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Abstract

The main goal of this paper is to provide a unified analysis of de nominals in French and non-
canonical genitive nominals in Russian. Unlike previous literature that relies on partitivity, quan-
tification and case assignment, we argue that a unified formal account can be substantiated by
guaranteeing a uniform syntactic analysis of weak indefinite expressions not based on quantifica-
tion, a semantic dependency of de nominals and non-canonical genitives to non-veridicality, and
different linearization operations at Spell-out that guarantee concatenation of words or subwords
(French de*n, Russian n@GEN).
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Resum. Els nominals francesos amb de i els genitius no canonics en rus. Son expressions
nominals partitives?

El principal objectiu d’aquest article és oferir una analisi unificada dels nominals amb de del
frances 1 dels genitius no canonics del rus. A diferéncia de propostes anteriors, que es basen en
la partitivitat, la quantificacio i I’assignacié de cas, defensem que es pot oferir una analisi for-
mal unificada que garanteixi una explicacid sintactica uniforme de les expressions indefinides
febles que no es basi en la quantificacio, sind en una dependéncia semantica dels nominals amb
de del frances i dels genitius no canonics del rus en la no veridicitat i en diferents operacions de
linearitzacio en la fase d’externalitzacio que donin compte de la concatenacio de mots i submots
(frances de*n, rus n@gen).

Paraules clau: francés de; indefinitud; no veridicitat; genitiu rus; Spell-out
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1. Introduction

It is well-known in the literature that some languages, such as Romance (e.g.,
French, Italian, Franco-Provencal, Genovese) and Balto-Slavic (e.g., Russian,
Lithuanian, Ukrainian, Bosnian), among other languages, such as Basque and
Finnish (Miestamo 2014; Luraghi & Huumo 2014; Etxeberria 2021), exhibit a
special Vocabulary Item (like de in French, the nominal affix genitive case in
Russian, partitive in Basque and Finnish) when an internal argument is under the
scope of negation.! In a typological survey of 240 languages from different fami-
lies, Miestamo (2014) investigated what he calls the “partitive of negation”, which
is, in fact, the obligatory (or preferential) use of partitive/genitive marking on noun
phrases under the scope of negation, denoting indefiniteness (‘indefinite quantity’,
in his terms), as opposed to the use of other markings in the referential/specific use
of noun phrases. He also reports that in Finnic, Baltic, Slavic languages and Basque
noun phrases “in the scope of negation are marked, either obligatorily or as a mat-
ter of preference, with a case that has a partitive-marking function (partitive or
genitive) [our emphasis, Authors]” (p. 63). In this paper, we are going to argue that
what has been dubbed “partitive” or “genitive” syntactic Case is actually the overt
morphophonological counterpart of a licensing operation of indefinite structures,

1. As it appears in the abstract we will use the term non-canonical genitive as a cover term for the
so-called genitive of negation, genitive under the scope of intensional predicates and also partitive
genitive.

We here assume the Distributed Morphology concept of Vocabulary Item, according to which it
is a relation between a phonological string and information about where that piece may be inserted.
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by means of which an operator DE contributes a property-type denotation to definite
/ specific nominal expressions and furthermore the whole nominal expression is
subject to a semantic dependency to non-veridicality.

We here mainly focus on French and Russian as paradigmatic instances of the
phenomenon we are addressing.” The former because de NPs contrast with other
forms where the article (with its gender and number) is overtly expressed, such
as indefinite des/du/de la NPs and definite le/la/les NPs in affirmative sentences.
Russian has been chosen because, among Baltic and Slavic languages, is the lan-
guage for which the phenomenon of genitive of negation (henceforth, GN) has been
described more extensively (Borschev & Partee 1998; Partee & Borschev 2002,
2008; Harves 2002, 2013; Kagan 2010, 2013, 2020; among others).

A first illustration of the phenomenon we are going to deal with is presented in
(1)-(2) where de NPs and GN appears in object of two transitive verbs trouver ‘to
find” and kupil ‘to buy’, respectively.

(1) a. Jean n’a pas trouvé de livres. [French]
Jean NEG.has not found de books
‘Jean hasn’t found (any) books.’

b. Jean a trouvé {*de, des} livres. (adapted from Kayne 1981: 95,
exs. (3)-(4))
Jean has found de books
(2) a. Anna ne kupila knig. [Russian]

Anna not bought.PERF book.GEN.PL
‘Anna didn’t buy (any) books.’

b. Anna ne kupila knigi.
Anna not bought.PERF book.ACC.PL
‘Anna didn’t buy (the) books.’ (Kagan 2013: 13, exs. (23))

Notice that in French de livres is only allowed under the scope of negation, (1a),
and that when this expression appears in an affirmative sentence, (1b), the sequence
is ungrammatical.? In Russian, knig, which shows genitive case, is understood like
de livres in French (1a), as an expression that mandatorily appears under the scope
of the negative operator: Anna did not buy any books. By contrast, knigi in accusa-
tive case, is interpreted as being out of the scope of negation (Babyonyshev 1997;
Kagan 2013): there are (specific) books that Anna did not buy.

These data open the debate as to what extent French and Russian are similar. On
the one hand, it should be pointed out that French de NPs appear to be much more

2. From now on we leave aside partitive Case in Basque (Etxeberria 2021) and Finnish (Kiparsky
1998; de Hoop 2002; McFadden 2004) which in the latter language largely depends on aspect.

3. See Le Bruyn (2010) for a study on indefinites headed by French des in comparison to unos in
Spanish; Dobrovie-Sorin and Beyssade (2012) for a study on indefinites headed by des/du/de la
in French vs. indefinites in English; and Dobrovie-Sorin (2021) for a study on des in French in
comparison to bare nominals in Romance languages.
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restricted than Russian GN both syntactically and semantically: de NPs cannot occur
in subject position and cannot be licensed by operators other than negation (Miiller
1991; Tovena et al. 2004, a.o.). In fact, both these expressions (French de NPs
and Russian GN) have been attributed the status of Negative Polarity Items (NPIs)
(Kayne 1975; Pesetsky 1982). However, Harves (2002) and Kagan (2013) provide
arguments against this proposal for Russian, which is the view further supported
in this paper on the basis that not only indefinite objects but also subjects in thetic
sentences, singular demonstratives and proper names can occur in genitive under the
scope of non-veridical operators (Giannakidou 1997, 1998 and Kagan 2010, 2013).

For concreteness, in this paper, we address the following research question: in
spite of the observed differences, can French de NPs and Russian non-canonical
genitives receive a common formal analysis? We consider it legitimate to offer
a unified analysis of the two constructions that coincide as being expressions of
indefiniteness (as opposed to real partitives that involve quantification) licensed in
non-veridical contexts (a very restricted subset of them in French).

Our starting hypothesis is that our unification analysis can be supported by the
syntactic structure for indefinite expressions in Romance postulated in Espinal and
Cyrino (2022a, 2022b). According to this approach a common derivation for bare
plurals, mass nouns and de-phrases is proposed that consists of an abstract opera-
tor DE adjoined to a definite determiner that shifts an entity into a property-type
expression. Second, we take for granted that languages have polarity items (usu-
ally, a subset of indefinite expressions) sensitive to non-veridical operators (Zwarts
1995, 1996, 1998; Giannakidou 1997 and ff.; Hoeksema 2012). Third, we assume,
along with McFadden (2004), Calabrese (2008), Caha (2009), Zdrojewski (2023),
Schifer and Anagnostopoulou (in press), that not all manifestations of case should
be dealt with within narrow syntax.

With this in mind, we postulate the hypotheses: H1 that Russian non-canonical
genitives (that is, GN, genitive under the scope of intensional predicates and parti-
tive genitive) and de nominals in French have a common syntactic structure with
a dedicated abstract operator DE; H2 that de NPs and non-canonical genitives fur-
ther reveal a semantic dependency between a determiner-like functional nominal
projection (D, in French, F in Russian) and (a subset of) non-veridical operators
(negation in French, negation and intensional predicates in Russian); and H3 that
de and non-canonical genitives are different Spell-outs of the abstract operator DE.

This paper is structured as follows. In section 2, we review the previous lit-
erature on French and Russian and discuss the unsolved problems raised by these
analyses. In section 3, we consider that the presence of de NPs in French and non-
canonical genitives in Russian cannot be derived by lexical case assignment, cannot
be the output of structural case and cannot be either an instantiation of dependent
case. In section 4, we develop a new unified analysis that accounts for the so-called
partitive indefinites, the GN, the genitive of intensional verbs in Russian, as well
as de-phrases in French. We first present a structure for indefinite expressions.
Then we relate indefiniteness to non-veridicality and, finally, we postulate different
morphophonological Spell-outs of the abstract DE operator by means of two distinct
operations: concatenation of terminal words in French and concatenation plus low-
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ering of subwords in Russian. Finally, in section 5, we introduce additional support
for our analysis of the syntax-semantics dependency relationship here proposed, by
(i) examining a subset of long weak definites in Romance languages, (ii) consider-
ing the similarities between genitive case and Direct Object Marking (DOM) in
terms of post-syntactic Spell-out, and (iii) grounding our analysis on a broader view
of morphophonological case as a reflection of a grammatical process of licensing
different kinds of dependencies (Hinzen & Sheehan 2013; Roberts 2023).

2. The previous literature

In this section we present the main syntactic proposals that precede our study and
try to unify the two phenomena here under consideration: de NPs in French and GN
(which is the most paradigmatic case of non-canonical genitive) in Russian. The
literature we will review, starting already in the late seventies of the 20% century,
have in common the proposal that a null quantifier category Q or a quantity formal
feature [+q] is responsible for the presence of a partitive-like or a genitive-like
nominal expression. In Section 2.1 we discuss French de, in Section 2.2 we move
to Russian GN, and finally in Section 2.3 we point out the most relevant issues
raised by these proposals.

2.1. French

French, a language with overt determiners, only allows de nominals for narrow
scope under negation, no matter whether the indefinite is a mass noun (3a) or a
(plural or singular) count noun (3b,c).

(3) a. Jean n’a pas gagné d’argent.
Jean NEG.has not won  de.money
‘Jean has not won (any) money.’

b. Jean n’a pas trouvé de livres.
Jean NEG.has not found de books
‘Jean hasn’t found (any) books.’

c. I n’y a pas de cheval sur le chemin de Damas. (Florence
Delay)
It NEG.LOC has not de horse on the way  of Damas
‘There aren’t (any) horses in the way to Damas.’

Given these examples and the parallel between (4a,b), Kayne (1975, 1981)
analyzes de nominals in (4b) as [@-de-articleless NPs] and postulates that the zero
element is a null quantifier-like expression.

(4) a. J’ai  mange [[beaucoup] de carottes].
Lhave eaten many de carrots
‘I have eaten many carrots.’
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b. Je n’ai pas mangé [[D] de carottes].
I NEG.have not eaten de carrots
‘I have not eaten any carrots.’

Similarly, Thsane (2008: 164) suggests that there is an ‘empty quantity’ head,
which is bound by a negative operator or a quantifier, making the de NP construc-
tion syntactically similar to a beaucoup / combine / (trés) peu / trop de structure
and semantically similar to an NPI, as shown in (5).

(5) a. beaucoup de pain/livres Quantity de N
much/many de bread/books

b. peu de pain/ livres Quantity de N
little/few  de bread/books

c. pas de pain/ livres pas;  ec, de N
not de bread/books

Notice, however, that the presence of an overt or a covert quantity is independ-
ent of the existence of a negative operator. This is clearly illustrated by means of
the following example, which shows that de carottes is an indefinite expression
complement of the weak quantifier beaucoup, not linked to pas.

(6) Je n’ai pas mangé [[beaucoup] de carottes].
I NEG.have not eaten much de carrots
‘I have not eaten a lot of carrots.’

More recently, Taraldsen (2019: 40), following a suggestion by Kayne (2002),
has proposed for de NPs, (7a), as well as for des NPs, (7b), a null NUMBER/
AMOUNT that represents <quantity> in some specifier position within the nominal
domain higher than de.*

(7) a. [ NUMBER/AMOUNT [ de [ NP ]]]
b. [ NUMBER/AMOUNT [ de [ les/le/la NP 1]]

Notice that all these analyses consider that de NPs, no matter whether they
occur as a complement of an overt Q or in negative contexts, are partitive expres-
sions. However, bona fide canonical / full partitive constructions convey a relation-
ship between a subset, which is introduced by an indefinite quantifier, and a larger
set or superset of individuals introduced by a definite DP. According to Barker
(1998: 680), standard partitivity is characterized by the fact that “partitive nominal

4. A similar line of analysis is followed by Garzonio and Poletto (2020: 645, (34)), who assume that
partitive objects under negation are a special type of partitive expression where sentential negation
is the modifier of a silent AMOUNT/NUMBER head.

() [nege Pas--- [gp [ pas ] [ AMOUNT [y de [ vin ]]]1]
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expressions have in their extension only proper subparts of the entity denoted by the
NP object of the partitive of”. Recently, Espinal and Cyrino (2022b) have argued
that indefinite de and pseudopartitive de correspond to one kind of structure that
gives rise to indefiniteness, whereas canonical partitives correspond to a different
structure in which a part-whole relationship is headed by a bi-relational functional
head responsible for partitivity.

In other words, to our understanding the problem behind these syntactic propos-
als is two-fold. First, empirically it has not yet been demonstrated that the expres-
sions in (3) convey a quantity meaning, unlike real partitives such as certains de
vos amis ‘some of your friends’. In French de NPs introduce indefinite objects, like
in other contemporary Romance languages (e.g., Italian) de introduces indefinite
objects, indefinite subjects, as well as left-dislocated subjects and objects.’> Second,
theoretically, there is not enough justification for postulating a null or empty cat-
egory conveying quantity dependent on the negative marker pas. The alternative
approach we consider below is that d argent, de livres, de cheval, de carottes are
indefinite expressions that occur in object position of transitive verbs or in object
position of weak quantifiers.

2.2. Russian

In Russian, a language with no articles, genitive appears to alternate with accusa-
tive and nominative mass and count nouns, both in object and in subject positions.®

(8) a. Jane pil vodu.
I not drank.IMPERF water.ACC
‘I didn’t drink (the) water. / I wasn’t drinking water.’

b. Jane pil vody.
I not drank.IMPERF water.GEN
‘I didn’t drink (any) water.’ (Kagan 2013: 5, ex. (9))

(9) a. Otvet ne prisol.
answer.NOM.M.SG not arrived.M.SG
‘The answer did not arrive.’

b. Otveta ne prislo.
answer.GEN.M.SG not arrived.N.SG
‘No answer arrived.’ (Kagan 2013: 6, ex. (10))

Several syntactic and semantic analyses have been proposed to account for the
presence of genitive case.

5. See also Espinal and Giusti (2024) for arguments that the determiner de and the clitic ne in lan-
guages such as Catalan and Italian are markers of indefiniteness, not markers of partitivity (i.e.,
quantification).

6. Although it is widely believed that, as a consequence of this alternation, GN is optional in Russian
(e.g., Franks 1995), see Bailyn (1997), who argues that GN is obligatory on underlying direct objects.
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Inspired by the literature on French, Pesetsky (1982) was the first to analyze the
genitive marked NP in GN constructions as the complement of a phonologically
null quantifier [, ] that is supposedly able to assign genitive case, just as pho-
nologically overt quantifiers are assumed to do in Russian (Ionin & Matushansky
2006, and references therein). For him, negation does not license genitive but iden-
tifies the null quantifier which it c-commands. Notice that, as pointed out by Kagan
(2013), this analysis basically addresses the genitive of quantity or partitive genitive
phenomena and GN, but not the other subtypes of genitives that do not involve
quantity and that appear under the scope of operators beyond the negative marker.

Building on Pesetsky’s work (see also Franks 1995), Pereltsvaig (1998) also
proposes that a null quantifier is responsible for assigning genitive to internal argu-
ments under sentential negation. For her, the null quantifier is a strict NPI, both
syntactically and semantically, and it is only licensed by sentential negation.” To
our understanding, this proposal, once again, lacks a justification for the need of a
null quantifier to explain the presence of morphological genitive on nominals under
the scope of negation; on the other hand, the fact that an item can be considered
both a quantifier and a polarity item raises a serious puzzle for what has been gener-
ally argued for in the literature on negation (Déprez & Espinal 2020).

Also building on Pesetsky (1982)’s proposal, Bailyn (2004) postulates that
Neg? selects a verbal complex (v and V) with a [+q] feature, which in turn selects
a QP object (rather than an NP object). It is the null head of that QP that checks for
genitive case on its internal NP complement, as seen in the structure in (10). For
Bailyn, instances of genitive involve a Q.

(10)
NegP

/\

Neg’ —  WP[+qt]

(selection) /\

NP-EXT — v’
% — VP[+q]
(selection) /\
\% — QP
(selection) A
Q —  NP-INT gen
(cheking/probing)

(adapted from Bailyn 2004: 10, ex. (16))

7. See Harves (2002) for a criticism of Pereltsvaig’s (1999) null quantifier q as being treated as an NPI.
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Subsequent literature has also assumed (without questioning) the syntactic
analyses that propose that some sort of quantification is involved in genitive assign-
ment. In this perspective, for example, Matushansky (2010) assumes that genitive
corresponds to the formal feature [Q] in Neg, which then assigns Genitive to a VP
that has a semantically non-specific underlying object, as bread in (11).

an

T S P
[NoMm] /\

DP v’
‘ TN
Dina v NegP

[acc] /\
Neg® » VP

‘ [Q] ‘
Vo DP

brought bread
(adapted from Matushansky 2010: 27, ex. (17))

According to this author “[T]he presence of sentential negation introduces the
feature [Q], which is realized as the genitive case marking [...]. In the absence of
[Q] both objects and subjects receive their normal case-marking” (p. 27). Therefore,
the special case-marking under negation needs additional morphological rules to
derive the right output.

It is also worth to mention here Bailyn’s (1997) type of syntactic analysis,
which takes GN as an obligatory configurational case in the context of a structure
such as (12), where PrP stands for Predicational Phrase.
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(12)
PrP

TN

(underlying Pr
subject)

)

Pr0 NegP

Neg? VP
\ /\
GN v’
(underlying /\

object) Vo (underlying
oblique)

According to this analysis GN is assigned under government by Neg, which
accounts for the most common distribution of GN, underlying objects, while it
excludes transitive subjects, oblique objects, and deeply embedded elements.
Baylin’s analysis is also interesting because the GN particular kind of interpreta-
tion (i.e., existential or indefinite interpretation), is opposed to the nominative or
accusative counterparts (which are individuated) by assuming that GN arguments
are always part of the VP domain (Diesing 1992), i.e. the domain of existential
closure.

As far as we know, no other alternative syntactic approach has been advanced
in the literature on GN in Russian, and no questions have been raised with respect
to the status of quantifiers in the analyses above.

2.3. Unsolved puzzles raised by these analyses

The analyses presented above raise some questions that remain to be answered:
(i) why should the negative marker select (in a strong sense) or license (in a weak
sense) a quantifier-like constituent? And (ii) why should a quantifier assign genitive
(or any other) case to a nominal?

In relation to question (i), first, we have to consider that negation reverses the
polarity of the sentence where it applies, and, in this sense, it is a semantic proposi-
tional operator (Horn 1989). As such, it should be considered to be included in the
sentential projection, but under minimalist syntactic assumptions, it appears to be
awkward to postulate that this negative operator should select an empty quantity/
quantifier expression.

Second, although a negative marker, as the head of NegP (Pollock 1989;
Ouhalla 1990), cannot be claimed to select the verbal complex it precedes or a
QP object it may occur with, it may still compose with different types of nomi-
nal expressions to yield different sources of negative dependencies (which might
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include polarity items and negative concord items). However, from both a syntac-
tic and a semantic perspective, there is no evidence that negation contributes to
quantification.

Therefore, in none in the above-mentioned studies, have we found any sort
of explanatory basis for the assumption that the presence of sentential negation
selects/licenses a quantificational constituent which is realized as de in French and
as genitive case in Russian.

Concerning our second question, namely, why should a quantifier assign geni-
tive case to a nominal expression, one must be reminded about the role of quanti-
fiers in natural languages. From a semantic perspective, quantifiers are functions
from sets (the denotation of the N it combines with) to generalized quantifiers
(sets of sets) (Montague 1973). Quantifiers have been assumed to bind variables
that have certain properties (the properties of the N and the V in the sentential
domain). From a syntactic perspective, quantifiers are determiner-like expressions
that specify nouns. However, in standard generative terms the relationship between
negation and a nominal expression that might semantically depend on it and the
relationship between Q and N is not one of case-assignment. As well-known in
Case Theory (Chomsky 1981, 1986), case assigners are P, V, T, but neither D nor
Q. Therefore, we conclude that, in spite of the empirical fact that in Russian many
quantifiers are followed by genitive NPs and in French by de NPs, there is no
theoretical and empirical justification for the assumption that a (null) quantifier or
case assignment is involved in the structure of indefinite de phrases in French and
GN nominals in Russian.

In the next section, we argue that Russian GN, the alleged genitive of indefinite
quantity or the partitive genitive, as well as the so-called partitive de in French
are not the output of case assignment operations in accordance with the standard
operations that govern structural, non-structural or dependent case.

3. On Case

We have seen up to now that in French and Russian a special Vocabulary Item (de
and genitive, respectively) marks an internal argument under the scope of negation.
In this section, we discuss whether this Vocabulary Item is related to Case assign-
ment, as classically understood in standard generative grammar.® We argue that
genitive in the GN construction in Russian and the so-called partitive in de-phrases
in French cannot be considered expressions of structural case, non-structural case,
or dependent case.

Within the generative tradition, different types of cases, namely structural
and non-structural, have been ascribed to different types of nominals, depending

8. Chomsky and Lasnik (1977), following an original idea by Vergnaud, considered that Case is
present in nominals in the syntax, even if not morphologically realized in some languages, the so-
called abstract Case, a syntactic feature whose value depends on the syntactic relation/position of
the nominal in a sentence. See Schifer and Anagnostopoulou (in press) for a thorough presentation
on the development of the theory of Case and its implications for grammatical theory.
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on their position in the structure (Chomsky 1981, 1986). The former is related
to certain syntactic configurations in the vicinity of a functional category (TP,
vP) responsible for the checking of the corresponding Case (nominative, accu-
sative). Structural Case identifies the core grammatical relations (subject and
object) configurationally. NPs marked with structural Case are assumed to fol-
low A-movement in order to guarantee its Case-checking. Non-structural Case,
on the other hand, has been related to the absence of specific functional projec-
tions responsible for checking. It has been argued that the non-structural Case is
assigned/checked by lexical categories (V or P), and that it can be either inherent
or lexical (Woolford 2006). Inherent Case has been related to thematic roles: erga-
tive (agent) and dative (recipient/goal). In this respect genitive has been considered
an inherent Case only when assigned by certain prepositions indicating source,
goal, and possession. Lexical Case, on the other hand, is idiosyncratic, depend-
ing on lexical heads. In the minimalist framework (Chomsky 2000, 2001), both
structural Case features and Agreement features interact: both undergo AGREE,
an operation between probes (that is, the functional categories T/C, v) and goals.
The probes bear uninterpretable and unvalued phi-features, but not Case features,
and search for goals to check those features. NPs enter the derivation with valued
phi-features but uninterpretable/unvalued Case features. Through the checking and
valuation of the uninterpretable features of the probe, the unvalued Case feature of
the goal receives a value, NOM or AcC, depending on whether the probe is T or v.
In other words, the valuation and checking of the Case is mediated by a phi-AGREE
operation with the probe.

Another more recent syntactic approach to Case, the so-called Dependency
Case Theory (Marantz 1991; Baker 2015), considers the dependency of DPs in the
clause as relating to different abstract or morphological Cases. In this sense, there
is no ‘structural/non-structural’ distinction, but a dependency relation between DPs
in different positions in the clause. ‘Dependent Case’ is the case assigned to one
NP if there is a second NP in the same local domain. Marantz (1991) considers
that accusative and ergative are dependent Cases because they both depend on a
higher NP that has certain properties. Baker (2015), on the other hand, assumes
that the relevant syntactic environment for dependent Case assignment/checking
is not the position itself, but the existence of a locality domain determined by the
notion of phase (Chomsky 2001).°

In what follows we argue that GN (and, by extension, the rest of non-canonical
genitives) in Russian and the so-called partitive de nominals in French cannot be
the expression of structural, non-structural or dependent Case.

First, as seen above, within generative grammar, structural Case is related to
certain syntactic configurations in the vicinity of a functional category responsible
for the checking of the corresponding Case. For example, the internal argument
has an uninterpretable and unvalued Case feature that is checked by v, since this
functional projection v bears [ucase:acc]. However, GN and the so-called par-

9. For Marantz (1991), the notion of dependent case is relevant in the PF component, whereas for
Baker (2015) it is a syntactic notion based on c-command.
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titive de-phrases, although applying to an internal argument, cannot qualify as
structural Case, since neither genitive nor partitive are a proper Case feature of v.
Additionally, structural Case is purely syntactic (or morphosyntactic) in nature with
no link to semantic interpretation. But crucially, as we have advanced in Section
2.2 and will argue below, GN and de-phrases are not purely syntactic phenomena,
since they are morphophonological markings associated with indefiniteness (so-
called partitive genitive) and with semantic dependencies to various non-veridical
operators (de NPs, GN, and irrealis genitive, more generally).!0

Second, non-structural Case (inherent Case and lexical Case) has been con-
sidered in general terms not to be related to specific functional projections. First,
inherent case is related to thematic relations (e.g. recipient, goal). It may be mor-
phological or be assigned by an adposition, usually indicating source, location,
instrument, goal, recipient, agent, etc. However, note that GN and de-phrases can-
not be instances of inherent Case, since these expressions do not relate to any
specific thematic role, or to any specific adposition.!! On the other hand, lexical
Case is idiosyncratic, irregular, lexically selected by heads. In the literature on
Russian cardinals have been claimed to be transparent to an operation such as Case-
Assignment: the lower (adjectival) cardinals are said paucal, and the higher ones
genitive (Ionin & Matushansky 2006, 2018). Similarly, overt and null quantifiers
have been extensively claimed to assign genitive Case (genitive of quantification,
Babby 1987; genitive for partitives, Franks 1995).

Lastly, as seen above, dependent Case approaches consider Case as the effect
of a dependency relation between two DPs in different positions in the clause.
However, GN and de-phrases, in our view, cannot be considered instantiations of
dependent Case, since neither GN NPs nor de NPs depend on another DP in the
clause; that is, there is no sensitivity to argument structure.'?

10. Belletti (1988) analyzes existential constructions and unnacusative sentences with postverbal sub-
jects, and she proposes that these postverbal nominals are assigned “Partitive Case”, which she
considers as a type of inherent Case assigned by a lexical head in conjunction with a theta-role.
In other words, what she proposes to be “Partitive Case” is not structural Case, but it is associated
both with a structural position, namely, the internal argument position and with the fact that these
postverbal subjects are indefinites, affected by the Definiteness Effect (see also Belletti & Bianchi
2016, for an overview of the proposal and an updated account in minimalist terms). However,
notice that standard partitives select a definite DP complement and are disallowed in existential
constructions, as shown in (i) for Spanish (see also Espinal & Cyrino 2022b: 185-186). This shows
that, in fact, partitivity is not linked to the Definiteness Effect:

(i) *Tras el atentado, hubo algunas de las secuelas (entre las victimas).
after the attack had some of the sequels among the victims
Given these considerations, we cannot subscribe to Belletti’s view of a ‘partitive/inherent” Case
for de-phrases, since, as we show in this paper, these expressions are dependent on the presence of
negation and other non-veridicality operators, and they are not related to either unnacusativity or
the Definiteness Effect.

11. As pointed out by Kagan (2013: 2) “the fact that with numerous verbs, its appearance <i.e. the
appearance of non-canonical genitive [Authors]> is possible under negation but not in affirma-
tive clauses suggests that it is not dependent on thematic role assignment”. In the end, Kagan also
reaches the conclusion that non-canonical genitive is neither structural nor inherent.

12. However, see Sigurdsson and Sereikaité (2023) for GN as dependent case in Lithuanian.
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Given these issues in relation to the analysis of GN and de-phrases in terms of a
syntactic Theory of Case, in the next section we approach a different view grounded
both at the syntax-semantics and at the syntax-phonology interfaces. In this sense,
we are inspired by semantic approaches to Case and also by recent proposals for
treating morphological case as post-syntactic (applying at the PF-branch of the
grammar, such as McFadden 2004, Calabrese 2008, Caha 2009 and Zdrojewski
2023, among others; see also the discussion in Schifer & Anagnostopoulpou, in
press).

In our proposal, non-canonical genitives and de-phrases are the Spell-out at
PF of indefinite DPs bound to a non-veridical operator at LF. This view relies on
semantic approaches to Case (Butt & King 2005; Butt 2006; Kagan 2013, 2020),
which point out the fact that morphological marking correlates with semantic prop-
erties (see also McFadden 2004). Under this view Case marking on a nominal
reflects the semantic relation of a nominal to other constituents in the sentence.
One example of semantic Case widely discussed in the literature is the Russian GN
(Borschev & Partee 2002; Partee & Borschev 2002, among others; Kagan 2013),
which most characteristically mark internal arguments of verbs, but their licensing
crucially depends on a specific syntactic configuration, rather than on the presence
of a particular lexical/functional head.!3 That is, Russian GN is a semantically
conditioned Case. Kagan (2020) also observes that the assignment of semantic
Case interrelates with certain ‘semantic characteristics’ that determine their use:
in the case of GN, “indefiniteness, non-specificity, narrow scope and absence of
existential entailment/presupposition” (Kagan 2020: 28).

The view the authors of this paper hold aligns with this kind of approach, since
we defend that de in French and non-canonical genitive in Russian are two distinct
morphological Spell-outs of a syntactic functional category that is responsible for
indefiniteness in the nominal domain. Furthermore, we postulate for both languages
an independent semantic dependency between a higher functional nominal projec-
tion and a non-veridical operator higher in the syntactic configuration.

4. A new unified analysis

Our proposal circumvents the issues raised above by neither relying on concealed
quantification, since this seems a stipulation with no empirical evidence, nor on
case assignment, since it is also a stipulation that French partitive and Russian GN
are assigned by either a functional or a lexical category.

13. Butt and King (2005) discuss other examples of semantically conditioned Case: (i) the alternation of
overtly marked accusative objects with unmarked nominative objects in Turkish, which correlates
with specific vs. non-specific interpretations (Eng 1991); (ii) the Finnish partitive, which is associ-
ated with aspectual notions such as (non)telicity and (un)boundedness (Kiparsky 1998; Huumo
2021); (iii) the alternation between Scottish Gaelic genitive and unmarked objects (Ramchand
1997), which correlates with aspectual affectedness; and (iv) the association of accusative case and
affectedness in Hindi-Urdu (Butt 1998, and references therein). See also Etxeberria (2021: 338)
for the claim that the Basque partitive determiner [-(r)ik] is a polarity element that only appears in
polarity contexts.
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The crucial point we want to draw attention to in this paper is that most of the
nominal expressions involved in the constructions in (1)-(2) involve ‘indefinite-
ness’, a term broadly used in the literature in association with a number of not
identical semantic properties, such as lack of individuation, lack of specificity,
property denotation, unbounded quantity, lack of presupposition of existence, lack
of commitment to the existence of the referent within the field of perception of the
observer, etc. (for French, see Godard 2004, Carlier et al. 2013; for Russian, see
Babby 1980, Borschev et al. 2008, Partee & Borschev 2008, Kagan 2013, a.0.).

The analysis that follows consists of postulating, on the one hand, a syntacti-
cally-driven approach to indefiniteness and a semantic dependency of indefinite
nominal structures to non-veridicality. On the other hand, it consists of postulating
a morphological case exponence of indefiniteness, negotiated post-syntactically.

4.1. Indefiniteness

The first ingredient of our proposal consists in postulating a unified analysis for
both French de-phrases and Russian non-canonical genitives (i.e., so-called partitive
genitive, GN and intensional genitive) by extending Espinal and Cyrino’s (2022a)
(from now on E&C) syntactic approach of indefinite expressions in Romance to
include the phenomena under consideration in this paper.

In accordance with E&C, French des/de la/du nominals, like Romance bare
plurals and bare mass nouns have a common source, whereby an abstract operator
DE — semantically parallel to IDENT (Partee 1987)'% — is adjoined to a definite deter-
miner and shifts an entity into a property-type expression. In this sense, E&C follow
Delfitto (1993), Storto (2003), Cardinaletti and Giusti (2016), among many others,
who argue that French des NPs, like bare nominals, are interpreted as indefinite
expressions with a common derivation. The present analysis further builds up on
the proposal developed in Cyrino and Espinal (2020) (following previous work by
Bouchard 2002, Dobrovie-Sorin 2012, a.0.), whereby the pluralizer in Romance is
a modifier of a definite D only in the case of count nouns. See the data in (13a) and
(14a) and the corresponding structures of the nominals in these examples.

(13) a. J’ai  mangé des carottes.
ILhave eaten de.DEF.PL carrots
‘I have eaten carrots.’

b. [, DE [, [iPLURALIZER: PL] [, D, carotte ]]]
(14) a. J’ai  de [’argent.

Lhave de the.money
‘I have money.’

b. [ DE [ Dy argent 1]

14. DE is semantically parallel to IDENT in the sense that in an intensional system IDENT maps an entity
onto the property of being that entity: IDENT(1I0TA(P)) (Partee 1987).
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This approach allows a unified syntactic analysis of weak quantifiers that select
for indefinite DE structures, no matter whether de is overt at Spell-out (beaucoup
de carottes) or not (trois carottes)."

(15) a. beaucoup de carottes
many de carrots
‘many carrots’

b. [, beaucoup [}, DE [}, [IPLURALIZER: PL] [, Dy, carotte 1]]

(16) a. trois carottes
three carrots
‘three carrots’

b. [, three [}, DE [}, [iPLURALIZER: PL] [, D, carotte ]]]]

With the aim to provide a unified analysis of de nominals in French and non-ca-
nonical genitive nominals in Russian, for this language we make several hypothe-
ses. First, we hypothesize (following Heim 2011, Simik & Demian 2020, Seres &
Borik 2021), that nominal expressions are indefinites by default which we under-
stand as denoting properties.

Second, following Borik and Espinal’s (2020) study on numberless kinds in
Russian on the one hand, and Pereltsvaig’s (2007) analysis of demonstratives and
Kagan and Pereltsvaig’s (2014) study on (high, intermediate and low) adjectives
in the nominal projection of Russian on the other, we hypothesize that just like in
French (where articles and other determiners are overt), there is a functional layer
in the structure of Russian nominals responsible for composing entity-type denoting
expressions. We call this category F and abstain from defining the nature of this
functional category. Semantically, F is a projection whose function is to convert
a nominal expression into an argument type (cf. Longobardi 1994; Ramchand &
Svenonius 2008). This function is similar to D in languages with articles, but it is
unclear whether it should be associated with a determiner-like role in languages
without articles. What is less controversial is that F turns properties of objects (the
denotation of a Noun specified for Number) into object-denoting nominals, as
postulated by the referenced papers above.

Third, we hypothesize that genitive in so-called partitive genitive, GN and
intensional genitive is the morphological Spell-out of a functional projection in the
F domain that turns entities back to properties.

15. Kayne (1975: 110 footnote 55, and 120) already postulates a structure that contains a covert marker
de for the structures in (i). He also reports the existence of overt de NPs after numerals in colloquial
varieties of French (Bauche 1951), as in (ii). See also Gerards and Stark (2021: 11).

(i) a. [ypune [ de fleur]]
b. [yp des [ de fleurs ] rouges]
(ii) J’ai  deux [ de bonnets ].
Lhave two de caps
‘I have two caps.’
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Consider the examples in (17a) and (18a) and the corresponding structures of
the genitive nominal objects in these examples.!®

(17) a. Ja kupil tebe jablok.
I bought.PERF you.DAT apples.GEN.PL
‘I bought you (some) apples.’ (adapted from Kagan 2013: 3, ex. 2b))

b. [, DE [, F [ Num [ jabl-]]]]

(18) a. Ja vypil vody.
I drank.PERF water.GEN
‘I drank (some) water.’ (adapted from Kagan 2013: 3, ex. (1b))

b. [, DE [, F [ vod- 1]

It follows from these structures that the so-called quantificational meaning that
has been associated in the literature with the so-called partitive genitive (Franks
1995), licensed on objects of certain perfective verbs (Kagan 2013), is not an
entailment but an implication, since the structures here postulated basically encode
indefiniteness (not quantification), and the (small) quantity meaning has a context-
dependent component.

With this in mind, let us now move to the second piece of our analysis, which
accounts for the fact that French de-phrases cannot occur in external subject posi-
tion: as NPIs can only occur under the scope of negation. By contrast, Russian
non-canonical genitive objects and genitive derived subjects can occur under the
scope of non-veridical operators in various syntactic positions.

4.2. Non-veridicality

The second ingredient of our analysis consists in postulating that indefinite nomi-
nal structures may further occur under the scope of some non-veridical operators
(Zwarts 1995; Giannakidou 1997, 1998, 1999).!7 In this section, we consider French
de nominals and Russian canonical genitives, and we bring additional evidence
for polar sensitivity of a functional D/F projection to a negative (or some other
non-veridical) operator.

16. It follows from this proposal that nominative and accusative nominals will not have DE in their
structure. We do not have any evidence for considering Number a modifying feature in Russian,
therefore we assume from previous studies on Russian a morphosyntactic functional projection
Num above N (see Kagan & Pereltsvaig 2014, Borik & Espinal 2020, among others).

17. Consider the definitions in (i), which relate veridicality to truth entailment.

(1) Let F be a unary sentential operator. The following statements hold:
a. F is veridical iff Fp—p is logically valid;
b. F is nonveridical iff Fp—/—p; and
c. F is antiveridical iff Fp——p
(adapted from Giannakidou & Mari 2018: 94, (25))



46 CatJL 25/1,2026 Sonia Cyrino; M.Teresa Espinal

4.2.1. French de nominals

Our analysis for French de nominals of the sort illustrated in (1a), Jean n’a pas
trouve de livres ‘Jean hasn’t found (any) books’, beyond postulating a syntactic
structure for indefinite expressions that unifies de livres with des livres, further
builds on Kayne’s (1975) proposal that de NPs are NPIs semantically depend-
ent on an antiveridical operator. Two main phenomena support this claim. First,
de NPs can occur neither in subject position nor in fragment answers, (19a) and
(20Ba) (exactly like polarity sensitive items qui/quoi que ce soit ‘anyone, anything’,
Tovena et al. 2004), whereas negative quantifiers and negative concord items are
legitimate out of the scope of negation, (19b) and (20Bb).!#

(19) a. *De trains n’arrivent.
de trains NEG.arrive

b. Aucun train n’arrive.
no train NEG.arrive
‘No trains arrive.’

(20) A. Qui a envoyé la lettre?
who has sent  the letter
‘Who sent the letter?’

B. a. *{De personne, Qui que ce soit}
de person  anybody

b. Personne.
person
‘Nobody.’

The second argument is that de NPs, in contrast to des / de la / du indefinites,
cannot take local narrow scope with respect to non-veridical operators other than
negation. Thus, de NPs are ungrammatical in the context of a conditional or a
modal operator.

18. This is similar to what is observed in English with any polarity items and negative quantifiers.
(1) a. *Any trains didn’t arrive.
b. No trains arrived.
(i) A. Who sent the letter?
B. a. *Anybody.
b. Nobody.

French de NPs, like English any NPs are excluded from surfacing higher than their negative
licensor. This is the case because in both languages negative quantifiers (and, to a lesser extent,
constituent negated polarity items such as not anybody / not anything in English) are grammatical-
ized in subject position. See Etxeberria et al. (2024) for a detailed description of the limits between
polarity sensitivity, negative polarity and negative concord in a significant number of natural
languages.
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(21) a. Si quoi que ce soit vous dérange, faites-le nous savoir.
if anything you bothers make.it us know
‘If anything bothers you, let us know it.” (Tovena et al. 2004: 348, ex. 27¢)

b. *Si de bruit vous dérange, faites-le nous savoir.
if de noise you bothers make.it us  know

(22) a. Jean doit lire des romans.
Jean must read des novels
‘Jean must read some novels.’ (Dobrovie-Sorin 2021: 190, ex. (4))

b. *Jeandoit lire de romans.
Jean must read de novels

We take NPIs as a subtype of polarity sensitive items (Zwarts 1995, 1996,
1998; Giannakidou 1997, ff; Hoeksema 2012; among others), analyzed as variables
carrying a polarity sensitive formal feature ([+o] according to Espinal & Tubau
2016) that is semantically dependent on a c-operator (cf. Chierchia 2006) adjoined
to a c-commanding negative operator.!” Thus, our analysis of French de-phrases
relies on the assumption that the definite article under the scope of the DE operator
may be not only covert, as postulated also for indefinite bare plurals in Romance
(Cardinaletti & Giusti 2016; E&C 2022a), but it may also be bound to negation.
Consider for (23a) the relevant structure in (23b), where D is c-commanded

def [+o]
by pas °.
(23) a. Je n’ai pas mangé de carottes.
I NEG.have not eaten de carrots
‘I have not eaten any carrots.’
b. [pas°... [, DE [ [IPLURALIZER: PL] [, Dy carotte 111

Note that if DE is postulated to be an operator that cancels definiteness, as
argued in section 4.1, DE itself cannot be bound to Neg, since both DE and Neg
are operators. Alternatively, one could imagine that the pluralizer should be the
feature sensitive to negation. However, this cannot be the case either, since mass
nouns, which do not have morphosyntactic number, show exactly the same contrast
illustrated by bare plurals, as illustrated in (24) and (25).

19. Chierchia (2006) deserves the original idea that an expression may be inherently characterized with
a semantically strong feature [+o] (under the idea that scalar items that carry this feature activate
alternatives within smaller domains). We use here the term in a much weaker sense, by aligning
with Espinal and Cyrino’s (2017) hypothesis that the definite article that occurs in so-called exple-
tive definites and long weak definites in Romance is a polar syntactic item that encodes a weak
bound reading: “Being polar means that its meaning is dependent on and is sensitive to another
constituent present in a c-commanding position in the clause” (p. 16-17).
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(24) a. *Elle a mangé de carottes cette année.
she has eaten de carrots this year  (Kayne 1975: 29, ex. (58a))

b. Elle n’a pas mangé de carottes.
she NEG.has not eaten de carrots
‘She did not eat (any) carrots.’ (Kayne 1975: 30, ex. (63a))

(25)a. *Il a gagné d’argent.
he has won de.money (Kayne 1975: 29, ex. (58b))

b. II n’a pas pu gagné d’argent.
he NEG.has not be able won de.money
‘He was not able to win (any) money.’ (Kayne 1975: 30, ex. (63b))

Therefore, we are left with the proposal that in French de-NPls, it is the covert
D, that has a formal feature sensitive to the negative head, as represented in (23b).
As a result of this dependency, D, is predicted to be non-referential and to lack
presupposition of existence and uniqueness.

4.2.2. Russian non-canonical genitives

Pursuing a unified analysis of de nominals and non-canonical genitive nominals in
Russian, we account for the meaning of (26a) by postulating the structure in (26b)
where F is a c-commanded (definite) functional projection that bears a [+o] feature
and is bound by negation. In this structure the feature [+c] on F is responsible for
the NPI status of GN, whereas DE is responsible for the indefinite property-type
interpretation of the nominal expression in morphological genitive form.

(26) a. Ja ne pisala pisem.
I not wrote.IMPERF letter.GEN.PL
‘I did not write (any) letters.’

b. [ne°... [, DE[, Fy ., [Num [pis'm-]]]]]

Moreover, we would now like to further extend this analysis to the so-called
irrealis genitive in Russian (an idea initially put forward by Kagan 2013), which
puts together the GN illustrated in (27a) with the genitive of intensionality in (27b).
What these examples have in common is that the internal argument that appears to
be sensitive either to the negative marker or to the intensional predicate is finally
Spelled-out in a genitive morphological form.?°

20. Kagan (2013: 92, table 5.1) lists the following intensional verbs that license genitive case: xotet’
‘want’, Zelat’ ‘wish’, Zazdat’ “thirst for’, trebovat’ ‘demand’, prosit’ ‘ask for’, Zdat’ ‘wait’, ozidat’
‘wait, expect’, iskat’ ‘look for, seek’, izbegat’ ‘avoid’, zasluzivat’ ‘deserve’, stoit’ ‘cost, be worth’,
bojat’sja ‘be afraid of”.
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(27) a. Lena ne ela Jjablok.
Lena not ate.IMPERF apples.GEN.PL
‘Lena did not eat any apples. / Lena ate no apples.’
(Kagan 2013: 8, ex. (13))

b. On i8¢et prikljucenij.
he seeks adventures.GEN.PL
‘He is seeking adventures.’ (Kagan 2013: 11, ex. (16a))

Our unified analysis is that irrealis genitive signals that an NP is low in an
individuation scale (Timberlake 1986; Neidle 1988) precisely because the covert
F has a formal feature [+o] that indicates that F is polar sensitive to an operator 6
adjoined to a c-commanding negative operator or some other non-veridical inten-
sional verb. This semantic dependency to a non-veridical operator accounts for
the lack of commitment to the existence of the referent of the nominal expression
(Partee & Borschev 2008; Kagan 2013), and therefore it accounts for the interpreta-
tion associated with (27a,b), as represented in the formulas in (28).

(28) a. [nec... [F DE [F F[+G] [ Num []abl- 111
b. [iscete... [, DE[, Fy [ Num [ prikljucen-]]]1]

Kagan and Pereltsvaig (2011: 226) point out that objects that appear in GN
or intensional genitive may even contain numerals (quantifiers in Kagan and
Pereltsvaig’s terms) and demonstratives, as in (29).

(29) a. On ne napisal i pjati pisem.
he not wrote.IMPERF and [five letters].GEN.PL
‘He hasn’t written even five letters.’

b. Masa zdala etoj vstreci.
Masha waited.PERF [this meeting].GEN.SG
‘Masha was waiting for this meeting.’
(Kagan & Pereltsvaig 2011: 226, exs. (12))

Still, these authors point out that these objects denote properties (Partee 1986;
Kagan 2005; Borschev et al. 2008) and show narrow scope with respect to higher
operators in the clause. We account for this relevant meaning of the examples in
(29) by postulating the structures in (30).

(30) a. [nec...[pjati[, DE][, Fiq [ Num [ pis’m- 111111
b. [zdalac...[. DE][, eloji,q [ Num [ vstrec- 11111

Notice that example (29b) introduces a further interesting issue, which is the
possibility that genitives under the scope of non-veridical operators may not only
be plural count nouns (as well as mass and abstract nouns), but singulars as well.
Consider (31) in contrast to (26a).
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(31) Ja ne pisala pis’ma.
I not wrote.IMPERF letter.GEN.SG
‘I did not write any letter.’ (Peteghem & Paykin 2013: 91, ex. (78a)

Even proper names may appear in a highly restricted set of environments in the
genitive form, especially in the case of derived subjects, as in existential sentences
and passives of a perception predicate. See the two examples in (32).

(32) a. Masi ne bylo doma.
Masa.GEN not was home

‘Masa was not at home.’ (Harves 2002: 46, ex. (43a))
b. Masi ne vidno.

Masa.GEN not seen

‘Masa can’t be seen.’ (Kagan 2013: 127, ex. (14b))

We would like to account for the meaning of these sentences, in which the geni-
tive subject is an internal argument of an unaccusative construction, by following
an analysis similar to the one provided for previous examples. Therefore, first we
account for genitive Masi in (32) by postulating that the nominal structure of the
proper name is under the scope of an operator DE, which is ultimately responsible
for its morphophonological Spell-out.

Second, since this nominal expression is under the scope of negation the mean-
ing of sentence (32a) conveys lack of commitment to existence of the individual
called Masa in a particular spatio-temporal location.”! In other words, our analy-
sis of non-canonical genitive arguments predicts that Masi is a property-denot-
ing expression (Partee 1987, Zimmermann 1993, Matushansky 2008 and Kagan
2013) because it has undergone a semantic shift to a property, as triggered by DE.
Furthermore, our analysis also predicts that — although the referent of the proper
name might be ultimately presupposed to exist — the interpretation of a sentence
such as (32b) be that Masa is not present within the field of perception of the
speaker (Partee & Borschev 2008; Kagan 2013), and this is due to the semantic
dependency of the proper name with respect to negation. Accordingly, we postulate
for (32) a partial structure of the sort represented in (33).2?

(33) [nec... [, pE[, F. [ Mas-]]]]

[+o]

21. Interestingly, a sentence such as (32a) has been argued to contrast with a sentence with constituent
negation such as (i), in which Masa in nominative case is interpreted as the topic of the sentence
and contrastive focus applies on doma ‘home’. This sentence commits the speaker to Masa’s pres-
ence in the relevant location.

(1) Masa ne byla doma a u menja.
Maga.NOM not was home but at me.GEN
‘Masa wasn’t at home but at my place.’ (Harves 2002: 46, ex. (43b) and fn. 16)
22. The functional projection F over proper names follows those analyses that postulate D in the
structure of proper names in Romance (Longobardi 1994, among others).
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4.2.3. Long distance licensing

Our analysis of French de-phrases and Russian irrealis genitive in terms of polar
sensitivity of a functional D/F projection to a negative (or some other non-verid-
ical) operator finds an additional support when we consider the fact that these
expressions are licensed long-distance within a transparent syntactic context (that
is, infinitives and subjunctives) as expected for NPIs, although this possibility
appears to be rare in Russian and exceptional in French. In this respect, even though
Arkadiev (2016: 71) acknowledges that “non-local GN in Russian is largely obso-
lete” (in comparison to other Baltic, Slavic, and Baltic-Finnic languages), Brown
and Franks (1995: 254-258) provide examples that show that GN “must be able to
occur at some syntactic distance but still be reducible to a purely local relationship”
(p. 255), such as in control contexts.?

(34) a. Vovka ne ljubil Citat” knig.
Vovka not liked read books.GEN
‘Vovka didn’t like to read books.” (Brown & Franks 1995: 254, ex. (27a))

b. Ljudi ne xotjat videt’ neprigljadnoj real’nosti faktov...
people not want see unattractive.GEN.SG reality.GEN.SG fact.GEN.PL
‘People do not want to see the unattractive reality of the facts...’

(Arkadiev 2016: 71, ex. 107; apud <https://ruscorpora.ru/en>)

Interestingly, French, a language that requires des-phrases (a so-called positive
polarity item, Dobrovie-Sorin 2021) and not de-phrases in the context of inten-
sional verbs, still licenses de nominals under the scope of a negative marker in
long-distance contexts on very few occasions. See Kayne’s (1975) example (35)
and the contrast between the pair of examples in (36).24

(35) Elle n’a pas réussi  a trouver de cheval.
she NEG.has not managed to find  de horse
‘She didn’t manage to find any horse.’ (Kayne 1975: 30, ex. (63¢))
(36) a. Jean a  échoué a planter (des/ *d’) arbres dans son jardin
Jean has failed to plant de trees in  his garden
b. Jean n’a pas réussi a planter (des /d’) arbres dans son
Jean NEG.has not succeeded to plant de trees in  his
jardin.
garden

‘Jean has not manage to plant trees in his garden.’

Examples (35) and (36b), which contains ne pas réussir followed by an infini-
tive clause, allows de-phrases in internal argument position, whereas (36a), which

23. See Picallo (1984, 1985), Tsoulas (1994, 1995), Roussou (2010), among many others, on the
transparent nature of subjunctive and infinitive complements.
24. We thank C. Beyssade (p.c.) for this contrast and pair of examples.
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contains the synonymous verb échouer, does not, thus illustrating the exceptionality
of de-phrases in long-distance licensing in this language.

Likewise, as expected, de-phrases may be licensed under the scope of negation
within a subordinate clause in the subjunctive mood.

(37) Je ne  veux pas que tu lises de romans policiers.
I NEG want not that you read.suBs de novels detective
‘I don’t want that you read detective novels.’
(adapted from Taraldsen 2019: footnote 22)

To sum up, the formal analysis presented in this section for non-veridical
dependencies together with the formal analysis of indefiniteness in section 4.1
provides support for Kagan’s proposal that partitive genitive, for which we postu-
late an indefinite structure, is different from irrealis genitive. We have formalized
this idea by proposing that only in those sentences for which Kagan postulates an
irrealis genitive a semantic dependency additionally takes place between a func-
tional nominal projection (F in Russian, D in French) and a non-veridical sentential
operator. The indefinite DE operator is responsible for notions that have been associ-
ated with indefiniteness in the literature: lack of individuation, lack of specificity,
property denotation and unbounded quantity. By contrast, the semantic dependency
to a non-veridical operator is responsible for meaning components such as lack of
commitment to the existence of the referent.

In the next section we deal with DE at Spell-out.

4.3. On post-syntactic Spell-out

The third ingredient of our proposal for de nominals in French and (irrealis) geni-
tive in Russian is the hypothesis that both de and genitive are morphophonological
realizations of DE. Following the Distributed Morphology (DM) idea that the case
algorithm applies after Spell-out, at the PF-branch (see the model of grammar in
(38) and Schifer & Anagnostopoulou in press: 16), we account for the different
linearization of syntactic terminals within a Spell-out domain by means of either
one of these two operations: the concatenation of words (in French) or the concat-
enation plus lowering of subwords (in Russian).

(38) The Grammar
Syntactic Derivation

v
(Spell Out)

Nomtotogy|

PF LF

(Embick & Noyer 2007: 292, ex. (1))
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In this model, the structures generated by narrow syntax additionally undergo
further operations which will determine their pronunciation and interpretation.
Syntax generates structures and dependencies, and morphology provides the cor-
responding exponents.

Assuming such a framework, we propose that genitive in Russian and de nomi-
nals in French are the PF morphophonological expressions of syntactic terminals
involving an indefinite structure. More precisely, genitive in Russian and de in
French are the Spell-out of the abstract operator DE.

We follow Embick and Noyer (2001) and Embick (2007)’s DM approach,
according to which, by hypothesis “syntactic terminals that are not sisters are unor-
dered with respect to each other, and require an algorithm of linearization in order
to establish a total order among all terminals within a linearization domain (hence-
forth, a Spell-out domain, often identified as coincident with the minimalist syntax
concept of a phase)” (Nevins 2012: 4). An operation of concatenation combines
syntactic terminals to form words, while the operation of lowering is a specific
morphological operation that is often related to the incorporation of features or
elements from a head into its complement. In other words, concatenation is a core
grammatical process in languages, while lowering is a post-syntactic operation of
movement where a syntactic terminal, typically a head, is “lowered” to become a
part of the internal structure of the word or phrase. In order to explain the different
ordering of exponents of DE (de in French and genitive in Russian) in relation to
the N, we assume the proposal of different operations for the formation of morpho-
syntactic M-words and subwords advanced by Embick (2007).2°

Concatenation of terminal nodes is part of the linearization procedure that
produces statements like de*n, thus creating an adjacency relation between two
M-words in the grammar of French, since linearization concatenates M-words in
this case. In (39b) we have the concatenation of two M-words in French, [, de],
which is the vocabulary item corresponding to DE, and [y /ivres], which corre-
sponds to [, [IPLURALIZER: PL] [ D, . /ivre ]]. In (39¢) we have the PF simplified
representation.

(39) a. Jean n’a pas trouvé de livres.
Jean NEG.has not found de books
‘Jean hasn’t found (any) books.’

b. concatenation: NEG... [p [y DE [y livres]]]

c. PF:de livres

25. According to Embick (2007: 11), M-words and subwords are defined as:

(i) A node X is a Morphosyntactic Word (M-Word) iff X is the highest zero-level projection of
X (cf. Chomsky (1995: 245) «“HOma")

(i) Xis a Subword iff X is a terminal node in an M-Word (i.e., a bundle of features).

According to Embick and Noyer (2001), M-words and subwords are the basic atoms of postsyn-
tactic movement operations.
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On the other hand, an operation of lowering — by means of which a head lowers
to the head of a complement — yields a concatenation of subwords like n@DGEN in
the grammar of Russian, thus creating an adjacency relation within complex heads.?¢
An example is provided for a sentence as (40a) in Russian. In (40b), we have two
subwords, since the feature bundle for DE (spelled out as the bound morpheme GEN)
and the feature bundle for ‘water’ are merged in a complex M-word; (40c) represents
the lowering operation yielding the PF representation for vody in (40d).

(40) a. Ja ne pil vody.
I not drank.IMPERF water.GEN
‘I didn’t drink (any) water.’

b. concatenation: NEG... [ DE [ vod ]]
c. lowering: NEG... [y [y VOod(DDE ]]
d. PF:ne...vod-y

In accordance with this framework, it is only at the last stage of the mapping
from syntax to phonology (Nevins 2012; i.e. at the stage of exponence, called
“allomorph selection” or “Vocabulary Insertion”), that the right vocabulary items
(de in French or genitive in Russian) will be inserted for each language. Since LF
is blind to the different exponents in each language, both French and Russian have
similar LF interpretations for the expression of indefinites, but they have different
morphophonological exponents at the time of Vocabulary Insertion.

To sum up, in this section, we have proposed a new analysis for French de
nominals and Russian non-canonical genitive that relies on a specific syntactic
structure for indefiniteness, on a semantic dependency to non-veridicality and on
different postsyntactic operations.

5. Further discussion

In this final section we aim to introduce additional and independent support for
our analysis.

5.1. On long weak definites with a definite article bound to negation

First, we support the NPI status of de nominals in French, according to which
a polarity dependency takes place between a determiner-like functional nominal
projection and a negative operator, by considering the case of a subset of long weak
definites that occur under the scope of negation.?’

26. We are aware of the fact that the head noun can be modified by prenominal adjectives in French as
well as of the fact that prenominal adjectives and demonstratives may acquire genitive morphology
in Russian. In this case, we assume that genitive on the adjective or on the demonstrative is the output
of a morphophonological operation of agreement that also takes place in the Spell-out domain.

27. Long weak definites such as those exemplified in (i) (Poesio 1994; Barker 2005) denote non-
uniqueness, have a restricted distribution to postverbal position, usually occur with relational
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To support this approach, consider the Catalan negative sentences in (41),
which show that the overt definite article in object position co-occurs with an
additional postverbal polarity item.?® What is interesting about these examples is
that the overt definite DPs la cama ‘the leg’ and /a pel-licula ‘the movie’ not only
do not prevent cap ‘any’ in the possessor PP from being bound to the negative
marker, but they may themselves become bound to negation (unless they have a
unique reference, as one of the English glosses illustrates).

(41) a. No enguixaré la cama de cap jugador.
not plaster.FUT the leg of any player
‘I won’t plaster the/any leg of any player.’

b. No van veure la pel-licula de cap director argenti.
not PAST watch the movie  of any director Argentinian
‘They did not watch the/any movie of any Argentinian director.’

(Espinal & Cyrino 2017: 7, exs. (13))

These examples show that overt definite NPs may have a narrow scope inter-
pretation in a subset of non-veridical contexts (such as in conditional, interroga-
tive and negative environments) and, therefore, that the definite article may have
a polarity status. This is made explicit by means of the following glosses: ‘I
won’t plaster any leg of any player’ and ‘They did not watch any movie of any
Argentinian director’.

More relevant for our purposes is the hypothesis that an appropriate syntactic
analysis for explaining the bound reading of the definite article in /a cama ‘the
leg’ and la pel-licula ‘the movie’ requires postulating that the definite article in
Romance comes in two variants: a referentially unique variant (to be semantically
translated by means of the iota operator, Partee 1987) and a polarity variant (to
be formally characterized by what Espinal & Cyrino 2017 call an inherent [+c]
feature, which is semantically translated by an existential operator. Following this
approach the definite article of long weak definites shares a syntactic analysis of
indefinite polarity items, inherently characterized as [+c]. This abstract feature is
conceived of as an uninterpretable feature that needs to be syntactically checked
by an interpretable abstract freezing operator ¢ attached to a clausal node. The

nouns and with a PP expressing the possessor, and manifest narrow scope with respect to other
operators.

(i) a. Tusually had breakfast at the corner of a major intersection. (Poesio 1994: 283, ex. (4c))
b. The baby’s full-developed hand wrapped itself around the finger of the surgeon. (Barker
2005: 96, ex. (15))

28. For our current purposes we keep that Catalan cap in (43) is a polarity item. See Espinal and
Llop (2022) for discussion that items such as ningu ‘anybody, n-body’, cap ‘any, no’, res
‘anything, n-thing’, gens ‘anything, n-thing’, etc., come in two series, as polarity items and
as negative concord items. The difference between the two series in Catalan is not related to
prosody (as it is the case in Greek; Giannakidou 1997, 1998, 2006, a.0.) but to a different syn-
tactic distribution.
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output of this binding relationship is that both /a and cap are bound to the negative
operator thus licensing the weak reading of the definite article.?®

(42) a. No°vanveure [[ [, [+0] CAP 1 director argenti] [p [ [+o] la ] pel-licula 1]
b. —3I<x,y,e> [watched(e) A Agent(e)=they A Theme(e)=y A movie(y) A

Argentinian_director(x) A Ry, yg (X,¥)]

Modern French data such as the examples in (43) also illustrate that the negative
expression aucun ‘no’ may license a bound reading for the definite article at the
time of the derivation when the possessor c-commands the possessee. Therefore,
parallel to the structure and meaning we have presented in (42), the relevant struc-
ture for (43b) is given in (44), the only difference here being that - in the absence of
the negative marker pas - the ¢ operator is attached to the negative quantificational
determiner aucun.’®

(43) a. Je ne platrerai la jambe d’aucun joueur.
I NEG plaster.FuT the leg  ofino  player
‘I wan’t plater the/any leg of any player.’

b. Ils n’ont vu le film d’aucun réalisateur argentin.
they NEG.have watched the movie of.no  director  Argentinian
‘They did not watch the/any movie of any Argentinian director.’

(44) a. 1ls n’ont vu [[pp [, aucun]® réalisateur argentin] [y, [bpeo] le ] film 1]

This analysis of long weak definites in Catalan and French negative sentences
gives further evidence for our proposal in section 4.2, where we argued that French
de NPs and Russian irrealis genitive are analyzed by means of a polarity sensitive
[+o] feature on D or F, with the proviso that this formal feature must be frozen by
a ¢ operator adjoined to a non-veridical operator.

Overall, the data in this section provides independent evidence for our analysis
that postulates that a functional category D, is bound to a non-veridical operator,
namely the antimorphic negative operator.

29. A syntactic analysis of this bound reading consists in postulating (following Kayne 1993, 2000)
that at the point where the derivation of a long weak definite starts the possessor c-commands the
possessee, but the possessee is moved to Spec,PP after the merger of a possessive preposition de.
Consider the derivation in (i).

(1) a. no... [[cap director argenti] [/a pel-licula]] — merger of de
b. no... [de [[cap director argenti] [/a pel-licula]]] — movement of the possessee

c. no... [[la pel-licula] de [[cap director argenti]]
30. Recall that ne has just been considered a scope marker in the literature on French (Corblin et al.
2004; Godard 2004).
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5.2. On DOM and GN

The second piece of support for our analysis comes from the phenomenon of DOM,
whereby the direct object of certain languages (e.g., Spanish, Romanian, Turkish,
Hebrew, among others) has a special mark depending on a number of factors:
definiteness, specificity, animacy, higher degree of individuation.’!

In fact, Kagan (2020) already compares the existence of DOM in several lan-
guages to Balto-Slavic GN, since in the latter, genitive marking on objects — as we
have seen in this paper — is sensitive to properties related to (in)definiteness. She
observes that both the genitive in these languages and unmarked objects in DOM
languages are less individuated than their accusative counterparts.

The analysis in section 4.3, whereby we have argued that different morphopho-
nological expressions of indefiniteness are the result of post-syntactic opera-
tions, also finds support in recent syntactic proposals for DOM in the literature
(Zdrojewski 2023). Analyzing DOM in RioPlatense Spanish in a DM framework,
Zdrojewski proposes that the conditions for Vocabulary Insertion make reference to
two properties: (i) certain inherent characteristics of the nominal (animacy); and (ii)
the syntactic configuration in which the nominal is merged. Thus, he proposes that
in Morphology, an insertion rule introduces a node if the direct object is human.
This node gets the [+INTERPRETATION] feature (associated with definiteness/speci-
ficity). Once inserted in the derivation, the node receives the exponent a. In this
sense, his formal analysis for DOM is close to the one we offer both for French de
and Russian non-canonical genitive and brings out the similarities between these
phenomena.

5.3. On morphophonological case as a way of marking dependencies

The third piece of support for our analysis is theoretically grounded. Recall that
in this paper we align with the view that morphophonological case is just one way
of marking certain kinds of dependencies, a view that has also been proposed by
Hinzen and Sheehan (2013) and Roberts (2023), among others. In their work, the
status of case in linguistic theory is reconsidered and shifted to the view that it
might not have a role in narrow syntax.’?

31. An example of DOM is seen in the contrast in (i), from Spanish, where an animate (specific)
nominal in object position is introduced by a marker a (Leonetti 2004; Fabregas 2013, a.o0.).

(i) a. Juan vio *(a) {la nina, Maria}.

Juan saw pom the girl Maria
‘Juan saw {the girl, Maria}.’

b. Juan vio (*a) el coche.
Juan saw DOM the car.

32. In fact, Roberts (2023) discusses the fact that although the majority of Indo-European languages
have morphological case to some extent, as is the case of some French pronouns and Russian
nominals, there are other languages that lack the realization of case. He reports the findings of
Sheehan and van der Wal (2018), who investigated a range of typologically unrelated languages
which lack morphological case. These authors found out that these languages do not have a free
distribution of NPs, but that some restrictions do occur. For example, in Zulu, augmentless nominals
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From this perspective, Hinzen and Sheehan (2013: 204, 206) develop a concept
of what a grammatical organization entails in full. They consider ‘case’ as a term
used to indicate “a morphological phenomenon that translates syntactic patterns
into morphophonological terms”. Case occurs in different domains, as an inher-
ently aspect of ‘grammatical semantics’, that is, of how words or parts of words
implement grammatical functions. Under this view (see also Section 3, above),
these authors entertain the idea that syntactic parameters might be reformulated
in terms of ‘PF-parameters’, which would affect the externalization of language,
by means of post-syntactic operations (which include linearization and allomorph
selection, among others), but also — we would say — in terms of LF operations that
guarantee the right sort of semantic dependencies among syntactic constituents
(Kagan 2013; Espinal & Cyrino 2017).

Similarly, we have argued that the NPs here under investigation (French de
nominals and Russian non-canonical genitives) show a morphophonological mark-
ing that is the Spell-out of an abstract syntactic category responsible for indefi-
niteness. Furthermore, the structure postulated for indefinite expressions shows
semantic dependencies that have LF effects and specific realizations at PF.

6. Conclusions

In this paper, we have shown that the parallel between de-nominals in French and
non-canonical genitive in Russian does not rely on quantification but on indefinite-
ness, for which we postulated a uniform syntactic analysis. The syntactic structure
here postulated, which relies on an abstract DE operator that encodes a type-shifting
from {e) to {e,t) on top of a functional D /F projection, accounts for the so-called
indefinite genitive or partitive genitive as well as for semantic meanings associated
with indefinite expressions, including lack of individuation, lack of specificity,
property-denotation and unbounded quantity.

We have further argued that, when these indefinite structures are dependent
on a non-veridical operator, the D /F projection is semantically dependent on the
highest sentential operator by means of a formal relationship we have analyzed in
terms of Op°®... {D,F}, ;. We have accounted for the NPI status of de nominals
in French and for the need to keep apart the partitive genitive (our indefinite nomi-
nals) from the irrealis genitive (Kagan 2013) by arguing that French de and Russian
irrealis genitive introduce a formal semantic dependency at the syntax-semantics
interface between D /F and some non-veridical operator. The semantic implica-
tions of this relationship are lack of commitment to the existence of the referent
and lack of commitment to the truth of the proposition.

Finally, we have proposed an analysis to account for the morphophonological
expression of de in French and non-canonical genitive in Russian, according to
which they are different Spell-outs of DE: the output of either a concatenation of

are restricted to appearing under the scope of negation and inside the vP (see also Taraldsen 2019
on augmentless nominals in Xhosa). From this, Roberts concludes that case is not universal, but
that some form of nominal licensing is indeed required by UG.
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M-words in French, or a concatenation of two subwords followed by a lowering
postsyntactic operation in Russian.

References

Arkadiev, Peter. 2016. Long-distance genitive of negation in Lithuanian. In Axel
Hovoet & Nicole Nau (eds.). Argument realization in Baltic, 37-81. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

Babby, Leonard. 1980. Existential sentences and negation in Russian. Ann Arbor, MI:
Karoma Publishers.

Babby, Lonard. 1987. Case, prequantifiers, and discontinuous agreement in Russian.
Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 5: 91-138.

Babyonyshev, Maria. 1997. Structural connections in syntax and processing: Studies
in Russian and Japanese. Doctoral Dissertation, MIT.

Baker, Mark. 2015. Case: Its principles and its parameters. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Barker, Chris. 1998. Partitives, double negatives and anti-uniqueness. Natural Language
& Linguistic Theory 16(4): 679-717.

Barker, Chris. 2005. Possessive weak definites. In Kim, Ji-yung; Lander, Yuri & Hall
Partee, Barbara (eds.). Possessives and Beyond: Semantics and Syntax, 89-113.
Ambherst, MA: GLSA Publications.

Bailyn, John. 1997. Genitive of negation is obligatory. In W. Browne, E. Dornisch, N.
Kondrashova & D. Zec (eds.). Formal approaches to Slavic linguistics, 84-114.
Ann Arbor, MI: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Bailyn, John. 2004. The case of Q. In Arnaudova, Olga; Browne, Wayles & Rivero,
Maria-Luisa (eds.). Formal approaches to Slavic linguistics 12: the Ottawa
Meeting, 1-36. Ann Arbor, MI: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Belletti, Adriana. 1988. The case of unaccusatives. Linguistic Inquiry 19: 1-35.

Belletti, Adriana & Bianchi, Valentina. 2016. Definiteness effect and unnaccusative
subjects: an overview and some new thoughts. In Fischer, Susann; Kupisch, Tanya
& Rinke, Esther (eds.). Definitness effects: Bilingual, typological and diachronic
variation, 14-65. Cambridge: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Borik, Olga & Espinal, M.Teresa. 2015. Reference to kinds and to other generic
expressions in Spanish: definiteness and number. The Linguistic Review 32(2):
167-225.

Borik, Olga & Espinal, M.Teresa. 2020. Numberless kinds: Evidence from Russian.
Catalan Journal of Linguistics 19: 231-260.
<https://doi.org/10.5565/rev/catjl.299>

Borschev, Vladimir & Partee, Barbara. 1998. Formal and lexical semantics and the
genitive in negated existential sentences in Russian. In Bogkovié, Zeljko; Franks,
Steven & Snyder William (eds.). Annual workshop on formal approaches to Slavic
linguistics, 75-96. Ann Arbor, MI: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Borschev, Vladimir & Partee, Barbara. 2002. The Russian genitive of negation:
Theme-Rheme structure or perspective structure? Journal of Slavic Linguistics
10: 105-144.

Borschev, Vladimir, Paduceva, Elena V., Partee, Barbara H., Testelets, Yakov &
Yanovich, Igor. 2008. Russian genitives, non-referentiality, and the property-type



60 CatJL 25/1,2026 Sonia Cyrino; M.Teresa Espinal

hypothesis. In Antonenko, Andrei, Bailyn, John & Bethin, Christina Y. (eds.).
Formal approaches to Slavic linguistics 16: the Stony Brook Meeting 2007, 48-67.
Ann Arbor, MI: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Bouchard, Denis. 2002. Adjectives, Number and Interfaces. Why Languages Vary.
Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Brown, Sue & Franks, Stephen. 1995. Asymmetries in the scope of Russian negation.
Journal of Slavic Linguistics 3(2): 239-287.

Butt, Miriam. 1998. Constraining argument merger through aspect. In E. Hinrichs,
A. Kathol, & T. Nakazawa (eds.). Syntax and Semantics: Complex Predicates in
Nonderivational Syntax, Volume 30, 73-113. New York, NY: Academic Press.

Butt, Miriam. 2006. Theories of Case. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Butt, Miriam & Holloway King, Tracy. 2005. The status of case. In Dayal, Veneeta
& Mahajan, Anoop (eds.). Clause Structure in South Asian Languages, 153-198.
Berlin: Springer Verlag.

Caha, Pavel. 2009. The nanosyntax of case. Tromsg, University of Tromse dissertation.

Calabrese, Andrea. 2008. On absolute and contextual syncretism: remarks on the struc-
ture of case paradigms and on how to derive them. In Bachrach, Asaf & Nevins,
Andrew (eds.). Inflectional identity, 156-205. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Cardinaletti, Anna & Giusti, Giuliana. 2016. The syntax of the Italian indefinite dei.
Lingua 181: 58-80.

Carlier, Anne, Goyens, Michéle & Lamiroy, Beatrice. 2013. De: A genitive marker
in French? Its grammaticalization path from Latin to French. In Carlier, Anne &
Vanderstraete, Jean-Christophe (eds.). The genitive, 141-216. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Chomsky, Noam. 1981. Lectures on Government and Binding. The Pisa Lectures.
Dordrecht: Foris.

Chomsky, Noam. 1986. Barriers. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 1995. The Minimalist Program. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 2000. Minimalist inquiries: The framework. In Roger Martin, David
Michaels, Juan Uriagereka & Samuel Jay Keyser (eds.). Step by step: Essays on
minimalist syntax in honor of Howard Lasnik, 89-155. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 2001. Derivation by phase. In Hale, Ken & Kenstowicz, Michael
(eds.). A Life in Language. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam & Lasnik, Howard. 1977. Filters and control. Linguistic Inquiry 8:
425-504.

Chierchia, Gennaro. 2006. Broaden your views: Implicatures of domain widening and
the ‘logicality’ of language. Linguistic Inquiry 37: 535-590.

Corblin, Francis, Déprez, Viviane, de Swart, Henriétte & Tovena, Lucia. 2004. Negative
concord. In Corblin, Francis & Henriétte de Swart (eds.). Handbook of French
semantics, 417-452. Stanford: CSLI Publications.

Cyrino, Sonia & Espinal, M.Teresa. 2020. On the syntax of number in Romance. Studia
Linguistica 74: 165-203.

Delfitto, Denis. 1993. A propos du statut lexical de ’article partitif en francais:
Quelques hypotheses sur I’interaction entre morphologie et forme logique. In Hulk,
Aafke, Malka, Francine & Schroten, Jan (eds.). Du lexique a la morphologie: Du
coté de chez Zwaan. Textes réunis en [’honneur du soixantieme anniversaire de
Wiecher Zwanenburg, 103-116. Amsterdam: Rodopi.



French de nominals and Russian non-canonical genitives CatJL 25/1,2026 61

Déprez, Viviane & Espinal, M.Teresa (eds.). 2020. The Oxford Handbook of Negation.
Oxford: OUP.

Diesing, Molly. 1992. Indefinites. Cambridge MA: MIT Press.

Dobrovie-Sorin, Carmen. 2012. Number as a feature. In Bruge, Laura, Cardinaletti,
Anna, Giusti, Giuliana, Munaro, Nicola & Poletto, Cecilia (eds.). Functional heads,
304-324. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Dobrovie-Sorin, Carmen. 2021. Negation, des indefinites and bare nouns across lan-
guages. In Thsane, Tabea (ed.). Disentangling bare nouns and nominals introduced
by a partitive article, 187-226. Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Dobrovie-Sorin, Carmen & Beyssade, Claire. 2012. Redefining Indefinites. Berlin:
Springer

Embick, David. 2007. Linearization and local dislocation: Derivational mechanics and
interactions. Linguistic Analysis 33: 303-336.

Embick, David & Noyer, Rolf. 2001. Movement operations after syntax. Linguistic
Inquiry 32: 555-595.

Embick, David & Noyer, Rolf. 2007. Distribute morphology and the syntax-morphol-
ogy interface. In Ramchand, Gilian & Reiss, Charles (eds.). The Oxford handbook
of linguistic interfaces, 289-324. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Eng, Miirvet. 1991. The semantics of specificity. Linguistic Inquiry 22(1): 1-25.

Espinal, M.Teresa. 2010. Bare nominals in Catalan and Spanish: Their structure and
meaning. Lingua 120: 984-1009.

Espinal, M.Teresa & Cyrino, Sonia. 2017. The definite article in Romance expletives
and long weak definites. Glossa: a journal of general linguistics 2: 1-26.

Espinal, M.Teresa & Cyrino, Sonia. 2022a. A syntactically-driven approach to indefi-
niteness, specificity and anti-specificity in Romance. Journal of Linguistics 58:
535-570.

Espinal, M.Teresa & Cyrino, Sonia. 2022b. The status of de in Romance indefinites,
partitives and pseudopartitives. Studia Linguistica 76: 167-211.

Espinal, M.Teresa & Giusti, Giuliana. 2024. On the property-denoting clitic ne and
the determiner de/di. A comparative analysis of Catalan and Italian. Linguistics
62(2): 457-489.

Espinal, M.Teresa & Llop, Ares. 2022. (Negative) Polarity Items in Catalan and other
Trans-Pyrenian Romance languages. Languages 7: 30.

Espinal, M.Teresa & Tubau, Susagna. 2016. Interpreting argumental n-words as
answers to negative wh-questions. Lingua 177: 41-59.

Etxeberria, Urtzi. 2021. The partitive marker in Basque, and its relation to bare nouns
and the definite article. In Sleeman, Petra & Giusti, Giuliana (eds.). Partitive
determiners, partitive pronouns and partitive Case, 319-355. Berlin: Mouton De
Gruyter.

Etxeberria, Urtzi, Tubau, Susagna, Borras-Comes, Joan & Espinal, M.Teresa. 2021.
Polarity items in Basque: Experimental evidence for their existential reading.
Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 40: 485-504.

Etxeberria, Urtzi, Espinal, M.Teresa & Tubau, Susagna. 2024. Establishing the limits
between Polarity Sensitivity, Negative Polarity and Negative Concord. Linguistic
Typology 28(2): 331-366.

Etxepare, Ricardo & Etxebarria, Myriam. 2020. Two strategies for constituent negation.
Paper presented at the LSRL conference.



62 CatJL 25/1,2026 Sonia Cyrino; M.Teresa Espinal

Fabregas, Antonio. 2013. Differential Object Marking in Spanish: State of the art.
Borealis: An International Journal of Hispanic Linguistics 2: 1-80.

Franks, Steven, 1995. Parameters of Slavic morphosyntax. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Garzonio, Jacopo & Poletto, Cecilia. 2020. Partitive objects in negative contexts in
Northern Italian Dialects. Linguistics 58(3): 621-650.

Gerards, David Paul & Stark, Elisabeth. 2021. Why ‘partitive articles’ do not exist
in (Old) Spanish. In Tabea, Thsane (ed.). Disentangling bare nouns and nominals
introduced by a partitive article, 105-139. Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Giannakidou, Anastasia. 1997. The landscape of polarity items. Groningen, University
of Groningen dissertation.

Giannakidou, Anastasia. 1998. Polarity sensitivity as (non)veridical dependency.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Giannakidou, Anastasia. 1999. Affective dependencies. Linguistics and Philosophy
22:367-421.

Giannakidou, Anastasia. 2006. N-words and negative concord. In Everaert, Martin &
van Riemsdijk, Henk (eds.). The Blackwell Companion to Syntax, vol. 3, 327-391.
Oxford: Blackwell.

Giannakidou, Anastasia & Mari, Alda. 2018. A unified analysis of the future as epis-
temic modality: the view from Greek and Italian. Natural Language & Linguistic
Theory 36: 85-129.

Godard, Dani¢le. 2004. French negative dependency. In Corblin, Francis & de Swart,
Henriétte (eds.). Handbook of French Semantics, 351-389. Stanford, CA: CSLI
Publications.

Harves, Stephanie. 2002. Unaccusative syntax in Russian. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University dissertation.

Harves, Stephanie. 2013. The genitive of negation in Russian. Language and Linguistics
Compass: 1-16.

Heim, Irene. 2011. Definitenes and indefiniteness. In Portner, Paul, von Heusinger,
Klaus & Maienborn, Claudia (eds.). Semantics: Noun phrases and verb phrases,
33-69. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Hinzen, Wolfram & Sheehan, Michelle. 2013. The philosophy of universal grammar.
Oxford: OUP.

Hoeksema, Jack. 2012. On the natural history of negative polarity items. Linguistic
Analysis 44: 3-33.

de Hoop, Helen. 2002. Case configuration and NP interpretation. Doctoral dissertation.
University of Groningen.

Horn, Lawrence. 1989. A4 natural history of negation. Chicago/London: The University
of Chicago Press.

Huumo, Tuomas. 2021. Longitudinal or transverse? How the unbounded quantity
expressed by the Finnish partitive case relates to time. In Klaus von Heusinger, Agnes
Jéger, Gereon Miiller, Ingo Plag,Elisabeth Stark, Richard Wiese (eds.). Partitive
Determiners, Partitive Pronouns and Partitive Case, 295-317. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Ihsane, Tabea. 2008. The layered DP: form and meaning of French definites.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Ionin, Tania & Matushansky, Ora. 2006. The composition of complex cardinals. Journal
of Semantics 23: 315-360.



French de nominals and Russian non-canonical genitives CatJL 25/1,2026 63

Ionin, Tania & Matushansky, Ora. 2018. Cardinals. The Syntax and Semantics of
Cardinal-Containing Expressions. Cambridge MA: The MIT Press.

Kagan, Olga. 2005. Genitive case: A modal account. In Falk, Yehuda. (ed.). Proceedings
of Israel Association for Theoretical Linguistics 21 (IATL 21).

Kagan, Olga. 2010. Genitive objects, existence and individuation. Russian Linguistics
34: 17-39.

Kagan, Olga. 2013. Semantics of Genitive Objects in Russian: A Study of Genitive of
Negation and Intensional Genitive Case. Dordrecht: Springer.

Kagan, Olga. 2020. The Semantics of Case. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kagan, Olga & Pereltsvaig, Asya. 2011. Syntax and semantics of Bare NPs: Objects of
intensive reflexive verbs in Russian. In Bonami, Olivier & Hotherr, Patricia Cabredo
(eds.). Empirical Issues in Syntax and Semantics 8 (Proceedings of CSSP 8), 221-238.

Kagan, Olga & Pereltsvaig, Asya. 2014. Motivating the DP projection in languages
without articles. In Cohen, Evan (ed.). Proceedings of IATL 2012 - MIT Working
Papers in Linguistics 68, 167-178. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Kayne, Richard. 1975. French syntax: The transformational cycle. Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press.

Kayne, Richard. 1981. ECP Extensions. Linguistic Inquiry 12: 93-133.

Kayne, Richard. 1993. Toward a modular theory of auxiliary selection. Studia
Linguistica 47: 3-31.

Kayne, Richard. 2000. A note on prepositions, complementizers and word order. In
Kayne, Richard (ed.). Parameters and Universals, 314-326. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Kayne, Richard. 2002. On some prepositions that look DP-internal: English of and
French de. Catalan Journal of Linguistics 1: 71-155.
<https://doi.org/10.5565/rev/catjl.56>

Kiparsly, Paul. 1998. Partitive case and aspect. In Miriam Butt & Wilhelm Geuder
(eds.). The Projection of Arguments. Stanford: CSLI Publications.

Labhiri, Utpal. 1998. Focus and negative polarity in Hindi. Natural Language Semantics
6(1): 57-123.

Le Bruyn, Bert. 2010. Indefinite Articles and Beyond. Doctoral dissertation. Utrecht
University.

Leonetti, Manuel. 2004. Specificity and Differential Object Marking in Spanish.
Catalan Journal of Linguistics 3: 75-114.
<https://doi.org/10.5565/rev/catjl.106>

Luraghi, Silvia & Huumo, Tuomas (eds.). 2014. Partitive case and related categories.
Berlin: de Gruyter Mouton.

Longobardi, Giuseppe. 1994. Reference and proper names. Linguistic Inquiry 25:
609-665.

Marantz, Alec. 1991. Case and licensing. In Westphal, German F., Ao, Benjamin &
Chae, Hee-Rahk (eds.). Proceedings of the Eighth Eastern States Conference on
Linguistics, 234-253. ESCOL Publications, The Ohio State University.

Matushansky, Ora. 2010. Some cases of Russian. Proceedings of Formal Description
of Slavic Languages 7: 17-65.

McFadden, Thomas. 2004. The position of morphological case in the derivation:
A study on the syntax—morphology interface. Philadelphia, PA: University of
Pennsylvania dissertation.



64 CatJL 25/1,2026 Sonia Cyrino; M.Teresa Espinal

Miestamo, Matti. 2014. Partitives and negation: a cross-linguistic survey. In Luraghi,
Silvia & Huumo, Toomas (eds.). Partitive case and related categories, 63-86.
Berlin: de Gruyter Mouton.

Montague, Richard. 1973. The proper treatment of quantification in ordinary English.
In Hintikka, Jaakko, Moravcsik, Julius & Suppes, Patrick (eds.). Approaches to
natural language, 221-242. Dordrecht: Reidel.

Miiller, Claude. 1991. La négation en frangais. Geneve: Droz.

Neidle, Carol. 1988. The role of case in Russian syntax. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic
Publishers.

Nevins, Andrew. 2012. Haplological dissimilation at distinct stages of exponence. In
Trommer, Joehen (ed.). The morphology and phonology of exponence, 84-116.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ouhalla, Jamal. 1990. Sentential Negation, Relativised Minimality and the Aspectual
Status of Auxiliaries. The Linguistic Review 7: 183-231.

Partee, Barbara. 1987. Noun phrase interpretation and type-shifting principles. In
Groenendijk, Jeroen, de Jong, Dick & Stokhof, Martin (eds.). Studies in discourse
representation theory and the theory of generalized quantifiers, 115-143. Dordrecht:
Foris Publications.

Partee, Barbara & Borschev, Vladimir. 2002. Genitive of negation and scope of nega-
tion in Russian existential sentences. In Toman, Jindfich (ed.). Proceedings of tenth
annual workshop on formal approaches to Slavic linguistics: The second Ann Arbor
meeting, 102. Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications.

Partee, Barbara & Borschev, Vladimir. 2008. Existential sentences, BE, and the geni-
tive of negation in Russian. In Comorovski, [leana & von Heusinger, Klaus (eds.).
Existence: Semantics and syntax, 147-190. Dordrecht: Springer.

Pereltsvaig, Asya. 1998. Genitive of negation in Russian. Proceedings of IATL 13:
167-190.

Pereltsvaig, Asya. 1999. The genitive of negation and aspect in Russian. Ms. McGill
University.

Pereltsvaig, Asya. 2007. The universality of DP: a view from Russian. Studia
Linguistica 61: 59-94.

Pesetsky, David M. 1982. Paths and categories. Cambridge, MA: MIT dissertation.

Peteghem, Marleen van & Paykin, Katia. 2013. The Russian genitive within the NP
and the VP. In Carlier, Anne & Vanderstraete, Jean-Christophe (eds.). The genitive,
55-104. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Picallo, Carme. 1984. The Infl Node and the Null Subject Parameter. Linguistic Inquiry
15: 75-101.

Picallo, Carme. 1985. Opaque Domains. New York, NY: CUNY dissertation.

Poesio, Massimo. 1994. Weak definites. In Harvey, Mandy & Santelmann, Lynn (eds.).
Proceedings of Semantics and Linguistic Theory (SALT) 4: 282-299.

Pollock, Jean-Yves. 1989. Verb movement, Universal Grammar, and the structure of
IP. Linguistic Inquiry 20: 365-424.

Ramchand, Gillian Catriona. 1997. Aspect and Predication. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Ramchand, Gillian Catriona & Svenonius, Peter. 2008. Mapping a parochial lexicon
onto a universal semantics. In Teresa Biberauer (ed.). The limits of syntactic vari-
ation, 219-245. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.



French de nominals and Russian non-canonical genitives CatJL 25/1,2026 65

Roberts, Tan. 2023. Remarks on Case and macroparameters. In Andrade, Aroldo,
Gongalves, Elisangela & Faria, Pablo (eds.). Constelagoes diacrénicas: novos
caminhos da Linguistica Historica: A mudanga linguistica em varias perspectivas,
111-139. Campinas: Mercado de Letras.

Roussou, Anna. 2010. Selecting complementizers. Lingua 120: 582-603.

Schifer, Florian & Anagnostopoulou, Elena. In press. Case and agreement in
Distributed Morphology. In Alexiadou, Artemis, Krammer, Ruth, Marantz, Alec &
Oltra-Massuet, Isabel (eds.). The Cambridge Handbook of Distributed Morphology.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Seres, Daria & Borik, Olga. 2021. Definiteness in the absence of uniqueness. In Bliimel,
Andreas, Gaji¢, Jovana, Geist, Ljudmila, Junghanns, Uwe & Pitsch, Hagen (eds.).
Advances in Formal Slavic Linguistics 2018, 339-364. Berlin: Language Science
Press.

Sigurdsson, Einar Freyr & Sereikaité, Milena. 2023. The dual face of structural object
case: on Lithuanian genitive of negation. Journal of Linguistics First View: 1-52.

Sheehan, Michelle & van der Wal, Jenneke. 2018. Nominal licensing in caseless lan-
guages. Journal of Linguistics 54: 527-589.

Simik, Radek & Demian, Christoph. 2020. Definiteness, uniqueness, and maximality in
languages with and without articles. Journal of Semantics 37: 311-366.

Storto, Gianluca. 2003. On the status of the partitive determiner in Italian. Romance lan-
guages and linguistic theory 2001. In Quer, Josep, Schroten, Jan, Scorretti, Mauro,
Sleeman, Petra & Verheugd-Daatzelaar, Els (eds.). Selected papers from Going
Romance 2001, 315-330. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Taraldsen, Knut Tarald. 2019. On augment-less NPs in Xhosa and de NPs in French.
Stellenbosch Papers in Linguistics Plus 58: 33-63.

Timberlake, Alan. 1986. Hierarchies in the genitive of negation. In Brecht, Richard
& Levine, James (eds.). Case in Slavic, 338-360. Columbus: Slavica Publishers.

Tovena, Lucia, Déprez, Viviane & Jayez, Jacques. 2004. Polarity sensitive items. In
Corblin, Francis & de Swart, Henriétte (eds.). Handbook of French Semantics,
391-415. Stanford, CA: CSLI Publications.

Tsoulas, George. 1994. Subjunctives as indefinites. In Borgato, Gian Luigi (ed.). Teoria
del Linguaggio e Analisi Linguistica: XX Incontro di Grammatica Generativa,
387-407. Padua: Unipress.

Tsoulas, George. 1995. Indefinite clauses: some notes on the syntax and semantics of
subjunctives and infinitives. In Aranovich, Raul, Byrne, Willam, Preuss, Susanne
& Senturia, Martha (eds.). Proceedings of the Thirteenth West Coast Conference
on Formal Linguistics, 515-530. Stanford: CSLI Publications.

Woolford, Ellen. 2006. Lexical case, inherent case, and argument structure. Linguistics
Inquiry 37: 111-130.

Zdrojewski, Pablo. 2023. Caso /a/ caso: Una teoria para la Marcacion Diferencial
de Objetos del espariol. Buenos Aires, Argentina: Universidad de Buenos Aires
dissertation.

Zwarts, Frans. 1995. Nonveridical contexts. Linguistic Analysis 25: 286-312.

Zwarts, Frans. 1996. A hierarchy of negative expressions. In Wansing, Heinrich (ed.).
Negation. A notion in focus, 169-194. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Zwarts, Frans. 1998. Three types of polarity. In Hamm, Fritz & Hinrichs, Erhard (eds.).
Plurality and quantification, 177-238. Dordrecht: Springer.



	French de nominals and Russian non-canonical genitives. Are they partitive-like nominal expressions?
	1. Introduction
	2. The previous literature
	3. On Case
	4. A new unified analysis
	5. Further discussion
	6. Conclusions
	References




