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INTRODUCTION.

The study of quantification has played a crucial role in our understanding of the syntaxsemantics interface and the architecture of grammar (see, among others, seminal work by May 1985, Beghelli and[START_REF] Beghelli | Distributivity and negation: The syntax of each and every[END_REF]. In this paper we focus on some sequences formed by Negation and a Quantier Phrase, which are usually characterized as involving Constituent Negation, and investigate the syntactic and semantic structure that underlies these sequences. The Spanish example in [START_REF] Sánchez-López | La negación[END_REF] illustrates the type of sequence under analysis.

(1) No todo el mundo está contento Neg all the world is happy "Not everyone is happy"

We will show that there are different structures underlying Negation + QP sequences and that languages vary regarding which one(s) they choose. In this work, we will focus on two of these strategies, which can be briefly described as follows.

i. The Direct Merge strategy. Negation merges directly with the QP. As we will show, this strategy is not universally available, and it seems to be unattested in many languages, like Basque. Further, on the basis of Spanish, we will see that (at least in this language) this strategy is restricted to a limited set of Qs.

(2) [ QP NO [ …Q… ] ]

ii. The Association with Focus strategy. Negation and the QP are born separatedly. They surface together due to the movement of the QP to the specifier of a FocP which is close to a NegP located in a high position of the left periphery. We will refer to some of these cases as illusory Constituent Negation.

(

) [ NegP NO [ FOCP QP Foc o [ TP QP ] ] ] 3 
We view association with focus as a universally available strategy to construct narrow or subclausal scope for negation. Illusory constituent negation emerges as an effect of focus fronting to the left periphery. It thus depends on the presence of focus fronting in the relevant languages. We give evidence that sequences of Neg+QP may arise even in languages that can be independently argued not to have true constituent negation of the (2) type. In those cases, it can be shown that Neg+QP sequences have been formed by focus fronting the QP to a position linearly adjacent to negation. We will illustrate this fact with evidence from Basque in section 5.

Our hypothesis that both (2) and (3) are necessary to account for the syntactic behavior of Neg+QP sequences goes against much of the literature on constituent negation, which takes either (2) (or a variant of (2)) or (3) to be the only available strategy. Thus, (3) is reminiscent of [START_REF] Lasnik | Analyses of Negation in English[END_REF] treatment of constituent negation in English as being external to the QP and located in a pre-sentential S position. [START_REF] Collins | Classical Neg-Raising[END_REF] and [START_REF] Collins | The Distribution of Negated Quantifier Phrases in English[END_REF][START_REF] Collins | Outer negation of Universal Quantifier Phrases[END_REF] argue in favor of (2) as the proper analysis of Neg+QP sequences in English. We will argue that these proposals are insufficient to capture the properties of Neg+QP sequences in Spanish, and show that the two structures in (2) and ( 3) are necessary to capture the behavior of the sequences under analysis in this language. Further, we will show that the limited cases of Neg+QP found in Basque can only be accounted for under the strategy described in (3). For limitations of space, our discussion is based mainly on Spanish and Basque. 2

DISENTANGLING THE STRUCTURES UNDERLYING Neg+QP

The Direct Correspondence Approach: Direct Merge [Neg+QP ]

In Spanish, a wide range of quantifiers can be immediately preceded by Neg giving rise to Neg+QP sequences. Among these quantifiers, we find:

(4) Evaluative existential quantifiers, like muchos "many" and pocos "few".

a. No muchos b. No pocos "not many"

"not few"

(5) Degree quantifiers, like demasiado/-a(s) "too many/much", and comparatives of degree, like más/menos de "more than/less than".

a. No demasiados niños b. No más/menos de "not too many children"

"not more/less than" (6) Universal quantifiers, like todos "all", todo el mundo "all the world/everyone").

a. No todos /todo el mundo "not all"/"not everyone" Given that Neg+QP sequences seem to be widely available in Spanish, it would then be tempting to assume that a "constituent negation" analysis may be unproblematically extended to all the attested cases. This is the view defended by what we will refer to as the Direct Correspondence (or Direct Merge) Approach to Neg+QP sequences. Under this approach negation is from the beginning part of the constituent where the QP/DP is contained. Two different underlying structures have been explored within the Direct Correspondence Approach, roughly represented in (7), which we adapt from [START_REF] Collins | The Distribution of Negated Quantifier Phrases in English[END_REF] (see related discussion in fn.8). In (7a) Negation 2 Some (Romance) Languages exhibit a third strategy, which we call the Mixed strategy, roughly illustrated in (i),

where the QP has a [Focus] and a [Neg] feature and has to move to the specifier of a sentential FocP (for ease of exposition, in (i) we represent the copy of the moved element with a trace)

(i) [ FOCP [ NegP/QP NO [ FOCP Foc o [ QP] ]] i Foc o [ TP t i ] ] ]
For limitations of space, we leave the discussion of this third strategy aside. The reader is referred to Etxepare & Uribe-Etxebarria (2021a,b) for related discussion.

forms a constituent with the QP/DP it combines; this structure is usually referred to as the outer negation analysis of constituent negation. In the second case negation merges directly with the Det/Q it modifies, and this complex term merges in turn with the NP; this is known as the inner negation configuration of constituent negation (for recent discussion of both structures, see Collins 2020 and references therein).

(7) Direct Correspondence Approach:

a. Outer Negation:  QP NO  QP … Q…  b. Inner Negation:  NP/DP NO Q NP/DP 
In this work, we will not focus on the internal structure of these sequences. Rather, for reasons of space, our interest will be simply to determine whether the Neg+QP sequences under analysis constitute true cases of constituent negation, where the negative marker merges directly with the Q/QP and forms a unit with it (the Direct Merge/Correspondence strategy), or whether they are illusory cases of constituent negation, involving the Association with Focus strategy illustrated in (3) above.

The Direct Correspondence Approach is the view defended by many authors, who suggest a unified treatment of sequences involving Negation + QP/NP (cf. a.o. Sánchez López 1999, [START_REF] Kim | Negation without head movement[END_REF][START_REF] Collins | Classical Neg-Raising[END_REF]Collins, 2016[START_REF] Collins | The Distribution of Negated Quantifier Phrases in English[END_REF].

However, as we will show next, if we (minimally) complexify the relevant sequences of negation and QP by adding a preposition (P), the Direct Correspondence Approach gives rise to a number of structural paradoxes, which we discuss in the next subsections.

A syntactic paradox

When we add a Preposition (P) to sequences involving Negation and a QP, there are two possible relative orders between Neg and the P available in Spanish: in the first case, Negation precedes the preposition and the QP (8i); in the second case (8b), the preposition precedes Negation, which surfaces sandwiched between P and the QP:3 (i). .. te parecerán un poco banales, pero me di cuenta, hablando con familiares y amigos, CLDat seem.3.p.pl. a bit trivial, but CL realized.1.p.sg., speaking with family members and friends a. que para no todo el mundo es tan fácil como parece. coursefinders.com › blog › espanol-10-tips-para-organi... that for not all the world is as easy as looks b. que no para todo el mundo es tan fácil como parece. that for not all the world is as easy as looks "They might look a bit trivial to you, but I realized speaking with family members and friends that not for everybody it is as easy as it looks".

Note also that although the preposition a is sometimes amenable to an analysis as a case marker, this cannot be extended to all instances involving a, as in the case of predicates like conducir/ir a 25 km por hora (lit: "to drive/go at 25 km p.h."). We will leave aside the question which are the prepositions that can be involved in The relative order in which negation precedes P seems to be available to all the quantifiers that can combine with negation.4 

(9) Muchos/-as ("many") a.… Sabemos que no a muchos les gusta ir al dentista know 1.p.pl that neg to many CL DAT.3.p.pl like 3.p.sg. go.inf to-the dentist "We know that not many people like going to the dentist" b. Esa compañía puede presumir de un hito conseguido no por muchas otras empresas That company can boast of a milestone achieved neg by many other companies "That company can boast of a milestone achieved not by many other companies" (10) Pocos/-as ("few") a. En una época en que no a pocas les costó la vida at a time in which neg to few CL DAT.3.ppl cost PAST.3.SG. the life "At a time where it cost the life of many of them" [lit. " At a time where not to few, it cost them their life] https://padronel.blog/2009/11/25/otros-los-cuentos-y-las-brujas-estela-hernndez-rodrguez/ b. Este loable empeño ha estado jalonado no de pocas d i fi c u l t a d e s

This laudable attempt has been full neg of few difficulties "This laudable attempt has been full of many difficulties" guía del portador de válvulas cardíacas -Somos Pacientes, https://www.somospacientes.com › 2013/01 › GU.

(11) Más/menos de ("more/less than") Patinetes eléctricos: No a más de 25 kilómetros por hora, Scooters electric: Neg to more than 25 km per hour fuera de aceras y solo una persona. Off side walks and only one person "Electric scooters: not to more than 25km/h, off the sidewalks and only one person" this strategy or why they do so, and will simply use the existence of this strategy to test whether the Neg+QP sequences involve true or illusory constituent negation.

(12) Todo el mundo (lit: "all the world" ="everyone") No a cualquiera hubiera enviado el Superior a hablar con el joven neg to anyone would.have sent the superior to speak.inf with the young "The headmaster wouldn't have sent just anyone to speak to the young man." (16) Cada NP ("any NP") Si bien no a cada uno le resulta fácil establecerse… if well neg to each one CL. DAT.3.SG turn.out 3.SG easy establish.inf.refl to "Even if not everyone finds it easy to set out…"

Prep/CM + NEG + QP

However, the word order where Neg follows the P does not seem to be available to all quantifiers. This word order is possible for the following quantifiers.

(17) Muchos/-as ("many") a. Sé que a no muchos les importa, pero hoy termina #Homeland know 1.sg that to neg many CL DAT.3.PL matter 3.p.sg. , but today end 3.sg. Homeland "I know that not many people worry about this, but Homeland ends today" https://twitter.com/_filmico/status/1254571505289224192 b. Está es una tarea que a no muchos les va a gustar pero que tienes que hacer This is a task that to neg many CL Dat.3.p.pl is going-to.like but that have 2.p.sg. to do "This is a task that neg many (people) will like, but that you have to perform" https://es.linkedin.com/pulse/5-cosas-que-debe-saber-todo-emprendedor-fernando-avil%C3%A9s-molina c.

Hawkers puede presumir de un hito conseguido por no muchas otras empresas: Hawkers can boast of a milestone achieved by neg many other companies "Hawkers can boast of a milestone achieved by not many other companies" https://www.diaridetarragona.com/trending/El-Hormiguero-y-Pablo-Motos-nos-dan-a-conocer-a-Hawkers-cuyo-presidente-es-Alejandro-Betancourt-20190521-0019.html (18) Pocos/-as ("few") a.

Este Los patinetes, fuera de las aceras y a no más de 25 km/h . The scooters, off of the sidewalks and to neg more than 25km/h. "Scooters, off the sidewalks and to not more than 25km/h". The sequence P+Neg+QP is also possible for (some but not all) speakers when the quantifier involved is todos/-as ("all"), todo el mundo (lit: "all the world" ="everyone") and cualquier/-a + NP ("any" + NP).

(20) Todos/-as ("all") a. Es un evento que a no todos les parece claro is an event that to neg all CL.dat.pl seems clear "It is an event that not everyone considers (to be) clear." [From CREA, IX/2015] b. En no todos los hoteles se duerme bien Neg in all the hotels CL sleep. 3.P.SG. well "Not in all hotels can you sleep well" (21) Todo el mundo (lit: "all the world" ="everyone") Supongo que a no todo el mundo le gusta el menú de hoy Guess 1.P.SG. that to neg all the world CL DAT.3.SG. like 3.SG. the menu of today "I guess that not everybody likes today's menu" (22) Cualquier/-a ("anyone") a.

Con el tiempo aprendí que a no cualquiera se le llama amigo With the time, learnt.I that to neg anyone cl.IMP cl.dat calls friend "As time went by, I learnt that you cannot call just anybody a friend." (https://twitter.com/.../status/309346974564495360) b.

Una noche cualquiera, con no cualquier compañía One night any, with neg just any company "Any given night, with not just any company" https://tienda.nirvino.cl/chono-vino/ However, there are some quantifiers that do not admit such a configuration. More specifically, we have not found a single instance either in internet or elsewhere of sequences like a no cada NP ("to not each one"), or a no todo dios ("to not everyone"). These examples would have looked as follows.

(23) Todo dios (all god = everyone) * A no todo dios le gusta eso to net every god cl.dat likes that "Not everyone likes that.

(24) Cada NP (each NP) * A no cada estudiante le gusta eso to neg each student cl.dat likes that "Not each student likes that."

Interim summary: a Paradox

Summarizing the discussion in the previous sections. In sequences involving Negation, a QP and a Preposition (P) two different word orders are possible: a) Neg + P + QP, and b) P + Neg + QP. While the first word order -where Neg precedes both the Preposition and the QP-, is available with all sort of QPs that can combine with negation, the second word order -where Neg first combines with the QP-, is not possible for some Qs, like todo dios ('every god'= 'everyone') or cada ('each'). Table 1 andTable 2 summarize these results; the QPs that are not allowed in the combination in the word order combination in Table 2 are given in the lowest two dark cells. Shades of grey also indicate the relative easiness in which the sequences are accepted by Spanish speakers. Scalar quantifiers are the ones that are unanimously accepted in Neg+QP sequences (see [START_REF] Etxepare | Context Sensitive Aspects of Constituent Negation[END_REF]. A way to interpret these results would be as follows: since the structure that corresponds to the illicit combination is that in (25), where Neg directly merges with the QP, we could hypothesize that the reason why ( 25) is illformed is because Neg cannot directly merge with these two QPs (QP CADA+ NP and QP TODO DIOS ). We represent the illicit part of the structure within a dark grey box.

(25) *  PP Prep  QP NO  QP TODO DIOS / CADA + NP   
But if this conclusion is correct, it immediately raises a question regarding the syntax of grammatical Neg+QP sequences in examples like ( 14) and ( 16) above, or (26a-b) below, which are well formed despite the fact that they seem to also involve direct merge of Neg and these two QPs (QP CADA+ NP and QP TODO DIOS ), a combination that we have just hypothesize is not licit. The paradox calls into question the two alternative representations involved in the Direct Correspondence approach. If (7a,b), repeated here, are the only two possible structural options for sequences of Neg+QP, why should the presence of a higher preposition be relevant to their grammaticality?

(7) a.  QP NO  QP … Q…  b.  NP/DP NO Q NP/DP
How can we get out of this paradox? Our answer is that, in addition to the Direct Merge approach represented in (2) and ( 7), we need a second alternative underlying structure, the Association with Focus strategy (or Indirect Correspondence Approach), to account for some of the sequences involving Neg+QP in Spanish. Our analysis is based on the following two assumptions: i) First, we will keep to our hypothesis that the gap in the paradigm in Table 2 comes from the fact that Negation cannot directly combine with certain QPs like QP CADA+ NP and QP TODO DIOS .5 

ii) Second, we will argue that the reason why examples like ( 14) and ( 16) (where negation precedes the Preposition and the QP), and ( 26) (where Neg directly precedes the QP), are grammatical is because Neg and the QP have not merged directly; rather, Neg and the QP start as independent units and only come together as a result of movement of the QP to the vicinity of a high ("clause external") Negation in the left periphery, roughly as in (27=3). This structural option is open to all QPs that may undergo fronting.

(27=3) [ NegP NO [ FOCP QP Foc o [ TP QP ] ] ]
In the next two sections we provide detailed evidence that both strategies are necessary to account for the behavior of Neg+QP sequences in Spanish. We will also discuss how our hypothesis compares with previous analyses of constituent negation in English, in particular [START_REF] Lasnik | Analyses of Negation in English[END_REF] and [START_REF] Collins | Classical Neg-Raising[END_REF] and [START_REF] Collins | The Distribution of Negated Quantifier Phrases in English[END_REF]. We conclude that a proper analysis of Neg+QP sequences in Spanish requires some of the basic features of both approaches.

TWO DIFFERENT STRUCTURES FOR NEG+QP SEQUENCES IN SPANISH

Word Order Asymmetries at the clausal level.

As noted originally by [START_REF] Lasnik | Analyses of Negation in English[END_REF] and [START_REF] Postal | On Raising[END_REF] for English, there is a number of intriguing asymmetries arising in the syntactic distribution of Quantifier Phrases and their negated counterparts. Thus, in English, constituent negation does not seem available everywhere: negated constituents of the form Neg+QP must be in preverbal position. 6 Lasnik (1972:9) provides the following illustrative contrast for this restriction for sequences (i) a. Not many people arrived b. Not many girls would Jack dance with c. Those girls, not many of whom the judge is willing to parole (ii) .…tiene alrededor de 300 cúmulos conocidos, no muchos de los cuales tienen características globulares it.has about of 300 known heaps, neg many of the whom have properties globular.pl "…it has about 300 piles, not many of whom have globular characteristics" from https://delphipages.live/ciencias/astronomia/clusters-in-external-galaxies

involving not and all. As shown in ( 14), not all can only occur as part of a preverbal constituent:

(28) a. *The students solved not all of the problems b. Not all of the problems were solved by the students [START_REF] Postal | On Raising[END_REF] provides the ungrammatical sentence in (29a) involving the sequence not many, to be compared to the grammatical one in (29b):

(29) a. *Joe kissed not many models b. Not many models were kissed by Joe

In order to account for this asymmetry, Lasnik proposed that the negation involved in constituent negation is clause external. In the model that he was using at the time, the clause external negation was part of the rewriting rule of S, the complementizer node. Lasnik, following [START_REF] Klima | Negation in English[END_REF], analyzed the position of negation in (28a) as a sentence initial position that he called Pre-sentence:

(30) Pre-sentential Negation [START_REF] Lasnik | Analyses of Negation in English[END_REF] S → Pre-S NP VP In Lasnik's account, not all and not many in (28a) and (29a) are surface constituents, following a rebracketing operation that requires the adjacency of the Pre-sentence and the QP.

In his approach, the preverbal position of negated QPs follows from the left peripheral position of negation, and conditions on adjacency that determine the possibility of rebracketing. [START_REF] Collins | The Distribution of Negated Quantifier Phrases in English[END_REF] objects to this approach on the basis that constituent negation in English can be recursive, as in (31). 7

(31) Not often do not many people want to dance For Collins, a pre-sentential approach to constituent negation in English fails to account for the fact that constituent negation can occur following the auxiliary, and misses the generalization that negation immediately precedes the QP. Collins takes cases such as (31) to favor an analysis in which negation directly merges with the QP. Some aspects of Lasnik's analysis, nevertheless, will prove useful in the analysis of Neg+QP sequences in Spanish.

According to [START_REF] Collins | The Distribution of Negated Quantifier Phrases in English[END_REF], the distribution of constituent negation in English obeys the following constraint:8 

7 Equivalent sentences in Spanish are ungrammatical:

(i) *No siempre no mucha gente quiere bailar not always not many people wants to.dance (32) Negated Quantifier Phrase Constraint (NQPC)

If X is an overt occurrence of [NOT QP], then X c-commands a clause-mate T [START_REF] Collins | Classical Neg-Raising[END_REF] and Collins (2017: 2) propose that the word order asymmetries in (28-29) follow from a semantic restriction related to the scope taking properties of the quantifier phrase. The ultimate motivation for the position of Neg+QP sequences, according to Collins, is that at LF, quantifiers must take scope over the clause, but negation does not undergo QR, so overt fronting is necessary for the QP to take scope over T. Stranding negation and QR-ing the quantifier at LF would cause a type-conflict, because traces of movement are of type <e>, and negation must modify entities that include the type <t>. This forces overt movement of the whole negated constituent to a clausal scope position (one that c-commands T). The structural position of negation in relation to the QP is crucial in deriving the generalization in (32). Consider the contrast in (33), from Collins (2017:8):

(33) a. *I saw not every student at the party b. I saw not quite every student at the party The ungrammaticality of (33a) follows from the above mentioned blocking effect of negation in the scope-taking requirement of the QP. This forces overt movement of the Neg+QP term to a position c-commanding T. In the absence of such a movement, the sentence is bad. In order to account for the contrast between (33a) and (33b), where the Neg+QP sequence is licensed in postverbal position, Collins suggests that in (33b) not only has scope over the degree modifier quite, as roughly illustrated in (34):

(34) I saw [[not quite] [every student]] at the party Since in (33b=34) negation only takes scope over the degree modifier, it will not block Quantifier Raising of the QP every student at LF, and therefore overt movement of the entire term is not necessary.

Collins invokes the same reasoning to account for other cases in which a QP can stay in-situ when preceded by negation. This includes sequences of not and many, as in (35), relatively rare but attested in English (example borrowed from the internet):

(35) I am asking this because their recent music videos have gotten not many views Under his analysis, the underlying syntactic configuration in ( 35) is one that involves inner negation:

(36) Their recent music videos have gotten

[[not many] news]

There is an implicit assumption in Collins' explanation of cases such as (35), and it is that in those cases, many cannot behave as a scope taking quantifier. If it were so, the configuration in (36) would correspond to the same configuration in (32), with negation blocking the scope taking movement of many. This analysis must thus assume the ambiguous status of existential quantifiers as true quantifiers and as adjectival modifiers (corresponding to the proportional and cardinal readings discussed, among others, by Partee 1989).

The Spanish sequences of P+Neg+QP show a greater freedom in their syntactic distribution than the comparable sequences in English. Thus, in Spanish, both (37) and ( 38 Clear contrasts in the positioning of the sequence however arise when we invert the relative position of negation and the preposition. When negation precedes the preposition, the Neg+P+QP sequence must occupy a preverbal position, otherwise the sentence is bad: 9 10 9 The same judgment obtains with prepositions other than a, as illustrated in (i) and (ii) below.

(i) a. No en muchas escuelas regalan aprobados Neg in many schools give.away 3.PL. passing grades Not in many schools do they give passing grades away b. *Regalan aprobados no en muchas escuelas give.away 3.PL. passing grades neg in many schools "They don't give passing grades away in many schools" (ii) a. No en todas las escuelas regalan aprobados Neg in many schools give.away 3.PL. passing grades "Not in many schools do they give passing grades away" b. *Regalan aprobados no en todas las escuelas give.away 3.PL. passing grades neg in many schools "They don't give passing grades away in many schools" 10 Examples like (39b) and (40b) become grammatical if we add a continuation like that in (ia) and (ib), respectively. For limitations of space we will not discuss these structures here, but they are not counterexamples to our generalizations; rather, we contend that they involve the Association with Focus strategy, with Focus fronting of the QP to the vicinity of Negation, plus remnant movement to the left of this Negation (see [START_REF] Uribe-Etxebarria | In-situ questions and masked movement[END_REF][START_REF] Etxepare | Wh-phrases in-situ in Spanish: scope and locality[END_REF][START_REF] Haddican | Euskal Perpausaren oinarrizko espez-buru-osagarri hurrenkeraren aldeko agudio batzuk[END_REF][START_REF] Baunaz | The grammar of French quantification[END_REF] The right generalization for Spanish is thus the following:

(41) (In Spanish) Preposition-external negation (Neg+P+QP) is related to QP fronting. Under Collins' approach, the contrast would follow from the internal structural ambiguity of the orders Prep+Neg+QP in Spanish. These orders would, at least optionally, involve inner constituent negation, with negation merging directly with the quantifier. The orders Neg+Prep+QP on the other hand, would correspond to cases of outer constituent negation. In that case, and only in that case, the quantifiers would behave as scope taking elements, and overt movement would be enforced, as in English. We note here that contrary to the expectations, in Spanish the meaning contribution of the quantifier is identical in both orders. Consider the sentence in (42):

(42) a. No a mucha gente le gusta el jazz neg to many people CL. DAT.3.SG. like 3.SG. the jazz "Not many people like jazz" b. A no mucha gente le gusta el jazz To neg many people CL. DAT.3.SG. like 3.SG. the jazz "Not many people like jazz"

In both (42a-b), the quantifier muchos has a non-partitive, cardinal reading.

The crucial factor that motivates the NQPC in (32) is the scope-taking requirement of the quantifier phrase embedded under negation. In principle, this requirement can be satisfied in any clausal scope taking position. In Collins' approach, we expect the domain of scope taking and the domain of movement to converge. This is not quite true at least for Spanish. Consider the following set of examples, involving P+Neg+QP sequences.

"Not all of them came, but just a few of them" (43) a. Invitar a no muchos amigos puede indicar timidez invite.inf prep not many friends may signal.inf shyness "Inviting few people may be a sign of shyness" b. Aceptó el trato ilegal de investigar a no muchos imputados accepted 3sg . the deal illegal of inquiring about not many suspect "He/she accepted the illegal deal of not inquiring about many suspect" (44) a. Invitar a no todos tus amigos puede indicar timidez invite.inf to not all your friends may signal shyness "Inviting not all of your friends may be a sign of shyness" b. Aceptó el trato ilegal de investigar a no todos los imputados accepted 3.SG. the deal illegal of inquiring to not all the suspects "S/he accepted the illegal deal of not inquiring about all the suspects" What these examples share is that the P+Neg+QP sequence is embedded in a scope domain that does not correspond to the matrix scope domain. That is, in (43-44) the QP can take scope inside the embedded clause. We illustrate this fact with additional examples involving the quantifiers cada "each" and todo el mundo "everyone", in ( 46):

(45) a. Aceptó el trato ilegal de investigar a todo el mundo accepted 3.SG. the deal illegal of investigating to all the world "S/he accepted the illegal deal of investigating everyone" b. Invitar a cada estudiante puede dar señales equivocadas invite.inf prep each student can give sign wrong "Inviting each student can give the wrong signal"

In each one of the sentences above, the only available interpretation is one in which the universal quantifier takes scope within the non-finite clause: the illegal deal corresponds to the inquiring about the whole set of suspects, and the decision in (45b) corresponds to inviting the entire set of students. In this regard, sequences involving a non negated QP or a negated QP with the order P+Neg+QP behave in a similar way. In both cases they can take scope in the embedded sentence.

Consider now what happens when, instead of non negated QPs or negated quantifier phrases with the order P+Neg+QP, we have Neg+P+QP sequences, with negation external to the PP, as in ( 46) and ( 47). If, as stated by the NQPC in (32), overt movement of the Neg+P+QP term is movement driven by a scope taking requirement, we would expect such Neg+P+QP sequences to be available inside the embedded clauses as far as they comply with the NPPC. However, this prediction is not borne out, for either universal (46) or existential quantifiers (47): all the examples with Neg+P+QP sequences contained within the embedded sentences are ungrammatical, irrespective of whether this sequence surfaces in its original (postverbal) position or sentence initially.

(46) a. * Invitar no a todos tus amigos puede indicar timidez invite.inf neg prep all your friends may signal shyness "Inviting not all of your friends may be a sign of shyness" a.' No a todos tus amigos invitar puede indicar timidez neg prep all your friends invite.inf may signal shyness b. * Aceptó el trato ilegal de investigar no a todos los imputados accepted 3.sg. the deal illegal of inquiring not to all the suspects "He/she accepted the illegal deal of not inquiring about all the suspects" Aceptó el trato ilegal de [no a todos los imputados investigar accepted 3.sg. the deal illegal of not to all the suspects inquiring "S/he accepted the illegal deal of not inquiring about all the suspects" (47) a. * Invitar no a muchos amigos puede indicar timidez invite.inf neg to many friends may signal shyness "Inviting not many friends may be a sign of shyness" a'. * no a muchos amigos invitar puede indicar timidez neg prep many friends may signal shyness "Inviting not many friends may be a sign of shyness" b. * Aceptó el trato ilegal de investigar no a muchos imputados accepted 3.sg. the deal illegal of inquiring not to many suspects "S/he accepted the illegal deal of not inquiring about many suspects" b'.* Aceptó el trato ilegal de no a muchos imputados investigar accepted 3.sg. the deal illegal of not to many suspects inquiring "S/he accepted the illegal deal of not inquiring about many suspects"

There is an explanation alternative to Collins', consistent with our approach, to account for the ungrammaticality of these examples. Notice that in all the examples above the Neg+P+QP sequences are embedded within islands: a subject island in the (a/a') examples and a complex noun phrase island in the (b/b`) ones.11 If (in contrast with P+Neg+QP sequences) Neg+P+QP sequences must occur in sentence initial position of a matrix clause then the ungrammaticality of the examples in ( 46) and (47) follows as a matter of locality conditions. Why must Neg+P+QP sequences target the highest/matrix clause while, as shown in ( 43) and (44), this is not the case for P+Neg+QP sequences. Here's where Lasnik's original idea of a left peripheral negation coincides with our analysis of illusory constituent negation (see also [START_REF] Etxepare | Context Sensitive Aspects of Constituent Negation[END_REF] and provides a possible motivation for this constraint: the Neg+P+QP sequences must show up in the (highest) left periphery because they involve a clausal external negation. Extraction of the QP from the embedded clause to front it to a position adjacent to this external negation becomes impossible because it would involve movement out of an island, as roughly represented in (48) below. Notice finally that there is no alternative way to create the Neg+P+QP sequence within the island because this negation sits in a high position of the left periphery of the matrix clause, and is never internal to the embedded island which contains the P+QP sequence. This is in contrast with the grammatical (39a) and (40a), with a Neg+P+QP sequence in sentence initial position. In these two examples, the adjacency of negation and QP is the result of fronting the QP to a left peripheral position adjacent to the clause external Negation. The crucial difference is that in this case fronting the QP does not violate any syntactic constraint, to the can move to the vicinity of this high Neg in the left periphery. Note that in this configuration (illusory constituent negation), negation will always precede the maximal structural expansion of the fronted category.

Lasnik's hypothesis that all constituent negation is clause external, on the other hand, cannot be right for Spanish. As shown in ( 37) and ( 38), sequences involving P+Neg+QP orders can stay in its unmarked (postverbal) position, and (although they can) they need not occur in sentence initial position.

On the basis of the discussion so far, we contend that in order to account for the whole Spanish paradigm of expressions involving negation, a QP and a P, we need to assume that there are two different structural options underling these sequences, which correspond to the Direct Merge Hypothesis and the Association with Focus Hypothesis, respectively. In the former case, negation directly combines either with the Q (inner constituent negation) or with the QP (outer constituent negation), à la [START_REF] Collins | The Distribution of Negated Quantifier Phrases in English[END_REF], so the sequence corresponds to the direct Merge of negation and (a projection of) Q. Under the Association with Focus Hypothesis, negation is clause external and sits in a high position of the left periphery of the clause. The adjacency between negation and the QP results from syntactic fronting of the QP. We will come back to the nature of this fronting shortly. In this case, the adjacency between negation and the QP does not follow from monotonic Merge. We represent both hypotheses as follows:

(49) Direct Merge Hypothesis: The word order asymmetry arising between preposition-internal negation in examples like (37) and ( 38), and preposition-external one in examples like ( 39)-( 40), now follows from two different underlying syntactic structures. For space limitations we illustrate the differences with only one example of each type of structure. The sequences in (51) involve the direct merge strategy and are true cases of constituent negation. (51a-b) have the syntactic representation in (53a,b). ( 51b) has the same underlying structure as (51a), with the only difference that the P+Neg+QP sequence has undergone optional focalization to a clause initial position. In contrast with these examples, the order Neg+P+QP in (52) involves the obligatory focalization of the QP to the vicinity of a high clausal external negation. The structure of (52a) is given in (54). Since negation is clause external and sits in a high position of the left periphery in sequences involving the Neg+P+QP sequences, this explains why the word order in (52b), with the Neg+P+QP sequence in postverbal position, is not possible. 

 vP … [ PP a  NegP no  QP pocos ]  ] ] (=51a) b. [ FOCP [ PP a  NegP no  QP pocos ]  Foc o  IP Les gusta  vP … t PP ] ] ] (=51b) (54) [ NegP NO [ FOCP [ PP/QP a pocos] Foc o [ TP QP ] ] ] (=52a)
In the next sections we present additional evidence in favor of our analysis.
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This hypothesis defended here squares well with additional evidence gathered by Etxepare and Uribe-Etxebarria (henceforth E&UE) in earlier work regarding the clausal scope of negation when it precedes a fronted quantifier. E&UE (2011) note that the negation that precedes a fronted quantifier can have scope over elements outside the QP, as in (55) (from E&UE: 236), where the negation preceding the QP licenses an n-word in the predicate of the clause (nada "anything") and it can even take scope over a clausal coordination, as in (42b, ibidem 237). (42b) must be interpreted as saying that it is not the case that everyone is such that he or she likes coffee and/or anyone is such that he or she likes wine. Notice that if we complete the paradigm and change the relative order between Negation and the preposition, as in (56b), the example can no longer be interpreted as a negative coordination and becomes ungrammatical.

(55) No todas las manchas en la piel son síntoma de nada not all the spots in the skin are symptoms of anything "Not all the spots in the skin are symptoms of anything in particular" (56) a. No [a todo el mundo le gusta el café] o/y [a cualquiera Ø el vino] Not P all the world CL likes the coffee or/and P anyone the wine "Not everyone likes coffee or anyone does wine" b. * [ A no todo el mundo le gusta el café] o/y [a cualquiera Ø el vino] Not P all the world CL likes the coffee or/and P anyone the wine "Not everyone likes coffee or anyone does wine" These examples can be straightforwardly explained if ( 55) and (56a) involve illusory negation, while (56b) involves true constituent negation, with negation internal to the PP and direct merge of Neg and Q/QP.

Word order internal to the Neg+QP sequence and the possibility of being licensed as a topicalized constituent

Consider the minimal pair in (57). Both sentences have a sequence formed by Negation a QP and a Preposition in a sentence initial topic position. However, the relative order between Neg and the preposition is different in each case: Negation follows the preposition in (57a), while it precedes this element in (57b). Notice that there is a contrast in grammaticality associated with this contrast in word order. The given sequence can be licensed as a topic in (57a) but not in (57b). Why is this so?

(57) a. A no pocos los domingos les gusta ir al futbol to neg few the Sundays CL-Dat like to.go to football "Not few people like going to a football match on Sundays" [lit: To not few people, on Sundays, they like going to a football match] b.* No a pocos los domingos les gusta ir al futbol to neg few the Sundays CL-Dat like to.go to football "Not few people like going to a football match on Sundays" "lit: Not to few people, on Sundays, they like going to a football match" c. No a pocos les gusta ir al futbol los domingos to neg few the Sundays CL-Dat like to.go to football "Not few people like going to a football match on Sundays" "lit: Not to few people like going to a football match on Sundays" Under our approach this can be easily explained. In (57a) Negation merges directly with the Q/QP, forming a unit with it, which gets later embedded in the bigger syntactic unit [ PP a no pocos], which can then be topicalized. In contrast, in (57b) negation is external to the [ PP a pocos]. Under our approach, this Neg occupies a high position in the left periphery of the clause, and the adjacency between no and a pocos follows from a focus fronting operation of the syntactic unit [a pocos]. Summarizing, No and [a pocos] do not form a unit and, further, they involve focalization. It is thus clear why this sequence cannot be licensed as a topic. The contrast between (57b) and (57c), follows from the fact that in (57c) this sequence this sentence can be interpreted focalized, which is consistent with the derivation we propose for this type of structure.

DEFINING THE POSITION OF NEGATION

Throughout this paper we have defended that adjacency between negation and the QP observed in some Neg+QP sequences is an illusion produced by fronting of the QP into the specifier of a functional head, a FocP, in a very local relation with a very high negation. This negation is not ordinary standard negation.

We present now briefly two additional pieces of evidence from E&UE (2018) in favor of this analysis: (i) cases in which the sequence Neg+QP is interrupted by high clausal adverbs (Sect.4.1.); and (ii) the existence of clauses with double negation (Sect.4.2.).

Clausal Adverbs

Further evidence in favor of our analysis of illusory constituent negation as involving the Association with Focus strategy comes from the fact that in this type of structure Neg does not have to surface immediately adjacent to the QP, and it can occur separated from this quantificational element by an adverb taking clausal scope. This adverb can be a modal adverb (58a,b), or an evaluative one (58c). Note that in these examples the adverbs have clausal scope. Direct morphosyntactic evidence for the clausal scope of the adverb in (58c) comes from the fact that it licenses the occurrence of subjunctive inflection, as one expects from modal adverbs with sentential scope:

(58) a. No tal vez a todos les guste eso neg perhaps to all.pl CL.dat like SUBJUNCT that "Perhaps not everybody likes that." [Lit. Not perhaps everybody likes that] b. Cosas …que quise compartir de una forma que no quizás a todos les gustó things that wanted(I) share.inf in a way that neg perhaps to all.pl CL.dat liked "Things that I wanted to share in a way that perhaps not everyone liked." (forums.lan.leagueoflegends.com/board/showthread.php?t=71433) That the subjunctive mood in (58a) is licensed by the modal adverb and not by negation is shown by the fact that, without the adverb, the sentence is bad:

(59) *No a todos les guste eso not to all CL DAT.3.PL like 3.SG . SUBJUNCT that "Not everybody likes that."

Assuming that in order to license subjunctive mood inflection in the finite form the modal adverb must be able to c-command it, it must be the case that the adverb tal vez is not embedded in a purported constituent headed by negation or the quantifier. The existence of sequences like those in (58a,b), where the linear adjacency between negation and the QP is interrupted by sentential adverbs, makes it difficult to uphold the hypothesis that these Neg+QP sequences correspond to adjunction structures in which negation is merged or adjoined in the extended projection of the QP. Furthermore, the fact that in cartographic terms the element that interrupts the sequence is a very high adverb provides strong evidence that negation in those cases belongs in the high CP-domain.

Sentences with double negation

Additional support for our proposal that the position negation occupies in illusory constituent negation cases must be different from the one occupied by regular sentential negation comes from the contrast in the relative word order they take with respect to evaluative and modal adverbs. While, as we have seen above, the negation of illusory constituent negation can precede these type of adverbs, regular sentential negation must follow them (60a), and cannot precede them (60b).

(60) a. Quizás/tal vez no han venido maybe/perhaps, NEG they.have come "Maybe/perhaps they didn't come." b. *No quizás/tal vez han venido NEG maybe.perhaps they.have come Further evidence that the negation involved in these fake cases of constituent negation is not standard sentential negation comes from the fact that both negations can coocur in the same sentence. Although it has been claimed that this type of structure does not exist (see [START_REF] Rivero | A Surface Structure Constraint on Negation in Spanish[END_REF], it can be licensed under the appropriate discourse conditions. These structures typically involve objections to a previously uttered negative proposition. One instance of such a case of double negation is provided by the following example, gathered from a discussion website. The heading subject is the proposition "animals that do not smell" (61a). Following discussion about the heading subject (the idea being that they don't smell), someone has been led to say that "not all animals do not smell" (61b):

(61) a. ¿Animales que no huelan? animals that neg smell? "Animals that don't smell? " b. Pues no todos no huelen the.truth.is neg all neg smell "The truth is that not all of them don't smell" (www.faunaexotica.net)

The following pair provides another instance of this type of structure: the news heading says that "the Spanish jobless do not wish to work the land" (62a); a reply to this statement in the comment section of the news counterargues saying that "not all Spanish jobless dont wish to work the land" (62b):

(62) a. Los parados españoles no quieren trabajar en el campo the jobless Spanish neg want work.inf in the land "The spanish jobless do not want to work the land."

b. Que ponga en el titular "algunos parados"… That says SUBJUNCT. in the headline some jobless que no todos no quieren trabajar en el campo because neg all neg want work.inf in the land "The headline should say "some jobless", because not all of them don't want to work the land."

We are led to conclude that over and above standard sentential negation in Spanish, there is the possibility of projecting a higher negation (No Neg1 ), and which can be combined with sentential negation (No Neg2 ).

(63)  NegP1 No  XP* (high adverbs) X o  FocusP QP Foc o  NegP2 No  IP …(QP)…  

CONSTITUENT NEGATION IN THE ABSENCE OF CONSTITUENT NEGATION

As noted by Payne (1985), many languages cannot directly negate a quantifier phrase such as many, few or all. As we show next, at least a number of these languages resort to association with focus to express the equivalents of English not many or not all. Basque is a case in point. In Basque there is no equivalent of English not many or not all. Sequences of Neg QP are strongly rejected by all speakers: 13 (64) a. *Ez guztiak etorri dira not all.det.pl come are "Not all of them came" b. *Ez asko/gutxi etorri dira neg many/few come are "Not many/few came".

Subclausal negation emerges in Basque as a result of having negation ez 'not' take scope over a term in focus position. Focus positions are of two types in Basque. In affirmative declarative sentences, foci undergo obligatory fronting to the preverbal position in all clauses (see [START_REF] Etxepare | Focalization[END_REF][START_REF] Irurtzun | The grammar of Focus at the Interfaces[END_REF]. Following work by Ortiz de [START_REF] Ortiz De Urbina | Parameters in the Grammar of Basque[END_REF][START_REF] Elordieta | Verb Movement and Constituent Permutation in Basque[END_REF][START_REF] Irurtzun | The grammar of Focus at the Interfaces[END_REF]Haddican 2005 ;[START_REF] Etxepare | Negation[END_REF]Uribe-Etxebarria, 2008, 2009 ;[START_REF] Etxepare | Negation[END_REF]Haddican, 2017, Uribe-Etxebarria 1994), we take this position to 13 Basque allows constituent negation in a very limited set of cases, in which negation always precedes a degree modifier in adjectival or adverbial phrases, as in (i) :

(i) a. Tomatea abereentzat izan da Euskal Herrian ez hain/oso aspaldirarte Tomato.the animals.for been is Basque Country not too/very late.until "Tomatoes have been only for animals until not too long ago in the Basque Country" b. Gizon ez oso dirudun batekin ezkondu zen Man neg very rich one.with married was "She/he married a not very rich man" be external to the IP:

(65) [ FocP GUZTIAK Foc o [ IP agertu dira]
all. ABS shown.up are "ALL OF THEM showed up"

In negative sentences, focus can occur in two positions : either in the preverbal focus position apparent in (66a), or in a position internal to the IP, as in (66b), preceding the lexical verb but following the auxiliary, which marks the edge of the IP [START_REF] De Rijk | Focus and Quasifocus on the Basque Negative Statements[END_REF][START_REF] Haddican | Euskal Perpausaren oinarrizko espez-buru-osagarri hurrenkeraren aldeko agudio batzuk[END_REF][START_REF] Etxepare | Negation[END_REF]Uribe-Etxebarria 2008, 2009).14 These two options, and their underlying syntactic structures, are illustrated in (66a-b). As shown by the translations, only the IP-internal focus structure illustrated in (66b) allows an interpretation in which negation takes scope over the universal quantifier and negates this QP, yielding a reading similar to the cases involving constituent negation in other languages. In contrast, the structure involving preverbal focus in (66a) can only be interpreted with the element in the specifier of the FocP (in this case the QP guztiak) taking scope over negation. As shown in (67), this is the case with all quantifiers in Basque, not only with universal ones:

(67) a. In order to obtain a meaning similar to the one that corresponds to constituent negation in other languages, Basque resorts to a structure involving negation and a lower Focus position (that is, it resorts to association with focus).

One intriguing property of Basque, a language which as we have shown in (64) does not allow direct merge of negation and a QP, is that sequences of the type Neg+QP, impossible as part of a full clause, nevertheless seem to be possible under clausal ellipsis:

(68) a. Gehienek lortu dute, baina ez guztiek most.ERG achieved have but not all.ERG "Most of them got it, but not all of them" b. Batzuek lortu dute, baina ez askok some.erg achieved have but not many.erg "Some got it, but not many"

We assume that the Neg+QP sequences in (68) result from IP-ellipsis (as in [START_REF] Merchant | The Syntax of Silence[END_REF] or Holmberg 2016), as roughly represented in (69) for the example in (68a). Note that the remnant subject has ergative case, which is only possible under a Tensed transitive clause (see Rezac at al. 2014). The subject would thus seem to have escaped ellipsis by undergoing focus fronting to the left periphery of the clause, an option available for both affirmative and negative sentences. The presence of negation preceding the focus however is unexpected under this analysis. This is so because, as shown in (66a) and (67a) above, IP-external focus obligatorily precedes sentential negation in Basque [START_REF] Laka | Negation in Syntax: On the Nature of Functional Categories and Projections[END_REF] This sequence is impossible with sentential negation in an ordinary declarative sentence with focus fronting when ellipsis is not involved:

(72) *Ez zoritxarrez GUZTIEK kasu egin dute neg unfortunately all.erg attention done have "Not unfortunately all of them payed attention"

The asymmetry in the possibility of licensing Neg+adverb+QP sequences exhibited by the ellision cases and the full-fledged sentential cases is thus absolutely reminiscent of the one we find between Spanish sentential negation and the type of negation that we find in illusory cases of constituent negation illustrated in (60a-b) above. Just as Spanish, the sequences Neg+adverb+QP under sluicing are available with all quantifiers in Basque, as shown in ( 73):

(73) A: Jendeek kasu egin dute ? people.ERG attention done they.have "Did people pay attention?" B1: Ez zoritxarrez askok/gehiegik Neg unfortunately many.erg/too.many.erg "Not unfortunately many of them/too many of them" B2: Ez zorionez gutxik Neg fortunately few.erg "Not fortunately few of them"

Under the IP-ellipsis hypothesis, the question that (68) raises is why Neg+QP sequences of the illusory constituent negation type should arise precisely under elision.

Remember that Basque does not license true constituent negation with QPs. Thus, the only way to get a structure with a meaning similar to constituent negation is by association with focus, in a configuration with a negation that c-commands the QP from a higher position in the clausal skeleton. Recall also that in a negative sentence in Basque, focus can occur in two positions : IP-internal and IP-external, in this case outside the scope of negation particles. The only structural configuration that allows scope relations of the Neg>QP sort are those in which the focus is IP-internal. We repeat these two structural possibilities in (74=67):

(74) a. But there is way for the QP to be overtly expressed and get out of this IP: instead of moving to the IP internal focus position it can move to the FocP in the left periphery. Moving out of the IP to the FocP in the left periphery will ensure that the QP is not trapped by the IP ellipsis operation. However, the structure in (76) does not yield the reading where negation takes scope over the QP: NEG > QP. The structure in (76) only allows the reading ALL>NEG "ALL (of them) didn't do it". There is thus no way to derive the reading NEG>ALL by appealing to focus movement to the left periphery and making use of standard sentential negation, unless we have another negation available in a higher position of the left periphery, different from the sentential one. The structure we need would be as in (77). Notice that this is the exactly the same structure we have proposed above for the Spanish cases involving illusory constituent negation.

Finally, where does this High Neg come from? Although for space limitations we cannot discuss this issue in any detail here, we argue that this Neg instantiates different functional heads in the structure of the Speech Act Phrase (see Wiltschko 2017, Uribe-Etxebarria 2018, 2021 for related discussion). 15

15 Although for reasons of space we have limited ourselves to show that the illusory cases of constituent negation involve association with focus with a clausal external Neg, the different meanings that some of this sentenceinitial illusory cases of constituent negation can have (and in particular with the possibility of interpreting negation with a refutal or a non refutal interpretation) leads us to suggest that there are more than one position available for this high negation in the structure of the Speech Act Phrase. See [START_REF] Wiltschko | The syntax of confirmationals. A neo-performative analysis[END_REF], Wilstchko (2017), [START_REF] Uribe-Etxebarria | The Left Periphery and the Syntax-Pragmatics Interface of (Negative) Polar Questions[END_REF], 2019[START_REF] Uribe-Etxebarria | On Polarity and Negation in Polar Question-Answer Pairs[END_REF] and Etxepare & Uribe-Etxebarria (2021b) for discussion.

(

  26) a. No todo dios es amigo del vino a'.  QP NO  QP todo dios   Neg every god is friend of.the wine " Not everyone is friends with wine" b. No cada día es 25 de Noviembre b'.  QP NO  QP CADA   not each day is 25 of November "Not each day is 25th November"

(

  48) a. *[ Neg [a todos tus amigos i Foc o [ IP [ InfP invitar _ i ] puede indicar timidez]]] b. *[ Neg [a muchos imputados i Foc o [ IP aceptó [el trato ilegal de [investigar _ i ]]]]

a.

  Outer Negation:  QP NO  QP … Q…  b. Inner Negation:  NP/DP NO Q NP/DP  (50) Association with Focus Hypothesis [ NegP NO [ FOCP QP Foc o [ TP QP ] ] ]

(

  66) a. GUZTIAK ez dira agertu all neg are shown.up "ALL OF THEM not show up" a'. [ FOCP GUZTIAK [ NEGP ez [ IP dira etorri ]]] b. Ez dira GUZTIAK agertu Neg are all.erg shown.up "Not ALL OF THEM showed up" b'. [ NEGP ez [ IP dira [ FOCP GUZTIAK [ VP etorri ]]]]

  (69) [ FocP GUZTIEK Foc o [ IP guztiek lortu dute ]]]]

(

  76) [ FocP ASKO/GUTXI [ PolP ez Pol [ IP dira [vP asko/gutxi etorri ]]]]

(

  77) [ HighNeg Ez NEG [(Sentential ADVs) [ FocP ASKO MANY /GUTXI FEW [ IP dira [vP asko/gutxi etorri ]]]]

Table 1 .

 1 

	Table 2.

  CL DAT.3.PL like 3.sg. the wine "A considerable number of people [lit: not few] like wine" (38) a. El vino les gusta a no todos The wine CL DAT.3.PL like 3.SG. to neg all "Not all of them like wine" b. A no todos les gusta el vino to neg all CL DAT.3.PL like 3.SG the wine "Not all of them like wine"

			) are possible:
	(37) a. El vino les	gusta a no pocos
	The wine CL DAT.3.PL like 3.sg. to neg few
	"A considerable number of people [lit: not few] like wine"
	b. A no pocos les	gusta	el vino
	to neg few		

  . The wine CL. DAT.3.PL . like 3.G neg to all "Not all of them like wine"

	(39) a. No a pocos les	gusta	el vino
	neg to few CL.DAT.3.PL. like 3.SG. the wine
	"Not few of them like wine"	
	b. *El vino les	gusta no a pocos
	The wine CL. DAT.3.PL like 3.G. neg to few
	"Not few of them like wine"	
	(40) a. No a todos les	gusta	el vino
	neg prep all CL. DAT.3.PL . like 3.G	the wine
	"Not all of them like wine"	
	b. *El vino les	gusta no a todos

(i) a. Les gusta no a pocos, sino a muchos CL.DAT.PL like not P few "Not few of them like it" b. Han venido no todos, sino solo algunos.

Have come not all, but only few

  But then, why is the quantifier in focus position preceded by what looks like the ordinary sentential negation ez ? One further unexpected property of the Basque elision structures can help us explain this otherwise intriguing asymmetry between elided and non elided clauses. In the ellision cases, negation can be immediately followed by modal and evaluative adverbs, as in the Spanish cases involving illusionary constituent negation discussed in sect. 4.1 and 4.2.

	B: Ez seguru aski guztiek
	Neg sure enough all.ERG
	"Not probably all of them"
	C: Ez zoritxarrez guztiek
	Not unfortunately all.ERG
	"Not unfortunatly all of them"
			; Etxepare & Uribe-Etxebarria 2008); additional
	evidence is provided in (70):	
	(70) a. HARAGIRIK ez du hartzen
	meat.part	neg aux take.imp
	"He/she does not consume MEAT"
	a'. [ FOCP HARAGIRIK [ NEGP ez [ IP du hartzen ]]]
	b. *ez HARAGIRIK du hartzen
	neg meat.part	aux take.imp
	b'. * [ NEGP ez [ FOCP HARAGIRIK [ IP du hartzen ]]]
	above:		
	(71) A: Jendeek	kasu	egin dute ?
	people.ERG attention done Aux
	"Did people pay attention?"

  ASKO/GUTXI ez dira etorri many/few neg are come "MANY/FEW did not come" a'. [ FOCP ASKO/GUTXI [ NEGP ez [ IP dira etorri ]]] b. Ez dira ASKO / GUTXI etorri neg are many/ few come "Not many/few have come" b'. [ NEGP ez [ IP dira [ FOCP ASKO/GUTXI [ VP etorri ]]]] Since IP ellipsis implies the PF-elision of inner focus site, constituent negation relations cannot be expressed at Spell Out by means of an ordinary sentential negation in Basque, since the QP would be elided together with the rest of the material within IP: (75) [ PolP Ez Pol [ IP dira [ FOCP ASKO/GUTXI [ VP asko/gutxi etorri ]]]]

This research was partially funded by projects: i) ANR-17-CE27-0011BIM; ii) ANR-18-FRAL-006UV2; iii) Basque Government-Consolidated Research Groups, HiTT, IT-1396-19; iv) UPV/EHU (HiTT, GIU18/221); and v) VASTRUD (PGC2018-096870-B-I00,funded by the Ministry of Science, Innovation and Universities (MiCIU), the Spanish Research Agency (AEI) and the European Regional Development Fund (FEDER, UE)).

Although many of our examples involve the preposition a 'to', as shown in the text as well as in (i) below, the word order alternation we illustrate here is not limited to this preposition, and involves a wider range of prepositions other than a.

Most of the examples are borrowed from CREA (Corpus de Referencia del Español Actual) or google.

The impossibility of constituent negation with the quantifier each has also been noted for other languages like English (see e.g.[START_REF] Beghelli | Distributivity and negation: The syntax of each and every[END_REF] and French[START_REF] Baunaz | The grammar of French quantification[END_REF]. For discussion of todo dios, see Etxepare & Uribe-Etxebarria (2018).

[START_REF] Collins | The Distribution of Negated Quantifier Phrases in English[END_REF] observes that in English, negated quantifier phrases occur only in three positions: (i) in subject position ; (ii) in the focus position of negative inversion; and (iii) the clause initial position of appositive relative clauses. Those positions are illustrated by (ia-c), examples gathered from[START_REF] Lasnik | Analyses of Negation in English[END_REF] and[START_REF] Postal | On Raising[END_REF]. Examples similar to (ia-b) can be found in the text as well as in[START_REF] Etxepare | Context Sensitive Aspects of Constituent Negation[END_REF]. (ic) also has equivalents in Spanish, as shown in (ii) (example from the internet).

We adapted Collins' precise formulation, which is as follows:(i) Negated Quantifier Phrase Constraint (NQPC):If X is an overt occurrence of [NOT DP], then X c-commands a clause-mate T For Collins, DP stands for any generalized quantifier. We keep reference to the category QP in favor of simplicity.

Examples like (i), where the Neg+P+QP sequence is contained within a complement embedded clause and is followed by an adversative expression is grammatical, (ia) vs. (ib).

For additional related discussion, see Sect.4.1.

In order to make the Basque data accessible to the reader unfamiliar with this language, we leave aside many issues related to word order in this language, and simplify the presentation in all questions that are not fundamental for our discussion.

(i) a. * Juan dice que María invitó no a todos sus amigos Juan says that Mary invited not to all her friends, b. Juan dice que María invitó no a todos sus amigos, sino solo a algunos. Juan says that Mary invited not to all her friends, but only to few

We proposed for the type of examples in (ib) the analysis mentioned above in fn. 10: the QP a todos sus amigos moves from its original position in the embedded clause to a FocusP in the left periphery of the matrix clause. This Focus position is close to a Neg sitting in a higher functional projection, from where it c-commands the (specifier of ) FocP, and derives the sequence Neg+P+QP. This fronting operation is in turn followed up by a remnant operation that locates the remnant to the left of Neg: [ REMNANT MOVED X Juan dice que María invitó] Neg + [ P+QP].