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It was proposed by Ladusaw 1992 and Zeijlstra 2004 that ivegitdefinites in
negative concord languages are semantically non-negatiefinites carrying an
uninterpretable negative feature that has to be checkddstigasemantic negation.
This analysis is extended to languages that do not exhibative concord. Crucial
evidence comes from the fact that negative indefinites gaeeto split readings, in
which another (modal etc.) operator takes scope in betweemegative and the
indefinite meaning component. Split readings also providargument against im-
plementing the licensing conditions for negative indefigin certain ways proposed
in the literature, in particular against theG-criterion of Haegeman and Zanuttini
1991, but also against the analyses of Ladusaw 1992 anddfr2005.

1. Introduction

Negative indefinites in negative concord languages havel@dtinguists for a long
time. If they are semantically analyzed as negative quargifias is the standard
assumption about the corresponding elements in e.g. Enghisn why do they not
always contribute negative force? For instance, why doesnterpretation of the
following sentence from Italian only involve one negatiarhile there are two neg-
ative indefinitespnessun@andniente?

(1) Nessunoha vistoniente. (Italian)
n-persorhasseenn-thing
‘Nobody has seen anything.’
**Nobody has seen nothing.’ (='Everybody has seen somethin

2. A cross-linguistically unified analysis of negative indinites

Recently, the insight emerged that negative indefiniteggative concord languages
are best analyzed as semantically non-negative indefthif¢save to be licensed by
negation (see Ladusaw 1992; Zeijlstra 2004). Under this,unegative concord is

a form of syntactic agreement: negative indefinites carnyranterpretable negative
feature that has to be checked against an interpretabléivetgature on a semanti-
cally negative element. In the case of (1), this is assumée tan abstract negative
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operator that simultaneously licenses both negative inie$iunder Multiple Agree,
as shown in (2) (see Zeijlstra 2004 for details of the angjysi

(2) Op-(iNEG NessungNeg ha visto nientgneg
|

| argue that this analysis of negative indefinites is not @ugquate for negative
concord languages, but also for languages not exhibitiggtne concord, such as
English, German and Dutch (see Penka 2007). In these larguaggative indefi-
nites prima facie appear to have negative force on their awdhtlaus it seems that
they can and should be analyzed as negative quantifiers. \Hoyavidence against
this view comes from the fact that negative indefinites irséhianguages give rise
to split readings, where another operator takes scope\veleetthe negative and the
indefinite meaning component, as illustrated in (3) (see Bexh 1955/57; Jacobs
1980).

3) Du brauchskeine Jackeanziehen. (German)
youneed n-DET jacketwear
‘You don’t need to wear a jacket.’

Although in (3), the negation takes scope above the modal meruchen(‘need’)
(in fact, brauchenis an NPI), the salient reading is the one where the indefigite
interpreted in the scope of the moddé(dictoreading).

The existence of split readings follows immediately if ibissumed that in non-
negative concord languages, too, negative indefinitey earmuninterpretable neg-
ative feature. As the real carrier of semantic negation ssimed to be a covert
negation operator, negation can take scope above the mddal the indefinite is
interpreted below. The structure assumed to underlie @yen in (4)!

(4) du Op-;iNeg) [[ keine,neg) Jacke anziehen] brauchst |

What distinguishes negative concord languages from ngative concord lan-
guages then is not the fact that in the former negative intiedimre semantically
non-negative, while in the latter they are inherently nisgabut rather the precise
licensing conditions for uninterpretable negative feasurln non-negative concord
languages, Multiple Agree is not available for negativadess. Moreover, the li-
censing negation can never be realized overtly in non-negedncord languageés.
Thus, a cross-linguistically unified analysis of negativasfinites results, which re-
duces differences in the behavior of negative indefinitgst@ametric variation.

1To abstract away from V2-movement, the word order for embdddauses is given.

2There are in fact also negative concord languages in whigative indefinites can only be licensed
by abstract negation, but not by an overt element intergratenegation. An example is French, where
negative indefinites co-occurring with the negative mapgesobligatorily yield a double negation reading
(see Penka 2007).
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3. The nature of the licensing relation

The existence of split readings is not only crucial for thalgsis of negative indef-
inites in non-negative concord languages, but also arguesst certain implemen-
tations of the way negative indefinites associate with ttenising negation in nega-
tive concord languages. In negative concord languagesrsatlings are expressed
transparently, in the sense that negation is marked on tliahverb in addition to
the negative indefinite, cf. (5).

(5) No hace faltaque te pongas ningunachaqueta. (Spanish)
NEG makesneedcoMPyouwearsuBJn-DET jacket
‘You don’t need to wear a jacket.’

The fact that other operators can take scope in betweenioegatd the negative
indefinite shows that checking of uninterpretable negdéetures does not involve
movement of the negative indefinite to the licensing negatibhis argues against
accounts based on the G-criterion of Haegeman and Zanuttini 1991, which postu-
lates that negative indefinites have to move to the specifidegP in order to check
their negative features against the negative Read.

Data like (5) also pose a problem for accounts like Ladusa92l#hd Kratzer
2005, which argue that negative indefinites are indefinhas have to stand in a
certain semantic relation with negation in order to be lggh Ladusaw 1992, em-
ploying a Heimian analysis of indefinites, proposed thaftieg is the operator that
has to bind free variables introduced by negative indefinitératzer 2005 took up
Ladusaw’s proposal, but replaced unselective binding byamlblin semantics, in
which indefinites introduce alternatives. Under both apphes, negative indefinite
are assumed to semantically associate with the negatioatopeand it should thus
not be possible that other semantic operators take scopetiebn negation and
negative indefinites.

4. Conclusion

The assumption that negative indefinites carry uninteaptetnegative features leads
to a cross-linguistically unified analysis of negative ifidiges, which explains phe-
nomena like negative concord and split readings. Datawmvglsplit readings pro-
vide evidence that the licensing relation is purely synt¢aotnature, and moreover,
that checking of negative features does not involve movémen

3Whereas Haegeman and Zanuttini 1991 and Zanuttini 199 resbtinat theveG-criterion holds in some
languages at LF and in others at S-structure, Haegeman i@®&dthat theueG-criterion universally has
to be satisfied in the surface syntax. This leaves the pdigsiioi undo movement of negative indefinites
at LF in order to derive the correct interpretation. But tities original motivation for theleG-criterion,
namely to ensure a configuration in which ‘absorption’ of tiplé negations can take place, becomes
void.
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