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Abstract

In Danish the base position of the negation and negatedifjeaphrases
is between the subject and the finite verb in embedded clattsegever, in
embedded clauses introduced by a non-veridical complépeeistich ativis
(‘if’) or om(‘whether’) the negation and negated quantifier phrasestsan
appear between the complementizer and the subject. Thisopienon is
referred to as preposed negation. The paper investigagestiticture and
semantics of this construction. It is argued that preposegg@tion is no ad-
junction structure, but a special construction where tlgatien element is a
sister of the complementizer and the filler of a filler-gapsture. It is fur-
ther argued that preposed negation is associated withetgatum-focus of
a clause lacking an (aboutnessgpic. The negation of a verum predicate
explains why preposed negation fails to license strongthegaolarity items
and to rule out positive ones. The lack ofraric explains why preposed
negation is preferred with non-referential subjects artth weak readings of
indefinite subjects and why preposed negation is incomlgatitih ToPIC-
binding particles.The final section presents an HPSG-sisabf preposed
negation using Minimal Recursion Semantics (MRS).

1 Introduction

In Danish non-V1/V2-clauséssentential negation (and other sentential adverbs)
appears between the subject and the finite verb thus matiérigft-edge of the VP.
Even non-subject negative quantifier phrases appear irositign of the sentential
negation even though complements of the verb canonicdliywfahe verbal head,

cf. (1) and (2) below. | will refer to this asrdinary negation Cf. the examples
below?

@ fordi detny systemikke tillader ansggereunderl5ar (DK)
becausehenewsystemnot allows applicantsunderl5years

‘because the new system does not allow applicants underé2§’'ye

] am especially indepted to Stefan Miiller for numerous uistons and help with the analysis.
Furthermore | wish to thank Jarg Asmussen, Philippa Cookx Béldhauer, Jacob Maché, Line
Mikkelsen, Patrizia Paggio, Roland Schafer as well as tlthemce and reviewers of HPSGO09 for
discussion and comments. All remaining errors are my resipiity. This research is supported by
the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschatiter the grant nr. DFG (MU 2822/2-1).

IHere I use the term V1/V2-clauses for clauses where the figiteprecedes sentence adverbials,
and the term non-V1/V2-clauses for clauses where the fimite follows sentence adverbials. Here
| will primarily be concerned with non-V1/V2-clauses as exsified in (i).

() fordi  Peterikke synger
BecauseéPetemot sings

2(DK) marks an example from KorpusDK (http://ordnet.dkftasdk), (I) an example from the
Internet. Other examples are constructed. The autherdiopbes have been abridged and sometimes
slightly modified for reasons of space.
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2 hvishuningenerstatning  fik, fordi  motorcyklisten ikke
if sheno compensatiolecamepecausenotor.cyclist. DEFot
havdeforsikret sig (DK)
had insured himself

‘if she did not get any compensation, because the motorstyladid no
insurance’

However, in certain non-V1/V2-clauses there is a furthessgaility: sentential
negation and non-subject negative quantifier phrases sarappear between the
complementizer and the subject, as shown below. | will rédethis pattern as
preposed negation

3) og hvisikke kunstenmagter atvise det, erdetikke kunst(DK)
andif not artDEF is.capable.ofo showthis,is it not art

(4) hvisingenarvingerder er, [...] ()
if no heirs thereare,[...]

Preposed negation is also observed in Norwegian and Swgltishnnessen,
2000; Jensen, 2001), but with (slightly) different propet In this paper, however,
I will only discuss preposed negation in Danish.

Despite the extensive literature on negation preposedioaggppears to have
received little attention. It is often mentioned as a furthessibility of negation-
placement in Danish, but apart from the descriptive ingesibn in Skafte-Jensen
(1995) it does not seem to have been subject to detailed. stimypaper thus ad-
dresses two fundamental questions: what is the structarevhat is the semantics
of preposed negation.

In line with previous analyses of finite negation in Engligting and Sag,
2002), | will suggest that the preposed element is a sisténeotomplementizer
and that the preposed negation is the filler of a filler-gapeddpncy. | will further
suggest that preposed negation is associated with spésialudse semantic pro-
perties. Preposed negation is associated with negatioalafity focus (“verum”-
focus) of a proposition lacking a topic. This account expdaihe peculiar be-
haviour of positive and negative polarity items with pregsiegation. Though
being sentential negation, preposed negation does noskcstrong negative po-
larity items and it licenses strong positive polarity item@rdinary negation on
the other hand licenses strong negative polarity items ales out strong positive
polarity items, when it is not associated with polarity feaf the clause. Thus
while ordinary negation can be associated with both pgidoitus and VP focus,
preposed negation is only associated with polarity focasnaay be seen as a struc-
tural means of signaling polarity focus. At the same timedhbject of a clause
with preposed negation obeys certain interpretative caimss: preposed negation
is preferred with non-referential subjects and with weadnegs of indefinite sub-
jects. Furthermore topic-binding particles as investdddior German in Breindl
(2008) are impossible with preposed negation. The congtrain the subject of
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a clause with preposed negation point to the conclusionthiese clauses lack a
topic, the subject being within the scope of the negatien,the focal information
(Ambridge and Goldberg, 2008). To account for the specificatics of preposed
negation and for the fact that only complementizers withexgjz semantics and a
specific phonological shape license preposing | will sugtneg preposed negation
is a construction, i.e. a specific pairing of syntax and seit&n

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 the basiceptigs of pre-
posed negation are discussed. Negation will be shown tothefpalarger picture
of preposing sentential adverbs and the construction wihiown to be subject to
semantic as well phonological restrictions on the licemsiomplementizers. Sec-
tion 3 deals with the structure of preposed negation. Thetooction is shown
to be a syntactic structure and not a lexical structure ordumation structure as
otherwise expected. In Section 4 the semantics and praggnaitithe construc-
tion are discussed. The construction is shown to be asedcigith negation of
the polarity of atopic-lessclause. Section 5 finally provides an analysis of the
construction within the frame-work of HPSG using Minimaldresion Semantics
(MRS).

2 Preposed negation

2.1 Preposingin Non-Veridical Contexts

Preposing of the negation is only possible in embedded seesecontaining a
complementizer. It is most often observed in conditionaluskes, but it is not
restricted to conditional clauses. Preposing is possilitle different kinds of non-
veridical complementizers, i.e. operators that do notikth@ truth of their propo-
sition (Giannakidou, 1999; Skafte-Jensen, 1596}.

(5) jegspekulerepd om ikke deterfor sent
I wonder PREPwhethemot it is toolate

(6) mon ikke deter for sent
MON not it is toolate
‘don’t you think it is too late’
@) bare ikke hankommer
BARE not he comes
‘I hope he doesn't come’

In (5) preposing appears in an embedded polar question) in é&deliberative
question where the addressee is not supposed to know themttstine question

SSkafte-Jensen (1995), however, gives (constructed) elesnop preposing in temporal (veridi-
cal) clauses.
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(Erteschik-Shir, 2009) and in (7) in an optative clatis€he complementizeat
(‘that) is especially telling, since it allows both a veiddl (assertive) reading and a
non-veridical (intentional) reading. Preposing is onlggible in the latter reading.

(8) a. [...]og lagt albuen papergamentet, at ikke vinden
[...] andplacedelbowDEF on pergamenbEeF thatnot wind.DEF
skulle spillemeddet(l)
shouldplay with it
‘and placed the elbow on the pergament so that the wind shratld
play with it’

b. *[...] og sagdeat ikkebarnet skulle lege meddet

[...] andsaid, thatnot child.DEF shouldplay with it

‘and said that the child should not play with it’

Preposing is not restricted to negation or negative quantifirases either. It
is also observed with a wide range of (polarity-) adverbenawith adverb phrases
where a preposed adverb is further modified by other advét)q¢f. also Skafte-
Jensen (1995)).

(9) hvisalligeveldu deltager [...]
if anyway you participate]. . .]

(20) hvisgodt du vil deltage [...]
if  AFFIRM youwantto participate...]

(11) hvis[apvp altsa alligevelikke] du deltager [...]
if that.isanyway not you participate].. . ]
‘if you don't participate anyway, that is’

Since preposing is only possible in complementizer clgusesnot observed
in embedded constituent questions with the possible eixeept hvorfor (‘why’),
where occasional examples of preposing are found, cf. (12).

(12) [...]1hvori  hanligefremspgrgetvorfor ikke Musikerne
[...] whereinhe actually asks why not musiciansDEF
benytterandreKonsonanteend Octaven [...] (I)
use other consonants thanoctaveDEF

2.2 ThelLexical Restriction on Preposed Negation

The fact that preposing occurs with many kinds of adverbdllikiads of non-
veridical contexts casts doubt on the claim that preposgdtima is motivated by
the close bond between conditional clauses and negatioiaiased by Jespersen

“Note thatbare (‘I hope’) andmon(‘l wonder’) may also occur as adverbs. Erteschik-Shir @00
actually claims thatmon(‘l wonder’) is always an adverb. | will not discuss this pbd#y further
her, but | assume that it may be both a complementizer andartad
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(1917) (p. 62). But also other properties of preposed negairgue against a
purely semantic account of the phenomenon. Conditionaaatios is no sufficient
criterion for preposing. Conditional V1-clauses do nobwallpreposing (contrary
to e.g. Norwegian as shown in Johannessen (2000)).

(13) far (*ikke) vi (ikke) pengene [...] (DK)
get(*not) we (not) the.money...]

Furthermore not even all conditional complementizersvalweposing - de-
spite their semantics. The complementiz&iemt(‘provided that’) andfald (‘in
case’) do not allow preposing, while the complementizess (‘if’) and dersom
('if") do.

(24) hvis/ dersomikke du vil deltage
if [/if not youwantto participate

(15)  *safremt /ifald ikkedu vil deltage
provided that in casenot youwantto participate

The relevant generalization appears to be a phonologistlatton on the com-
plementizers that allow preposing. Only mono-syllabic p@mentizers and com-
plementizers with an unstressed final syllatde(som(‘if’)) allow preposing. The
complementizersa'fremt andi'fald in (15) have a stressed final syllable. Given
that preposed negation is obligatorily stressed thisiotistn may again be seen as
a general restriction against having two adjacent stresgéables.

221 Sentential or Constituent Negation

Complementizer clauses with the word order C-Neg-Subjian@@st cases) struc-
turally ambiguous. The negation element may either be aogezp adverbial
phrase or it may be a modifier of the Subject-DP, i.e. corestitunegation of the
subject. Cf. the following structural bracketing (the stural representation of
(17) is motivated in Section 3).

(16) hvis[np ikke regeringen] griber ind (DK)

if not governmenbEF intervenes
a7 hvis[apvp ikke] [np regeringen] griber ind
if [[apvp] not governmenbEF intervenes

However, the two structures are prosodically distinguish®reposed nega-
tion is always stressed (Skafte-Jensen, 199Bjjile constituent negation is un-
stressed.

®Actually Skafte-Jensen (1995) note that only adverbs depaftbeing stressed can participate
in preposing. This excludes modal adverbs/particlesjikgyou know’) vist (‘presumably’).

®Jensen (2001) (p. 132) fails to distinguish preposed nemditbm constituent negation. She
claims that the subject is obligatorily stressed in the of@éNeg-Subj. But preposed negation is
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(18) a. hvig np oikke reGEringen]  griber ind

if not governmenbEF intervenes
b. hvis[apvp IKKE] [np regeringen]  griber ind
if not the.governmenintervenes

Another difference between between the two structures@piglthat preposed
negation scopes over the whole subordinate clause andstth@isubject. For that
reason preposed negation cancels out ordinary negatioasiaspbject position.
Thus preposing does indeed behave as sentential nedation.

(29) hvisikke seerne ikke var advaret— hvis seerne VAR
if not viewersDEF not werewarned— if  viewersbeEr WERE
advaret
warned

As expected, preposed negation like ordinary sententightien licenses the
presuppositional negative polarity advérdller (‘either’) in the second clause.

(20) hvisdu ikke forsggeratsikre dit netvaerkog Peterhellerikke gar
if younot try to secureyour networkandPetereithernot does

Also preposed negation occurs in neg-raising environmestsenvironments
where a matrix negation scopes over an embedded clause, (H&r5, 1989;
Sailer, 2006). Neg-raising only applies to sentential tiegaand not to constituent
negation.

(21) hvisikke du tror du kanklare det— hvisdu tror, du ikke
if not youthink youcanmanaget — if youthink, younot
kanklare det(l)
canmanaget

Thus there is very clear evidence that the word order C-N#g-S structurally
ambiguous and that preposed negation is different fromtitoest negation. Pre-
posed negation behaves as sentential negation in crusjgcts (if not in all re-
spects as will be shown in Section 4).

also possible with DPs that cannot be stressed at all anddhaot allow constituent negation since

these subjects fail to meet the semantic condition of pingid contrastive reading of (contextually

salient) alternative referents (Brandtler, 2006). Exasmre expletives as in (i) and the pronoun
man(‘one’).

@) a. hvisIKKE detregner
if NOT it rains

b.  *hvis[ikke DET] regner
if NOTIt rains

"Also the occurrence of preposed negative quantifier phrasés (4) above shows that we are
dealing with sentential negation. Negative quantifier pasacannot occur as constituent negation.

261



2.3 Negation-Preposing or Subject Lowering?

The particular word order C-Neg-Subj may arise in two wayse hegation is

preposed as has been tacitly assumed in the previous dstussthe subject is

not in its canonical position outside the VP, but ratherdaghe VP. In both cases
the negation element will precede the subject as illustrat¢he figure below.

\
(22) hvis/if’ i Peter ikke/‘not’ ; kommer/‘comes’

To determine whether the negation is preposed or the subjéloivered” we
have to look at the distribution of other adverbs and othésrdeiners.

As mentioned in Section 1, adverbs delimit the left-edgehef\¥P in embed-
ded clauses. If the subject were inside the VP in the cortgtruander discussion,
we should expect adverbs left-adjoined to VP to precedeubgst, but they do
not. Adverbs occur between the subject and the finite verd\alen the nega-
tion follows the complementizer, showing that the subjeddtill in its canonical
position outside the VP. Cf.

(23) hvisikke radiatorerog ragr [alligevel] skal renoveres [...](I)
if not radiators andpipesanyway have.tobe.renovated

‘if radiators and pipes don't have to be renovated anyway’

Further evidence that negation is indeed preposed comesthe interaction
with the pleonastic complementizat(‘that’). In colloquial Danishthvis(if’) may
co-occur with the complementizat (‘that’).

(24) hvisat jegikke gjordedet,ville de tvingeenoverdosis  mig(l)
if thatl not did it wouldtheyforce anoverdoseinto me

If we were dealing with subject-“lowering” rather than pospg of the nega-
tion, we should expect the negatitkketo occur after the pleonastic complemen-
tizer at (‘that’) as in (25) below.

(25) *hvisat t;ikke [y, jeg; gjordedet],vile de [...]
if thatt; not I; did it wouldtheyl]...]

However, as noted by Jespersen (1917) (p. 62) and also imdead@009) (p.
327) the negation element obligatorily occurs to the lefthef pleonastic comple-
mentizerat (‘that’) as expected if the negation element is indeed egand the
subject is in its canonical position outside the VP.

(26) og hvisikke at Folketinget  kanstolepa de oplysninger,(l)
andif  not thatparliamenteF cantrust PREPtheinformation,

To sum up the basic properties of preposed negation so farséittion has
established that the construction under discussion isihgeeposing of senten-
tial negation which is lexically restricted to non-veridicomplementizers with a
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certain phonological shape. They must be mono-syllabiootain an unstressed
final syllable. The next section will investigate the sytitastructure of preposed
negation.

3 The Structure of Preposed Negation

In this section | turn to the structural analysis of prepasegiation. Preposed nega-
tion appears adjacent to the complementizer (Pedersef) a4 it is semantically
and lexically licensed by the complementizer as shown ini@e@. This pattern
may imply three things: the complementizer and the preposgghtion form a
kind of composite complementizer, the negation cliticizeshe complementizer
(Johannessen, 2000) or the complementizer and the negmtdexicalized collo-
cation as suggested by Pedersen (2009). Support for threstusal possibilities
comes from the fact that negation in some languages suréecadexical element
in the syntax (a non-projection word), i.e. the negationsduat project a syntactic
phrase as claimed for Swedish in Toivonen (2003). | will, bear, conclude that
preposed negation can indeed be syntactically complextatdatlexical analysis
or an analysis as a clitic is untenable. Secondly | show tregiqsed negation can-
not be analysed as either adjunction to C or the followingnStelad | will argue
that preposed negation is a daughter of CP and that the aegeément or the
negative quantifier phrase is extracted from the following l§is allows for two
possible analyses of preposed negation as either a compiefthe complemen-
tizer (as claimed for finite English negation in Kim and Sa@02)) or as a special
construction. Given the particular semantics of prepossghtion discussed in
Section 4. | will argue that it constitutes a special coretton.

3.1 Preposed Negation asa Lexical Structure

A first hypothesis is that preposed negation is part of a&dsitucture, i.e. that the
negation and the complementizer form a kind of compositeptementizer even
though complementizers are traditionally assumed to forolosed word class.
But if preposed negation is the result of a lexical processhaild expect it to be
an operation on lexical items and we should expect it to olesking-constraints
such that existing words block the formation of words wite #ame semantics.

Preposed negation cannot be the output of a lexical prodess pat the nega-
tion element can also be a syntactic phrase not availabléuftirer lexical pro-
cesses. The negation element may contain (negative yldggree words such
asslet(‘at all’) (cf. (27)) and it can also be a negative quantifierase (a DP or
an NP) with prenominal modification, cf. (28). Thus the nagain Danish is
a projecting word as opposed to the analysis of negation iedish in Toivonen
(2003).

(27) Hvisslet ikke derstar noget
if atallnot it saysanything
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(28) hvis[ingen (direkte)arvinger]der er
if no (direct) heirs thereare

The possibility of preposed quantifier phrases also argaasiga purely col-
locational analysis as suggested in (Pedersen, 2009) sirmtequantifier phrases
are productively formed and hardly count as collocatiomaistructs.

Furthermore a composite complementizer consistindna$ ('if’) and ikke
(‘not’) ought to be blocked by the presence of the compleimentedmindre‘un-
less’) which lexicalizes conditional semantics takinggeover negation. The fact
that it is not blocked suggests that preposed negation istatic formation. Thus
I conclude that preposed negation is indeed a phenomenandedit with in the
syntax.

3.2 The Syntax of Preposed Negation

Preposed negation is a syntactic phrase but where doeadhattructurally? Is it
a modifier of the following S or is it a modifier of the precedi@@ | will discuss
both possibities in turn and conclude that the data arguesidzoth possibilities.

Johannessen (2000) (p. 14) suggests that preposed negablmmwegian is
adjoined to C as shown in (29) below.

C

@) ¢ NEG
hvis ('if") ikke (‘not’)

In fact Johannessen (2000) suggests that preposed negliiimpes to C, but
as already shown in (27) and (4) above, preposed negatioamisb can be syn-
tactically complex and hence cannot be a clitic. Alterrativthe negation phrase
is a modifier of the complementizer so that the structure B) (& a modifica-
tional adjunction structure. The problem with this anayisithat the negation is
within the scope of the complementizer. Conditional seiaraiways takes scope
over the negation element giving the following interpretat IF(NOT(p)). This
is unexpected if the negation is a modifier of the complerzentisince the mod-
ifier is otherwise assumed to take scope over the modified ineaddificational
structures. Thus an analysis as modificational adjunctidd is at odds with the
semantic composition of the structure.

Another possibility is that preposed negation left-adjoto the following S
yielding the structure shown in (30) below.

cP
/\
C S
hvis (if’ /////A\\\\\\\\\\\
(30) (if")
ADVP S
ikke (‘not’)

de ggr noget‘they do something’)
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A first problem is that the structure in (30) obscures thetfzatthere is a close
dependency between the complementizer and the preposatiomeghey must be
adjacent and preposing is lexically restricted (cf. Sec®w2). If the negation
adjoins to the following S it is difficult to state that adjuion to S is only possible
if the negation is preceded by a complemenfizeith a particular semantics and a
particular phonological shape. But there is also otheresgé that (30) cannot be
the right structure. If the negation is allowed to left-adjtm S, we should expect it
also to be able to left-adjoin to the second conjunct of twardimated Ss occurring
with the right kind of complementizer. But this appears tareginal at best. Cf.

(31) ??/* hvig[s ikke Petervil] og [g ikke Louiseersyq]
if not Peterwill and not Louiseis ill

In addition preposed negation may be stranded in ellipsiss i§ unexpected
under the adjunction analysis since there is no S for thetimegelement to adjoin
to as also noted for English in Kim and Sag (2002).

(32) [Hvis ikke], er detikke ulovligt at havedem staendgDK)
If not isit not illegal tohavethemaround

The ellipsis data in (32) and the fact that the negation onérgimally can
show up before the second conjunct of a coordination as inig3dxpected if the
negation element does not adjoin to the following S but iifiidaughter of CP.
Thus | conclude that preposed negation is a daughter of Cioasidn (33) below.

CP
S
/\
(33) C ADVP  DP VP
hvis ikke Peter vil
‘if’ ‘not” ‘Peter ‘wants.to’

However, this analysis makes preposed negation remarkiiféyent from or-
dinary negation. Ordinary negation is adjoined to VP andsdo& occur as a
daughter of CP. Ordinary negation occurs in adjunctiontjpssto the left of the
verbal head, it can be separated from the verbal head by adjiencts and it may
occur adjoined to the second VP-conjunct of a coordination.

(34) fordi  han[ikke ser filmen]
becausdne not seesmovieDEF

8Negation adjoining to an S is otherwise only possible in alted metanegation (Horn, 1989;
Christensen, 2005). Negation adjoins to an (initial or ptretical) unembedded complementizer
clause with the complementizat(‘that’) or fordi (‘because’) and serves to deny an otherwise invited
(conversational) implicature.

0] ikke at jegfrygter for hunbliver sur, menjeger bangefor
not thatl am afraidPREPshegets angry,but | amafraid PREP...
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(35) fordi de [ikke {som raske mennesker {hurtigt} er
becausehey not such athealthypeople quickly are
i stand til atslukke ilden ]
capable oextinguishingfire. DEF (DK)

(36) fordi  hanikke lseseravis og [ikke ser fiernsyn]
becausée not readsnewspapeand not watchedelevision

Thus it appears that we would have very different analysemdihary nega-
tion and preposed negation. In addition we have not yet axtedufor preposing
of negative quantifier phrases. Negative quantifier phrasepart of a filler-gap
dependency given that the preposed phrase must be identifieéh complement
gap to the right of the main verb. Cf.

(37) hvisdu ingenbgrn  har _;
if youno childrenhave

(38) hvisingenbgrn  du _; har _;
if no childrenyou have

The preposed phrasegen bgrn(‘no kids’) is not just an adjunct but must be
associated with the object of the venhr (‘has’). Pursuing a unified analysis of
preposing, it thus appears to be the case that not only pedppsantifier phrases
but also the preposed negation is a filler. The advantagesdditalysis is that ordi-
nary negation as well as negative quantifier phrases adjahetVP and both kinds
of negative constituents may be dislocated to the left otthraplementizer given
the right kind of complementizer. The analysis of preposiaa filler-gap depen-
dency allows for a unified analysis of negation and negatiwentifier phrases.
Cf. the following representation.

CP

C o Sal

Thus the conclusion of this section is that preposing is erfdap dependency
where a complementizer selects an S with a slashed comsgtituel allows this
element to surface as a kind of complement of the complezafi

The ellipsis data shown in (32) may, however, be problenfatithis analysis of the preposed
negation element as extraction. In elliptical structutes gap of the negation is elided while the
filler is still there. While elision of a clause from which argament has been extracted appears to
be marginal, elision is much better if the extracted elen®ah adjunct.

(i) ??/* Petettror Poul bliver Igsladt i morgen. Hvemtror han?
Peterthinksbook DEF is releasedomorrow.Who thinkshe?

(i) Petertror Poulbliver Igsladt i morgen. Hvornatror han?
Peterthinks Poulis releasedomorrow.When thinkshe?

Thus it appears that the extraction site of adjuncts canidecebnd preposed negation and pre-
posed quantifier phrases positionally behave as adjuncts.

1% problem for the analysis as extraction is that preposedtimydoes not seem to obey “Across-
the-Board”-constraints otherwise observed in coordomafrom which a constituent is extracted.
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4 Preposed Negation as verumNegation

Having discussed the basic properties and the syntax obpegpnegation, a sec-
ond question arises: why does the syntax of Danish allowhisradditional place-
ment of the negation element? Two factors appear to be ttodie understand-
ing of preposing: the behaviour of (strong) negative polaiiNPI) items and the
interpretation of (indefinite) subjects with preposed tiega In this section | will
show that the behaviour of polarity items (PI) point to thenxadasion that pre-
posed negation is associated withRuM-negation (in the sense of Hohle (1992)).
Furthermore | will show that preposed negation is assatiaiéh anall_comment
information structure, i.e. a clause lacking an (abouthassric.

4.1 TheBehaviour of Strong Polarity Items

As observed in Section 2 preposed negation behaves likeéoyl sentential nega-
tion in crucial respects. However, preposed negation slotetally different be-
haviour wrt. strong polarity items. Strong polarity itengstlier positive or neg-
ative) are sensitive tantiveridical contexts (Giannakidou, 1999): strong negative
Pls are licensed by negation (or negative elements), sprosigjve Pls are ruled out
by negation. Weak PlIs on the other hand are licensedimveridicalcontexts (Gi-
annakidou, 1999) and may thus occur independently in dondit clauses. Weak
Pls are therefore expected to occur with preposed negajiven that also pre-
posed negation is licensed in non-veridical contexts (etti®n 2). Example (39)
shows that the weak Plogensind€‘ever’) can also occur in an unnegated condi-
tional clause.

(39) Hvis (ikke) du nogensinddnar oplevetmurstenstalplader og
if not youever haveseen bricks steel platesand
jernstaengeblive slaetigennemmed panden ()

iron sticks be cut through with foreheadEeF

Strong NPIs, however, are licensed in conditional claugesdinary negation,
but they are marginal at best with preposed negation. In)(dfifinary negation
licenses the polarity iteran rad gre(‘a red cent’). Example (40b) is marginal. As
one informant put it: it sounds as if you expect the users yogpad cent, which is
nonsense. Thus it seems that preposed negation is too whedtse strong NPIs.

Given ATB-constraints on coordination a preposed negati@ht to have scope over both conjuncts
always. While this is indeed possible, preposed negaties dot have to have scope over the second
conjunct. Thus the following examples allows for two reagin-(pvq) and—pvg.

@) hvis ikke CDU gar tilbageog FDPga frem
if not CDU goesback andFDPgoesfoward
‘if note CDU loses votes and FDP gains votes’
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(40) a. hvisbrugerne ikke skal leeggeenrgd gre, nar de stigerpa(l)
if usersbEFnot mustpay a redcent,whentheyenter PREP

b. ??hvisikkebrugerne skal leeggeenrad gre, nar de stigerpa
if not usersDEF mustpay a red cent,whentheyenter PREP

In a similar vein preposed negation is also too weak to rutestsang positive
Pls. The underlined strong positive Pl in (41a) — a somewhttaded expression
meaning “to be a top-professional” — cannot occur in a coomlt clause with
ordinary negation, However it is much better with preposeglation as in (41b).

(41) a. ??/*hvidu bareikke kandet pis, skal du lade veere
if  youjust not canthatstuff, don’t do it

‘if you are not a top-professional, then don'’t do it’

b. hvisikke du barekandet pis, skal du lade veere
if not youjust canthatstuff, don’t do it

‘if you are not a top-professional, then don’t do it’

On the account of Pls in Giannakidou (1999), NPIs are licgéngeen they are
in the immediate scope of an anti-veridical operator suciklkaes(‘not’). Thus it
appears that NPIs in clauses with preposed negation are tie immediate scope
of the negation. This failure to license strong polarityriteis also observed with
negated’ERUM-focus, i.e. when a finite verb within the scope of ordinargateon
is stressed (Hohle, 1992).

(42) ?72/* brugerneGIVER ikke enragd gre
usersDEF give  not a redcent

‘itisn’t the case, that the users give a red cent’

Negation focus, on the other hand, i.e. stress on the negal&@nent, does
license negative polarity items, arguing against an aisabfgpreposed negation as
involving negation focus, despite the fact, that the negai stressed.

(43) brugerne giver IKKE enrgdare
usersDEF give ikke a redcent

‘the users really don't give a red cent’

Following this reasoning it appears that preposed negaiassociated with
negated/erRuM-focus. The additionalERUM-predicateit is the case thafHohle,
1992) thus may explain the peculiar behaviour of the stroisg Regation of the
predicatet is the casaloes not license NPIs (Gajewski, 2007; Horn, 1989; van der
Wouden, 1997). Thus, it appears that ordinary negatiorhfwitvERUM-focus)

"The verb in (42) is within the scope of negation given thatsw in V1/V2-clauses is associated
with its canonical position to the right of the negation aseted in non-V1/V2-clauses. | assume
that it is associated with a trace as in the analysis of V1 add\German in Muller (2008) (chap.
9).
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gives rise to the paraphrase in (44), while preposed nagghi@s rise to the para-
phrase in (45).

(44) hvisbrugerne ikke skal  lseggeenrgdgre ...
if usersDEF not have.topay a redcent...
= if the users do not have to pay a red cent...

(45) ?7? hviskke brugerne skal lseggeenrgdgare ...
if not usersbEF have.topay a redcent...
= if it is not the casehat the users have to pay a red cent...

As the paraphrases make cledgRUM embeds a positive proposition, thus
explaining the impossibility of negative Pls and the pasigjtof positive Pls. Pre-
posed negation introducesv&RUM-predicate within its scope. With preposed
negation the polarity of the conditional clause is negated,the proposition as
such.

4.2 Thelnformation Structure of Preposing

But what distinguishes ordinary negation witaRumM-focus from preposed nega-
tion, if preposed negation is also associated witiRum-focus? Preposed nega-
tion is associated with an embedded clause with a partiégnfarmation struc-
ture. Where embedded clauses with ordinary negation aceiagsd with a basic
topic.commenrvarticulation, clauses with preposed negation are cheniaed by
the absence of BopIC. Clauses with preposed negation do not have an (aboutness-
) ToPIcin the sense of Krifka (2007). Evidence comes from the useofneferen-
tial subjects, the interpretation of indefinite subjectd #re use ofropic-binding
particles.

Preposed negation is preferred with non-referential stbjsuch aenhver
(‘everybody’) andalle (‘everyone’)1? Cf.

(46) Menhvisikke enhver skulle blive depri af denneelendige
but if not everyoneshouldget depressetbythis horrible
sommet...] (1)
summet...]

(47) ?? Merhvisenhver ikke skulle blive depri af denneelendige
but if everyonenot shouldget depressetbythis horrible
sommei...]
summet...]

Indefinite pronouns likenhver(‘everybody’) are non-referential and since an
(aboutness-yopric presupposes referentiality, indefinite pronouns are diegras
Torics (Pittner, 2004; Frey, 2004). The preference of preposedtitag with

12This observation is due to Line Mikkelsen (p.c.).
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non-referential pronouns thus receives a straight-fatveaplanation, if preposing
is associated with the lack of a topic.

Also the interpretation of indefinite subjects point to tbedusion that clauses
with preposed negation have mopric. Following Diesing (1992) indefinite NPs
exhibit either a weak (existential) reading or a strong égenor proportional)
reading. The weak reading is typical of non-topicality, l@tthe strong reading
is typical of topicality (Diesing, 1992). Preposed negatitoes indeed favour the
weak reading of indefinites again suggesting that the stigi@o Toric. Cf. (48)
where the indefinite subject has an existential reading.

(48) hanville uden tvivl have slaet sig ihjehvisikke [enrotte]i det
he would beyonddoubthave been killed if not a rat inthat
samme var kommetlgbendehen overgulvet  (DK)
momenthadcome runningacross floor.DEF

Ordinary negation in turn favours a strong reading of indiefinas expected if
the subject is @aoric. In (49) the indefinite is associated with a generic reading.

(49) Hvis[enatlet] ikkevil eller glemmerat forteelle Anti-Doping
If  [anathlete]not will or forgets totell Anti-Doping
Danmark]...] (DK)

Denmark]...]

This analysis of the information structure of preposinguigHer reinforced by
the behaviour ofropic-binding particles. ©pric-binding particles are particles
indicating ToPIC-shift or TOPIC-continuation (Breindl, 2008). A particle such as
derimod(‘in contrast’) can attach to a subject NP of either a V2-skaor a non-
V2-clausé® to indicate atopic-shift as shown in (50). In conditional clauses
ToPIc-binding particles are fine with ordinary negation (51), bigthly degraded
with preposed negation (52), since there ista®ic to bind.

(50) menat derimod stressser ud tilat veeresynderen (I)
but thatin contraststressappearstobe sinnerber

(51) Hvisderimod lgnstigningerne ikke tager af(l)
if  in contrastwages risingbEF not reduce

(52) ?7? Hvisikke derimod lgnstigningerne tager af
if  not in contrastwages risingbeF reduce

On the evidence presented in this section preposed nedatiged to negate
theveruM of anall_commentlause, i.e. a clause lackingraric.

BIn V2-clauses the particle occurs to the right of the subjjedhe so-calledNacherstposition
(Breindl, 2008).

0] Regeringen derimod prgveratfa  danskerndil  at arbejdemere(l)
governmenbEF in contrastries to makedanesDEF PREPto work  more
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5 An HPSG Approach

The crucial argument for positing a construction for preggbaegation is that it
is associated with a particular semantics. Preposed oegatiassociated with
negatedverum focus, thus the construction itself introduceverum predicate
which in turn is within the scope of negation. Cf. the exaragielow.

a. visPeterikke vinder
53 hvisPeterikk d
if Petemot wins
CONDITIONAL > NEGATION > PROPOSITION

b. hvisikke Petervinder
if not Peterwins
CONDITIONAL > NEGATION > VERUM > PROPOSITION

In Minimal Recursion Semantics the semantic represemtaigiven as a bag
of basic relationsgELS) which in turn are connected by means of labels giving
the functor-argument relationships holding between thevidual predicatesLBL
andARGh). Scopal relationships between the individual relatiomsiadicated by
so-calledgegconstraints équality modulo quantifiejsn the featureH_CONS An
argument position which igegrelated to a label does not have to be filled by that
label. The argument position can be filled by another labetkwim turn has the
first label as an argument. Thus other scopal elements canvame between two
elements, where the first outscopes the other (Copestake20@b) (p. 297). The
lexical entry for the complementizéwis (‘if’) is given below.

{compl ]
HEAD
CAT MOD<S>

SYNSEM| LOC
SUBCAT<S[LOC | CONT|LTOP D

CONT|LTOP[2]
if_rel

RELS< LBL >
ARG [3]

aeq
H_CONS< HARG >

LARG

The complementizer selects its clause through the featueeeAT. The comple-
mentizer introduces the basic predicdteel and the conditional semantics takes
as its argument the subcategorized S or a quantifier outsgdipé subcategorized
S as guaranteed by tlgegconstraint inH_CoONS This is crucial in accouting for
preposed negative quantifier phrases. The entry for thetinaga given below.

271



The negation selects its modified VP through the featuo®. The negation in-
troduces the basic relatioreg rel taking as its argument the modified VP modulo
intervening quantifiers.

CAT | HEAD | MOD <VP{LOC | CONT|LTOP D
SYNSEM|LOC

CONT|LTOP 2]
negrel
RELS< LBL >
ARG [3]

qgeq
H_CONS< HARG >

LARG

Consider next the construction for preposed negation.

HEAD
LOC | CAT | SPR ()

SYNSEM SUBCAT ()

<>]
SLASH ()

REL
NONLOC|INHER {

[Hook @

verumrel
RELS< LBL >
C_CONT ARG [4]

qeq geq qeq
H_CONS< HARG [5]|,| HARG [7]|,| HARG [4] >
LARG LARG LARG

HEAD (1 compl

SYNSEM| LOC [10]

CAT
SYNSEM| LOC SUBCAT<>

o negrel
NT[2 , |
RELS< LBL [6] >@ list
NH-DTRS< non.veridical ARG 7] >
RELS
ARG1[F

LOC|CONT|KEY | LBL
SYNSEM[9]

NONLOC|INHER]| SLASH<>

The construction for preposed negation defines three dexgghhe complemen-
tizer, the negation and the clause. The first daughter ise¢hd bf the construction

272



and it is constrained to be a non-veridical complementimbcategorizing for the
third daughter (the clause). The second daughter is camstido be negated (it
contains the negation relation as the first of its basic ima). This semantic
constraint ensures that not only the negailde ('not’) but also negated quanti-
fier phrases can be preposed. The second daughter is theffthergap associated
with the third daugher (theoc(al) value of the second daughter is structure-shared
with thesLAsH-value of the third daughter), ensuring that negative pgeda@uan-
tifier phrases are analyzed as complements of the verb. Ttieatian for positing

a separate construction is given in the constructionalezdrc_CoNT). The con-
struction introduces the basierumrelation which has the proposition in its scope.
The scoping constraints iR_CONS state that the complementizer adopes the
negation, that the negation outscopesveinirelation and that theerumrelation
outscopes the proposition. These constraints give tharsgoglationships shown
in (53b). The semantic representation for the whole coostm is constrained by
an independent semantics principle to be the union ok#hes andH_CoONsof the
daughters.

6 Conclusion

The paper has provided an analysis of preposed negationriisibancovering a
host of properties that appear to have gone unnoticed iténature. It is proposed
that preposed negation is associated with negagadmfocus of a propostion lack-
ing a topic and it has been argued that this should be anagzedconstruction
given that this semantics is not associated with a partidaldcal entry but with
a specific ordering of existing lexical entries. The analysis been formalized
in construction-based HPSG and it has been implemé&hiedhe TRALE system
(Meurers et al., 2002; Penn, 2004; Muller, 2007) as part gfeanmar fragment
of Danish which uses a core grammar for German, Persian, Men&hinese
and Maltese. The respective grammars can be downloadedlathitR://hpsg.fu-
berlin.de/Software/.
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