (thus yielding a double
negation (DN) meaning). By contrast, for Bosque (1980), Laka (1990), and
Progovac (1994), NCIs are polarity items (PIs) and, as such, they must be bound
by a suitable operator which includes, but is not restricted to, negation. Ladusaw
(1992) argues that NCIs are self-licensing (they introduce their own licensing
negative operator in certain contexts). Finally, NCIs have also been argued to be
lexically ambiguous between NQs and PIs (Herburger 2001). This is because
apart from the debate on the (non-)negativity of NCIs, their quantificational status
has also been at the heart of the vast literature on NC. NCIs have been argued to be
negative universal quantifiers (Haegeman & Zanuttini 1991; Zanuttini 1991;

[4] In Sections 1.1, 1.2., and 2.1, we gloss no as NEG to indicate that it is a negative lexical item though,
as discussed later in the paper, not necessarily a syntactic negative head.
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Haegeman 1995), non-negative universal quantifiers (Giannakidou 2000), non-
negative PIs (Bosque 1980; Laka 1990), non-negative indefinites (Ladusaw 1992,
1994; Acquaviva 1993, 1997; Giannakidou & Quer 1997; Zeiljstra 2004; Tubau
2008), negative indefinites (Suñer 1995), and indefinites incorporated into a zero
numeral (Déprez 1997; Espinal 2000).

The literature is divided concerning the nature of NCIs because there is evidence
for them to be analysed as inherently negative and, at the same time, evidence for
them to be analysed as non-negative. The strongest argument for the analysis of
NCIs as negative comes from the observation that in all NC languages, NCIs can be
used as answers to questions in the absence of an overt negative marker; see
(2A) and (3A).5

(2) Q: ¿Quién llamó? [Spanish]
who called
‘Who called?’

A: Nadie.
n-body
‘Nobody.’

(3) Q: Ti idhes? [Greek]
what saw.2SG
‘What did you see?’

A: TIPOTA.
n-thing
‘Nothing.’

Given that in some languages (e.g. Spanish, Italian) pre-verbal NCIs cannot
co-occur with the (alleged) negative marker, (4), it may also be argued that this is
because they are inherently negative.

(4) Nessuno (*non) ha telefonato. [Italian]
n-body NEG has called
‘Nobody called.’

Yet, in some other languages (e.g. Greek, Romanian), pre-verbal NCIs must
co-occur with the (alleged) negative marker, (5), and, hence, this makes it difficult
to argue that they are inherently negative.

[5] The relevance of this argument is dependent on howmuch unpronounced structure is assumed for
the answer. If no elided structure is assumed for (2A), the most straightforward explanation for its
negative meaning is that the NCI is inherently negative. In an ellipsis-based approach to (2A), by
contrast, it is assumed that an isolated NCI is part of a full-fledged clause affected by ellipsis
(Giannakidou 2000, 2006; Merchant 2001, 2004; cf. Espinal & Tubau 2016). Whether NCIs are
assumed to be negative or non-negative in the full clause extends to the analysis of the NCI as a
fragment. In Section 2.1, the possibility that a PI preceded by a negative marker is used as an
isolated answer is discussed as well.
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(5) Nimeni *(nu) suna. [Romanian]
n-person NEG calls
‘Nobody calls.’

In addition, postverbal NCIs must co-occur with the purported negative marker in
all languages that allowNC – see (6) and (7). This is the strongest argument to claim
that NCIs are inherently non-negative.

(6) *(No) llamó nadie. [Spanish]
NEG called n-body

‘Nobody called.’

(7) *(Dhen) idhes TIPOTA. [Greek]
NEG saw.2SG n-thing

‘You didn’t see anything.’

In short, when it comes to whether NCIs introduce an instance of negation or not, the
choice amounts to a yes-no answer, with ‘yes’ and ‘no’ only straightforwardly
accounting for part of the data. If NCIs are assumed to be negative, isolated NCIs
used as answers to wh-questions are easy to accommodate, but the distribution of
post-verbal NCIs across languageswithNCand the distribution of pre-verbalNCIs in
languages such as Romanian or Greek (which must co-occur with the (alleged)
negative marker) are problematic. So is the phenomenon known as negative spread
(denBesten 1986), as in (8), where a pre-verbal NCI licenses one ormore post-verbal
NCIs in the absence of a negative marker. In all the problematic cases, the central
question is how two (or more) negations end up being interpreted as only one.

(8) Nadie ha leído nada. [Spanish]
n-body has read n-thing
‘Nobody has read anything.’

By contrast, if NCIs are assumed to be non-negative, the distribution of post-verbal
NCIs is straightforward, and the problematic data would be the use of isolated NCIs
as answers towh-questions, the distribution of pre-verbal NCIs in languages such as
Spanish and Italian, and negative spread. For these problematic cases, it is not
obvious where the negative meaning of the sentence comes from.

The Strict vs. Non-Strict NC classification, which is based on the distribution of
pre-verbalNCIs andwhether theymust ormust not co-occurwith the alleged negative
marker in this position, has also led to the assumption that the so-called negative
marker is not negative in every language. According to Zeijlstra (2004), the negative
marker carries an interpretable negative feature in languages with Non-Strict NC, but
an uninterpretable negative feature in languages with Strict NC. In other words,
whereas the negativemarker would be truly negative in languages such as Spanish or
Italian, it would not be negative in languages such as Romanian or Greek. In
languages with Strict NC, Zeijlstra claims that the uninterpretable negative feature
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of the negative marker is checked by an abstract negative operator that is inserted for
this purpose as a Last Resort. It is, therefore, this abstract negative operator and not the
negative marker that reverses the truth-conditions of a proposition.

Zeijlstra’s (2004) analysis raises an important theoretical concern for the char-
acterization of negation in languages with Strict NC: if the (purported) negative
marker is semantically non-negative and it always triggers the Last Resort insertion
of an abstract negative operator that is covert, why does the negative marker always
have to be overt both in NC and non-NC structures? For Catalan, which has been
reported to optionally allow the negative marker to co-occur with pre-verbal NCIs,
Zeijlstra’s (2004) analysis amounts to claiming that the negative marker is lexically
ambiguous between the non-negative type that is found in Strict NC languages and
the negative type of Non-Strict NC languages. The purpose of the present article is
to put forward a new approach to NC that can explain the cross-linguistic similar-
ities in the distribution of NCIs in the post-verbal position and the cross-linguistic
differences in the distribution of pre-verbal NCIs with respect to the necessary
presence/compulsory absence of no in Catalan (or non, dhen, nu, ne in Italian,
Greek, Romanian, Russian, etc.) and possibly accommodate the NC-type flexibility
attested in Catalan. We hereby hypothesize that (i) NCIs are negative indefinites
with a formal feature [neg] that semantically translates as a negative operator ¬;
(ii) the negative marker is always negative (i.e. it also corresponds to a negative
operator ¬), and (iii) the Strict vs. Non-Strict NC contrast is the result of whether the
formal feature [neg] in an NCI moves overtly to c-command the Tense features of
the sentence via Move F, or it ends up doing so after the NCI opportunistically
moves via Move α for reasons independent from the expression of negation.6 We
claim that the choice ofMove F (à la Roberts 1998) to satisfy the syntax–phonology
constraint that we are proposing has observable consequences for the syntax–
phonology mapping of negation.

In the next section, we examine how Catalan poses a problem for the Strict
vs. Non-Strict classification if this is understood as parametric. In Section 2, we
review the evidence in favor and against analysing Catalan NCIs as PIs or as NQs.
In Section 3, we develop our new approach to NC based on hypotheses (i)–(iii).

1.2 Catalan poses a problem for a macro-parametric Strict vs. Non-Strict NC
classification

The Strict vs. Non-Strict NC classification is based on whether pre-verbal NCIs
must co-occur with the alleged negative marker (Strict NC) or if, by contrast, they

[6] In Acquaviva (1995: 114), sentential negation is defined as ‘closure of the event variable by a
negated existential operator’. In this paper, althoughwe agree that for a negativemarker to express
sentential negation, it must have scope over the event variable at LF, we also claim that the
minimal semantic requirement for a sentence with NC to be interpreted as negative is that one or
more NCIs occur within a sentential domain. However, a negative expression must overtly
c-command the Tense features in order to be accepted by native speakers. See Espinal et al.
(2023) for empirical arguments in support of this hypothesis.
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cannot (Non-Strict NC). This distinction has been assumed to be connected to
parametric variation in the morphosyntactic features of the negative marker. In
Strict NC languages, the purported negative marker is assumed to carry a [uNeg]
feature and, hence, needs to be licensed by an operator carrying a matching
interpretable negative feature [iNeg] very much in the same way NCIs do. In
Non-Strict NC languages, the negative marker is assumed to carry an [iNeg] feature
(Zeijlstra 2004). The underlying structure of the Romanian and the Spanish
sentences in (9a, b) is, therefore, claimed to be different.

(9) (a) Nu mănâncă nimic. [Romanian]
NEG eats n-thing
‘S/he doesn’t eat anything.’

(b) No come nada. [Spanish]
NEG eats n-thing
‘S/he doesn’t eat anything.’

As shown in (10), in Romanian, the [uNeg] feature of nu triggers the insertion of a
covert Last Resort negative operator endowed with the feature [iNeg] (Op¬[iNeg])
that can check the [uNeg] feature of nu and the NCI under Multiple Agree (Ura
1996; Hiraiwa 2001; cf. Chomsky 1995, 2001).7 Checking is indicated by the
strikethrough. In (11), by contrast, it is no, endowed with an [iNeg] feature, that
engages in the checking relation mediated by Agree.

(10) [NegP Op¬[iNeg] [vP nimic[uNeg]i [vP nu[uNeg] mănâncă ti]]]
(11) [NegP no[iNeg] [vP nada[uNeg]i [vP come ti]]]

As shown in (12), Catalan allows no to optionally co-occur with pre-verbal NCIs
(Fabra 1912, 1918, 1956; Badia i Margarit 1962, 1994; Solà 1973; Quer 1993; van
der Wouden & Zwarts 1993; Vallduví 1994; Espinal 2000, 2002; Zeijlstra 2004;
Tubau 2008) and is thus a misfit in the landscape of NC (Déprez et al. 2015).8

(12) Ningú (no) menja. [Catalan]
n-body NEG eats
‘Nobody eats.’

If the parametric difference between Strict and Non-Strict NC lies upon the [uNeg]
vs. [iNeg] feature distinction of the purported negative marker, as Zeijlstra (2004)
suggests, then (12) must be accounted for as the co-existence of two dialects for

[7] Zeijlstra (2004) assumes the abstract negative operator to sit in the Specifier ofNegP and the object
NCI to raise to the vP-edge.

[8] The Strict and Non-Strict NC options in Catalan have different prescriptive considerations, with
the Strict NC being strongly recommended in formal texts according to prescriptive norms (Fabra
1956; Institut d’Estudis Catalans 2016). Yet, there are speakers for whom the Strict andNon-Strict
NC options are freely available.
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Catalan9 (van der Wouden & Zwarts 1993; Zeijlstra 2004), each with a differently
specified negative marker, or two registers (a formal one with Strict NC and an
informal one with Non-Strict NC) (Penka 2011, van der Auwera & Van Alsenoy
2016, van der Auwera & Krasnoukhova 2020). However, in Déprez et al. (2015),
empirical evidence is provided against this position. Before discussing such evi-
dence though, let us note that in Section 2, we argue that Catalan res, ningú, etc.
exist as NCIs and also as PIs, with the two series being homophonous (Espinal &
Llop 2022).10 As will be later discussed, PIs are excluded from the pre-verbal
position and cannot be used in isolation without an overt c-commanding licensor.
When in post-verbal position though, NCIs res, ningú, etc. cannot be distinguished
from PIs res, ningú, etc. Therefore, in what follows, in our examples we gloss PIs by
means of any forms in English and NCIs by means of n-forms. Whenever there is
ambiguity, it is reflected in the glosses.

We return now to Déprez et al.’s (2015) experimental evidence against van der
Wouden & Zwarts’ (1993) and Zeijlstra’s (2004) account of the optionality of no
with Catalan pre-verbal NCIs as the result of dialectal variation. Déprez et al. (2015)
conduct two experiments to explore various research questions related toNC (hence
SN) and DN in Catalan. Of relevance for our present discussion are two questions –
namely, (i) whether NC is the default interpretation for sequences with no and
multiple NCIs in Catalan and (ii) whether the co-presence of no could boost DN
readings. The critical stimuli that the participants were asked to match with one of
two available pictures (one corresponding to a SN reading resulting from NC, and
one corresponding to an affirmative reading resulting from DN) contained pre-
verbal and post-verbal NCIs with and without no, (13a, b).

(13) (a) Ningú trenca res. [Catalan]
n-body breaks n-thing / anything
‘Nobody breaks anything.’

(b) Ningú no trenca res.
n-body NEG breaks n-thing / anything
‘Nobody breaks anything.’

These authors show that there are no speakers for whomNC in Catalan is always
Strict, as stimuli such as (13a) and (13b) are both most often interpreted as SN by all
the participants; likewise, there are no speakers of the allegedNon-Strict NC variety
that systematically attribute DN to NC sentences with no and a pre-verbal NCI such

[9] The idea that the optionality of nowith pre-verbal NCIs in Catalan is a matter of dialectal variation
is originally owed to Jaume Solà’s personal communication with van der Wouden & Zwarts
(1993: 216-17). Solà’s judgement (empirically falsified by Déprez et al. (2015)) neglects the fact
that speakers exist for whom the optionality of no with pre-verbal NCIs is in free variation in oral
speech with no register effects. In later work, Zeijlstra (2022) claims that central Catalan is a Strict
NC variety, with all instances of negation carrying [uNeg]. Central Catalan speakers’ judgements
blatantly disconfirm this assumption.

[10] See Herburger (2001) for a lexical ambiguity analysis of Spanish nadie, nada, etc., which she
considers to be PIs in some contexts and NQs in some others.
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as (13b). Although Déprez et al. (2015) do not discuss their findings against the
formal vs. informal distinction attributed to Catalan, we take them to also discon-
firm that the optionality of nowith preverbal NCIs in Catalan is the result of register
variation. Given that the experiment in Déprez et al. involved the evaluation of
written stimuli, a deviation towards favoring a Strict NC system could have been
expected in the participants’ answers. Interestingly, not only was this not the case,
but quite the opposite happened, as the proportion of DN readings in the partici-
pants’ answers significantly increased with the presence of no in the stimuli with
pre-verbal NCIs (though DN still remained a marginal reading in comparison with
the dominant SN one). This is unexpected within a system of Strict NC which
requires the presence of no with pre-verbal NCIs.

In addition, several theoretical concerns arise from Zeijlstra’s (2004) theory of
NC as well. The most pressing one concerns the syntax of post-verbal NCIs and the
unrestricted nature of the insertion of a Last Resort abstract negative operator for the
licensing of NCIs. If the presence of a [uNeg] feature that can be potentially left
unchecked can trigger the insertion of Op¬[iNEG], a Last Resort operator that negates
the sentence, what prevents (14a), which could in principle have the underlying
structure in (14b), from being well-formed?

(14) (a) *Menja res. [Catalan]
eats n-thing

(b) [NegP Op¬[iNeg] [vP res[uNeg]i [vP menja ti]]]

According to Zeijlstra (2004: 247), the Last Resort Op¬[iNeg] binds all free variables
introduced in vP or below. Thus, (14a) should be grammatical with a syntax such as
the one represented in (14b). In the absence of a Neg head, the [uNeg] in the NCI res
would have to be checked byOp¬[iNeg], inserted as a LastResort.11Notice that there is
noovertNeg head inNC sequenceswith a pre-verbalNCI inNon-StrictNC.Hence, if
it were the case that the presence of a Neg head in (14) is mandatory, thus excluding
the insertion of Op¬[iNeg], what would need to be explained in the first place is why
this is so for post-verbal NCIs, but not for pre-verbal NCIs in Non-Strict NC.

2. ON THE NATURE OF NEGATIVE CONCORD ITEMS IN CATALAN

In this section, we compare NCIs to PIs and to NQs with Catalan as a case in point.
We aim at showing that Catalan has two homophonous series of polarity-sensitive

[11] Zeijlstra (2004: 272) tentatively analyses coordinated structures, such as (i), as potentially having
the structure in (ii). In (ii), the [uNeg] feature of the NCI is what triggers the insertion of the
abstract negative operator. Hence, no overt Neg head is necessary to license the NCI nadie, and a
covert Op¬[iNEG] can do it instead. It is not clear whyOp¬[iNEG] can check nadie’s [uNeg] feature
in (ii), but the same option is not available to rescue (14) in Catalan.

(i) Me caso contigo o con nadie.
‘I marry you or nobody’
(ii) [[Me caso contigo] o [Op¬[iNEG] con nadie[uNEG]]]
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lexical items. The items in one of these two series behave exactly as PIs do, and the
items in the other series show the distribution of NCIs (Espinal & Llop 2022).

2.1 Are Negative Concord Items polarity items in Catalan?

PIs can be licensed by negation, but also by awider range of non-veridical operators
such as conditionals and interrogatives, whereas NCIs are restricted to licensing by
anti-veridical operators (Giannakidou 2001). Consider, for instance, the case of
non-emphatic Greek PIs tipota ‘anything’ and kanenas ‘anybody’, (15), and
compare it to emphatic TIPOTA ‘n-thing’ and KANENAS ‘n-body’, which are
NCIs, (16).

(15) (a) Dhen idhe tipota. (negation) [Greek]
NEG saw anything
‘S/he didn’t see anything.’

(b) An kimithis me kanenan, ta se skotoso. (conditional)
if sleep.2SG with anybody fut you kill.1SG
‘If you sleep with anyone, I’ll kill you.’

(adapted from Giannakidou
2002)

(c) Idhes kanenan? (interrogative)
saw.2SG anybody
‘Did you see anybody?’

(16) (a) Dhen idhe TIPOTA. (negation) [Greek]
NEG saw n-thing
‘S/he didn’t see anything.’

(b) *An kimithis me KANENAN, ta se skotoso. (conditional)
if sleep.2SG with n-body fut you kill.1SG

(c) *Idhes KANENAN? (interrogative)
saw.2SG n-body

Unlike PIs tipota and kanenas, NCIs TIPOTA and KANENAS are grammatical in
pre-verbal position and as isolated answers to wh-questions. Compare (17) and
(18) to (19) and (20).

(17) *Kanenas dhen idhe tipota / TIPOTA. [Greek]
anybody NEG saw anything n-thing

(18) Q: Ti thelis?
what want.2SG
‘What do you want?’

A: *Tipota.
anything
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(19) KANENAS dhen idhe tipota / TIPOTA.
n-body NEG saw anything / n-thing
‘Nobody saw anything.’

(20) Q: Ti thelis?
what want.2SG
‘What do you want?’

A: TIPOTA.
n-thing
‘Nothing.’

PIs tipota and kanenas (but not TIPOTA and KANENAS) are licensed in the
context of ‘before’, (21), whereas NCIs TIPOTA andKANENAS (but not tipota and
kanenas) are licensed in the context of ‘without’, (22).12

(21) O Yanis efiye prin erthi kanenas/ *KANENAS.
the Yanis left before comes anybody/ n-body
‘Yanis left before anybody came.’

(22) O Yanis efiye xoris na fai TIPOTA / *tipota.
the Yanis left without to eats n-thing / anything
‘Yanis left without eating anything.’

Finally, although PIs tipota and kanenas can be licensed long-distance by negation,
NCIs TIPOTA and KANENAS cannot, as they must be licensed by a clause-mate
negation, (23); see (16a) and (19).

(23) Dhen tou ipan oti o Bill milise me kanenan / *KANENAN.
NEG they told that the Bill talked to anybody n-body
‘They didn’t tell him that Bill talked to anybody.’

(adapted from Giannakidou 2011: 1684, ex. (71))

If we now move to Catalan, examples (24), (25), and (26) show that res ‘n-thing’
and ningú ‘n-body’ have the same distribution as Greek PIs tipota and kanenas
when it comes to the operators that can possibly license them and the grammat-
icality of long-distance licensing (Espinal & Llop 2022). However, as shown in
(27) and (28), they also have the same distribution as TIPOTA andKANENASwhen
it comes to the possibility of res and ningú occurring pre-verbally and as isolated
answers to wh-questions.

(24) (a) No ha vist res. (negation) [Catalan]
NEG has seen n-thing / anything
‘S/he hasn’t seen anything.’

[12] We thank E. Tsiakmakis (p.c.) for these examples.
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(b) Si truca ningú, avisa’m. (conditional)
if calls anybody warn.me
‘If anybody calls, let me know.’

(c) Que vol res? (interrogative)
Q wants anything
‘Does s/he want anything?’

(25) Ho va veure abans que ningú ho veiés. (before)
it saw before that anybody it see.SUBJ
‘S/he saw it before anybody did.’

(26) No sabien que en Joan sortís amb ningú. (long-distance licensing)
not knew that the Joan date.SUBJ with anybody

‘They didn’t know that Joan dated someone.’

(27) (a) Ningú ha vist res. (negation)
n-body has seen n-thing / anything
‘Nobody saw anything.’

(b) Ningú no ha vist res.
n-body NEG has seen n-thing / anything
‘Nobody has seen anything.’

(28) Q: Què ha vist? (isolated answer)
what has seen
‘What did s/he see?’

A: Res.
n-thing
‘Nothing.’

The data above thus make it difficult to classify res and ningú as either PIs or as
NCIs. The situation improves if, as is the case for Greek, it is assumed that a series of
PIs co-exists with a series of NCIs. In Greek, they are distinguished by emphasis,
but this is not the case in Catalan. Therefore, (24a) and (27a, b) may be derived both
with res being a PI ‘anything’ or anNCI ‘n-thing’; and (24b, c), (25), and (26)would
only be grammatical with the PI ningú; and (27a, b) and (28) are only grammatical
with the NCI ningú and res, respectively. Notice that Catalan also allows PIs
(e.g. gaire ‘much, many’) to occur in isolation as answers to wh-questions provided
that they are under the scope of the overt negative marker no ‘not’, (29).

(29) Q: Que té gana?
Q has hunger
‘Is s/he hungry?’

A: *(No) gaire.
not much

‘Not much.’
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If, as we claim, res, ningú, etc. can be PIs, they should be fine used as answers to
wh-questions with an overt negative marker. This is indeed the case for res in all
varieties of Catalan, and for ningú in some (Rigau 1998; Espinal 2002).

(30) Q: Què vol?
what wants
‘What does s/he want?’

A: No res.
not anything
‘Nothing.’

2.2 Are Negative Concord Items negative quantifiers in Catalan?

In the previous section, we claimed that Catalan has a series of NCIs which is
homophonous to a series of PIs, which is licensed in a broader set of non-veridical
contexts. In this section, we evaluate whether they can be assumed to be NQs.

Standard English NQs nobody, nothing and the like occur in the absence of a
negative licensor in all contexts (including post-verbal contexts), (31), and do not
allow negative spread (i.e. they cannot co-occur with each other yielding a SN
reading). Thus, in Standard English, (32) is ill-formed under a SN interpretation. An
example parallel to (31a) is not possible with a post-verbal NCI in Catalan, (33a),
whereas the parallel to (32) is grammatical with a SN interpretation in Catalan,
(33b). Hence, although the distribution of NCIs in Catalan (and in other NC
languages) overlaps with that of NQs, it does so only partially, thus indicating that
NCIs are not NQs.

(31) (a) I called nobody. [Standard English]
(b) Nobody called me.
(c) Q: Who did you call?

A: Nobody.

(32) *Nobody said nothing. [Standard English]

(33) (a) *Vaig dir res. [Catalan]
PAST say n-thing / anything

(b) Ningú va dir res. (= (27b))
n-body PAST say n-thing / anything
‘Nobody said anything.’

(c) No va dir res.
NEG PAST say n-thing / anything
‘(S)he didn’t say anything.’

But is there something special and specific to NQs when it comes to their lexical
characterization (in comparison with NCIs)? There is a tradition in the literature
according to which NQs contain an incorporated semantic negation alongside an
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existential quantifier (Klima 1964; Jacobs 1980; Ladusaw 1992; Penka & Zeijlstra
2010; Iatridou & Sichel 2011; among others). When in a post-verbal position, the
semantic negation in the NQ can covertly take sentential scope. Example (33a)
would presumably be interpreted as negative, if native speakers were forced to
interpret it but – even in accounts that take NCIs to be inherently negative – res, in
contrast to nobody, requires a negative expression to c-command Tense features, as
in (33b, c). This means that if NCIs carry negative import, as we argue, this must
have a different syntactic status from the negation that is incorporated in NQs. We
discuss this issue further in Section 3.

It is pointed out by Corblin (1995, 1996), de Swart (2010), and van der Auwera&
Van Alsenoy (2016), among others, that in French, two readings are attested for the
sentence in (34). Although the SN reading is expected if French NCIs can partici-
pate in negative spread, the DN reading would follow from an analysis in which
personne and rien are considered NQs, ‘nobody’ and ‘nothing’, respectively.

(34) Personne ne dit rien. [French]
n-body NEG says n-thing
‘Nobody says anything.’ [SN reading]
‘Everybody says something.’ [DN reading]

It seems, therefore, that in the same way Catalan has a series of NCIs that is
homophonous with a series of PIs, other languages (e.g. French) may have a series
of NCIs that is homophonous with a series of NQs. We return to this issue with a
more detailed discussion in Sections 3.6 and 3.7.

3. A NEW APPROACH TO NEGATIVE CONCORD

The assumption that NCIs are non-negative is a position that has been widely
explored in the literature to account for the phenomenon of NC, and it has led to
solutions that involve advocating for a covert source of negation of some kind to
explain the distribution of NCIs in pre-verbal position in so-called Non-Strict NC
languages and the possibility to use isolated NCIs as answers to wh-questions
generally. In this paper, on the contrary, wewant to explore the possibility that NCIs
are inherently negative. Therefore, in what follows, we present a new approach to
NC that combines the three following core hypotheses:

(i) NCIs are inherently negative indefinites by means of carrying a feature [neg]
that semantically translates as a negative operator ¬ that can reverse the truth-
conditions of the proposition;

(ii) the negativemarker always introduces an instance of logical negation, ¬,13 and

[13] In Catalan, negation can be expletive in the sense that the negative marker no occurs with some
predicates (e.g. verbs of fear, doubt, etc.) or in some constructions where it fails to reverse the
truth-conditions of the proposition, as described in Par (1923), Fabra (1912, 1918, 1956), Badia
(1962), Espinal (1991, 1992, 1997, 2000, 2002, 2007), and Tubau et al. (2018), among others.
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(iii) the [neg] feature of an NCI can disembody by means of overt Move F
(Roberts 1998) to overtly c-command the Tense features of the sentence;
the Strict vs. Non-Strict NC contrast is the result of whether this requirement
is satisfied by means of movement of [neg] (Move F) or by some other
movement of the NCI that contains the feature [neg] (Move α).

In any approach that assumes thatNCIs are negative, the fact that these can be used
in isolation as answers to wh-questions receives a straightforward explanation, even
without having to take sides in the open debate on whether answers to questions are
fragments of fuller clauses that are subject to ellipsis or not. In a similar vein, the
syntax of pre-verbal NCIs in Non-Strict NC languages (where the pre-verbal NCI
seems to contribute the negative meaning to the clause) is also straightforward.

What needs to be explained within an account that takes NCIs to be inherently
negative, therefore, are the following research questions in (35):

(35) RQ 1: Why do post-verbal NCIs need to co-occur with what looks like a
negative marker in the pre-Infl position in all NC languages?
RQ 2: Why must pre-verbal NCIs occur with what looks like a negative
marker in some NC languages but not in all?
RQ3:What is the syntax of stringswith a pre-verbal NCI andwhat looks like
a negative marker?
RQ 4:What is the syntax of multiple post-verbal NCIs and what looks like a
negative marker?
RQ 5:What is the syntax of negative spread in the NC languages that allow it?
RQ 6: What is the syntax of strings with multiple pre-verbal NCIs in NC
languages?
RQ 7: How is DN obtained in NC languages?

In the sections that follow, we address each of the above questions in turn but
first, in Section 3.1, we outline our assumptions concerning the difference between
the negative marker in a negative sentence without NC, and the purported ‘negative
marker’ in a sentence with NC. In Section 3.2, we address RQ 1, and in Section 3.3,
we deal with RQs 2 and 3. In Sections 3.4 to 3.7, we answer RQs 4 to 7.

3.1 On the expression of negation by means of negative markers and
morphosyntactic negative features

In this paper, we assume that negation is a semantic operator that can reverse the
truth-conditions of a proposition when at the level of meaning representation, it

Several accounts have been proposed in the literature to account for this phenomenon – among
them, logical absorption at the level of LF, or an analysis of no as a polar item, a non-negative
lexical item that does not introduce an instance of logical negation. See Tsiakmakis & Espinal
(2022) for an analysis of expletive negative markers as items that show a semantic dependency
on other constituents within the sentence and that possibly introduce meaning enrichment at
higher levels of representation.
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binds the event variable (sitting in vP, or denoted through the tense feature;
Acquaviva 1995; Roberts 1998; Zeijlstra 2004, 2008; Penka 2011). Take, for
example, the sentences in (36). If (36a) expresses the proposition p, the presence
of the negative marker no in (36b) results in the expression of ¬p, and the speaking
event is negated.

(36) (a) En Joan parla amb la Laia. [Catalan]
the Joan speaks with the Laia
‘Joan speaks to Laia.’

(b) En Joan no parla amb la Laia.
the Joan not speaks with the Laia
‘Joan doesn’t speak to Laia.’

Since Pollock (1989), negation has been argued to have its own dedicated
functional projection, NegP. Thus, in (36b), we assume the Catalan pre-verbal
negative marker no to be a syntactic head Neg that projects into NegP in line with
Zanuttini (2001).14 A relevant question at this point is whether Neg (and NegP) are
always present in negative sentences and, more specifically, whether they are
always present in sentences with NC if NCIs are assumed to be inherently negative.

In the present paper, we entertain the idea that NCIs are negative by virtue of
carrying a negative feature, [neg], but unlike Zeijlstra (2004), who claims that
negative features are either interpretable, [iNeg], or uninterpretable, [uNeg], so that
they can participate in an Agree chain where [iF] checks [uF], we do not link the
[neg] feature to (un)interpretability. Rather, our account is inspired by proposals
such as Puskás (1998, 2000) or Jäger (2008), for whom negative indefinites are
specified with the feature [+neg]. In this paper, we claim that the feature [neg] has
the semantic potential to negate a proposition.15 Yet, for a negative sentence
containing NCIs to be grammatical (and fully accepted by native speakers), [neg]
should occur in a position from where it overtly c-commands the Tense features of
the sentence. We take this to be a syntax–phonology interface constraint rather than
a constraint on the assignment of sentential scope to negation. (See Espinal et al., in
press, for experimental support of this hypothesis).

Furthermore, we also assume that multiple [neg] features can participate in a
feature-sharing operation (Kuno 2006: 150) that ‘…voids the negativemeaning of a
Neg-feature without actually deleting it.’16 In what follows, we address how our

[14] Not every negative marker is a syntactic head though. In English, for instance, it has been
suggested that the contracted form -n’t is a head Neg, whereas the uncontracted form not is a
maximal projection that sits in the Specifier of NegP (Haegeman 1995; Zeijlstra 2004).
According to Pollock (1989), ne is the head of the French NegP and pas its typical Specifier.

[15] The semantic representation of NCIs, therefore, is λP¬∃.[P(x) & {Hum/Thing/…}(x)]. Yet, the
formal feature [neg] syntactically constrains NCIs in crucially different ways in comparison
to NQs.

[16] Feature-sharing has been proposed by Frampton & Gutmann (2006), Pesetsky & Torrego (2007),
Ackema & Neeleman (2013), Camacho (2010), Danon (2011), and Preminger (2017), among
others, to account for the kind of syntactic relation that Chomsky (2000, 2001) refers to as Agree.
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proposal accounts for the syntax of NCIs in different positions in Catalan. However,
before doing this, it is important to clarify that we do not take the lexical item no in
Catalan (as well as in Spanish, or nu in Romanian, dhen in Greek, non in Italian,
etc.) to always correspond to the syntactic head Neg. Rather, we claim that although
no is the Spell-Out of a syntactic head Neg in negative sentences without an NCI, it
is actually the phonetic realization of a disembodied (i.e. displaced by means of
Move F) feature [neg] in sentences with an NCI.17 That is, we take two sentences
such as (37) and (38) to have different underlying syntactic structures. The structure
we assume for (37) is (39), with no corresponding to the syntactic head Neg; the
analysis of (38) is discussed in Section 3.2, but note that no in this case would not
correspond to the syntactic head Neg.

(37) No menja.
not eats

‘S/he doesn’t eat.’

(38) No menja res.18

[neg] eats n-thing
‘S/he doesn’t eat anything.’

(39) [NegP [Neg no] [TP proi [T’ [T menjaj] [vP ti [v’ [v tj] [VP tj]]]]]]

In short, in this paper, we assume that different polarity-sensitive lexical items
hold different relations with different forms of negation. So-called NQs (e.-
g. Standard English nobody, nothing, etc.) contain an incorporated negation
(Temmerman 2012) that can take sentential scope covertly and cannot participate
in concord relations (thus disallowing negative spread between a pre-verbal NQ and
one or more post-verbal NQs). PIs are existential expressions that depend on a
semantically suitable licensor (a non-veridical licensor, according to Giannakidou
2001). By contrast, in this paper we argue that NCIs are existential expressions
endowed with a negative feature [neg] that can raise to overtly c-command Tense,
which is a syntax–phonology interface requirement for the expression of negation
in NC languages. What is unique about NCIs is that the [neg] feature can move up
by disembodying from the NCI to satisfy this requirement (in compliance with
Jespersen’s 1917, 1933 NegFirst principle).19 When this happens, [neg] is phono-
logically realized in the same way as the corresponding head Neg (i.e. no, nu, dhen,

Acquaviva (1999) also discusses feature-sharing in the context of negation from a semantic
perspective.

[17] The ‘disembodiment’ terminology is inspired by Szabolcsi (2017, 2018a, b), but the proposed
mechanism is (a type of) Move F, which we understand as in Roberts (1998), for whom (weak)
features can overtly move before Spell-Out (cf. Chomsky 1995). Unlike Roberts, though, we do
not commit to Move F applying to a particular type of features (e.g. weak). See also Lee (1996)
for whom formal features can be moved without pied-piping in the overt syntax as long as this
movement does not cause any problem for convergence at PF.

[18] From now on, whenever the sentence contains an NCI, no/dhen/nu/ne, etc. is glossed as [neg] to
indicate that it corresponds to a disembodied feature that was once part of the NCI.

[19] See also de Swart (2010) in support of the central role of the NegFirst principle in the syntax
of NC.
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etc.) and theNCI is (semantically) downgraded to a non-negative indefinite. Crucial
to the present analysis is the proposal that the underlying structure of a sentencewith
an NCI contains no Neg head even if a SN reading is to be composed.

3.2 On the syntax of post-verbal Negative Concord Items

In this section, we address RQ 1 – namely, why post-verbal NCIs must co-occur
with what looks like a negative marker in the pre-Infl position in all NC languages.
We argue that the [neg] feature of an NCI that is merged post-verbally is too
embedded in the structure to fulfil the syntax–phonology interface requirement that
we propose for sentential negation in this paper. Given the Phase Impenetrability
Condition (PIC) (Chomsky 2000), (40), and assuming that negation in Romance
languages is higher than the TP (Ouhalla 1990), [neg] needs to be extracted via the
phase edge.20

(40) Phase Impenetrability Condition

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

(Chomsky 2000: 108)

Let us examine a sentence such as (38), repeated here as (41) for convenience.

(41) No menja res.
[neg] eats n-thing
‘S/he doesn’t eat anything.’

TheNumeration includes the NCI res ‘n-thing’,21 endowedwith a [neg] feature that
can potentially negate the clause due to its negative semantics, but which needs to
overtly c-command Tense. The derivation of the first relevant phase is (42).
Extraction of the [neg] feature of the NCI to the TP-phase edge by means of Move
F adjoins [neg] to TP and yields the structure in (43). Upon transfer of the syntactic
structure to exponence (Nevins 2012), [neg] undergoes Vocabulary Insertion and is
pronounced as no. In (43), the angled brackets indicate traces of movement.

[20] According to Gallego (2005, 2007), TP is a phase in null-subject languages such as Catalan.
Notice that the concept of phase is crucial to explain why long-distance licensing of NCIs is not
possible. Following Chomsky (2005), we consider v as the functional head associated with full
argument structure. Only transitive and unergative vPs were originally considered phases in
Chomsky’s work. In Chomsky (2000 and ff), nonetheless, as well as in Legate (1998, 2003) and
Richards (2004), all kinds of vPs constitute phases.

[21] Recall that this Catalan sentence may also be interpreted as having a PI res ‘anything’ in
post-verbal position under the scope of a Neg licenser. We will not consider the licensing of
PIs in this paper, for which we refer the reader to Giannakidou (1997, 1998).
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(42) TP

T vP
[-past]

pro v’

v VP

V DP (NCI[neg])

menjar res

(43) TP

[neg] TP

no
T vP

[-past]

menjai pro v’

v VP

V DP (NCI<[neg]>)

ti res

This simple mechanism answers our RQ 1. The reason why post-verbal NCIs are
c-commanded by what looks like a negative marker in all languages with NC is
because the [neg] feature of a post-verbal NCI, which is responsible for the negative
semantics of the NCI, can disembody from the negative indefinite to satisfy a
syntax–phonological interface constraint (fully compatible with Jespersen’s Neg-
First principle) that negation overtly c-commands the Tense features of the sen-
tence. The disembodied [neg] feature is pronounced with the same phonological
realization that a given language uses to Spell-Out negation.22

What is novel about the present analysis of NC structures is (i) the possibility for
the negation (feature) contained in the NCI to disembody by means of Move F
independently from the rest of the lexical item, and (ii) that NC is analysed not as a
narrow syntax phenomenon but as a mapping from syntax to exponence. Such an
option is considered tofit withminimalist tenets, as only the essential feature overtly
moves to the phase-edge.

[22] Note that this is the case for languages such as Catalan, Greek, or Romanian, but is different in
French, which distinguishes between the negative marker, Spelled-Out as pas ‘not’, and the
so-called scope marker ne. In European French, pas is incompatible with NCIs, but ne is not.
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3.3 On the syntax of pre-verbal Negative Concord Items

Let us now consider RQs 2 and 3 – namely, why pre-verbal NCIs must occur with
what looks like a negative marker in some NC languages but not in all (RQ 2), and
what is the syntax of strings of a pre-verbal NCI in combinationwithwhat looks like
a negativemarker (also known as Strict NC) (RQ3). Assuming that the [neg] feature
of NCIs is required to overtly c-command Tense features for a sentence with NC to
be fully grammatical (i.e. compliant with the syntax–phonology interface condi-
tions), whether it does so by means of Move F or whether it can do so opportun-
istically (i.e. as a consequence of an instance ofMove α that relocates the entire NCI
for reasons that have little to do with the expression of negation) might result in the
observed difference between so-called Strict NC andNon-Strict NC. If in a structure
such as (44), [neg] satisfies the aforementioned syntax–phonology interface con-
straint bymeans ofMove F, it will be extracted to the TP phase-edge prior to subject
movement of the NCI from the Specifier of vP to the Specifier of a left-peripheral
projection, here labelled FP (for TopicP, FocusP, etc.).23 At the time of Vocabulary
Insertion, the F Moved [neg] feature is Spelled-Out as dhen, nu, no, etc. depending
on the languages’ vocabulary insertion repertoire. Although the possibility that a
[neg] feature disembodies from an NCI is the property that characterizes all NCI
languages, by what means (Move F or Move α) a language manages to satisfy the
syntax–phonology interface constraint that an expression of negation overtly
c-commands Tense is what results in two main types of NC (so-called Strict NC
and Non-Strict NC) that are only detected when pre-verbal NCIs are involved.

(44) FP

NCI TP

[neg] TP

T vP

<NCI><[neg]> v’

v VP

For the Romanian pair in (45), (45a) has a structure where the NCI subject nimeni
remains in the vP-internal position; by contrast, to derive (45b), nimeni moves
upwards, as illustrated in the structure in (44). In both the examples in (45), [neg]
undergoes Move F and nu is inserted.

[23] We do not discuss here what the ultimate position of the subject is in null-subject languages,
though it has been suggested in the literature that it may be the Specifier of TP but also in higher
positions of the left-periphery (Camacho 2011; Villa-García 2012). We deliberately label it
as FP.
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(45) (a) Nu suna nimeni. [Romanian]
[neg] calls n-body
‘Nobody calls.’

(b) Nimeni nu suna.
n-body [neg] calls
‘Nobody calls.’

In Non-Strict NC languages, by contrast, the syntax–phonology interface con-
straint that we propose is satisfied by an application ofMove α such as movement of
the subject NCI from the Specifier of vP to the Specifier of FP, thus sparing the need
for the [neg] feature to disembody. In this case, [neg] will not receive distinct
phonological content (i.e. what looks like a negative marker will not be present in
the clause). That the repositioning of [neg] in a higher position in Non-Strict NC
languages is predatory on other movement operations is supported by the contrast
that can be observed in (46) for Catalan. Although in (46a), the [neg] feature of the
NCI relocates via subject movement, in (46b), the subject NCI does not move
further from its first-merge position in the Specifier of the vP, thus forcing the [neg]
feature of the NCI to disembody; see (44). After Move F, the disembodied [neg]
feature in (46b) will be pronounced as no.

(46) (a) Ningú[neg] menja. [Catalan]
n-body eats
‘Nobody eats.’

(b) No[neg] menja ningú.
[neg] eats n-body
‘Nobody eats.’

In short, the difference between Strict andNon-Strict NC is connected to how a very
specific syntax–phonology interface condition ismet (namely, the need for negation to
overtly c-command Tense features). Although Strict NC languages use Move F
allowing [neg] to relocate, Non-Strict NC languages allow Move α of the NCI for
reasons other than the expression of negation to do the job. Yet, the relevant contrast
between these two kinds of NC languages is only observed with pre-verbal NCIs:
although in Strict NC, pre-verbal NCIs co-occur with what looks like a negative
marker, they do not inNon-StrictNC.This is so,we argue, because it is only in the case
of pre-verbal NCIs that the [neg] feature can reposition above TP viamovement of the
entire NCI for syntactic reasons other than the expression of negation. Given that the
Strict vs. Non-Strict NC divide is a syntax–phonology interface issue, it is not
surprising that Catalan can be flexible in how the [neg] feature of pre-verbal NCIs
gets to a position above TP, thus freely alternating between Move F and Move α.24

[24] See Haegeman & Lohndal (2010) for optional NC in West Flemish and Tubau (2008) for
‘switches’ between Strict and Non-Strict NC in the speech of the same speakers in some
Traditional Dialects of British English.
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3.4 On the syntax of multiple post-verbal Negative Concord Items

Once the syntax of post-verbal and pre-verbal NCIs in Strict and Non-Strict
languages has been examined, RQ 4 follows: what is the syntax of multiple post-
verbal NCIs? In other words, if NCIs are assumed to be inherently negative, how is
it possible for several of them to co-occur post-verbally? Let us consider the Catalan
well-formed sentence in (47).

(47) No diu res a ningú. [Catalan]
Neg says n-thing to n-body
‘S/he doesn’t say anything to anyone.’

We argue that the derivation of a negative sentence with multiple post-verbal
NCIs involves a concord relation and the disembodiment mechanism prompted by
Move F that we have already outlined above for the feature [neg]. For a sentence
such as (47), the TP-phase would be that in (48).25

(48) TP

T vP

pro v’

v VP

NCI[neg] V’

res
V NCI[neg]

a ningú

As they are in a c-command relation, the two [neg] features in the VP-domain can
establish a concord relation and resume into one. We entertain the idea that the
mechanism that combines two identical [neg] features is a case of feature-sharing
(Kuno 2006). That is, we assume that when two identical [neg] features occurwithin
a given syntactic domain (the vP in this case) and they are in a c-command relation,
the [neg] feature is shared (step 1 in (49)) and, thus interpreted as a single instance of
negation at the interface. Furthermore, the shared feature [neg] can then be disem-
bodied (step 2 in (49)) and extracted to the edge of the phase (step 3 in (49)) via
Move F. The [neg] feature will be pronounced as no and the sentence in (47) will
convey SN.

[25] The analysis of the two objects in (48) is based on Adger’s (2004) minimalist update of Larson
(1988).
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(49) TP

[neg] TP 3. [neg] is pronounced as no.
no

T vP

pro v’

v VP

NCI[neg] V’ 2. Move F of [neg] to the phase-edge.

res
V NCI[neg] 1. Feature sharing

<[neg]> a ningú

3.5 On negative spread

Our fifth research question is connected to the syntax of negative spread (denBesten
1986). Recall that this is the possibility that a pre-verbal NCI occurs with one or
more post-verbal NCIs inNon-Strict NC languages. Negative spread is illustrated in
the Catalan example in (50).

(50) Ningú menja res. [Catalan]
n-body eats n-thing
‘Nobody eats anything.’

Negative spread fits well with our assumption that a [neg] feature c-commanding
another one establish a concord relation that leads to feature-sharing. That is, the
[neg] feature of the subject NCI c-commands the [neg] feature of the object NCI,
and thus they share a [neg] feature and negation is interpreted only once. In addition,
negative spread also follows from the fact that in Non-Strict NC, the syntax–
phonology interface requirement that negation overtly c-commands the Tense
features of the sentence can be met after [neg] is put in place thanks to an instance
of Move α that targets the NCI and occurs independently from the expression of
negation. Once movement of the external argument NCI has taken place, there is no
need for [neg] to disembody and F Move and, therefore, it is not independently
pronounced from the rest of the NCI. The derivation of (50) is shown in (51), with
feature-sharing of two [neg] features in the vP-domain and posterior subject
movement of the NCI, which guarantees that the shared [neg] feature
c-commands Tense.
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(51) FP

NCI[neg] TP 2. Subject movement of the NCI (Move α) 

ningú
T vP

<NCI[neg]> v’
ningú

v VP

[neg] V NCI[neg] 1. Feature sharing

res

In Strict NC languages, negative spread is not attested, as what looks like a
negative marker always occurs with both a pre-verbal and a post-verbal NCI. Thus,
the equivalent of (50) in Romanian, for example, is (52).

(52) Nimeni nu mănâncă nimic. [Romanian]
n-body [neg] eats n-thing
‘Nobody eats anything.’

In (52), nimeni and nimic also establish a concord relation (as ningú and res in
(51) above) and share a [neg] feature. Then [neg] disembodies and is first extracted
to the phase-edge via Move F. Later, the rest of the subject NCI (i.e. the existential
indefinite, as [neg] has moved on its own) will move. The result is that the NCI is
higher than the [neg] feature, which is Spelled-Out as nu, but the interpretation is
that of SN. Thus, we propose that the derivation of (52) is that in (53).

(53) FP

NCI TP

nimeni
[neg] TP 3. [neg] is Spelled Out as nu
nu

T vP

<NCI>[neg] v’ 2. Move F of [neg] to the phase-edge and Move-α

nimeni of the rest of the NCI

v VP

<[neg]> V NCI[neg] 1. Feature sharing

nimic

3.6 On the syntax of multiple pre-verbal Negative Concord Items

In this section, we discuss our RQ 6 – namely, what the syntax of strings with
multiple pre-verbal NCIs is in NC languages. As can be seen in (54) and (55), even
when more than one NCI occurs preverbally, the contrast between so-called Non-
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Strict and Strict NC languages concerning the obligatoriness of the presence/
absence of what looks like a negative marker is maintained.

(54) Nadie nunca compra postales. [Spanish]
n-body n-ever buys postcards
‘Nobody ever buys postcards.’

(55) KANENAS POTE dhen aghorazi ghramatosima. [Greek]
n-body n-ever [neg] buys postcards
‘Nobody ever buys postcards.’

Both in Spanish and in Greek, the order of the two pre-verbal NCIs may be
reversed. The underlying structure for the TP-phase in both (54) and (55)would be
that in (56). Given that the two NCIs establish a syntactic relation where one [neg]
feature c-commands another, feature-sharing obtains both in Spanish and Greek.
For Greek, the shared [neg] feature will disembody and relocate to a position
above TP via Move F; [neg] will end up pronounced as dhen. Move-α will be
responsible for the final position of the two pre-Infl NCIs, both in Greek and in
Spanish.

(56) TP

T vP

NCI[neg] vP
nadie

KANENAS NCI[neg] v’
nunca
POTE v VP

[neg] V DP

What sets the difference is the point at which the shared [neg] satisfies the syntax-
phonology requirement to overtly c-command the Tense features of the sentence.

3.7 On double negation

Our last RQ7 concerns howDNemerges inNC languages.We argue here that it can
arise in two different ways: (i) DN can be compositional and emerge as a result of
combining a syntactic Neg head and anNCI endowedwith a formal feature [neg], or
(ii) by combining two NQs, if a given language has a series of NCIs that is
homophonous with a series of NQs (e.g. French). We discuss each possibility
in turn.

In our approach to NC, the syntactic head Neg is not part of the derivation of a
negative sentence when an NCI is present in the lexical selection (or Numeration).
This happens, of course, when/if the intended meaning is that of SN. Suppose,
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nonetheless, that the intended meaning is DN. It may then be possible to include
both an NCI and a Neg head in the Numeration. These two negations, we have
discussed, do not actually interact in NC, as they are of different syntactic status.
Thus, it is expected that they will both be interpreted, hence cancelling each other
out and yielding a DN reading. For cases such as (57), which, despite being most
often interpreted as conveying a SN reading, were found to yield some proportion of
DN inDéprez et al. (2015), a compositional DN reading can obtain if the underlying
structure of (57) is assumed to be the one in (58), where the negative head no
combines with [neg] within a sentential domain and they both translate into ¬.26

(57) Ningú no trenca res. [Catalan]
n-body not breaks n-thing
‘Everybody breaks something.’

(58) NegP

Neg TP

no
T vP

NCI[neg] v’ Feature sharing

ningú
v VP

V NCI[neg]

[neg] res

Earlier in the paper, we presented some data from French showing that two NCIs
may give rise to a SN reading as the result of negative spread, but also to a DN
reading, (34), repeated here as (59) and (60) for each reading (Corblin 1995, 1996).

(59) Personne ne dit rien. [French]
n-body NEG says n-thing
‘Nobody says anything.’ [SN reading]

(60) Personne ne dit rien.
nobody NEG says nothing
‘Everybody says something.’ [DN reading]

Although the SN reading in (59) follows from the mechanism described in
Section 3.5, we argue that the DN reading attested in sentences such as (60) follows

[26] Note that syntax and prosodymay also interact at the time of conveying DN and, more generally,
a reject interpretation. See Espinal et al. (2016), Prieto & Espinal (2020), among others. See also
Fălăuş (2007) and Fălăuş & Nicolae (2016) for a discussion of the emergence of DN in
Romanian, and Puskás (2006, 2012) for the possibility to obtain DN in Hungarian. In these
languages (both with Strict NC), DN is linked to a special intonation contour.
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from the fact that French has a series of NQs that is homophonous with a series of
NCIs. If personne and rien are NQs (like Standard English nobody and nothing),
their negation is incorporated (Temmerman 2012) and cannot disembody in theway
that the [neg] feature of NCIs does. In a structure involving them both in a
c-commanding relation, therefore, no feature-sharing will take place, as this is, in
our account, an option reserved for identical formal features and thus available to
NCIs only. Thus, one negation will cancel out the other, predicting a DN interpret-
ation as a consequence.

4. CONCLUSION AND FURTHER DISCUSSION

With Catalan as a case in point, in this paper we have put into question the syntactic
macro-parametric division between Strict and Non-Strict NC as characterized by
Zeijlstra (2004). We align with a micro-parametric approach that drives NC from
the properties assigned to theNCI. The optionality of nowith preverbal NCIs shows
that the difference Strict vs. Non-Strict cannot be due to the feature-marking of the
negative marker. In the new proposal that we have developed, negative markers are
inherently negative across all so-calledNC languages, and so are NCIs, but negative
markers and NCIs are formally distinct. It is precisely because NCIs are inherently
negative that they can occur, in the absence of the negative marker, as answers to
wh-questions.

As far as the Strict vs. Non-Strict NC distinction is concerned, we have argued
that it follows from by what means a language must satisfy the syntax–phonology
requirement that the Tense features of the sentence be overtly c-commanded by a
negative expression, a requirement which is ultimately an instantiation of Jesper-
sen’s NegFirst principle. In so-called Strict NC, [neg] relocates bymeans ofMove F
on all occasions. Move F of [neg] consists in disembodying [neg] from the rest of
the NCI so that it can move to a position above TP, downgrading the NCI to an
existential under the scope of negation. At the stage of Vocabulary Insertion, a
disembodied [neg] feature will be Spelled-Out in different NC languages by means
of items that are homophonous to a negative marker. The novelty of our analysis,
therefore, consists in claiming that in NC structures (i.e. sentences containing one or
more NCIs), what looks like the negative marker (e.g. Catalan/Spanish no, Italian
non, Greek dhen, Romanian nu, etc.) is actually not a syntactic head Neg but the
phonological realization of a [neg] feature that has moved independently from the
rest of the NCI. Given that post-verbal NCIs are too embedded for [neg] to get to a
position above TP unless it disembodies, they co-occur with what looks like a
negative marker in all NC languages (regardless of whether they are classified as
Strict or Non-Strict).

For the so-called Non-Strict NC languages, [neg] does not have to disembody
when the NCI occurs pre-verbally, as [neg] is allowed to opportunistically relocate
above TP as a consequence of any other movement of the NCI to a pre-verbal
position. Regarding the need for negation to meet the syntax–phonology interface
requirement we have proposed results in all NC structures having a phonological
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manifestation of [neg] with postverbal NCIs, but only some having a phonological
manifestation of [neg] with pre-verbal NCIs (in Strict NC structures).

To motivate our proposal, we have taken into account the differences between
NCIs and PIs, and NCIs and NQs. We have suggested that PIs are inherently non-
negative, whereas NQs contain an incorporated negation. The difference between
the negation in an NQ and the feature [neg] in NCIs is that although the latter can
participate in concord configurations that involve feature-sharing (of identical [neg]
formal features), the former is not allowed to do so. That is, if a [neg] feature
c-commands another one within the vP, the co-occurring NCIs share their feature
[neg], thus yielding a SN reading for structures containing more than one NCI.

We have also addressed the case of Catalan, which we concluded has a series of
NCIs that is homophonous with a series of PIs. This gives the false impression of
NCIs having a much wider distribution in Catalan than they have in other NC
languages. In addition, the optionality of the (alleged) negative marker with pre-
verbal NCIs has traditionally put Catalan in a gray area when having to classify it as
having either Strict or Non-Strict NC. In the present paper, we claim that NC in
Catalan displays flexibility between the Strict and the Non-Strict type because this
division results fromhow awell-formedness syntax–phonology interface constraint
is met.

We have discussed how DN readings can be accommodated in the new proposal
we have developed. In summary, we have claimed that by virtue of being negative,
NCIs that co-occur with a Neg syntactic head will give rise to DN readings because
the semantic operator ¬ in Neg cannot participate in feature-sharing with the formal
feature [neg] of the NCI, since they have different syntactic status and do not share
identical formal properties in the same syntactic domain. Both NQs (which carry an
incorporated negation) and NCIs (by virtue of a [neg] feature) are semantically
negative; yet, the possibility that two [neg] features express only one logical
negation as a consequence of feature-sharing is what sets NCIs apart from NQs.
By virtue of allowing the [neg] feature to disembody, NCIs are close to PIs in the
sense that at LF, they would both be translated as existentials under the scope of an
operator. Yet, the licensor of PIs in negative contexts is either a negative marker or
an NCI with a [neg] feature in it, whereas NCIs are self-licensing. This means that
what looks like a negative marker co-occurring with NCIs in post-verbal position in
all NC structures and with pre-verbal NCIs in Strict NC structures is just the
phonological realization of the formal feature [neg] that used to be part of the
NCI when it entered the derivation.
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