Final, pre-publication version

Romanian n-words and
the finite/non-finite distinction

Alexandra Teodorescu
University of Texas at Austin
teodorescu@mail.utexas.edu

1. Introduction

In Romanian, one or more so-called n-words (Laka 1990), sisctimic ‘nothing’ or ni-
meni‘nobody’, can follow sentential negation without contriimg any negative meaning
of their own. In other words, even though a Romanian clauseauoatain what looks like
more than one negation morpheme, the clause is understd@viag only one negation.

(1) a. N-a zis nimic nimanui.
Nnot-PAST. 3s saidn-thingn-bodyDAT
“S/he didn’t say anything to anybody.”

This phenomenon, in which multiple occurrences of negatems within the same
clause yield only one logical negation, is known in the atere as ‘negative concord’
(NC) (Labov 1974; Ladusaw 1992) and has been studied in atyasf languages.

In this paper | will examine the NC structures in Romanian pravide an account
for the behavior of n-words in this language. It is shown Ratnanian shares properties
with both Slavic and Romance languages. In finite, subjuadnd imperative clauses
Romanian n-words behave like polarity sensitive exises{([EQ), just like their counter-
parts in Polish (Blaszczak 1998; Przepiorkowski and Ku@87) and Russian (Pereltsvaig
1998, 1999). In non-finite contexts they seem to be ambiguous betweegatine quan-
tifier (NQ) and an EQ reading, similarly to n-words in Spangstd Italian (Laka 1990;
Zanuttini 1997; Herburger 2001; Alonso-Ovalle and GuerZf93, among others). The
resemblance to Spanish and Italian is only partial thougfR@manian pre-verbal n-words
cannot license post-verbal ones, in spite of being able ¢ardzy themselves in non-finite
contexts.

*1 am grateful to Rajesh Bhatt and Bernhard Schwarz for dsonsand input while | was working on
the paper. Thanks also to the anonymous reviewers for thgifui comments and to Lisa Green, Frederick
Hoyt and Junko Shimoyama for discussion and suggestions.

1This pattern is actually not unique to Slavic languagesaiit also be observed in some lItalian dialects of
the North-eastern area (Zanuttini 1997).

2Given that infinitivals pattern with finite clauses, this gealization is not entirely accurate. However,
for lack of a better descriptive terminology, | will referfinite, subjunctive and imperative clauses using the
termfinite and to participles and supines by using the teon-finite
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The problem then in characterizing Romanian n-words is piura the contrast be-
tween the interpretation of n-words in finite vs. non-finiteuses on the one hand, and the
ungrammaticality of two n-words in the absence of negatmonadn-finite contexts, on the
other hand.

The proposed solution builds on Alonso-Ovalle and Guergq@003) analysis for
Spanish and lItalian. It assumes that a silent negation gepten non-finite environments,
which is responsible for the licensing of pre-verbal n-vgmithese contexts. | show that
this licensing is subject to locality constraints, whichpkns why a post-verbal n-word
cannot be licensed in the presence of a pre-verbal one. Merdargue that the so called
double negation reading in non-finite environments invelpartial reconstruction. The
pre-verbal n-word does not reconstruct to its base posiiidrrather to a site below the
silent negation and above the overt non-finite negation.

The paper is organized as follows: section (2) presentsigtghkdition of n-words in
Romanian while contrasting it to that of n-words in othergaages. A number of possible
analyses and their caveats are discussed in section (3)se&un (3.4) introduces the
proposed solution. Section (4) concludes.

2. Thedistribution of Romanian n-words

As mentioned in the introduction, Romanian n-words have réoas distribution: they
behave differently depending on whether they occur in fioiteon-finite environments.

2.1 Finite environments

In finite, as well as subjunctive and imperative clausespnd® exhibit a uniform pattern:
both pre-verbal and post-verbal n-words need to co-occtlr mégation and the sentences
that contain them have NC interpretations (2 - 5).

(2) Indicative

a.  Nimeni *(nu) vine. b.  *(Nu) manancaimic.
n-body not comes not eats n-thing
“Nobody comes.” “S/he doesn't eat anything.”

(3) Subjunctive

a. Nimenisa *(nu) plece. b. Sa *(nu) manance nimic.
n-body suBJ not leavesuBJl.3s suBJnot eatsuBJ.3s n-thing
“Nobody should leave.” “S/he shouldn’t eat anything.”

(4) Imperative - negative form

a. Nimic nu lua de laei! b. Nu lua nimic!
n-thingnottakeimp.2s from them nottakeIMPERATIVE.2S n-thing
“Don’t take anything from them!” “Don’t take anyhting!”

(5) Imperative - affirmative form

a. *Nimic ia de laei! b. *la nimic!
n-thingtakeimp.2s from them takeIMPERATIVE.2S n-thing
“Don’t take anything from them!” “Don’t take anything!”
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By itself, the pattern in (2 - 5) is not very exciting: Romamiazwords seem to always
require the presence of sentential negation, that is of ant oegative licensor, whether
they are in-situ or to the left of the vetbUnder a popular view (Ladusaw 1992; Giannaki-
dou 1997), this makes them be considered polarity sengtistentials which are inter-
preted inside the scope of a negative opefat8imilar arguments have been put forth for
Polish (Blaszczak 1998) and Russian (Pereltsvaig 19983evh-words are consistently
ungrammatical in the absence of sentential negation (6, 7).

(6) Polish

a. Marysia*(nie) data nikomu ksigzki.  b. Nikt  *(nie) przyszed.
Mary not gaven-body book n-bodynot came
“Mary didn’t give anyone a/the book.” “Nobody came.”
(Przepiorkowski and Kupsc 1997:8) (Blaszczak 1998:4)

(7) Russian

a. Jane vizhunikogo. b.  Janikogo *(ne) vizhu.
| notsee noone | noonenot see
“l don’t see anyone.” “I don’t see anyone”
(Brown 1999) (Brown 1999)

2.2 Non-finite contexts

The story of Romanian n-words becomes more interesting arecéook at non-finite
clauses. In this context, Romanian displays an asymmetweaa the pre-verbal and
post-verbal n-words. More precisely, with past particpleresent participles and supihes
pre-verbal n-words can appear by themselves (8a - 10a) wbdeverbal ones cannot (8b
- 10b). The latter still need to co-occur with negation.

(8) Past Participle

a. ocasa de nimeni locuita b. ocasa *(ne)locuita denimeni
a houseby n-body inhabited a houseg(not)inhabitedoy n-body
“a house that is not inhabited by any- *“a house that is not inhabited by any-
one” one”
(9) Present Participle
a. mancarelelocaburinda b.  *(nelmancandieloc
food atall steaming (not)eating  n-thing
“food that is not steaming at all” “not eating at all”

3Note that Romanian is considered to be a VSO language.

4See however Giannakidou (2000) and Shimoyama (2004) fonalysis of n-words as universals scop-
ing outside negation.

5The infinitival construction is an exception. Here pre-ai-words behave like in finite contexts:

a. nimic a *(nu) manca b. a *(nu) mancanimic
n-thingtonot  eat to not _eat n-t_hlng
“not eating anything” “not eating anything”



(10) Supine

a.  iubirenicaieri de gasit b de *(ne)gasit nicaieri
love n-wheresupPINE found SUPINE (not)foundn-where
“a love that cannot be found anywhere “not to be found anywhere”
else”

Secondly, post-verbal n-words are interpreted as entamiogNC, as indicated in the
translation of examples (8b - 10b), while pre-verbal n-vgordconjunction with negated
verbs give rise to the double negation (DN) reading (11).

(11) a. PV ocarteniciodata necitata
abooknever  not-quoted
“a book never unquoted” = “a book that is always quoted”
b. ??PYN unfilm de nimeni nevazut
a film by n-body not-seen

“a film by no one unseen” = “a film seen by everyohe”

It should be noted at this point that the negation showingitiptive verb differs in form
between the finite and non-finite environments. In indiegtaubjunctive and imperative
clauses it has the formu, while with participles, gerunds and supines, it is ins&et
asne | will get back to this distinction in section (3.2), whelgetproperties of the two
negations are examined more closely.

At first glance, the behavior of Romanian n-words in non-@cibntexts coincides with
that of n-words in Spanish and Italian (12 - 14).

(12) Pre-verbal n-words

a. Nadie vino. b.  Nessunoha telefonato.
n-bodycame n-body hascalled
“Nobody came.” “Nobody called.”

(SP, Herburger 2001:289) (IT, Guerzoni 2003)

(13) a. PV Nadie no vino. (SP, Laka 1990 :104 )
n-bodynotcame

“Nobody didn’t come.” = “Everyone came.”

b.  P¥ Nessunonon ho incontrato(IT, Guerzoni (2003))
n-body not | met

“Nobody I didn’t meet.” = “I met everybody.”

(14) Post-verbal n-words

a.  *(No)vino nadie. b. *(Non)ha  dettoniente.
not camen-body not  past.3said n-thing
“Nobody came.” “She hasn't said anything.”

(SP, Herburger 2001:289) (IT, Zanuttini 1997:10)

81f the pre-verbal n-word is an argument rather than an adjuhe respective construction is perceived
as being degraded (lonescu 1999). Nevertheless, to thetéét it is interpretable, it lends itself to the DN

reading.



Just like in these two languages, Romanian n-words seem ambe&uous between a
NQ and an EQ interpretation. Pre-verbally, they appear tmberently negative, that is
they do not require any (overt) licensor and the clauses iolwihey occur are interpreted
as simple negations. If a second negative item is presentl#use lends itself to a DN
reading. Post-verbal n-words, however, do not show anytivegquantifier properties;
they retain their EQ behavior noted in finite clauses.

2.3 Anidiosyncrasy of Romanian

So far, it has been shown that the distribution of Romaniavords is somewhat unusual.
In finite clauses Romanian n-words behave like existentiahtjfiers (on a par with Polish

and Russian n-words), while in non-finite clauses they shoxedNQ and EQ properties

(similarly to their Spanish and Italian counterparts). Roiman turns out to be even more
intricate as in non-finite environments it does not entirelsemble Spanish and Italian. In
these two languages a pre-verbal n-word is able to licensstverbal one (15). This is

not the case in Romanian: example (16) is clearly ungrancadati

(15) Two n-words

a. Nadie mirabaa nadie. b. Nessunaosapevaiiente.
n-bodylookedat n-body n-bodyknew n-thing
“Nobody looked at anybody.” “Nobody knew anything.”
(SP, Herburger 2001:290) (IT, Guerzoni 2003)

(16) *unfilm de nimeni vazutniciodata
a film by n-body seen n-ever

“a film that has never been seen by anyone”

The phenomenon is quite puzzling if the pre-verbal n-word indeed inherently neg-
ative properties as the examples in (8a - 10, 11) suggest.

The table in (17) summarizes the behavior of n-words in Roaman

(17) Romanian

FINITE NON-FINITE
Post-verbal Pre-verbal| Post-verbal Pre-verbal
Must co-occur with Neg yes yes yes no
Interpretation with Neg NC NC NC DN

2.4 Desiderata for an analysis

Building upon the generalizations presented in the pres/tbree sections, an analysis of
Romanian n-words should be able to account for the followlimge facts.

First, it should explain why in finite environments only th&€Neading is possible.
Second, it should derive the fact that the DN interpretaisdiorced in non-finite environ-
ments whenever a pre-verbal n-word co-occurs with negafibird, it should answer the
guestion of why a pre-verbal n-word, in spite of being abledour by itself in non-finite
contexts, cannot license a post-verbal one.

In structural terms that is to say that one should find an exgtian for the contrasts in
configurations (18 - 20).



(18)

a.[] a b. [v] a
N-word B N—word/\ﬁ

VERB-fin 5 vERB—nonfin/\w

(19)

a. [NC] o b.[DN]  «
N-word B N WOFd/\
Neg-ﬁn/\w /\
/\ Neg-nonfin
VERB-fin 5 /\
VERB-nonfin
(20)

/\ /\

N-word N-word
Neg-fin VERB-nonfin
/\
] *N-word 4
VERB-fin N-word

Configurations (18) and (19) contain the contrasts that trtbddehavior of pre-verbal
n-words. They are basically two faces of the same coin. ,fprstverbal n-words in finite
contexts need an overt licensor (18a), while in non-finitetexts they do not need one;
they are fine by themselves as seen in (18b). On the other Haama overt negation is
added in the non-finite structure in (19b) it yields a DN reggiwhile in the finite structure
in (19a) it merely makes licensing happen. Finally, thedtlwontrast in (20) opposes the
behavior of post-verbal n-words in finite and non-finite ens.

3. Deriving the behavior of Romanian n-words

Since Romanian n-words in non-finite contexts behave vemlaily to the Spanish and
Italian ones, it is reasonable to take as a starting poiniqeals that have been made for
these languages. Subsections (3.1 - 3.3) discuss somesefapproaches and test whether
they can be extended to account for the Romanian patterntogabsection (3.4) presents
the proposed solution.



3.1 N-words are lexically ambiguous

It has been shown that Romanian n-words are ambiguous: snesgthey seem to be NQs,
while at other times, they behave like polarity sensitivesEDhis type of pattern makes it
attractive to explore a lexical ambiguity solution to thelgems described in section (2.4).
Herburger (2001) noticed that in Spanish certain senteaeambiguous between a
single and a double negation reading (21). According to theravailability of this dual
interpretation is due to the lexical ambiguity of the n-wondvolved in those sentences:

(21) a. Nadie nuncavolvio a Cuba.
n-bodyn-everreturnedo Cuba.

“Nobody ever returned to Cuba.” or’*Nobody never returned to Cuba.”

b.  Dudoquenadie lo sepa.
doubtthatn-bodyit knowSUBJ.3S

“| doubt that anybody knows it” or ®V| doubt that nobody knows it.”

In (21a),nuncacan be interpreted as an EQ, ‘ever’ but also as a NQ, ‘nevers giving
rise to a single or respectively, a double negation readirngeosentence. Similarlgadie
in (21b) is lexically ambiguous between ‘anybody’ and ‘ndipo

A closer investigation reveals that in Romanian there areases of dual interpretation
along the lines of examples in (21). The NQ and EQ readingRbmanian n-words give
rise to are always in complementary distribution. N-womtskllike NQs if they occur pre-
verbally in non-finite contexts, but they behave as poladysitive existentials everywhere
else. Additionally, n-words with a polarity sensitive EQdrmpretation are only licensed in
the presence of negation, but not by another n-word.

Consequently, extending Herburger’s proposal for Spamsiords to Romanian doesn't
work very well. The lexical ambiguity analysis is too persng for Romanian: it predicts
ambiguities that are not attested.

3.2 NE has a silent variant

A second option to be explored in trying to account for theedikehavior of Romanian
n-words is based on the observation that in this languagedbation with which the verb
combines has different forms depending on whether it ocecufsite (nu) or non-finite
environmentsi{e). It is possible that the finite/non-finite variation in thetiern of n-words
could be caused by the distinct properties of the two negatio

Romance languages have provided evidence that there aoeivéypes of negation,
each with its specific characteristics (Zanuttini 1997)Rtmanian too the form distinction
between the finite and non-finite negation corresponds taple®f syntactic distinctions.
One is adjacency with the finite/non-finite verb form: onlpmpominal clitics (and inten-
sifiers’) can come in between the negatiomand the finite verb form. In the case of the
non-finite negatiome, only the intensifiemai ‘more, still, before, again’ can intervene.
Secondly, as apparent from the description, the finite magat requires [+T] comple-
ments. This is also proved by the fact that it takes supm@ethperative forms (4, 5). In
contrast, the non-finite negatioe requires tenseless complements.

"The termintensifiersrefers to a set of 5 mono-syllabic adverbs which behave tsscli
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Consequently, it is not implausible that the form distiontbetween the two negations
(nuvs. ne) is associated with different syntactic properties. Inesrtb capture the mixed
behavior of n-words in Romanian, let us consider that thefimote negatiomehas a silent
variant, while the finite negatiomu doesn't.

To spell out this hypothesis: the finite negation is always overt and it can only
license the pre-verbal n-word when it is expressed. In estitthe non-finite negatiame
is optionally expressed, and it has the ability to licengegte-verbal n-word even in those
cases when it is silent. Next | will test whether such a hypsithaccounts for the three
contrasts discussed in section (2.4).

The licensing contrastThe pre-verbal n-word occurring by itself in non-finiteusty
tures (22b cf 18b) is licensed by the siler@ The ungrammaticality of cases like (22a cf.
18a) correlates with the absence of an overtly realizecefimegation.

(22) Licensing

a.* Pe nimeni a pacalit. b. om denimeni pacalit
accn-body PAST. 3s tricked manby n-body tricked
“He didn’t trick anyone”. “a person that nobody tricked”.

The interpretation contrasin (19a) and (19b), the finite and respectively the nondinit
negation is overtly expressed and thus both n-words getdexd However, it is not clear
why two overt negations would induce different readings: IN©ne case, but DN in the
other case. Thus the DN interpretation in non-finite corstestnains unexplained.

The post-verbal n-words contrasthere is no justification for why post-verbal n-words
are fine in (20a) but disallowed in (20b). If the silent nontémegation licenses the pre-
verbal n-word, which presumably has moved from a post-Vgybaition after being li-
censed, why can’t the other post-verbal n-words get licghse?

A possible answer is to say that the non-finite negation camndipone licensing. The
claim would be empirically motivated if examples like (23¢m ungrammatical.

(23) ocasa nelocuita  denimeni niciodata
a housenot-inhabitedby n-body n-ever

‘a house that was never inhabited by anyone

However, (23) is perfectly fine, which means that there isuppsrt for arguing thate, or
its silent variant for the same matter, can only licensenglen-word.

Summing up, a simplistic theory that postulates differgmitactic properties for the
two negations - one always expressed, the other optionigiyts accounts only for the
first contrast mentioned in section (2.4). It undergener&te the second contrast, as it
does not predict any DN readings and it overgenerates fahttee as post-verbal n-words
are predicted to be grammatical if they co-occur with a presal n-word in non-finite
contexts.

3.3 Dissociating betweeRE and the silent negation

In this section | discuss a more elaborate silent negatialysis (Alonso-Ovalle and Guer-
zoni 2003) and in the next one | will show how it can be modifiedatcount for the
Romanian data.



Alonso-Ovalle and Guerzoni argue that in Spanish and Haliavords are existential
guantifiers that are felicitous only in the scope of negationf an averidical expression
such as ‘without’ or ‘doubt’, but ungrammatical otherwisEaeir proposal accounts in a
straightforward manner for the distribution of post-vénbavords. However, in order to
explain the behavior of the pre-verbal n-words, an add#idievice is needed, namely the
presence of a silent negation. The abstract negation @tedtsomewhere below the pre-
verbal n-word(s) and above the sentential negation, plyssibthe Focus head (24). The
pre-verbal n-word activates the silent negation at theasfitt level. Once activated the
silent negation licenses semantically the pre-verbal dwdhe DN readings are derived
from the interaction between the abstract negation andwee negation.

(24) [FocP n'Wordl [Foc [neg] [IP tl [ ------- ] ] ] ] 8

The advantage of extending Alonso-Ovalle and Guerzoncsact to Romanian is that
it will explain why the pre-verbal n-word does not need anrblieensor in non-finite
clauses and why, in the same contexts, the co-occurencegafioe with a pre-verbal n-
word yields a DN reading. Moreover, by placing the silentategn in a different position
from the overt one accounts for the interpretation contoasiveen (25a) and (25b). No
structural ambiguities are expected if the abstract negatidneoccupy the same position.

(25) a. ocarte[consistent necitata de nimeni] (consistently>ne)
a bookconsistentlynot-quotedoy n-body
“a book that iditerally never quoted”
(i.e. there is a consistent behavior where no one quotesoibic) b
b. ocarte[de nimeni consistent citata] (Silent Neg>consistently)
a bookby n-body consistentlyquoted

“a book such that everyone sometimes fails to quote it”

Nevertheless, nothing is being said as to why in finite cdsteonly the NC is possi-
ble and why in non-finite contexts a pre-verbal n-word fokaiby a post-verbal one is
ungrammatical. If the pre-verbal n-word reconstructs t@st{verbal position in order to
get licensed in the scope of the silent negation, it is vergzjg that other post-verbal
n-words cannot get licensed. In other words, configurati@®s, 19a and 20b) in the
desiderata section remain unexplained.

3.4 Locality, reconstruction and the silent negation

| suggest that a silent negation analysis which builds om#dsOvalle and Guerzoni’s
proposal can explain the pattern exhibited by the Romariannals.

Here are the ingredients: first, | assume that Romanian aisnare uniformly polarity
sensitive EQs which are licensed morphosyntactically endtope of a negative operator.
Additionally, there is evidence that in Romanian, this @per must be anti-morphic, in
the sense of Zwarts (1996) Secondly, this licensing is shown to be subject to locality

8A similar analysis was proposed by Isac (2002) for Italiapar8sh and European Portuguese. On the
basis of data from finite environments, Isac argues that Ramar-words differ from their counterparts in
these languages in that they are licensed by the sentertjiatise marker alone and they can check focus
independently.

9Romanian n-words are grammatical only if they occur in thepsoof negation or ofara ‘without’:
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constraints. Thirdly, | argue that the DN reading involvestial reconstruction. Finally, |
postulate that the silent negation is present in non-firotgexts but absent in finite ones.
Below I illustrate how these ingredients can be put to workam-finite and respectively
finite clauses.

Non-finite clauses contain an abstract negation which usst somewhere above the
overt negatiome The silent negation becomes active only in the presencepoé-aerbal
n-word (cf. Alonso-Ovalle and Guerzoni 2003).

Licensing and InterpretatianBeing polarity sensitive existentials which are licensed
under c-command, pre-verbal n-words need to reconstrucF atnder the scope of the
silent negation; otherwise they are ungrammatical. Inre@hto Alonso-Ovalle and Guer-
zoni, | argue that pre-verbal n-words do not reconstrudhéir tbase, post-verbal position,
but rather to a site which is below the silent negation antiérighan the overt negatiore

(26)
.
/\5
recomstucion &
\

*total reconstruction

If the pre-verbal n-word were to reconstruct to its basetpmsinamely belowe(27a),
the interpretation predicted would be the one in (27b).

(27) a. Silent Neg-ne>verb>N-word
b. = —=3=3

However, the meaning attested for examples like (28) cpards to the LF in (29b)
below, rather than to the one in (27b). This interpretatioovps that the pre-verbal n-
word reconstructs to a position situated somehwere belewitent negation and above the
non-finite negatiome (29a).

(28) articolniciodata necitat
articlen-ever  not-quoted
‘an article that isalwaysquoted’

(29) a. Silent Neg-N-word >ne >verb

a. lona venit la petrecerdara  nimeni.
lon PAST.3scomeatparty  withoutn-body

“lon came to the party without anyone.”
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b. =3-=V

At this point, it becomes apparent that the DN reading doésame about only because of
the interaction between the silent and the non-finite negaikeconstruction has a crucial
impact. Partial reconstruction yields universal readinbge total reconstruction gives rise
to existential interpretations.

Post-verbal n-wordsPost-verbal n-words are grammatical in the scope of thefimite
negatiome (30a, 31a). However, they are ruled out in (30b, 31b), wheeg bccur in the
scope of the silent negation. This is quite puzzling sineeditent negation was able to
license the (reconstructed) pre-verbal n-word.

(30) a. ocasa nelocuita de nimeni
a houseg(not)inhabitedoy n-body

“a house that is not inhabited by anyone”

b. *unfilm de nimeni vazutniciodata
a film by n-body seen n-ever

“a film that has never been seen by anyone”
(31)
a.

N

[0
"

Silent Neg 15

VERB-nonfin  N-word
! W VERB-nonfin *N-word

VRE-items

In order to account for (30b), | argue that the post-verbatme is not in thdocal scope of
the silent negation. In other words, it is not enough for mdgao merely be in the scope
of a negative operator; they must be sufficiently close ta tleensor°.

Evidence for this phenomenon comes from the fact that Rasndmas two sets ofPIs:
n-words and/RE-items. The two series occur in complementary distribuiteodorescu
2004). Not only do n-words require to be in the presence oétieg (2 - 5, 8b - 10b), but
they also need to be clausemate with it (32a, 33a). In cdntras-items can occur in the
scope of all sorts of downward-entailing operators - be tmeyely downward-entailing,
anti-additive or anti-morphic, in the sense of Zwarts (9%8hen co-occuring with nega-
tion they need to be in a different clause from it. Unlike nrid& VRE-items are averse to
clausemate negation (32b, 33b).

(32) ClausematesN

a. N-a cumparanimic.
not-PAST.3s bought n-thing

“He didn’'t buy anything.”

OFor references on the locality constraints that influeneeréfation betweenPpis in general and their
licensors see among others Linebarger (1980); Krifka (J;9%hiri (1998); Guerzoni (to appear); Szabolcsi
(2004); Bhatt and Schwarz (2004).
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b. *N-a cumparawreo  carte.
not-PAST.3s bought VRE-a.Fbook

“He didn’t buy any book.”

(33) Non-clausematenN

a. *N-am aflat [ca Ancaa cumparanimic].
not-PAST. 1S found outthatAncaPAST.3s bought n-thing

“I didn’t find out that Anca didn’t buy anything.”

b. N-am aflat [ca Ancaa cumparatvreo lotiune].
not-PAST.1s found outthatAncaPAST.3s bought VRE-a.F.lotion

“I didn’t find out that Anca bought any lotion.”

Interestingly now, the example in (30b) becomes grammiatitze post-verbal n-word is
replaced with an item from therRE-series, in this case the time adverhisdodah ‘ever’.

(34) unfilm de nimeni vazutvreodata
a film by n-body seen ever

“a film that has never been seen by anyone”

Example (34) together with the propertywRE-items to survive only outside the local
domain of negation, indicates that post-verbal n-wordsnatdicensed in structures like
(31b) because they are too far from their licensor. The Soepdomain of the silent nega-
tion extends only as far as the non-finite negatienThus the abstract negation can license
the reconstructed pre-verbal n-word but not the post-Ven& In non-finite, as well as in
finite clauses, post-verbal n-words are licensed only bytleet negation.

Let us now consider how the silent negation analysis desgriibove operates in finite
clauses. The absence of the abstract negation in finiteedausrelates with the fact that
in these contexts pre-verbal n-words cannot occur by thimesd€18a). Here n-words
are always licensed by the overt negatranin-situ, that is post-verbally. Once licensed,
n-words have the option of moving to a pre-verbal positiawppbly for focus reasons.
Given the presence of a single negation and the fact thatrdsnare polarity sensitive
existentials, which means that they do not contribute amatiee meaning of their own,
only simple negation readings are predicted in finite cla$6a).

4. Conclusion

This study has shown that Romanian n-words behave diffigreepending on whether
they appear in finite or non-finite contexts. In the first typevironments they behave
like polarity sensitive EQs, on a par with n-words in Poligkd &ussian, while in the second
type of contexts they sometimes behave like EQs and somelikeeNQs, similarly to their
Italian and Spanish counterparts. Additionally, in nontéircontexts, pre-verbal n-words
cannot license post-verbal ones.

It has been argued that an analysis which takes n-words teximally ambiguous be-
tween EQs and NQs does not extend to the Romanian data, Bes=etivo interpretations
are always in complementary distribution in this languasimple-minded analysis that
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allows for the non-finite negation to be silent does not waitkeg, as it fails to account for
the DN reading and the ungrammaticality of post-verbal mdgon non-finite clauses.

| have proposed an analysis which treats all n-words as ipokensitive existentials
and posits a silent negation in non-finite clauses. The sicgyrelation between the silent
negation and the post-verbal n-words has been shown to lpecstdlocality constraints.
Additionally, | have argued that the DN reading does not caimeut only because of the
interaction between the silent and the non-finite negatiBeconstruction has a crucial
impact. Partial reconstruction yields universal readingpgle total reconstruction gives
rise to existential interpretations.

One more remark is in place. Stipulating that the silent iegas present in non-finite
clauses but absent in finite ones captures the licensingeighretation contrast between
the two types of contexts. However, we would ultimately likederive this contrast from
more general properties of the language. One possibility islate it to a verb movement
asymmetry (see also Zanuttini (1991; 1997)). The intuitsothat in finite clauses there is
only one negation (hence only NC readings are possible h&hale in non-finite clauses
there are two negations (hence the DN interpretations). ofimdlize this idea, one can
argue that the silent negation is present in both types degtsmand that in finite clauses,
the verb always raises to the overt negation head and théerhig to the silent negation
head. In doing so, the two negative heads are ‘conflated’anta In contrast, in non-
finite environments, the verb cannot reach the abstractioegzead; here, it can only raise
as high as the overt negation head. Therefore, the prediatould be that in non-finite
clauses, the two negations are kept apart. More details lasvicsuch a verb movement
analysis works and a discussion of the relevant data aredadlin (Teodorescu 2004).

References

Alonso-Ovalle, Luis, and Elena Guerzoni. 2003. Double Nigga, Negative Concord
and Metalinguistic Negation. IRapers from the 38th Regional Meeting of the Chicago
Linguistics SocietyChicago: Chicago Linguistics Society.

Bhatt, Rajesh, and Bernhard Schwarz. 2004. The rescuinggu®aper presented at
GURT 2004, Georgetown University, Washington DC.

Blaszczak, Joanna. 1998. Towards a Binding Analysis of NegRolarity Iltems in Polish.
In Proceedings of the Second International Conference on BbDascription of Slavic
Languagesnumber 4 in Linguistics in Potsdam, 1-37. Potsdam.

Brown, Sue. 1999. Negative Concord/Negation. Linguist L3:1438.

Giannakidou, Anastasia. 1997. The Landscape of Polagtysdt Doctoral Dissertation,
Groningen Dissertations in Linguistics.

Giannakidou, Anastasia. 2000. Negative ... Concoid&tural Language and Linguistic
Theoryl8:457-523.

Guerzoni, Elena. 2003. Negative Concord.A Classic PunzRomance Linguistics. Talk
presented at McMaster University, Hamilton.

13



Guerzoni, Elena. to appear. Intervention Effects on NPtsFeature Movement: Towards
a unified account of interventioMNatural Language Semantics

Herburger, Elena. 2001. The Negative Concord Puzzle RedisNatural Language Se-
mantics9:289-333.

lonescu, Emil. 1999. A Quantification-based Approach toatieg Concord in Romanian.
In Proceedings of Formal Grammaed. Geert-Jan M. Kruijff and Richard T. Oehrle,
OSU Working Papers in Linguistics, 25-35.

Isac, Daniela. 2002. Focus on Negative Concord?rioceedings of Going Romance 2002
ed. Reineke Bok-Bennema and Brigitte Kampers-Manhe.

Krifka, Manfred. 1991. Some Remarks on Polarity Iltems. SkEmantic universals and
universal semanticed. Dietmar Zaefferer, number 12 in Groningen-Amsterdatiss
in semantics, 150-189. Foris Publications, Berlin.

Labov, William. 1974.Sociolinguistic PatternsPA: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Ladusaw, William A. 1992. Expressing Negation Aroceedings of the Second Conference
on Semantics and Linguistics Thepeg. Chris Barker and David Dowty, number 40 in
OSU Working Papers in Linguistics, 237—260. Dept. of Lirggigs, Ohio State Univer-
sity, Columbus, Ohio.

Lahiri, Utpal. 1998. Focus and Negative Polarity in Hindllatural Language Semantics
6:57-123.

Laka, Itziar. 1990. Negation in Syntax: On the Nature of Fiomal Categories and Projec-
tions. Doctoral Dissertation, Massachusetts Institutéemthnology, Cambridge, Mas-
sachusetts. Distributed by MIT Working Papers in Linguaisti

Linebarger, Marcia. 1980. The Grammar of Negative PolariBoctoral Dissertation,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, Mé&ssatts. Distributed by MIT
Working Papers in Linguistics.

Pereltsvaig, Asya. 1998. Negative Polarity Items in Russf@aper presented at the First
Annual International Conference: Negation. Syntax, Séimsaand Pragmatics.

Pereltsvaig, Asya. 1999. Monotonicity-based vs. Veriliigdased Approaches to Nega-
tive Polarity: Evidence from Russian. Formal approaches to slavic linguistics: The
philadelphia meetinged. Tracy Holloway King and Irina A. Sekerina. Ann Arbor,d¥i
Michigan Slavic Publications.

Przepiorkowski, A., and A. Kupsc. 1997. Negative Concoréatish. Technical Report
828, Institute of Computer Science, Polish Academy of Smen

Shimoyama, Junko. 2004. Wide Scope Universal NPIs in Jgeart¢éandout of talk given
at GURT 2004 at the University of Georgetown.

14



Szabolcsi, Anna. 2004. Positive Polarity - Negative PotafNatural Language and Lin-
guistic Theory22.(2), p.409-452

Teodorescu, Alexandra. 2004. Negative Concord in Romamnster’s thesis, University
of Texas at Austin.

Zanuttini, Raffaella. 1991. Syntactic Properties of Setité Negation: A Compara-
tive Study of Romance Languages. Doctoral Dissertationyéssity of Pennsylvania,
Philadelphia.

Zanuttini, Raffaella. 1997Negation and Clausal Structure. A Comparative Study of Ro-
mance LanguagesCambridge, Mass.: Oxford University Press.

Zwarts, Frans. 1996. Three Types of Polarity ItemsPlural quantification ed. F. Hamm
and Erhard Hinrichs. Dordrecht: Kluwer. Originally ciratgéd as a 1993 ms.

15



