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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 clatkegever, in
embedded clauses introduced by a non-veridical compleépegstich asivis
('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 investigagestrilicture and
semantics of this construction. It is argued that preposggtion is no ad-
junction structure, but a special construction where thgatien element is a
sister of the complementizer and the filler of a filler-gaqpusture. It is fur-
ther argued that preposed negation is associated withetgaetum-focus of
a clause lacking an (aboutnesse)pic. The negation of a verum predicate
explains why preposed negation fails to license strongtieggaolarity items
and to rule out positive ones. The lack ofraric explains why preposed
negation is preferred with non-referential subjects arttl weak readings of
indefinite subjects and why preposed negation is incomleatiith TOPIC-
binding particles.The final section presents an HPSG-arsalf 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 irosiggm of the sentential
negation even though complements of the verb canonicdllyWfdahe verbal head,

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

D) fordi detny systemikke tilladeransggereunderl5ar (DK)
becausehe newsystemnot allows applicantsunderl5years

‘because the new system does not allow applicants under&ts’'ye

I am especially indepted to Stefan Muller for numerous atisions and help with the analysis.
Furthermore | wish to thank Jgrg Asmussen, Philippa Cookx Béldhauer, Jacob Maché, Line
Mikkelsen, Patrizia Paggio, Roland Schafer as well as tlthemce and reviewers of HPSGQ09 for
discussion and comments. All remaining errors are my resipiity. This research is supported by
the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschattler the grant nr. DFG (MU 2822/2-1).

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

0] fordi  Peterikke synger
BecausdPetemot sings

2(DK) marks an example from KorpusDK (http://ordnet.dkfesdk), (1) an example from the
Internet. Other examples are constructed. The autherdgimpbes have been abridged and sometimes
slightly modified for reasons of space.



(2) hvishuningenerstatning  fik, fordi  motorcyklisten ikke
if sheno compensatioecamepecauseanotor.cyclist. DEFot
havdeforsikretsig (DK)
had insured himself

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

However, in certain non-V1/V2-clauses there is a furthessgmlity: 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 Swgltisannessen,
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 preposedinagappears to have
received little attention. It is often mentioned as a furtpessibility of negation-
placement in Danish, but apart from the descriptive ingasibn in Skafte-Jensen
(1995) it does not seem to have been subject to detailed. stidypaper thus ad-
dresses two fundamental questions: what is the structatevhat is the semantics
of preposed negation.

In line with previous analyses of finite negation in Engligting and Sag,
2002), I will suggest that the preposed element is a sisténeotomplementizer
and that the preposed negation is the filler of a filler-gageddpncy. | will further
suggest that preposed negation is associated with spésialudse semantic pro-
perties. Preposed negation is associated with negatioolafity focus (“verum”-
focus) of a proposition lacking a topic. This account expdaihe peculiar be-
haviour of positive and negative polarity items with preggbsiegation. Though
being sentential negation, preposed negation does noskcstrong negative po-
larity items and it licenses strong positive polarity itenSrdinary negation on
the other hand licenses strong negative polarity items aled out strong positive
polarity items, when it is not associated with polarity feaf the clause. Thus
while ordinary negation can be associated with both pgldoitus 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 timedhkject of a clause
with preposed negation obeys certain interpretative caimgs: preposed negation
is preferred with non-referential subjects and with wealdnegs of indefinite sub-
jects. Furthermore topic-binding particles as investigaior German in Breindl
(2008) are impossible with preposed negation. The congssrain the subject of



a clause with preposed negation point to the conclusiontkiese clauses lack a
topic, the subject being within the scope of the negatien,the focal information
(Ambridge and Goldberg, 2008). To account for the specificas#ics of preposed
negation and for the fact that only complementizers withexdjg semantics and a
specific phonological shape license preposing | will sugthed preposed negation
is a construction, i.e. a specific pairing of syntax and séitsn

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 the basicepti@s of pre-
posed negation are discussed. Negation will be shown tortbefoalarger picture
of preposing sentential adverbs and the construction wiimown to be subject to
semantic as well phonological restrictions on the licemsiomplementizers. Sec-
tion 3 deals with the structure of preposed negation. Thetoaction is shown
to be a syntactic structure and not a lexical structure ordfumation structure as
otherwise expected. In Section 4 the semantics and praggnaitithe construc-
tion are discussed. The construction is shown to be assdcwith 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 seegecontaining a
complementizer. It is most often observed in conditionalusks, but it is not
restricted to conditional clauses. Preposing is possilitle different kinds of non-
veridical complementizers, i.e. operators that do notiktz truth of their propo-
sition (Giannakidou, 1999; Skafte-Jensen, 1906).

(5) jegspekulerepa om ikke deterfor sent
I wonder PREPwhethernot it is toolate

(6) mon ikke deterfor sent
MON not it is toolate
‘don’t you think it is too late’

7 bare ikke hankommer
BARE not he comes

‘I hope he doesn’'t come’

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

3Skafte-Jensen (1995), however, gives (constructed) eesnab preposing in temporal (veridi-
cal) clauses.



(Erteschik-Shir, 2009) and in (7) in an optative clafis&he complementizeat
(‘that’) is especially telling, since it allows both a vagdl (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 pergamenbEF thatnot wind.DEF
skulle spille meddet(l)
shouldplay with it
‘and placed the elbow on the pergament so that the wind shranild
play with it’

b. *[...] og sagdeat ikke barnet 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-) adverbsnewith adverb phrases
where a preposed adverb is further modified by other advé)q¢f. also Skafte-
Jensen (1995)).

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

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

(11) hvis[apyp 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 exeept hvorfor (‘why’),
where occasional examples of preposing are found, cf. (12).

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

2.2 ThelLexical Restriction on Preposed Negation

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

“Note thatbare (‘| hope’) andmon(‘l wonder’) may also occur as adverbs. Erteschik-Shir @00
actually claims thamon ('l wonder’) is always an adverb. | will not discuss this pibdgty further
her, but | assume that it may be both a complementizer andantad



(1917) (p. 62). But also other properties of preposed negairgue against a
purely semantic account of the phenomenon. Conditionahséos 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 complementizersvalveposing - de-
spite their semantics. The complementiz&fsemt(‘provided that’) andfald (‘in
case’) do not allow preposing, while the complementizers (‘if’) and dersom
('if") do.

(14) 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 phonologistation on the com-
plementizers that allow preposing. Only mono-syllabic ptementizers and com-
plementizers with an unstressed final syllakdie som('if’)) allow preposing. The
complementizersd’'fremt andi'fald in (15) have a stressed final syllable. Given
that preposed negation is obligatorily stressed thisiotisin may again be seen as
a general restriction against having two adjacent stresgéables.

2.2.1 Sentential or Constituent Negation

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

(16) hvis[yp 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, 1998}jile constituent negation is un-
stressed.

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

6Jensen (2001) (p. 132) fails to distinguish preposed negdtom constituent negation. She
claims that the subject is obligatorily stressed in the pf@éNeg-Subj. But preposed negation is



(18) a. hvis[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 structuresghiglthat preposed
negation scopes over the whole subordinate clause andstég@isubject. For that
reason preposed negation cancels out ordinary negatioasinspbject position.
Thus preposing does indeed behave as sentential nedation.

(29) hvisikke seerne ikke var advaret— hvis seerne VAR
if not viewersDEF not werewarned— if viewersber 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 netveerkog Peterhellerikke gor
if younot try to secureyour networkandPetereithernot does

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

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

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

also possible with DPs that cannot be stressed at all andl¢hadt 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 NOTIit rains

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



2.3 Negation-Preposing or Subject L owering?

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

preposed as has been tacitly assumed in the previous d@tussthe subject is

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

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

To determine whether the negation is preposed or the subjdoivered” we
have to look at the distribution of other adverbs and othé&srd@ners.

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 precedeubgest, but they do
not. Adverbs occur between the subject and the finite veialsen the nega-
tion follows the complementizer, showing that the subjscitill in its canonical
position outside the VP. Cf.

(23) hvisikke radiatorerog rar [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 comestfre interaction
with the pleonastic complementizat(‘that’). In colloquial Danishhvis(‘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 posjpng of the nega-
tion, we should expect the negatitkketo occur after the pleonastic complemen-
tizerat (‘that’) as in (25) below.

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

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

(26) og hvisikke at Folketinget kanstolepa de oplysninger,(l)
andif not thatparliamentbEF cantrust PREPthe information,

To sum up the basic properties of preposed negation so farséttion has
established that the construction under discussion isethgeeposing of senten-
tial negation which is lexically restricted to non-veridicomplementizers with a



certain phonological shape. They must be mono-syllabi®otain 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 (Pederse) 264 it is semantically
and lexically licensed by the complementizer as shown irii@e@. This pattern
may imply three things: the complementizer and the preposegtion form a
kind of composite complementizer, the negation cliticizeshe complementizer
(Johannessen, 2000) or the complementizer and the negatdexicalized collo-
cation as suggested by Pedersen (2009). Support for threstusal possibilities
comes from the fact that negation in some languages suréscadexical element
in the syntax (a non-projection word), i.e. the negationsdugt project a syntactic
phrase as claimed for Swedish in Toivonen (2003). | will, begr, conclude that
preposed negation can indeed be syntactically complextatdtlexical analysis
or an analysis as a clitic is untenable. Secondly | show tregigsed 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 arga@ément or the
negative quantifier phrase is extracted from the followind l§is allows for two
possible analyses of preposed negation as either a comui@fiie complemen-
tizer (as claimed for finite English negation in Kim and Sa@d2)) or as a special
construction. Given the particular semantics of preposaghtion discussed in
Section 4. | will argue that it constitutes a special corcgtom.

3.1 Preposed Negation asa Lexical Structure

A first hypothesis is that preposed negation is part of a&sttucture, i.e. that the
negation and the complementizer form a kind of compositeptementizer even
though complementizers are traditionally assumed to forolosaed word class.
But if preposed negation is the result of a lexical processherld expect it to be
an operation on lexical items and we should expect it to olb@gking-constraints
such that existing words block the formation of words with fame semantics.

Preposed negation cannot be the output of a lexical proce=s hat the nega-
tion element can also be a syntactic phrase not availabléuftrer lexical pro-
cesses. The negation element may contain (negative pdlddgree words such
asslet(‘at all') (cf. (27)) and it can also be a negative quantifiérase (a DP or
an NP) with prenominal modification, cf. (28). Thus the negain Danish is
a projecting word as opposed to the analysis of negation iedih in Toivonen
(2003).

(27) Hvisslet ikke derstar noget
if at.allnot it saysanything



(28) hvis[ingen (direkte)arvinger]der er
if no (direct) heirs thereare

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

Furthermore a composite complementizer consistindgna$ (‘if’) and ikke
(‘not’) ought to be blocked by the presence of the complemenmedmindreg‘un-
less’) which lexicalizes conditional semantics takingmzover negation. The fact
that it is not blocked suggests that preposed negation istadjc formation. Thus
| conclude that preposed negation is indeed a phenomenamdedit 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 arguestdaoth possibilities.

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

C
/\
29 ¢ NEG
hvis (‘if") ikke (‘not’)

In fact Johannessen (2000) suggests that preposed negl#timnes to C, but
as already shown in (27) and (4) above, preposed negatiomiiisb can be syn-
tactically complex and hence cannot be a clitic. Alterrejithe 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 semartiways takes scope
over the negation element giving the following interprietat 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 imegabdificational
structures. Thus an analysis as modificational adjunctad is at odds with the
semantic composition of the structure.

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

CP
/\
C S
hvis (‘if")
ADVP S
ikke (‘not’)

de gar noge('they do something’)



A first problem is that the structure in (30) obscures thetfzat there is a close
dependency between the complementizer and the preposatiomeghey must be
adjacent and preposing is lexically restricted (cf. Sec@a?). If the negation
adjoins to the following S it is difficult to state that adjdion 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 otheresgd that (30) cannot be
the right structure. If the negation is allowed to left-adj S, we should expect it
also to be able to left-adjoin to the second conjunct of twardmated Ss occurring
with the right kind of complementizer. But this appears tarmaginal at best. Cf.

(31) ?7?/* hvig[g ikke Peteril] og [ ikke Louiseersyq]
if not Peterwill and not Louiseis ill

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

(32) [Hvisikke], er detikke ulovligt at havedem staend€DK)
If not isit not illegal tohavethemaround

The ellipsis data in (32) and the fact that the negation onrgmally can
show up before the second conjunct of a coordination as nig3xpected if the
negation element does not adjoin to the following S but iEitidaughter of CP.
Thus | conclude that preposed negation is a daughter of Ctioassn (33) below.

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

However, this analysis makes preposed negation remarki#ffgyent from or-
dinary negation. Ordinary negation is adjoined to VP andsdwoet occur as a
daughter of CP. Ordinary negation occurs in adjunctiontjgosto 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]
becauséde not seesanovieDEF

8Negation adjoining to an S is otherwise only possible in atled 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...



(35) fordi de [ikke {som raske mennesker {hurtigt} er
becausehey not such ashealthypeople quickly are
i stand til at slukke ilden ]
capable oextinguishingfire.DEF (DK)

(36) fordi  hanikke leeseravis og [ikke ser flernsyn]
becausdne not readsnewspapeand not watchegelevision

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

(37) hvisdu ingenbgrnp  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 vembr (‘has’). Pursuing a unified analysis of
preposing, it thus appears to be the case that not only prdppsantifier phrases
but also the preposed negation is a filler. The advantagesoditialysis is that ordi-
nary negation as well as negative quantifier phrases adjohetVP and both kinds
of negative constituents may be dislocated to the left ottraplementizer given
the right kind of complementizer. The analysis of preposiea filler-gap depen-
dency allows for a unified analysis of negation and negativentifier phrases.
Cf. the following representation.

CP

/N
C o s

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

°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 eleneah adjunct.

i) 27 etertror ou iver lgsladt i morgen. Hvemtror an’
??/* Petett Poul bl lgsladt g H t han?
PeterthinksbookDEF is releasedomorrow.Who thinkshe?

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

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

19A problem for the analysis as extraction is that preposedtimgdoes not seem to obey “Across-
the-Board-constraints otherwise observed in coordomafrom which a constituent is extracted.



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 thexa@asion 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 (about)essric.

4.1 TheBehaviour of Strong Polarity Items

As observed in Section 2 preposed negation behaves likiméoy)l sentential nega-
tion in crucial respects. However, preposed negation staotetally different be-
haviour wrt. strong polarity items. Strong polarity itenestiger positive or neg-
ative) are sensitive tantiveridical contexts (Giannakidou, 1999): strong negative
Pls are licensed by negation (or negative elements), sposigve Pls are ruled out
by negation. Weak Pls on the other hand are licensedinveridicalcontexts (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 Plogensindg'ever’) can also occur in an unnegated condi-
tional clause.

(39) Hvis (ikke) du nogensindénar oplevetmursten stalplader og
if not youever haveseen bricks steel platesand
jernstaengeblive slaetigennemmed panden ()

iron sticks be cut through with foreheadbEF

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

Given ATB-constraints on coordination a preposed negatight 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 reggin-(pvq) and—-pvq.

(i) hvis ikke CDU gar tilbageog FDPga frem
if not CDU goesback andFDP goesfoward
‘if note CDU loses votes and FDP gains votes’



(40) a. hvisbrugerne ikke skal leeggeenrgd gre, nar de stigerpa(l)
if usersDEFnot mustpay a redcent,whentheyenter PREP

b. ??hvisikkebrugerne skal laeggeenrgd @re, nar de stigerpa
if not usersDEF mustpay a red cent,whentheyenter PREP

In a similar vein preposed negation is also too weak to rutestvtang positive
Pls. The underlined strong positive Pl in (41a) — a somewhttated expression
meaning “to be a top-professional” — cannot occur in a camuhtl clause with
ordinary negation, However it is much better with preposegiation 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 sucikkes(‘not’). Thus it
appears that NPIs in clauses with preposed negation are tiet 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 ordinargaten
is stressed (Hohle, 1992).

(42) ?7?/* brugerneGIVER ikke enrgdgre
uUsersbEFgive  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 negalment, does
license negative polarity items, arguing against an arsabfpreposed negation as
involving negation focus, despite the fact, that the negais stressed.

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

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

Following this reasoning it appears that preposed negé&iassociated with
negated/ERUM-focus. The additionalERUM-predicateit is the case tha(Hohle,
1992) thus may explain the peculiar behaviour of the stroisg Regation of the
predicatdt is the casaloes not license NPIs (Gajewski, 2007; Horn, 1989; van der
Wouden, 1997). Thus, it appears that ordinary negatiorhuitvERUM-focus)

1The verb in (42) is within the scope of negation given thatm in V1/V2-clauses is associated
with its canonical position to the right of the negation aseved in non-V1/V2-clauses. | assume
that it is associated with a trace as in the analysis of V1 addh\German in Muller (2008) (chap.
9).



gives rise to the paraphrase in (44), while preposed neggii@s rise to the para-
phrase in (45).

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

(45) ?7? hvidkke brugerne skal lseggeenrgdgare ...
if not usersDEF 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 pasigiof 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 TheInformation Structure of Preposing

But what distinguishes ordinary negation witarumM-focus from preposed nega-
tion, if preposed negation is also associated wiRUM-focus? Preposed nega-
tion is associated with an embedded clause with a partiégafarmation struc-
ture. Where embedded clauses with ordinary negation aceiagsd with a basic
topic.commentdarticulation, clauses with preposed negation are cheniaet by
the absence of eopic. Clauses with preposed negation do not have an (aboutness-
) TOPICin the sense of Krifka (2007). Evidence comes from the useoineferen-
tial subjects, the interpretation of indefinite subjectd #dre use ofropic-binding
particles.

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

(46) Menhvis ikke enhver skulle blive depri af denneelendige
but if not everyoneshouldget depressethythis horrible
sommei...] ()
summer. . .]

(47) ?? Mervisenhver ikke skulle blive depri af denneelendige
but if everyonenot shouldget depressedy this horrible
sommetf. .. ]
summetf. . .]

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

12This observation is due to Line Mikkelsen (p.c.).



non-referential pronouns thus receives a straight-faveaplanation, 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 moric. 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, tthe strong reading
is typical of topicality (Diesing, 1992). Preposed negatitbes indeed favour the
weak reading of indefinites again suggesting that the sulsi@o ToPIC. 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] ikke vil eller glemmerat forteelle Anti-Doping
If  [anathlete]not will or forgets totell Anti-Doping
Danmark]...] (DK)

Denmark...]

This analysis of the information structure of preposinguigtfer reinforced by
the behaviour offropic-binding particles. ©PIc-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-staor a non-
V2-clausé?® to indicate atopric-shift as shown in (50). In conditional clauses
Topric-binding particles are fine with ordinary negation (51), bighly degraded
with preposed negation (52), since there ista®Ic to bind.

(50) menat derimod stressser ud tilat veeresynderen (1)
but thatin contraststressappearsto be sinnerber

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

(52) ?? Hviskke derimod lgnstigningerne tager af
if  not in contrastwages risingbEF reduce

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

BIn v2-clauses the particle occurs to the right of the subiiedhe so-calledNacherstposition
(Breindl, 2008).

0] Regeringen derimod prgveratfa  danskerneil  atarbejdemere(l)
governmenber in contrastries to makedanesbeEF PREPto work more



5 An HPSG Approach

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

(53) a. hvisPeterikke vinder
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 relationsKELS) which in turn are connected by means of labels giving
the functor-argument relationships holding between thevidual predicatesLiL
andARGn). Scopal relationships between the individual relatiomsiadicated by
so-calledgegconstraints équality modulo quantifiejsn the featureH_CoONS. 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 labetiwim turn has the
first label as an argument. Thus other scopal elements cavemie between two
elements, where the first outscopes the other (Copestake24@b) (p. 297). The
lexical entry for the complementizéwis (‘if’) is given below.

compl
HEAD [MOD <S>]

CAT
SYNSEM|LOC

SUBCAT<S[LOC | CONT|LTOP D

CONT| LTOP [2]
if _rel

RELS< LBL [2] >
ARG [3]

geq
H_CONS< HARG >

LARG

The complementizer selects its clause through the festupeeAT. The comple-
mentizer introduces the basic predicéteel and the conditional semantics takes
as its argument the subcategorized S or a quantifier outsgdpé subcategorized
S as guaranteed by tlyegconstraint inH_coNs. This is crucial in accouting for
preposed negative quantifier phrases. The entry for thetinaga given below.



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

CAT | HEAD | MOD<VP[L0C\ CONT|LTOP }>
SYNSEM|LOC

CONT|LTOP[2]

negrel
RELS< LBL [2] >

ARG [3]

geq
H_CONS< HARG [3] >
LARG

Consider next the construction for preposed negation.

[ HEAD
LOC| CAT | SPR ()
SYNSEM SUBCAT ()

<>}
SLASH ()

R
NONLOC| INHER|:

[HooK [

verumrel
RELS< LBL >
C_CONT ARG [4]

geq geq geq
H_CONS< HARG [5]|,| HARG [7]|,| HARG [4] >
LARG [6] | [LARG LARG

HEAD [1] compl

SYNSEM| LOC

CAT
SYNSEM| LOC SUBCAT<>
negrel

CONT[2] , o
RELS< LBL [6] >€B|Ist
NH-DTRS non.veridical ARG
RELS
ARG1[5]

LOC| CONT|KEY |LBL [8
NONLOC| INHER| SLASH<>

SYNSEMI9]

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



and it is constrained to be a non-veridical complementimécategorizing for the
third daughter (the clause). The second daughter is camstréo be negated (it
contains the negation relation as the first of its basic icela). This semantic
constraint ensures that not only the negaildee ('not’) but also negated quanti-
fier phrases can be preposed. The second daughter is thefftlergap associated
with the third daugher (theoc(al) value of the second daughter is structure-shared
with the sLAsH-value of the third daughter), ensuring that negative sedamuan-
tifier phrases are analyzed as complements of the verb. Ttieatnan for positing

a separate construction is given in the constructionalectrt_CONT). The con-
struction introduces the basierumrelation which has the proposition in its scope.
The scoping constraints in_CONS state that the complementizer mdopes the
negation, that the negation outscopesvibxeimrelation and that theerumrelation
outscopes the proposition. These constraints give tharsgoplationships shown
in (53b). The semantic representation for the whole coostm is constrained by
an independent semantics principle to be the union oRthes andH_coNsof the
daughters.

6 Conclusion

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