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1 Prelude

Both the Genitive of Negation (GN) and ni-phrases in Russan can
be licensed by clausemate negation. As is well known, GN is in
partialy overlapping dstribution with the structural acaisative and
nominative (cf. e.g. Babby 198Q Bailyn 1995 Pesetsky 1982; ni-
phrases are in complementary distribution with nibud -indefinites
(seePereltsvaig 2000Q.

(18 Ivan v/nicego/ *¢to-nibud  ne Znad.
Ivan NI-what what-nibud  not  know
Ivan daesn’'t know anything.

(1b) Ivan *nicego/ v ¢to-nibud  znad.
Ivan NI-what what-nibud  know
Ivan knows omething.

(1c) Feda ne skazdcto onv/¢to-nibud /*nicego znad ob  étom.
Fedjanot said thathe what-nibud  NI-whatknowsaboutthat
Fedja ddn't say that he knew anything abot that.

(28) lvan ne citad v zurnal/ v zurnala
Ivan not reals journalacc  journalgen
Ivan daesn’'t read the journal/a journal.

(2b) Ivan Citag v zurnal/ * zurnala.
Ivan reads journalacc  journagen
Ivan reads the journal/a journal.
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(2c) lvan ne skazd c¢to on citag v zurnal/ *zurnala
lvan not said that he reads journalacc journalcen
Ivan ddn't say that he reads the journal/a journal.

We will assume that GN is licensed only on underlying internal
arguments which get structuraly Case marked (for discusson
Babby 198Q Balyn 1995 1997 Borschev and Partee 1998
Brown 199%; Chvany 1975 Franks 1995 Mustajoki 1985
Mustgjoki and Heino 1991 Neidle 1988 Partee ad Borschev
200Q 2001 Pesetsky 1982among others).

Despite the similarities, GN and ni-phrases are not licensed in
exadly the same ewironments. Whereas negation in negated
yes/no questions licenses GN it does not license ni-phrases ((3a)
vs. (4a)). Similarly, negation in the cmplement of the verb ‘fea’
licenses GN but not ni-phrases ((3b) vs. (4b)). These asymmetries
are the cantral focus of this paper.

(38) vNe*O kupil [ Petr  zurnaa?
not/[] bought Q Petr journagen
Did(n't) Petr buy any journal?

(3b) VA bois kak by Petr ne narusil  eksperimenta
| fea how MODPetr not ruined experimentcen
| fear Petr might ruin the experiment.

(49) *Ne*0 znag |li nikto iz vas, kak éto deladsa?
not/[] know Q NI-who of you how this is-done
intended: Do(n’t) any of you know how to dothis?

(4b) *A boas kak by nikto ne opozdal.
| fea how MOD NI-who not was-late
intended: | fear that somebody might be late.

These fads have sometimes (Borovikoff 1997 Brown and
Franks 1995 1997 Brown 199%, b; Harves 2000 been taken to
indicae that a speda kind of negation, ‘expletive negation’ (EN)
is involved in cases like (3) and (4). EN is expletive in the sense
that it is formally negation (allowing it to license GN) void of
semantic content (hence the dsence of ni-phrase licensing). The
emerging theory has the following four components:



(51)) atheory of the triggers for EN, which explains the contrast
between (4) and (1a);

(5i) atheory of GN, which explains the contrast between (2a)
and (2¢);

(5iii) atheory of ni-phrases, which explains the contrast between
(13) and (1c);

(5iv) a theory which gives content to the notion of expletive
negation as opposed to smply negation to explain the
contrast between (4) and (3). For Brown and Franks 1995,
1997) EN is characterized by an inactive operator. For
Brown 1999a, b) it is characterized by the absence of a
negation feature.

A priori it is not obvious that (5ii) and (5iii) must be different,
but, as sections 3 and 4 of this paper will show, they are very
different. A priori it is not obvious either that two parts of the
theory need to be concerned with EN. The absence of (5iv) is the
null assumption.

The goa of this paper is to demonstrate that (5i)-(5iii) are
sufficient to explain the contrast between (4) and (3). Subtheory
(5iv) is not needed. In other words, EN is a descriptive term. It can
and should be eliminated from the theory. | will continue to use
EN throughout as a descriptive term.

The resulting theory is similar in spirit to the analysis proposed
in Brown and Franks (1995), though quite different in execution. |
will follow Progovac (1994) and claim that different complemen-
tizers are responsible for producing the observed patterns.

The structure of the paper is as follows. | will discuss the
needed subtheories in the order given above. Section 2 deals with
the triggers of EN. It is shown that a theory which assumes
negation in EN contexts to be real, but very high in the tree, is not
only compatible with the data, but superior to a theory which posits
a specia kind of negation.

Section 3 deals with the syntax of GN. It is demonstrated that
GN islicensed on-line and that the distribution of GN follows from
Relativized Minimality.



In sedion 4 the syntax of ni-phrases is discus=d. It is diown
that ni-phrases are licensed a LF, that they are universal
quantifiers and positive polarity items (PRS), and that the locdity
effeds observed with ni-phrases follow from genera restrictions
on QR (clausematenessy.

Sedion 5 shows how the differences between GN and licensing
of ni-phrases, illustrated above in (4) and (3), follow from these
asaumptions. Sedion 6 concludes the paper.

2. EN triggersand their properties

Following Espinal (1992, who discusses mainly Romance
languages, | will asume that EN-triggering is a property
asciated with C crosdinguisticaly (Cgy) — cf. dso Progovac
(1994. Compare (4b) and (6), which form a minimal pair. The
difference lies in the cmplementizer: kak by vs. ¢to. This indicates
that in Russan, like in Romance the complementizer is usually
involved in EN.

(6) v A bois ¢to nikto ne  opozdal.
I fea that NI-who not waslate.
| am afraid that nobody was | ate.

The @mplementizer seans to license EN. Suppose that
licensing requires a locd relation between the licensor and the
licensee Then, it is reasonable to assume that negation must be in
alocd relation with Cgy in EN contexts. Since the complementizer
is the highest heal of the dause, this puts negation exceptionally
high in the treein EN contexts. We will explore the posshility that
EN is smanticdly red negation positioned unusually high in the
tree Usualy, fronted negation in Russan can rewnstruct.
Reawnstruction is blocked in EN contexts, i.e. the locd relation
between Cgy and negation must obtain at LF. Thisis a (or possbly
the only) spedal property Cen.

We will now turn to some onstructions where EN has been
clamed to be involved. | will show that the present analysis is
fully compatible with the data and that the analysis can in fad gain
from the assumption that EN is norma, semanticdly adive
negation that is positioned very high in the tree Given that the



notion of a semanticadly void negation (EN) has little intuitive
apped, thisis a desirable move.

2.1  Questions and negation

One of the mntexts where EN occurs is in questions. Brown
(199%, b) clams that contraded negation in English questions is
EN on a par with Rusgan ((3a) and (4a)).

There is no straightforward semantic agument to show that
negation is void of semantics in questions. For example, a polar-
question acording to Hamblin (1973 denotes a set of two
propostions. [Q]={p, NOT p}. A negated polar-question denotesthe
same set. The asumption that negation in questions is expletive
does not explain why it can license NPIs that are not otherwise
licensed in questions.

The asumption that negation isred, but very highin the tree
on the other hand explains immediately why subjed NPIs are
grammeticd in negated wh-questions. On ared question reading
subjed NPIs are ungrammatica in positive wh-questions. Subjed
NPIsare dso ungrammaticd in negative dedaratives, presumably,
becaise the subjed is not in the scope of negation (for discusson
cf. Horn 1972 Lahiri 1998 Linebarger 1980among many others).
However, in negated wh-questions, subjed NPIs are licensed,
which is explained if negation is particularly high in these cases
and if it isred negation. (Examples (7) and (8) are discussed by
Han and Siegel 1996)

(7) v Who solved any of the problems?

(8) * Which problem did anybody solve?
(v ontheirrelevant rhetoricd realing)

9 * Anybody didn’'t solve the problem.

(100 v Which problem didn’t anybody solve?

Given that negation in questions is red, but very high in the
tree the paradoxicd interadion of modals with negation in
questions observed by Horn (1972 follows. The interesting fad is
that must in dedaratives opes above negation, but in negated
polar questions it scopes below negation. On the theory advocaed



here, negation must be in a locd relation with Cgy at LF, the scope
fadsfollow as a mnsequence

(1) Johnmustn't read thisbook. v must>- * = > must
(120 Johncan'tread thisbook. * can> - v o >can
(13) Mustn't Johnread thisbook? * must >-~ v = > must
(14) Can't Johnreal thisbook? * can> - v o >can

The asaumption that negation is red in questions then seams
well founded (cf. Han and Romero 2001 for an independent
argument that negation is red in questions, Buring and Gunlogsen
2000for discusson of negation in polar questions, and Abels 2000
for a rebuttal of Brown's argument involving English until. Abels
2000 develops the ideathat until might not be an NPI at all. This
possbility is raised in passng by Linebarger (19804 ft. 4).%)

2.2 ne...i(Borovikoff 1997
Borovikoff 1997 clams that negation in ne...i contexts is
expletive negation. The daim is based on the fad that ni-words are
not licensed in this environment.

(15) (Borovikoff 199780 ex. 31)
On ne pisal pismo /Cego-to  /*niCego | minuty.
he  notwrote letter something *nothing even minute
Hedidn't write a letter/something/nathing even for a minute.

(16) (Borovikoff 1997.72 ex. 12)
A ne hoCu cCitat’ | odnoj stat’i
| not want read even one articlegen
| don't want to read even ore article.

Clealy, negation is smanticaly present in both examples. |
suggest that the fad that example (15) with nicego is unacceptable
stem from the fad that ‘writing for a while presupposes the

1 A posdble strategy for deding with cases discussed in Espina (1992) where
negation is optionally present is to show that the relevant CP is a disguised indirect
question where the presence or absence of negation doesn’'t make atruth-conditi onal
difference



existence of an objed written. The eistence of this objed is
denied in the relevant example, which leals to a presupposition
failure. This makes the example ungrammeticd.

2.3  poka...ne(Brown 199%)
Another environment which is analyzed as an EN environment by
Brown 199%) isthe poka ... ne—"‘until’ construction.

(17 vA z2du ego poka on ne proCitaet  knig.
I wait you unti you not read books
I wait for you urtil youwill havefinished the bodk.

(18) *A 7du tebA poka ty nidego ne  progital.
|  wait you until you NI-what not rea

Negation can be nstrued as red if we give poka the
semantics of while: | will wait for you while you have not finished
the book yet. No argument is given by Brown why poka should not
be mnstrued in this way.

24  kak by and ctoby

A particularly interesting context in which EN occurs is under the
verb boit’sa — ‘fea’ when it takes the cmplementizers kak by or
ctoby.? When this verb takes these mmplementizars the
complement appeas morphologicdly in the past tense, basicdly a
form of subjunctive. Boit’sda can adso appea with the
complementizer cto; in this case the @mplement is in the
indicative and negation behaves like standard negation (3b).

(4b) *A boas kak/¢to by nikto ne  opozdal.
| fea how/that MOD NI-whonot waslate

(3b) vA bois kak/cto by  Petrne narusil  eksperimenta.
| fea how/that MOD Petr notruined  experimentcey
| fear Petr might ruin the experiment.

6) VA bois ¢to nikto ne  opozdal.

2 Apparently not all dialeds allow both options. | will discussmainly ctoby in the
text. A thorough discusson of kak by will have to await a different occasion.



I fea that NI-who not waslate.
| am afraid that nobod/ was | ate.

Negation is clealy not devoid of meaning in these @ntext.
Note that the complementizer ctoby is used in the overwhelming
majority of cases with verbs of wishing or commanding and to
introduce unseleded pupose dauses. It is plausible then to say
that the complementizer itself has a semantic contribution to make
(unlike the complementizer ¢to — ‘that’ which is neutral): It can be
seen to express a predicate like ‘want’. We can express this, by
endowing ctoby with an abstrad argument, which is controlled by
the subjed of the dause in which the ctoby-clause is embedded.
The oontroller has the property that it wishes the mntent of the
ctoby clause to be true (modulo matrix negation). It is this
component of the meaning of ctoby that is negated in EN contexts,
i.e. with the verb ‘to fea’. The ntroller here does not wish the
content to come true. This assumption immediately explains why
negation is obligatorily present, since otherwise there would be a
clash between the meaning of the verb boit’sa — ‘fea’ and the
meaning of the embedded clause plus complementizer. Similar
remarks apply to kak by.>

We can conclude from the discusson in the previous
subsedions that negation in EN contexts is very high in the treg
that the aguments to show that EN is smanticdly void are not
convincing, and that the analysis can in fad benefit from the
analysis of EN as red negation, for example in the cae of NPI
licensing in questions in English or in explaining why negation is
obligatory in the mntext of boit’sa kak by/ctoby.

% In this context it might be interesting to recal that acording to Espinal 1992 the
occurrenceof EN under verbs of fea or doubt is quite ommon. Thismight betied to the
inherent semantics of the subjunctive employed in the complements of these verbs.

A proper compasitional analysis of these fads must wait for alater occasion.

Note that advocaes of the EN hypathesis have to invoke aseledional requirement
here. Such aseledional requirement is, of course, able to cgpture thefads, but it fail sto
explain why negation is present here obli gatorily and why it appeasto be expletive. The
present approach explains both.



Tedhnicdly, we implement this by giving the complementizer
Cen the property of attrading negation and preventing it from
reconstructing. Negation and Cgy enter into alocd relation at LF.

3. GN

31 Timing

Since the distribution of GN is restricted to certain ‘licensing’
environments, we can ask the question at which point in the
derivation GN is formally licensed. | will asume that GN is
licensed either in situ via AGREE (Chomsky 1999 2000 or by
SpedHead agreement with a structural Case asgner: von. The
distinction is not important, so | will not try to dedde.

The timing of the operation is important, however. It is well
known that licensing of GN feals movement. For example subjeds
in the passve can occur marked GN and objeds in the genitive can
be topicdized.

Example (19) from Partee ad Borschev (2001) makes a
stronger point. It shows that GN is licensed on-line and that NP
marked GN are not reanstructed to their Case positionsat LF. The
NP in the genitive is not in its Case licensing position at LF, since
the NP is forced to be outside the scope of negation. This is D,
since nibud -indefinites are never interpreted in the scope of
clausemate negation (Pereltsvaig 2000Q.

(19) vMozet byt’, oni ego-nibud ne nasli.
May be they somethingey(non-spedfic) not found
Maybe there is omething theydidn't find.

(20) vMozet byt’, oni ego-nibud ne citali.
May be, they somethingey (non-spedfic) not real
Maybe there is omething theydidn't read.

We can conclude that GN (just like cae in general) is not
licensed at LF, but online. This conclusion (consonant with that of
Borshev and Parteg this volume) contradicts the long standing
view that GN is always interpreted in the scope of negation.

3.2  Locality



Following work by Franks (1995 and Neidle (1988, | will assume
the following generalization concerning the locdity of licensing.
GN is licensed with clausemate negation (22); it is licensed in the
complement of subjed control verbs (23) and (24); it is not
licensed long dstance in finite dauses (25 and not in the
complements of objed control verbs (26).

To acount for this, | will asume a version of Relativized
Minimality (Rizz 1990 which says that an item of classa can be
related to another element of the same dass only if no item of that
same dassa isintervening.*

(21) Relativized Minimality (Rizz 1999 Chomsky 1995
* a a a
v

v a B a

GN interads with Siructural Case assgnment. This can be seen
in the acwsative-genitive dternation in example (2a), but aso in
the nominative-genitive dternations observed in corresponding
passve sentences. This aternation suggests that GN is gructural
Case.

Following Brown and Franks (1995 | assume that negation
does not diredly license GN. Rather, | will assume that negation
licenses a speaa kind of v (or Agr) if locdity is respeded. v is
responsible for structural Case asggnment to the underlying dred
objed. There ae two kinds of v, Vacc and ven.”

For concreteness let’s asaume that vey has an uninterpretable
[neg] fedure which reals to be dhedked under AGREE (Chomsky
1999 2000 with regation.® ” Structural Case asgners (Ven, Vace,
Tnowm) are interveners for the licensing of vgy.

“Intervention is, of course, understood as c-command. Starke (2001) giveslucid and
enlightening discusson of the logic underlying Relativized Minimality.

® Crucially, | will assuimethat thereisno corresponding alternation between atense
hea Tnowm and Teen.

¢ Alternatively we can view the relevant syntadic relation as sledion if seledion
can be & adistance & argued in Collins 1999

10



The generdizaion concerning the distribution of GN given
above now follows from Relativized Minimality. Example (22)
shows how GN is licensed on clausemate negation, (23) and (24)
show the same for subjed control verbs® °. Example (25) with a
finite embedded clause and (26) with an objed control verb are
ruled out under current assumptions because in both cases a
structural Case assgner intervenes.'

" The present acount is compatible with the view that adjuncts can host GN as
defended in Borovikoff 1997 against Franks and Dziwirek 1993

8 The awumption uncerlying (23) isthat PRO does not recéve structural caseor is
absent (seeBabby 1998 Chierchia1984 Comrie 1974 Kazenin 200Q Laurengot 1997).

® The asumption uncerlying (24) is that Dative is not structural (cf. Fowler 1996
whereit is hown that dative never entersinto adive/passve dternations).

1% For more discussion of the locdity of GN cf. Abels 2001 Miyoshi (thisvolume)
and Harves (this volume) pursue theories of the locdity of GN that do not rely on
Relativized Minimality, but are based on a phase based approach to cyclic computation.

™ The following example is problematic for the gproach advocated here.

@) (Brown and Franks 1997:146)
v/ A ne zastavlall ego resat  takih  zadat.
| NEG force himacc to-solve suchgy problemsgy
| dont force himto solve such problems.

The mmplement of zastavljat’ is particularly transparent for anumber of processes
not only GN licensing (cf. Kazenin 2000from which (ii) is taken). Unexpeded long
distance ayreement of odin with the acaisative objed in the matrix clauseisalso passhle
with zastavljat’. The two fads would appea to be related.

(i) A zastavil lvana  paiti tuda odnogd ?7dnomu.
| forced Ivan go there aloneacd aonepat
| forced imto gothere alone.

(iii) A ugovoril  Petra pati tuda ?0dnogd v odnomu
| persuaded Peter go there alonea.d aonepy
| persuaded Peter to gothere alone.

11



/O
(22=2a) V/Ivan ne [ Ven[vp Citad  zurnald]

Ivan not reads journalcen
Ivan daesn’'t read the journal/a journal.
©
(23) v/Natasa ne V[-cASE] hotda VGN citat’ knlg
Natasa not wanted read-ne bOOKSGN L

Natasha ddn't read ary bodks.
©

(24 VA ne poobesala Natade vy citat’  knig
| NEG promised Ndat to-red bOOkGN_pL
| didnt promise Natashato read ary bodks.

®
(25=2c) *Ivan nev skazd c¢to [tp on Tnom Von Citad zurnald
Ivan not sad that he reals journalcen

Ivan dd# at hereadsthe journal/a journal.
®

(26) * Anevacc ugovorila  Natadu vgy Citat’  knig
I not persuaded Nacc to-read booksgn

Two important conclusions emerge from the discusson so far.
GN is licensed on-line, not at LF. The locdity of GN follows from
Relativized Minimality.

4. ni-phrases

4.1 Timing

We will assume that ni-phrases are morphologicdly licensed in the
spedfier position of a particular projedion XP (PolP, P, or NegP
— terminology is irrelevant) if that projedion hosts negation (cf.
also Harves 1998 Brown 199% among others). On this view ni
has two functions: formally it requires the phrase it is attached to,
to enter into a SpecHea relation with negation; semanticdly, ni

12



introduces quantificational force'? The forma requirement is
similar to Case dhedking under Spec-Heal agreament.

That is, in order to be licensed, ni-phrases must be just outside
the scope of negation! They are PR (contra Progovac 1994 Brown
199%, Pereltsvaig 2000 among others). Russan ni-phrases thus
contrast crucialy with English any, which must be analyzed as an
existential quantifier (Carlson 1981). | will trea ni-phrases as
universal quantifiers.'®

The question is when ni-phrases are licensed in the derivation.
The smple aswer is that they are licensed at LF. This follows
from examples (27) and (28), which indicate that no operator can
scope between negation and the ni-phrase. Thus, the ni-phrase in
(27) must scope @ove the intentional operator zapretit’, and in

12 As 1 will argue below ni-phrases are universals. The wh-morphemesthey typically
attach to are existentials. We can make sense of this, if the wh-words that ni attaches to
are treaed as Heimian (Heim 1982 indefinites introducing a variable which is then
boundand guantified over by ni.

3 This choiceislargely aesthetic. Aswe will show in amoment, ni-phrases haveto
occur scopewise in the immediate vicinity of negation whether they are interpreted as
universalsor asexistentials. A theory which treas ni-phrases as existentiasisequivaent,
except that scope no longer maps nealy onto c-command in terms of first branching node
([Epstein, 1999 #1205 Epstein, 1998 #120§. If we cmplicae the definition of
syntadic scope to be roughly equivalent to m-command, then the present theory is
compatible with treaing ni-phrases as existentials.

The generdlization concerning the distribution of ni-phrases readed here is, of
course, reminiscent of Linebarger's (1980 Immediate Scope Constraint on NPI.

Ni-phrases can occur in existential sentences even though universals, along with
other strong quantifiers, are usually barred in these contexts (Roumyana Pancheva, p.c.;
Blaszcak 2001). The same agument has been used to establish that English any is an
existential (cf. Horn 1972 Ladusaw 1980 among ahers). Linebarger, reviewing this
argument, doesn’t consider it particularly strong sinceit is an argument that comesonly
from distribution. But the dfed that yields the distribution, the indefiniteness effed,
remainsill -understood and still awaits and explanation.

Blaszcak (2001) adduces further arguments to establi sh that the Poli sh equivalents
of ni-phrases are eistentials. The aguments are too involved to be aldressd in this
footnote.

13



(28) below it (cf. Babyonyshev, Ganger, Pesetsky and Wexler
2001 for arelated point).**

(27) A nigego ne zepreti emu &itat’.
I NI-what not forbade him real.
v Thereisnothingthat | forbade himto read.
= For evey X it isnot the asethat | forbade himto read x.
* | didn't forbid his reading eveything.
(* | didn't forbid his reading something.)™

(28) A zapretil emu nicego  ne gitat”.
| forbade him NI-what not read
v | forbade him nat to read arything
= | forbade that the following ke true: for all thingsx, he
doesn't read x.
* For all thingsx, | forbade him not to read x.
(* Thereisa thingx such that | forbade himnat to read x.)

We mnclude that ni-phrases must undergo (overt or covert)
phrasal movement to Spec XP. Fedure movement or AGREE
would not give the desired result, since they are semanticdly
vaauous (cf. Dikken 1995. Furthermore, ni-phrases are universal
quantifiers and PH. They are morphologicdly licensed at LF,
where they occur in a SpedHeal relation with negation.

4.2  Locality

Locdity for Nl-phrases can now be unified with the well-
known observation that universal quantifiers generally do not
scope outside their minimal finite dause (cf. example (1c) and
(27)). In particular, universal quantifiers do not move into the CP
domain. Otherwise CP could be used as an escgpe hatch for
successve g/clic movement.

“Thisisclealy an LF condition, since ni-phraseswith lexicd headscan remainin
situ at Spell Out (as Ora Matushansky, p.c. points out).

> Therealingsin parenthesis are expedted if we trea ni-phrases as existentialsand
allow other operators to scope between negation and the ni-phrase.

14



Two important conclusions emerge from the brief discusson in
these two sedions. ni-phrases are licensed at LF; the locdity
conditions on ther licensng and construal follows the
clausematenesscondition observed with otherstandard of QR.

5. Deriving the effects of EN: The asymmetry between ni-
phrasesand GN

We aenow in apasition to derive the diff erences between GN-licensing

and ni-phrase licensing. Let’slook at the derivation for sentence (3a),

repeaed here for convenience.

(38) v'Ne kupil li Petr  zurnaa?
not bought Q Petr journagen
Didn't Peter buy any journal?

Example (29) represents a stage in the derivation at which both
GN is licensed and Relativized Minimality is observed. On the
view advocaed here, that GN is licensed on-line, the existence of
this derivational stage is enough to license GN.

7O TN

(29)  NEG [pSubjed ven[veV Objedce]

There is, of course, a later point in the derivation at which
Relativized Minimality is no longer observed. This derivational
stage is exemplified in (30). This is irrelevant for the derivational
view, however.

®

(30) NEG+C ... [|p SUbJed: TNOM tNEG [VPSH'bJ'eG Ven [VPV
Objedgen]

The asumption that GN is licensed on-line is enough to make
surethat GN islicensed in EN contexts.

A totally different situation holds with resped to ni-phrases.
We mncluded above that ni-phrases are in a SpedHeal relation
with negation at LF and that their movement is clause bound. Let’s
interpret that to mean that they can rever escgpe atensed IP.
Recdl also that in sedion 2 we ncluded that Cgy attrads
negation and preventsit from reanstructing.

15



Now consider the derivation of an example involving EN. Even
if there is a stage in the derivation roughly like (31), where the ni-
phrase is in the relevant configuration with resped to negation, this
configuration will be destroyed at LF (32).

(3)  [xp[npNI-..] NEG ...]]
(32) NEG+CEN... [xp[N|pN|-...] tNEG[ ]]

Negation must move to Cgy and cannot renstruct. The ni-
phrase cainot follow negation, since its movements are bounded
by the finite IP. Hence ni-phrases are not licensed in EN
environments.

The asymmetries between licensing of GN and ni-phrases
follow from the locdity and timing of the relevant licensing
conditions.

The theories of locdity and timing are needed independently
(5ii and 5iii). The theory of triggering environments for EN is also
needed independently (5i). Once these three subtheories have been
stated with sufficient care and predsion, there is no more neal for
a speda theory giving content to the notion expletive negation
(5iv).

6. Conclusion

In this paper we have investigated some aymmetries in the
distribution of GN and ni-phrases in Russan. The paradigms have
previously been discussed under the heading of expletive negation.

The notion that negation might be expletive, i.e. void of
semantic content, is intuitively not appeding. A number of
paradigms were discussed, which alegedly involve EN. It was
shown that negation is by no means smanticdly empty in the
relevant contexts. Crucialy, it was demonstrated that negation is
unusually highin the treein EN contexts (10).

It has been shown that GN is licensed on-line (19) and that its
locdlity conditions reduce to the normal locdlity for structural Case
assgnment (SpedHeal) and to Relativized Minimality for the
licensing of the ad¢ual morphologicd Case and the licensing of the
Case asdgner (Ven) respedively (sedion 3.2).
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It was demonstrated that ni-phrases are licensed in a SpedHeal
configuration with regation at LF (sedion 4.1) and that their
movements are constrained by the usual constraints on QR, i.e. no
finite IP can be aossd (sedion 4.2).

These ae in and of themselves important results. They show
that these dusive agpeds of Rusgan syntax can be unified with
well known properties of other languages. In this resped the
locdlity results from sedions 3.2 and 4.2 are particularly important.

In sedion 5 it was gown that the asymmetries in the
distribution of GN and ni-phrases follows diredly. This entails that
the unterintuitive assumption acwording to which regation can
be expletive, i.e. semanticdly empty, is not necessary for Russan.

A detailed study of al the environments in which EN occurs
was, unfortunately, beyond the scope of this paper. | leave this task
for further reseach. It also remains to be seen whether the results
of this paper generalize to EN in other languages as discussd in
Espinal 1992.
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