Phrasal negation: what it tellsusabout the syntax of universal quantifiers (OQPs) and N-words

In this talk | show that French argument N(egatiweyds personnenobody’, rien ‘nothing’, aucun

des NPnone of the NP’) and sentences involving an argotiQPs plugpas‘not’, must be

analyzed in the same way, i.e., as involving agdiraegation (vs. sentential negation). The argtmen
is based on an analysis developed by Doetjes 18%1oating Quantifiers (FQs) in French.

French allows FQs (1b) (Sportiche 1988). The sesi®in (1) are truth conditionally
equivalent and bothiQs quantify over the DIes filles | adopt Doetjes’ approach to FQ. Their
determiner-like properties are accounted for byiangythat FQs are adnominal Qs. Their domain of
quantification ispro in (2a). FQs bind the trace (ec) of the moved B8y guantify over (their nuclear
scope) (2b) and agreement between the QP and timeamises. Their syntactic scope is the whole VP
they merge with; in that respect only, they resengalverbials. | assume that FQs are XP-adjoined to
any position where it c-commands a member of itrch.e., the moved DP they quantify over. As in
Boskovic2004, FQs do not reconstruct, while non-FQs might.

Just like in (1), the three sentences in (3) haeesame truth-conditions and the position of
pasvaries. In Frenchpas‘not’ is a sentential operator, appearing sentenedially. | claim that
despite its sentence medial position, when it &aisrwith argumenilQPs just like in (4)pasonly
negates thelQP argument, not the event denoted by the prediaastirmulated in (5a) vs. (5b).
Syntactic and interpretive evidence shows thatelaion between theQP and the negative element
is very local: interpretatively, existential QPsinat intervene in between (4); syntactically maatdi
like presquealmost’ cannot be inserted in between, as ilatstl by the contrast in (6a,c) vs. (6b,d);
in (7a) sententigbaslicenses singular partitivile-NP objects (with non-specific readings), pasin
(7b-d) doesn’t. Finally with object relat&Ps,pasonly occupies sentence medial positions, just
like FQs (3b)/ (8): (9) shows that negation doesap@rate on the predicate, but that it quantifiesr
the object1QP. The unmarked reading is again (5a). Adoptingt[@e’ approach, | propose thss
in (3), (4), (6), (8), (9) behaves like floatemlis in that it merges with the XP théQP adjoins to, yet
operating on th&lQP only. | conclude thatasis interpreted as a phrasal negation operatingthee
OQPs, as in (10). Phragascannot move by itself, leaving in-situ the XP ibdifies. Before spell-
out, thenJQP andbasform a constituent, i.e., just like intrinscallyegative)-words.

N-words are taken to express sentential negatimo)\iing movement to SpecNegP for
checking purposes (Zanuttini 1991 vs. Giannakid2@2. Based on the same evidence as above, |
argue that N-words rather involve phrasal negasoope interaction, the non-licensing of partitive
deNP objects (11) are again pieces of evidence gaitigat direction. If N-words are inherently
negative, they can also be translated into twovedenmt logical formulae (12). | claim that French N
words are composed of QP (of the presuppositionsdus DPtype) scoping over a phrasal negative
operator & la Zanuttini 1991 vs. Déprez 1997, Mathieu 2002)c8ithe sequencegas-[/ O - pasin
(3) also combine aQP and a phrasal negative operator and are alwtgrpiieted as (5a)/(10), then
the logical conclusion is that within N-words theler of operators is reversed (13). Semanticaky th
negative part of N-words acts like phragas it does not take sentential scope, rather thateve
denoted by the predicate ends up being negatedessiibof negating one of its participants (Carbli
& Tovena 2003) (14).

Historically personnecomes from the Latin countable N#rsonarien ‘nothing’ fromres
‘thing’ andaucun‘none’ meant ‘someone’. Because the complexpg@Bonnes the negative version
of presuppositiondous DR | propose that it involves a presuppositional personaas its
restriction, which is bound by théQP, triggering 3p.sg default agreement (16a). duative
phrasal operator is adjoined to the left of therBtriction and operates on the méirsonathe Q-
variable relation betwedn andpersonais not blocked, since neg ahiare of different types : neg
doesn’t take a restriction (16Hersonnaesembles morut le mondeeverybody’ thartousDP :
both don’t have FQ counterparts (15). The presefea overt restriction withiIQPs allows FQ
structures. SincAucun DPshow overt FQ structures (17), | assimilate thettinéoFQ structures
discussed above (18) : the restriction cliticisedhe finite verb and the quantificational part i
obligatorily merged to an XP (Boskovic 2004, Dogt}®97). Under this approach, some N-words are
considered as involving FQ structurada Doetjes 1997. All N-words behave likiQPs of theous
DP type.
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a. Toutes les filles ont vu le Pére Noél
b Les filles ont utes vu le Pére Noél

(All.fem.pl) the girls fem.pl have (all.fem.plgs Santa Claus
. FQ{op tous[pp pra] b. [xr FQ [xp ... €G...]] (Doetjes 1997:202)
. Tous les enfants n'ont pas vule pére Noél [6>0];*0O0>4)

a
b. Les enfants n'ont  pas touslevpére Noél [6>0];*O0>4)
c

. Pas tous les enfants n'ont vu le perd Noé ([->0];*[0> 1)
(not) all the childrenehave (not) (all) see Santa Clauset all the children have seen S.C
. Tous les garcons n’ont pas vu une fille Ox(0>4);(O>[->0)])
All the boysne have not seen a (certain) girl
. Une fille n'a pas vu tous les garcons O(0>-) ; @>[->0)])
A (certain) girl nehas not seen all the boys
.= OX[C(X) —» S(X, sC)] bOXx [C(X) - =S(X, SC)]
Les enfants ont presque pas tous mangé modiies[pas toup
the children have (not) almost (not) all eate
. *Les enfants ont pas presque tous mangé
Presque pas tous les enfants ont mangé = mofjifisstoud
*Pas presque tous les enfants ont mangé
(not) almost (not) all the children have eaten

a. Juliette n’ a pas vu de cheval Qronly

J.  nehas not seen some patient

b * Tous les enfants n'ont pas vu de cheval

* Les enfants n’ ont pas tous vu de cheval
*Pas tous les enfants n’ ont vu de cheva
(not) (all) the childrene have (not) (all) seen a horse

a. Juliette n'a  pas chanté (*pas)toutes les chansons

Juliette ne has (not) sung (not) all the songs

b. Juliette ne les a pas toutes chantée

J. ne cl.pl. has not all sung

Juliette ' a pas chanté toutes les chanders®n groupe, ni toutes celles de PJ
Juliettenehas not sung all  the songs of hedpaNl all these of PJ

It is the case that it inot all the songs of her band and not / or aR#E songshat J. sang
pas... tous DP / tous DP ... pas Owustes] (Where square brackets indicate constituency)

??Personne / aucune des fillesa Iu petlee annonce

Nobody / none of the girls has read of ads
a. - [k [P(x) 0Q(X)] (Existential negation) . bix [P(x) -~ Q(x)] (Universal negation)

N-word [ (I =] =for all x, it is not the case that x
a. Personne (n) a mangé de chocolats. = zero people ate some chocolates
Nobodyne has eaten some chocolates

b. Jean (n') a regardé personne = John looked at zero people

Johme has looked at nobody
a. Tout le monde a mangé les sushis
Everybody  has eaten the sushis

b. *Le monde a tout mangé les sushis

the world has all eaten the sushis
a. personne [xe [oApersonng [pr persongd]  b. personne [xe [oeli 1[or—][oe persond]]]
a. Je n'a soulevé aucun des pianos
I nehas lifted none/none of the pianos

b. Je n'en ai soulevé aucun

| necl. have lifted none
a. aucune des filles [xp [graUCUNg [ppdes filleg]]

b. aucune des filles  [xp [od Ui [op 1] [or €N]]]]
C. en ... aucune [oren] ... [xe[orlillor—]t;]1]



