
On E,he interyret,ation of Spanish n.-\dorCsiErena Herburge r, usczrnro 7 / Lg / g6

In some environments, it Seems that n-word.s2 like nada,
nad.ie, ningai.n should be transrated as the negative quantifiers
(NQs) nothing, nobody, no, whereas in other contexE they pattern
more closely Eo the negative polarity it,ems (Nprs) anything,
anybody, any. Thus, in the stand.ard paradigm exemplified in (1)

anc (2) , the n-words in the (a) sentences occur rdithout a

licensing negration, suggesEing that they are Nes. At, the same

time, in t,he (b) sentences the negation is necessary for the n-
word. t.o be acceptable, which strongly recalls the behavior of
NPIs:

(1) a. NaCie vino
\T-body came

b. * (No ) vino naCie
Not, came n-boCy
'NoboCy calne'

Q) a. Yo nunca habia estado en C6rdoba
I n-ever had been to Cordaba
b. Yo * (no) habia estado en C6rdoba nunca
I not had been to Cordoba n-ever
'T had never been to Cordoba'/'T had not ever been to
Cordoba'

on :he most simple-minded analysis, (1) and (2) would indicate

lln writ.ing this paper, r have benefitted a great deal fron
discussions Filippo Beghelli, Norbert Hornstein, Paco Ordofr.ez,
Barry Schein, Juan Uriagereka, and Miriam Uribe-Etxebarria. Juan
Uriagereka provided me with a crucial piece of data, ät a crucial
mom.ent, when he came across E,he Rodoreda example cited in the
tex:.

2Tkre term is due t,o Laka ( L 9 9 0 )



that n-words ale lexicarly ambiguous between Nes and. Nprs - Ehe
n-words in the (a) sentences are Nes, while the n-word.s in the
(b) sentences are Nprs. Less simple-mindedly, but in a simirar
vein, it has been argued that n-words are IexicaI1y
underspecifieC as to whether they are NQs and NPIs and receive
the relevant feature from the syntax (cf. Longobard.i Lg87, cited.
aft.er Zanuttini L991): when they appear in preverbal position
they are. assigrned the feature +no by rnf1, when they appear in
postverbal position they carry the..feature +ärg, cf . also van d.er
Wouden and Zwar:s (L994).

Both the approach that treats n-words as lexically ambiguous
and the approach that t,reats them as lexically underspecified
have not seemei. maximally eleganE to researchers in recent years.
ft is not surpri-sing then that several receni stud.ies of n-word,s
have resisted ad.opting' such treatmenEs, and aimed for univocal
analysis of n-words instead. On the one hanC, there is what, I
would like to call the NPl-analysis, which maint,aj.ns that n-words
are univocally l[PIs, cf. e.g. Bosque (1-980), Laka (1_990), Sufr.er
(1995). The opposite d.irection is taken by the Ne analysis,
which uniformly analyzes n-words as Nes (cf. Zanuttini L991).

C1ear1y, the univoqal analyses of n-word.s are appealingr, but,
Ehey do not come without a cost. Both the NPl-analysis and the
NQ-analysis have to provide some account of what from their
perspective amo'.rnts to a 'at1pica1' behavior of n-words, that is,
the NQ-like behavior of n-words in Ehe case of the NPf analysis
(cf . (a) sent,ences), and their NPf-Iike behavior, if one adopts
the Ne-analysis (cf. (b) sentenees). But even if accounting for
t.he respective 'at1pica1' behaviors is not straight-forward., it
would seem well worth the effort if the result j-s an empirically
successful urrified. account, of n-words

The ambigr:st approach can not only be faulted with a lack
of elegance. It also seems Eo suffer from a serious empirical
shortcoming (cf. Ladusaw L993, Sufler 1995): If n-words are
ambiguous between NQs and NPIs, then why can the n-words in the
(b) sentences nct occur without, a licensor? Unless some
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independ.ent e>cplanation for Ehe gap in the parad.igrn in (L) and
(2) is found, this consideration clearly poses a problem for an
ambigruist approach. On the oEher hand, the gap is e>cpected on the
NPl-analysis, although not on the Ne-analysis. The ambigruist
approach appears to have two problems ti:.en. Not only does it seem

ineLegant, it also offers no explanation for Ehe ungrammaticatity
of the (b) sentences in (1) and (21 .

This paper is an attempt to argrue for an ambiguist approach
Eo n-words, even if it is unat,tractive at first, sight. The main
empirical fact that I would like to draw attention to the fact,
init.ially obse:rred in Zanut,tini (t99]-l , that, the gap in the
paradigm illustrated in (1) and (2) is only apparent,; there are
in fact postverbal n-words that function as NQs, even if they are
difficult to see because their distribution is limited. But
their scarcity, I will argnLe, is ultimately due to pragrmatic

reasons. Consequently, in and of themselves the (b) examples in
(1) and (2) are in fact grammatical, their meaning is just so

bizarre Ehat, speakers normally reject them. ft is also argrued

that it is preferable analyze n-words in the (a) examples as NQs,

and not as NPIs, since this allows for a more straight-forward
analysis. At the same time, I argrue thaE the n-words in the (b)

examples are successfully analyzed as NPIs. The result of this
is an ambiguist analysis of n-words, they are both NPIs and NQs.

L . Init,ial n-words as NQs:

Beginning with the n-words in the (a) examples, t,he first
question to ask is what. is the relevant, dimension along which t,he

(a) examples differ from the (b) examples? While the contrasts in
(1) and (2) might suggest that it is preverbal (NQ-tike) vs.
postverbal (NPr-like) , the stand'ard parad'igrm is in facE somewhat

decept.ive, as is shown in Zanuttini (1991) . If we also take
examples like (3) into the picture, we can see thaE Lhe relevant
dimension is not preverbal vs. postverbai, but initial vs. non-
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initial, where 'initia1, vs. ,noninitLa!,, where initial, means
preverbal and not preceded. by another n-word (or licensor), and
'non-initial' stands for not preverbal- or preverbal but preceded
by another n-word (or licensor):

(3 ) Nad.ie nunca af irm6 EaI cosa
n-body n-ever confirmec such t,hing
'Nobody ever conf irmed. suclr tLring'

In (3), the second n-word t,ranslates as the NPI ever rather Ehan

as t,he NQ never. Although it is preverbal, it is non-initial anä
it is the latt,er fact which is responsible for the NPI-like
interl:retat,ion of nunca here.

Set.ting apart matEers of elegance for the time being, the
fact that initial n-words occur wr.thout a licensor suggests that
t,hey are NQs. This is also supported by their meaning, which
corresponds to that of NQs in English, i.e. initial nadie behaves
exactly like English nobody.

lrlhat further indicat,es that initial n-words are NQs is that
when they co-occur with negat,ion, which they can under certain
pragrmatic conditions, we get a double negation. This is oqpected
if the n-word has negative force of i;s or^in, i.e. if it is an NQ.

Consid.er (4 ) :

(4) a. A Josefina, nädie no Ia sa1uCa

to Josef ina, o-body not her grreet,s

(4) translates as 'Nobody doesn't, grreet Josefina', i.e. everyone
greet,s her. Analogously, a sentence .:-ike (5)

(5 ) Ninguno no vino

is a Couble negation, effect,ively meai.ing
I,aka 19 9 0 ) . Again, t,|te int,erpret.atio:: of
i f t,hre ini t, ial n-vüorC i s a \IQ .

'everybody came' (cf .

(4) and (5) makes sense
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Another reason for thinking of initial n_words as Nes is
that if initial n-words vrere ind.eed Nprs and. licensed. by some
abstract element, then we would g}q>ect other NpIs, such as the
lexical NPIs un reaT (a red cent), to also be licensed in initial
posit,ion (cf. Zanuttini 1991). This, however, is generally not
the case, äs the contrast between (5a,b) and (?a,b) shows - the
lexical NPrs here are not licensed in preverbal positions:

( 6 ) a. * (No ) tengo un real
Itiot, have a red cent
'T haven't, goL a red. cent'

b. *IJn real t,engo

A red. cent have-I
' T've goL a red cent, '

(7) a. * (Xo) vino un alma
not came a soul
b. *IJn alma vino
a soul- came

'I,Iot a soul came '

If init,ial n-words are NQs, then we e><pect that, t,hey should have
a Cistribution that. is different from that of lexical NPIs. The

d.ata in ( 6 ) and (7 ) thus provide a third argrument f or saying that
initial n-words are NQs.3

3 To be fair, w€ should also consider the following data,
due to Bosque (1980). At first sight, they seem to suggest that,
aL Least some lexical NPIs are licensed in initial position
wir-hout therd being any visible licensor. If so, this could be
used as an argument for saying that initial n-words are also NPI
that are licenseC hrithouc any visible licensor.
(i ) No he estaCo aqlli en mi / La vida

Not have been hers in mylt,hre life
( i i ) en mi i La vica he es tad.o aqui

In my/ thr.e Ii f e have been here
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Aiming at' a unified treatment, the NPI-analysis takes the
similarity between Nes and the n-words in the (a) examples to be
a superficial one, arg:uing that. the n-words are indeed. NpIs that
are licensed in the legitimate way. Concentrating on the
standard paradigm anc not incruding examples like (3), Bosque
(1980), for inst.ance, proposes that preverbal n-words originate
as postverbal NPIs that occur within the scope of a negation.
They then move to a lef t-peripheral position ( 'temat.izacL1n') , a
movement which is fol-lowed by the deletion of the negation. On

this view, the n-worCs in the (a) examples are NPIs and not NQs.

Similarly, Laka (1-990) argnres that preverbal n-words surface
in a functional projection ('SigrnaP'), which is headed by a
silent negative head. Under t,his view, what licenses preverbal
n-words as NPIs is that they stand in an agreement, relation with
the silent negiative head, cf . (8) .4

'T have never been here ! '

One way to make sense ouE, of (i) qnd (ii) on the current account,
however, is Lo analyze en mi vida/en 7a vida is elliptical for
nunca en mi vida/nunca en 7a vida. Depending on whether iE
appears initially or :lon-initial1y, nunca will then be analyzed
as 'never' or 'ever'. If t,his is on the right track, then the
cont,rast between (i) and (ii) reduces to an instance of the
stand.ard paradigrn

In this context, it is also interesting to consider (iii)
vs. (iv), where the negation can be elliptical.
( ii-i ) r coulCn' t care less
(iv) r cou1C care less

aFor a more elaborate analysis along similar 1:nes, see
Sufr.er (1995).
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(8) S icrmaP

nar/\igrma,

 

( 1a ) XaCie vino

Irr"g ]

vTno

one observation that is made to support the Npr-analysis of
preverbal n-word.s is that other Romance languages (e.g. Rumanian,
and high register Catalan) realize the negation overtly, as shown
in (9). The same is true of medieval Spanish, cf. (10) (cf.
Bosque f geb, Sufr.er 1995 ) 

s:

(9 ) N'r.rneni nu a veni-L (Rumanian)

n-boCy not, has come

' Nobo,Cy has come'

(10 ) a. I{ir:.guno no me quj-ere ( Celestina)
n-body not, me likes
'Nobody likes me

sciting a novel by Sänchez Ferlosio, Suff.er also adduces the
following dialectal data from the speech of Madrileff.o youth in
the 1950's:

(i ) Pues yo t,ampoco no te creas que habr6 ido mäs de un par
de veces o tres
well me n-either not you think that have-I gone more than
a couple of t.imes or three
'WeIl me either, don't you believe that I have gone more
than two or three times'

...para que ya nunca nadie no venga jamäs a arreglarse a
mi casa..
so that n-ever n-body not, come n-ever to get ready to my
house
'...so that nobody never ever wou1d, come to get ready in
my house anymore...'

(ii )
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b. Aunque esta vida de honor,
(Manrique)

Alt,hougril. tiris li-fe of honor,
'Alt,hougrh t,iris life of Lronor,

tanpoco no es eterna

n-eit,her not, is eternal
is not eternal eit,brer,

Although t,hese data are obviously significant from a hist,orical
and c=oss-linguistic perspective, it is not clear how much weight
they carry for the analysis of contemporary Spanish. Notice that
we could construct a paralle1 argrument for English: by appealing
to hist,orical and dialectal fact, vr€ could say thaE, modern
StanCard English NQs (nobody, nothing, etc. ) are NpIs, because,
hist,orically, they had to co-occur with a negat,ive elements,
arising from 'strengthened' indefinites (cf. the Jespersen Cyc1e,
e.g. äorn 1-989). Moreover, they stiIl do so in certain 'negrative
conco=d' dialects, cf . No doqs didn't chase no cats meaning 'No
dogs chased cats' (cf. Ladusaw 1-99L). Given that we do not want
to d.eny Ehat nobody in the standard, dialects of English is a NQ,

it i-s not clear that the d.ata in (9) and (10) can be used as
argrument for the NPf analysis. s

In favor of the NQ analysis of initial n-words, it may also

'Adopting an NPl-analysis, Sufer (1995) argrues that the
following examples of 'resumptive, negation independ.ent,ly support
f or the claim that preverbal n-worc.s are NPIs. The phenomenon is
shown to occur with clitic-left dislocation (i), focus movement
(ii1, and echo questions (iii):

(i) A ningiuno de ellos quiera saber por qu6 Juan ao les
escribi6 para Navidad,
co n-one of t,hem would-I like Eo know why Juan not them-
cl vrrote for Xmas

(ii) ;En NADIE dijo Pepe que gui6n Bo podria confiar?
in n-body said Pepe Ehat who not could trust?

(iii) aNingruno de }os alumnos de gai6n ao fueron becados?
'None of whose students rdere not, given a fellowship

Due Eo limitations of space, I wilL leave the discussion of these
interesting and potent,ially problernatic data as an issue for
future research.
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be noted that the NPI analysis d.oes not account for (3), (4t, (5)
and (6). Thus, it does not e>cplain why non-initial n-word.s that
are preverbal pattern as NpIs, cf. (3). Nor does it offer an
account why initial n-words can co-occur with an over-L negation,
cf . (4). Finally,it prei.icts thar lexical NPIs should be

acceptable preverbally, which generally does not seem Eo be the
case, cf. (5) and (5) .

Taken on its own, perhaps none of the arguments ior the NQ

analysis of initial n-words may be entirely conclusive. Taken
together, hotarever, they make a convincing case for treating
initial n-words as NQs. This is even more t.rue once we will take
int.o account the fact that their are independent reasons to
assume that n-words must have one interpret,at,ion where they are
NQs. This will be shown in section 3. There seems no poinE, in
invest,ing much effort and. technical apparatus t,o show that
iniCial n-word.s can be analyzed as NPIs when the NQ-analysis of
initial n-word.s is simple and. straight-forward.

2. St,anCard. non-initial n-worCs are NPIs:

2 . L. N-worCs in NPf -environments :

Turning now to Lhe analysis of non-initial n-words in the
standard paradigrm, in (1b) , (2b) and (3) we find that Ehe non-
initial n-word cranslate as NPIs rather E,han NQs. The same point
can be made in (11) . Like true NPf 's, the non-initial n-word.s

cause the sentence to be negated only once, rather t,han multiply:

(l-1) ;avier aul:ca le pice naCa a naCie

Javier n-ever cI asks n-thing to n-boCy

'Javier never asks anyone f or anyt,iliag'

FurLher support, for the claim that standard non-initial- n-words
are NPIs comes from (L2), which shows non-initial n-words in
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tlpical NPl-environments. (The examples are due to Laka 1990,
cf. also Bosque 1980). They occur in the scope of a Ne (12a), an
adversative predicate (12b), the complement of prepositions like
sja (without) (L2c), in comparatives (12d), and in the
restriction of a universal quantifier (L2e) z

(L2) a. Nadie 1e dijo nada a .Tuan

N-body cl said n-thing to ,fohn

'Nobody said anything to John'
b. Pedro duda que venga nadie
'L doubt that. anybody will come

c. Sin nada que comer, los prisioneros murieron de harnbre
'Vrlithout anyth.ing to eat, the prisoners died of hunger,
d. Maria canta mejor que ning:uno de vosotros
'Maria sings better than any of you'
e. En esta reuni6n, t,odo aguäl que t,enga nada que decir,
tendrä ocasi6n de hablarT
'In this meeting, everyone who has anyt,hing to say will have
a chance Eo talk'8

7It, should be noted that, the d.ist,ribuEion of n-words in the scope of
ur:.it-ersal qrancifiers is actually limited. The best cases involve Ehe
deterrniner todo aqueT wiEh a relative clause that is in trtre subjr:nctive.
Sen:ences with cada (each) and Codos ]os are less acceptable, if at, all.

B-.'It is interesting that Ehere are some environments where NPIs
can occlrr in English, but where n-words are barred in Spanish.
Thus, in English any-tpe NPIs can appear in both argaunents of
few, and in the restriction of most, but in Spanish and Italian
n-words are somewhat marginal or d,irectly impossible in these
contexts. Similarly, in Spanish n-word.s are not generally
licensed in yes-no questions, uniess they are rhetorical (cf.
Bosque l-980), nor are they licensed in jf-clauses. On the other
hand, both in English and also in Italian they are licensed. in
this environment. These differences in the licensing condit.ions
of NPIs do not show that Spanish/it,alian postverbal n-words do
not function as NPIs, but they merely show that t,he set of
environments where Spanish n-words are licensed as NPfs is
smaLler than the set of downward-entailing envi-ronments, which is
generally considered to aLlow for NPfs in English, cf. e.g. van
Cer Wouden and Zwarts (1993).
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b' v(x) person(x) v(y) thing(y) -[asks (Javier, x, of y) ]e

These processes get the truth-cond.itions right. But they are
problematic because :hey treat the negative component of nadie,
for example, in two cifferent ways, while maintaining that Ehe
treatment, is unified.. when nadie appears initially, its negative
component is treat.ed as semantically active, i.e.it behaves like
a regrular NQ. Yet, 'rrhen nadie functions in an NpI-like manner,
its negative component is treated as being semantically inactive,
i.e. is either consii.ered a sheer agreement marker, or it is
deleted altogether. 3y doing so the NQ-analysis has the semantics
undo what is present in t,he syntax, and, as a consequence it runs
counter to the princ:ple of FuIl rnterpretation and. the
compositionality of ': nLerpretation.

A further difficulty that the Ne-analysis faces, and which
it does not add.ress, as far as r can see, is that n-word,s that
function as NPrs are not only licensed by other n-word.s or by
negation, äs in the cases discussed so far, but Ehey are also
licensed. in other NPl-envirorunents, in particular by adversat,ive
predicates, prepositions rike sjn (without), in the scope of
certain quantifiers, cf .. (L2) . Extending negiative
absorption/agreement E.o this cases wou1d. not. only face the
compositionarity problem, it would also require more lexical
d.ecomposition and more semantic categories than would be

esemantically, decorq:osingr n-words int.o a universal quantifier and, a
narrow scoBe negration (V-) is eguivalent to decomposing them into a wid,e scope
negation and an existential qr.:.antifier (-f). Zanuttini.,s reason for choosing
ehe first option over the second. one is that n-words can be modified by qr.rasi
(rtr. )/casj (Sp. ) (aJmosE), which Zanuct.ini, f ollowing a wid.ely held. view,
takes t,o be arr indicatior. that they are r.miversal rattrer than existenEial .

at the same time, i: is also worth noting, howewer EhaE n-\,vords can
aBpear in existentlal coi:ext.s, as in (i), which generally bars r:niversal
gtrant,if iers ( cf . Suf,er 1995 ) :

(i) No hay nada que tu puedas hacer slara convencerme
not be n-thing thac.:rou can do Eo convince me

'There isn,! anythr:g you can do Eo convince me'

Since I argue thats non-in:t,ial n-words in the standard paradigrm are NPfs and
Ehau we therefore do not. :eed lexical decomposition, I will noE further
discuss the issue here.
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2.2. The NQ-analysis:

How does the NQ analysis account for non-initial n-words in the
standard paradigm? In order to accounE for their Npf-like
behavior, Ehe NQ-analysis has to neut,ralize the negative of force
of these n-words. Specifically, it is proposed that non-initial
n-words move at LF to a negative projection where they ,agree,

with the negative head. As a result, of this what are two
slmtactic instances of neqation, namely ehe negation and the NQ,

wind up functioning semantically as one. Thus, it is then due to
SPEC-head agreement, that, (1b) is analyzed as being a single
negation, rather than a double negation:

(13 ) (l-b) uo vino naCie

na

NEGPl

,{\qG

/\
no

vino t,i

As for examples like (L1), where several non-initial n-words
occur, qiving rise to only one instance of negation, under the
NQ-analysis, these are handled by a mechanism which decomposes

each n-word in the sentence int,o a wide-scope negaE.ion and a
universal quantifier and then delet,es all instances of negation
except for the one with narrowest scope.

(11) Javier nunca le pid.e naCa a nad.ie
-f 

^.rrd,vier never asks anytrhing of an)rone

T
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desirable- rt seems fair to say then that the best, way to account
for non-initial n-words in the standard paradigra is to trea-u them
as NPIs.

2 .3. Cumulative Quanti f ication:

There is one interesting possibility that'-r would like to
consider as a way out of the compositionality problem. It.
consisLs in argn:ing that in examples with various n-words, as in
(1L) for instance, the absence of a multiple negatlon read.iag is
due to the NQs being interpreted as cumulative quantifiers (cf.
D6prez 1995 on French and }laitian Creole). Under this view Nadie
viö a nadie (n-body saw n-boiy) is interpreted along the lines of
'nobody saw and nothing was seen'. Such an analysis would a1low
us to maintain that n-words in these cases function as real Nes.
Since there is no decomposition and deletion of semanticall-y
relevant material, it would noL face the same problems as
Zanuttini's (1991) proposal.

Nevertheless, the cumulative analysis is not feasible ror
Spanish/Italian n-words. The problem is that, cumulative
guantification requires the quantifiers that are interpreted.
cumulatively to take the same scope at LF. Assuming Ehat
quantifier scope is essent,ially clause bound, \rr€ immediatei-y run
into a problem with n-words that appear several clauses deecer
than their licensor. For instance, in (l-5), which is due to'
Uribe-Etxebarria (1994), the n-word occurs two embeddings cown

from t,he negation, in a context from which it presumably car,not

QR out to adjoined to the matrix nadje:

(15 ) Nadie creia que Mari.a hubiese d.icho que Ie debieras ningnin

dinero
NoL,ody believed that Mary had=,.,or. said that c1'. ou/ed",or. n-
money

'Nobody believed that Mary had said Ehat you owed her any
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money

Based on senEences like (15), Uribe-Etxebarria argrues that
embedded n-words are NPfs that are licensed by the matrix
negaEive element,, rather than by a tacit intermediate ,negative

conplementizers' (cf. Laka (1990), Zanuttini (L991) ) . As she
points out, since selection is locaI, the verb decir (say1 in che

in:ermed.iate clause cannot, be analyzed as. selecting a negiative
conplementizer for the most deeply embedded clause cont,aining che

NP:.
'w-hat is imporcant for presenc purposes is t.hat the releva-E,

elenrent, with which ningiün would interacE if it were a cumulative
quantifier would have to be the matrix nadje. The interaction
would not be possible, however, because the two elements are too
far apart to take the same scope. In ligrht of this, I will assune
that. non-i.nit,j-a1 n-words in Ehe sEandard paradignn are NPIs. At.

the same time, I maintain that, initial n-words are NQs.10

3 . Non-initial rl-words that, funct,ion as NQs:

Unlike the dist,ribution of NPIs, the d.istribution of NQs is
not restricted by any licensing conditions, which means that NQs

should occur freely. If n-words are a:nbigLrous between NPIs anc^

NQs, as f am argruing here, then we clearly e>cpect to find n-words
without a licensor not only in initial position, but also non-
initially, and in particular, postverbally.

BuilCing on observations of Zanutt,ini's (t99L) , f would lj-ke
to show that postverbal NQs are indeed possible in Spanish but.

their distribution is severely limited. by the fact, that they are
sccpe-rigid. What, I will show is that the scope-rigidity of
poscverbal NQs will of t,en (but noE always ! ) undermine a cohereni

10For a det.ailed discussions of other problems of an
anaiysis of n-words thaL involves LF-movement, see Arnaiz (1993)
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interpret,ation of the sentence. r claim that, it is for this
reason that the (b) examples in the standard paradignn are
considered unacceptable. Strictly speaking, they are not
ungramnatical, but they result, is such bizarre truth-conditions,
that speakers reject them.

Let's begin with some, of Zanuttini's original examples:

( 16 ) a . ü rimas to con niente in mano

is lefE with nothing in hanC

'F{e is lef t, with notiling'

b. Ha d.et,to ciö con nessuna malLzia
'F{e saiC so with no malice'

c. Sono partita con nessun soldo in tasca e tornata con
milIe dollari
'I left with no money in my pocket and came back with
s1, 000 ,

in (16) t,he n-words occur without a licensor in postverbal
position within an adjunct modifier. As shown by the
t,ranslations, they are int,erpret,ed as NQs. Crucially, in (16) the
NQs do not take scope over the entire sbntence, but are limited
to a narro\,/rr scope position, which I will assume trarislates as

narrow scope with respect to a Davidsonian event, operator (cf.
Parsons l-990 a.o. ), as in (l-7):

(L? ) a. 3e [Agent (e, pro) & rjmasto (e) & con(e, Injente x] in
mano (x) l
'There was an event of him being 1eft, and it was a being:

teft with not,hing in his hand'
b. le lAgent (e,pro) & ha deLto (e) & Theme (e, ciö) & lnessuna
x: malizia (x)) con (e,x) l

'There was an event of him saying it and it was with no

malice'
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c. fe [Agent(e,pro) a sono partita(e) & lnessun x:
soldo (x) j con(e,x) & jn tasca (x) l
'There $ras an event of me leavinq and it was a leaving wii:
no money in my pocket,

Si::ce the event. operator takes wid.e scope with respect to the NQ

in t,he logical forms in (L7), the sentences in (15) direct,ly
entail that there took place evengs of being' 1eft, saying, and
leaving, respectively. These events are modified for being
without money, and without malice. The interpretations that
result from the scope-rigridity of the Ne are fu1ly coherent
because we know t,hat events of leaving or of being left can be
leavings without nothing, and events of saying do not have to be

maLicious. The data from ltalian carry over to Spanish as weII.
Another example where scope-rigridity makes pragrmat,ic sense,

ani. where, as 4 r's-su1t, a postverbal NQ is accept,able is proviced
in (18) :

(18) Pedro quiere hacer un viaje a ninguna parte
Pedro hrants make a trip to n- place

(18) asserts that Ped.ro wants to take a trip without any specif:c
goa1, that is, he want,s t,o just leave and see where the trip
takes him. Here the n-word clearly functions as a NQ. The fact.
that it is scope rigid does not make the sentence incoherent,
because trips thaE are trips to nowhere (in particular) clearly
exist and people do like t,o take such trips. (18) contrasts wit:
(L9), which contains a negation in the matrix:

(19) Ped.ro no quiere hacer un viaje a ninguna parte
Pedro not. want,s make a trip Eo n- place

Whe:eas (18) had only one reading, (L9) has two, none of which
coiicides with that of (18). Both readings of (19) are predictec.
on :he present analysis: or'r. Ehe most salient reading, the n-worc.
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is interpreted as an Npr licensed by no, so that the se:.tence
denies that Pedro wants to take any Lrip anl4,rrhere - it
ef fectively asserts that pedro want,s to st,ay home. Aro-g with
this readingr, (19) has anoEher, less salient, reading where Ehe n-
word is an NQ. Here (L9) denies that Pedro wants to t,ake a trip
to nowhere, that is, it oenies that he want t.o take a t=ip with
no particular goal. The i,ouble-negat,ion reading of (19) becomes
salient in a context like the following, where taking a trip to
nowhere is under discussion in the preceding discourse. (as in
many double negation reacings, the negation likes t,o be
emphatically stressed) :

(20) A pesar de que a ti t,e haga mucha ilusi6n, yo realaente NO

quiero hacer un viaje a ningruna part,e. yo necesito saber a
donde vamos a ir AIITES de sali.r,
'Even though you may love the idea, I really DON,T want, to
take a trip to nowhere. I need t,o know where we are going to
go BEFORE we leavet

If n-words are arnbigirrous between NQs and NPIs, then the ambiguity
of (19) is easi'ly accounted for. In contrast, it is noc
e>cplained on the NPI-view. Given that a1I n-words are analyzed
as NPIs and only preverbal ones are predicted to exhibi: the
semblances of NQs, it can not account, for the NQ interpretat,ion
of posEverbal n-words and. consequently also not for the double
negation reading of (19) .ti

lrAs noted by Zanuttj.ni (199L2L75f) , postverbal NQs are
problematic on the NQ anaiysis if one assumes the so-calLed NEG-
Criterion, whereby each negative phrase must, stand in a SPEC-head
relation with a negative head at LF. Given the position of
negat.ion, Lhe NEc-Criterion forces all NQs t,o t,ake senteetial
scope. Considering examples like (l-6), Zanuttini briefly suggests
that perhaps the preposition con licenses an abstract, NegP to
which the NQs in these examples can move, t,hereby satisfying the
NEG-Crit,erion qrithout, tak!-ng sent,ent,ial scope. As t,he examples
in the text indicate, the phenomenon is much more wide-spread and
does not hinge on'the presence of any one part,icular elanent,.
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r believe the ambiguity of examples like (19) also poses a
challenge for an analysis of n-words that, assumes that they are
lexicalIy underspecified as to whether they are Nprs or Nes and.

that they have the relevant feature fi11ed in according to the
slmEactic position they occur in. Notice that for this kind of
analysis to account, for the two readings of (L9), it would have
E,o be proposed thaE the sentences has two different slmtactic
structures and thaE Lhe assigmment of the..missing features is
sensitive to that difference. But this seems implausible because
the kind of ambiqruity we see in (19) is pervasive and possible in
all cases where a postverbal NQ is accepLable in the non-negated
version of the sentences. Thus, the ambigruity is not only
present in (19 ) , but. also in tire negation of the sentences in
(15), and argrrably also in cases like (2L) z

Es impos ible que 1o sepa nad.ie
Es irnpos ible que naCie 1o sepa

-vrihereas (21a) is interpreted as 'It is impossible that anyone
knows it' (i.e. Nobody knows it), (21b) is a:nbigruous between 'It
is impossible that anyone knows it' and 'It is impossible that
nobody knows it' (i.e. Somebody must know it) (cf . Bosque l-980,
Laka L990). The reading of (2La) and the first reading of (21b)

are NPf-readings of nadie, where the NPI is licensed by
impossible. In contrast, the double negaEion reading of (z]-b) is
the result of nadie being interpreted as a NQ. (2La) lacks'this
kind of reading for the same reason that, NQ-readings are often
absent in postverbal positions (see below).

Yet another example that shows how an NQ can occur
postverbally is provided by (22), where the NQ takes narrow scope

relaLive to'the event described in a sma1l clause:

(22) Maria vL6, con s'ri.s propios ojos, a ningruno de ellos
atreverse a decir nada
Mary sa!'/, with her own eyes, 11- of them dare say n-thing

a

b

12
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The subject, of (22) indeed sees an event, namely an event which
is described in 'negative terms,, i.e. as a situation where none
of them said anything. Such a situation arises for inst,ance when
all of them stayed qrriet and stared at their hands. rf so, the
event operator in the sma11 clause in (22) takes scope over the
NQ subject njngiuno de e7los, cf . (23):

(23) 3e [C(e) & saw(e) & !üith his own eyes(e) & Agent(e, Mary) &

Je' [Theme(e,e') c C(e,) & Agrent(e,, none of them) & d.are
say(e') & Theme(e', anything) l) l
'There was a relevant seeing by Mary which was wi-th her own eyes and
wtrich was seeing of a relevant event wtrere nobody dared say anyEhing'

C1ear1y, in (22) the n-word occurs non-initiaLly and fr:nctions as
a NQ, not. as a NPI. The fact that the NQ takes narrohr scope with
respect to the event operat,or of the smal1 clause does not,

interfere with a coherent interl>retation of the sentence because
the wide scope of the event makes sense, given that the
complement of see is an ent,ire small-clause that is described in
'negative terms'.

Now that we have seer: that, NQs can in fact occur
postverbally, 1et's turn Eo (1c) now Vino nadie. I would like to
argrue that what is sigmificant here is that a sentence like
Nobody cane only makes sense on a wide-scope interpretat.ion of
the NQ, along the lines of 'Nobody is such that there was an

evenL of coming where they came'. A narrow scope interpreEat,ion
makes no sense, sinee it would mean something like 'There was

event of coming where nobody came', which is incoherent. If we

accept this line of argument, then (1c) will not be

ungrarnmatical, but it will be 'unsemantic', i.e. it will be so

incoherent that it will be rejected. That in the right
circumstances vre can in fact say what woulC normally be

considered incoherent is shown in (24):

(24) No se movia ni una brizna de hierba, ni una t,riste hoja.
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Not, a strand of grass moved, not a sad leave
Todo era t,an tierno que no tenia bast,antes ojos para mirar.

Everlrthing was so touching that r didr,t, have enough
eyes to see
A1 final, coo los brazos extendidos hacia ad.elante,

Finally, with my at:rns streched ouE in front of me

dije bajito a nadie que todo era mio.
I said softly to nobody that ev.erything was mine.

from'Parec ia d.e seca' by Mercä Rod.oreda

The author in (24) describes an event where the narrator said
something, namery that, everything \^ras hers. This event is said
to be d.irected. toward.s noone. By st,ating this explicitly,
Rodoreda presumably intended to emphasLze that the nar=ator is by
herself. Normally, we do not want t,o add such information. rt is
for reasons like this that the (b) examples in the stand.ard.
paradigzn are generally rejected. 12

what we have seen then is that non-initial n-words can in
fact function as NQs. Vrltren they are postverbal, their
distribut,ion is severely limited by the fact thaE they are scope-
rigid and cannot take scope over the event operator of t,he clause
they appear in.

4. Open questions:

There remain several issues which r have not even tried. to

l2There is one circunstance where non-initial Nes are not
scope-rigid, namely when they follow words like exactaäenLe in
context,s like the followingr: (CAPS=focus)

( i ) A : aA cu.an ta gent,e se 1o cont,as te ?

B: i Se 1o cont6 exact,ament,e A IIADI E I

This observation is due to J. Uriagereka(p.c. )
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address. For instance, what is responsible for the narrow scope
propert.ies of postverbal Nes in spanish and rialian? How d.oes

this rerate to the generar dislike of wide scope \^/e find. in
English NQs? Can the slmchroninc ambiguity of n-words be related.
to the diacronic phenomenon ca11ed the ,respersen cycle? rf n-
words are indeed. ambigruous as r have tried to argrue, then these
quest,ions are important,. Hopefurly, future research will offer
some answers
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