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PREFACE

Some years ago, | planned to work on language sitigni and my

attention was captured by an early constructionclwhis sometime

reported in the speech of two-year-old childrerhds been sporadically
noticed that children initially use negation in tfiest clausal position. |

thought that this option could belong to set of g@ssibilities and the
next step was to observe the range of variatiortlafisal negation in
Language. This was literary the end of the origiaalguage acquisition
project and the beginning of this book.

From the observation of a sufficiently large lirggic sample, it is
evident that the expression of sentential negat®rvariable. Some
languages, such as Irish, have negative complereestiwhile others, like
French, double the negative maker and still ottgrsh as some Romance
dialects, present an adverb at the lower edgeeo¥/th Given this state of
affairs, it is largely unclear whether these déferes affect the interpretive
properties of the negative markers.

There are two possibilities: either the link betwedeogical Form and
Phonological Form is isomorphic, or it is not, amdhapping operation is
required. In the first case, which | consider tothe null hypothesis, we
expect that logic scope will be determined by thefaxze position
occupied by the negative maker. Throughout thesmaf this book, | will
attempt to falsify this hypothesis.

| suggest that an indirect link exists between hBE BF and the two levels
of representation are mediated by a syntactic diperavhich | call “LF
Negation Raising”.

The first step is to define where, exactly, is fusition of negative
makers, disentangling the many factors which corapdi the analysis. In
chapter one, | will try to isolate the parametefsvariation which are
directly related to the clausal position of NegPR.the second chapter, |
will extend the analysis from the inflectional st to the
complementizer layer. On the basis of the datagmtes in the first two
chapters, | will draw a cartography of sententiabative markers. By
including non-Romance varieties and the complemmeri§ layer, this
book will integrate and extend the work of Zanut(997).

The second essential step toward the falsificatibthe “isomorphic
hypothesis” is to determine the scope of the difiénegative markers.
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Cinque (1999) empirically showed that the strudtpasition of modality
is fixed. In the same way, it seems that alsodtgps is invariable and tied
to its surface structure. Given this fixity, we baa privileged point of
observation for the scope of negation. It is pdesibr us to observe the
scope interaction between the sentential negatiagkens and modal
verbs: if PF-LF mapping is direct, low negative kwas will allow only
narrow scope readings under modality.

In chapter three, | will consider the scope ofatag markers in this
light, showing that inverse scope is relativelyyetts obtain and that the
scope of negation is not tied to its surface syittgmsition. An operation
as LF Negation Raising has to be allowed. In ch&fotgr | will propose
the existence of a link with the complementizeystem.

The final issue which will be examined in the ldasto chapters
concerns negation in the nominal domain and somsezpences on the
treatment ohegative concord readings. The main contribution of chapter
five will be to present a set of peculiar phenomegiated to negative
guantifiers in post verbal positions. The asymnastibetween preverbal
and postverbal positions of negative quantifieraan concord languages
shares relevant similarities witltwords inasymmetric negative concord
languages. | will suggest that the distributiomefords and the behavior
of VP internal negative quantifiers can be reduethe same constraint,
which is only differently modulated in asymmetrincord languages.

The final chapter closes the book by considerangerl issues related
to NPIs and Negation Raising. Some apparent prablean be solved by
adopting a semantic analysis of NPI along the Isaggested by Kadmon
and Landman (1993) and further refined in Chier¢p@04).

This monograph is based on my Ph.D. dissertatimhiaextends that
work in many directions, although the core ideaam® the same.

Parts of this book have been previously presentséwhere. The
operation of LF-Negation Raising was presentechat33® Incontro di
Grammatica Generativa (Bologna, 2007) and the rdata on Germanic
languages were discussed at th& Bihguistiktagung (2006, Klagenfurt).
A seminal work on downward entailing particleshie ttalian complementizer
was presented at the 3tonference of the Societa ltaliana di Glottologia
(2005, Scuola Normale Superiore, Pisa). Duringgheements, | received
many insightful comments and my gratitude goestouhe audiences in
attendance.

However, the most interesting discussions relatedhis work took
place in more informal occasions, especially witle tmembers of the
CISCL at the University of Siena during winter sears and spring
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lunches. Thanks to Adriana Belletti, Valentina Rianand Cecilia Poletto
for discussing with me some of the ideas in thigkbo

| am very indebted, for his helpful comments, toidilRizzi, who
followed this work from the earliest stages and mry PhD thesis
committee: thanks to Liliane Haegeman, Carlo CetteheGulinther
Grewendorf and lan Roberts. The improvements fioer2006 version are
mainly due to their revisions.
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CHAPTERONE

PARAMETERS AND CROSSLINGUISTIC
VARIATIONS IN THE SYNTAX OF NEGATIVE
MARKERS

Introduction: parametersand variations

As in any aspect of cross-linguistic comparisorsoathe syntax of
negation presents a constellation of different toies§ons. Many of these
variations, however, can be considered to be dmyreflexes of other
syntactic factors. If we assume here that a gia#tlimited, number of
parameters is responsible for language variatiorgreliminary issue
concerns the nature of the parameters which djreelte to the syntax of
negation.

Since parameters interact between them like diffegenes interact to
create different phenotypes, it is not easy to viddiate and isolate
specific parameters as it is not easy to detectdleof single genes. In
abstract terms, an ideal parameter will be a syiot&ey feature, possibly
with a binary value, which directly affects onlyspecific component of
grammar, even if cascade effects have to be exgpéctether places as
well. Being firmly aware of this difficulty, let mbegin by considering a
first possible classification of the languageshef world in relation to the
means they have to convey a negative meaning.

A first, basic difference is in the particle ugedsignal negation. Early
typological studies as Dahl (1979) and Payne (1e8gsified languages
by distinguishing three main strategies in accotdato the kind of
negative element adopted. This can be an affixrea particle or a
dedicated verbal form as a negative auxiliary. @lilph this is a
fundamental distinction, things are more complicdtee choice and the
position of negative morphemes, for example, cleasbey to the
interactive dynamic of inflection.

In a more recent survey, Miestamo (2005) makethéurdistinctions
and he considers the effects that the presenceefative operator has on
the expression of categories as Tense, Aspect ayatiMAs it is easy to
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imagine, what emerges is an intricate scenaricoofgex interactions. At
this point, a first possibility is to descriptiveccount for the differences
postulating a specific parameter for each of thétawever, some are
clearly the byproduct of more general syntactictfezs, not directly
related to the expression of negation.

In order to show how two different parameters rhigkeract, consider
for example the formation of negative sentenceriglish:

(1) a. I (*not) read (*not)
b. | don't read
c. | can't read

Example (1) shows that a lexical verb cannot suppegation (1a) and
that the presence of an auxiliary is obligatory-€)l®ven in simple tenses.
Consider now a language as lItalian. Here the negatffix might be

hosted both by lexical verbs in simple tenses @& by auxiliaries in
complex tenses gmssato prossim{b)

(2)a. lo non leggo
| neg read-ls-pres

‘I don’t read’

b. lo non ho letto
| neg aux-1s read-pastpart
‘I didn’t read’

The difference between (1) and (2) shows thatalialit the auxiliary is not
required in negative clauses. We could accountHisrin two ways: the
first is to focus on the syntax of negation, ang theat the two languages
differentiate for the capacity that the negativiixaias to incorporate on
lexical verbs. The second is to relate the diffeecto the properties of
Italian lexical verbs.

If we choose the first hypothesis, we could asstimaé¢ the syntax of
negative affixes must include a parameter whicltifips the kind of host.
Something like [+/- lexical verb] is encoded. Howevthere are good
reasons to believe that this distinction is epipmeanal: a mere
consequence of some deeper variation. We haveaitimiicof that if we
consider a diachronic change occurred in the passam Middle English
to Modern English around the middle of thé"i&ntury. In fact, Middle
English was similar to contemporary Italian in thia¢ negative affixne
could appear directly on the lexical verb (van Keade 1999)
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(3) He neandwyrde dam wife aet fruman
‘He didn't answer the woman at first’ AEcHom.ii.110.33

Successively, at least two important syntactic gearhappened. The first
was the lost of V-to-I movement, occurred arounel thiddle of the 1%
century (Roberts 2007; Kroch 1989). The second avgeadual change in
the morpho-syntactic status of negation, which ugto different stages,
became the particleot At around the same time when English lost V-to-I
movement (van Kemenade 20009t was a syntactic head in a functional
projection NegP immediately dominating the Tensea&é

(4)

NegP

At this stage, what happened was that once thelwstlhis ability to raise
higher in the structurejot was still needing an host. A possible rescue
strategy to satisfy the need of the negative dffiemd was the insertion of
an auxiliary, able to reach NegP in the coursehefderivation. This is
exactly what happened in the transition from Midgleglish to Modern
English anddo support began to be consistently attested in oumsst
negative declaratives and negative imperatives.dgradual emergence of
doin these environments is shown in the figure below
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Fig.1. Percent aflo forms in various sentence types (from Ellegard 1953
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In the course of the Y6century, do-supportwas almost obligatory in
negative questions, when the verb was required ¢wemup to the
complementizer, soon followed by negative declaeati

The fragment in (5), reported in van Kemenade (26800ws that at an
earlier stagenot could move together with the auxiliagyd to C,
confirming the fact that it was a syntactic headolwimoved together with
the auxiliary

(5) Dyd not | send unto yow one Mowntayne that ...? (Mown&a210)

At this stage, both lexical verbs and auxiliariesld transit trough NegP.
However, when lexical verbs definitively lose Vitorovement, negation
always required the presence of an auxiliary, ggésent day English.

Once we took this snapshot of the events changirey English
grammar in the 18 century, it is evident that the parameter ‘hosthef
negative affix’ [+/- lexical verb] can be decompdsato two different
parameters: a parameter regulating the morpho-symtatatus of the
negative marker and a different parameter reggatie movement of
lexical verbs.
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1.2. NegP and the X-bar schema in diachronic change

The examples given in (1) and (2) from Italian dhaglish show that,
even in the case of languages whose grammar is-kweWn and
documented, it is hard to isolate grammatical patars which might be
directly related to the syntax of negation. Foisthéason, we must be
guided by some theoretical assumption on the stHtparameters. If we
intend a parameter as a variation related to fanati projections via
lexical items (Borer 1984, Kayne 2005), then a gmaddidate is the
morpho-syntactic status of the sentential negatiaeker.

This element will be marked as [+/- affixal], fitd the distinction
between negative affixes and negative adverbialsady made in Dahl
(1979) and Payne (1985).

We may look again at some changes occurred isythiax of English,
in order to demonstrate that variations along dirisension are not related
to other general changes. If we consider the pesfaatound 1000 years,
from the 7' to the 1% century, we observe an interesting oscillatiory B
observing the cyclic grammaticalizations of negatimnarkers, which
swung between free morpheme/affix, Otto Jespersespoped the
existence of a syntactic cycle which affects therpho-syntax of
negation. In the heroic poeBeowulf there is trace of a sentence initial
negative marker, not incorporated to the verb,hasva by the following
example&

(6) Nohe wiht fram me flodypum feor fleotan meahtedar on holme
neg he thing from me on waves far swim couldcker in water
‘In no way could he swim far from me on the wavdb® flood’

(7) Noic fram him wolde
neg | from him wanted
‘I would not consent to leave him’

At this stage, the free particte® was not the sole negative marker and it
probably coexisted with the affixe This latter element soon replaceq
becoming the only negative marker in the Old Emgfisose of 8 and 18’
century:

! The cycle has been well documented in van Keme(2@i).
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(8) Ne sende se deofol da fyr of heofenum, peah peuféit come
neg sent the devil then fire from heaven though itifrom-above came
‘The devil sent not fire from heaven, though it egfnam above'

ACHom.i.6.13

In the course of two centuries, English underwena tgradual change in
the form of its sentential negative marker: fronsentence initial free
particle to a verbal affix.

The cycle went on and in the passage from Old iEmgb Middle
English, the affixne was coupled with a second negatar appearing in a
lower clausal position:

(9) ponnenemiht pu napaet mot ut ateonof daes manneseagan
then neg could you not the speck out drafv aman's eye
‘then you could not draw the speck out of man’s eye
AHomP.XI11.153

in (9) the particlena is separated from the verb, confirming that this
element was an adverbial particle.

The successive development in the Middle Englistiogl is primarily
characterized by the ongoing weakening of ne aedtrdnsformation of
the reinforcing negatara to some spelling variant oot

(10) I ne maynatdenye it
| neg may neg deny it
‘I may not deny it’ CMBOETH,435.C1.262

(11) ac of hem nespeke imoht
but of them neg spoke | neg
‘but | did not speak of them’ CMTRINIT,95.1271

The passage from an affix to an adverbial sergbnggative marker
was finally completed after the ®4century, whennot or some of its
allomorphs became the only sentential negative enark

(12) He yafnatof that text a pulled hen
He gave neg of that text a pulled hen
‘He didn’t give a thing about that text’ CMROLLTR,43.880
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(13) I know natthe cause
| know neg the cause
‘| do not know the cause’ CMMALORY,627.3550

All these successive stages are well captured dgifroa quantitative

analysis of the Middle English corpora given in \&gé (2008) and
summarized in Table 1:

Table 1. Distribution of ne, ne...not, not. From 1150AD to 1500AD.

Period ne % Ne...not % not %
1150-1250 436 60.5 277 38.5 7 1.0
1250-1350 166 22.9 490 67.7 68 9.4
1350-1420 43 1.9 236 10.5 1959 87.5
1420-1500 14 0.8 18 1.0 1842 98.2
Total 660 16.3 1021 20.7 3876 63.0

Although it is impossible to draw a precise borbetween the different
stages, we can clearly individuate at least thrassgges between the
middle of the 12 century and the end of the ™ @entury. First, in the
beginning of this periodne was the only negator and it appeared as an
affix on the verb. Second, in the following two tes ne, gradually
weakened and a second negative elememnibhtnatappeared. Third, in
the final stage around the W %entury, this second element became the
sole negative marker, substituting the morpheme

This cycle (Jespersen 1917) can be found in mahgrdanguages
(Dutch, Zeijlstra 2004; German, Jager 2008; FreRdbherts 2007) and it
might capture variations in both directions: fronffixes to free
morphemes and vice-versa:

(14) affix >  free morpheme + affix > free morpheme
4 |

This cyclic change supports the idea that all theations are placed on a
single dimension and that only one parameter iparsible for a long
cycle of fluctuations.

A way to express this parameter is to assumeahdegP may host
both an adverbial specifier and an affixal heade Tdea of a dedicated
functional projection goes back to Pollock (1988y ahe cycle can be
captured by the three structural changes presém{@é):
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(15) Jespersen’s cycle in Middle English

Stage 1: Stage 2: Stage 3:
1150-1250 a.c. 1250-1350 a.c. 1350-1500 a.c.
NegP NegP NegP
Neg’ Neg’ Neg’
not not
ne nat ne
noht

The variation here is restricted within a singlediional head, and the
lexical elements only minimally vary with regard tlee dimension [+/-
head]. In addition, given the existence of the &t2g we need to say
something else for the simultaneous presence ohtgative markers.

Assuming that parameters only have binary valuwesgan account for
the Jespersen’s cycle with the following two pareare

(16) Negation is signaled by an overt adverbial in thecsfier or a bound
morpheme in the head of NegP.

(17) Both the specifier and the head positions of NegRy nbe
phonologically realized.

These two parameters capture the three differerin rmages of the
Jespersen’s cycle and, as | will try to show inrib&t section, have a great
empirical coverage also in relation to synchroradations.

1.3. Parameters and typology

How good is the cross-linguistic coverage of the arameters given in
(16) and (17)? We could try to assess it by lookihtypological data.

I'll make first some further assumptions with redjao NegP, assuming
that functional projections are unique and canrdhbplicated This is
the same as saying that each functional projectiay express one and
only one feature. We have than a very strong ptiedicif there is only

2 This is compatible with a cartographic approachlémsal representation (Cinque
and Rizzi 2008).
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one NegP in the clause expressing a plain negatéaning, we could find
at most one negative element of the same kind,gbitimn affix or a

functional head. If we consider the diachronic &Bwins described through
the Jespersen’s cycle, they can be well capturedssyming only one
functional NegP. The question is whether we cad fimo elements with
the same meaning and of the same kind in othemukges. In this case,
we must assume the presence of more than one NegP.

In order to determine this, we must look at avate sample of the

world languages. The following discussion will besbd on the extensive
typological survey in Miestamo (2003, 2005). He sidared a sample of
297 languages, whose majority expresses senterdgdtion using only
one element, being it a free morpheme or an gf#%%8 languages on 297).
This means that the parameter in (16) covers tH@286f the sample.
What remains is a group of 39 languages, which tdmmposite
negation Here sentential negation is expressed by more dha element.
This is not unexpected since NegP might host bothadverbial and a
functional element, as in the Stage 2 of the Jespé&s Cycle.
Almost all the languages of this group uses twanelats of a different
kind, being one a free morpheme and the otherfan 8uch cases, which
can be captured by the parameter in (17) can berads also in some
languages of Europe, as French and West Flemiskg@taan 1995):

(18) Jeame vient pas (French)
Jean neg come.3s neg
‘Jean does not come’

(19) Da zenie ketent me euren kad@nwas (West Flemish)
that she neg contented with her present neg-was
‘That she was not pleased with her present’

Languages belonging to this group are similar t§' &€8ntury Middle

English, with a composite negation formed by atixgffie in French and
enin West Flemish) plus a free morphempagin French anchie in West

Flemish). Given that affixes arguably occupy thadef NegP and free
morphemes its specifier, this kind of composite atiegpn might be

captured by assuming a single NegP, compatibly (@it).

It seems that by combining the two parameterd &) é&nd (17), we can
capture a wide range of languages by assuming ardingle Negative
Projection in the clause structure and the follgMyeneralization largely
holds:
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(20) In the clause, only one NegP is phonologicallyireal.

However, there are a few recalcitrant cases alhdiiefly discuss
some of them. In Bafut, a Niger-Congo language atieg is duplicated
by a two particlesaa andsi:

(21) Kaa mbip si 160  (Bafut, Chumbow & Tamaniji 1994)
neg rain neg fall
‘It has not rained’

bothKaa andsi have to be considered as free particles, appgriamting
us to assume the presence of a second NegP. Howevienportant fact is
that
Kaa is optional, a fact which suggests that it can besidered to be a
reinforcer or an element carrying presuppositionaaning (Horn 1989).
Moreover, the duplication of negative markers t&ngenerated by
complex interactions with other functional categeri Seiler (1985)
showed that in Imonda what apparently looks as eorsk negative
element is instead the expression of an irreal&ufe. If we look at
sentences as (22), the two elemeséitand—m could be considered, at first
sight, aswo negative particles:

(22) Ehesé eg-l-uagl-fme Imonda (Seiler 1985)
3 nedollow-obj-p-go-pres-neg/Q
‘He does not follow them’

However, once we have more data at hand, thistimuiturns to be
wrong. In fact, if we consider also interrogativauses, we find the same
suffix —-m

(23) Ne uagl-f-me
2 go-pres-neg/Q
‘Are you going?’

Under a closer scrutiny then, the apparent compasgation in Imonda
can be decomposed in a combination+afealis and +negation two
different features arguably hosted by two differemictional heads

3 The only cases which appear to be really problieniatthe set of languages
discussed in Miestamo (2003, 2005) come from Maacand Maranungku. Here
two negative elements, two affixes in Maricopa am@ free morphemes in
Maranungku, seem to express exactly the same ngeamd they are both
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A word also deserves to be spent on languages mitfe than two
negative markers. It is not impossible to find laages where an
extremely articulated form of negation is expresisgdnultiple elements.
Zanuttini (1997) reports the following example takieom Parry (1997),
relative to the Italian dialect of Cairo Montengtspoken in Liguria:

(24) Dy’'menika u *)e  pa ‘vnywu (Cairese)
Sunday s.cl neg-is neg come-neg
‘He didn’t come on Sunday’

Sentence in (24) appears extremely repetitive aadind three negative
elements: the affix on the copuba, the adverbiapa and the suffix-nu
However, this redundancy is only apparent. In Ratry suggests that the
three elements absolve to different functions: &hihe first—n is
obligatory, the other two are optional and enritle tmeaning of the
sentence in different ways. The elemeguat carries a presuppositional
meaning while-nuis used as a reinforcer.

On the basis of this discussion, it seems thag#reralization in (20)
is substantially valid and that the two parameiarg16) and (17) are
adequate not only to capture major syntactic charigea diachronic
dimension, but also to cover a wide range of syowierdifferences. From
the examples discusses up to now it emerges anatpertant difference,
and it regards the structural position where thgatiee element appears:
clearly, the distinction between affixes and freetiples is not sufficient
to account for the clausal distribution of the satial negative marker. In
order to deal with this, we must consider the relabetween NegP and
the other functional projections.

obligatory.Maricopa is a native American languag®ken in Arizona, which
allows the presence of two negative affix@aly andma
(1) waly-puy-mak (Maricopa, Gordon 1986)
neg-die-neg-R
‘He didn't die’
In Maranungku instead, a Norhtern Australian lamggyanore than one negative
adverb might be present at the same time:

(2) piya ka-nga-ni way (Maranungku, Tryon 1970)
neg non.fut-1s-go neg
‘l am not going’

The presence of languages of this kind seems teeargfavor of the possibility to
have more than one NegP in the clause structurty bgpressing the same
meaning. We should be aware of the existenceasetanguages, but their rarity
(2 on 297 languages, less than 1%) and the relp#iveity of the available data do
not seems sufficient, for the moment, to abandergémeralization in (20).
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1.4. Negation and the inflectional system

We know that languages express negation in diffeskausal position and
this is certainly a key difference. Even languabeknging to the same
family and spoken in the same area, might vanheposition where the
sentential negative marker is realized. This pbag been well illustrated
for a small group of Italian dialects reported snzttini (1997).

Under the assumption that adverbs do not move sirtlgsicalized, she
considered the relative order between negation atiter adverbs
expressing aspect, habituality and other event figatibns. Limiting the
discussion to the three adverbialseady, no moreandalwaysin Standard
Italian and in two Northern Italian dialects asdfimntese and Milanese,
we have the following liner order (see also Cin069)

(25) ltalian: gia > piu > spm
Piedmontese: gia > pinen > sempre
Milanese: gemo > pi > semper

‘already’  ‘no more’ ‘always’

thus in ltaliangia ‘already’ precedegiu ‘no more’ and this, in turn,
precedesempre'always’. This order, which can be easily deteredirby
observing the position that the three adverbs ogcaumpen they appear
within the same clause, is respected also in theotiver varietie’s

Now, consider the position of the negative markefiedmontese and
Milanese in relation to the adverbials in (25). Riedmontese the
sentential negative markeenis an adverbial and it occupies a position
betweergia ‘always’ (26) andsempre ‘always(27)

(26) A I' aviagia nersalutami cul dila (Piedmontese)
s.cl s.cl'aux already neg greeted-me that dayether
‘Already on that day he had not greeted me’

(27) A I' ha nen dine sempreut (Piedmontese)
s.cl scl'aux neg told-us always everything
‘He hasn’t always told us everything’

The example (27) also shows then precedes not only the adverbial
sempre but also the past participtéine If we recast the linear order in

% The inverse order is forbidden or prosodically keal
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terms of structural dominance, we have an indicati@t in Piedmontese
the following order holds: NegP > Past-Part P >itdabP.

This order, however, is partially reversed in M#ae. Negation is
expressed by the postverbal adverlial and this particle occupies a
position immediately above the VP, linearly to thight of the past
participle:

(28) EI I' ha scrivuu no (Milanese)
s.cl. s.cl'aux written neg
‘He hasn’t written’

Consider that Past Participle in Milanese occupiegery low structural
position and it is arguably lower than in Piedmaetesince it follows the
habitual adverlsemper

(29) L' ha semperdi tiiscos (Milanese)
s.cl'aux always said all
‘He has always said everything’

In this vaiety, negation seems to be lower both thspectual adverbs and
past participle. This is confirmed by the followirmxample whereno
follows the two elements:

(30) L' a sempepagano i tas (Milanese)
s.cl'aux always paid neg the taxes
‘It's always been the case that he hasn’t paid saxe

On the basis of these considerations, we have tiffereht orders of
functional projections:

(31) Piedmontese: NegP > Past-Part P > Habitual P
Milanese: Habitual P > NegP > Past-Part P

The differences between Milanese and Piedmontessssthat while it is
possible to find a strict correspondence in theeprdf adverbials in
different languages (Cinque 1999), the positiomedative adverbs resist
to a cross-linguistic generalization.

% In Milanese there is also another negative matkeradverbiamingawhich has
a presuppositional meaning (see Zanuttini 1997).
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This conclusion is also supported if we considatranly the ordering
of adverbs, but also the ordering of affixes. Olzh&1990) reports the
following difference between Turkish and Berberptrich agglutinating
languages:

(32) Jan elmarlar-i  senedi-[ (Twsk)
John apples-acc like-neg-past-agr
‘John didn't like apples’

(33) Ur-ad-y-xdel Mohand dudsha (Berber)
neg-fut-agr-arrive Mohand tomorrow
‘Mohand won't arrive tomorrow’

While in Turkish (32) the particlerreis closer to the verbal root than the

tense morphemedi; the inverse happens in Berbér fact, in the Berber
example (33), the tense particlacHs closer to the root than the negative
markerur-.

If we assume (Baker 1985) that the order of morgwemeflects the
ordering of functional heads, the examples in @R&) (33) argue in favour
of a different ordering between NegP and TP inttveelanguages:

(34) Turkish: AgrP > TenseP NegP> VP
Berber: NegP> TenseP > AgrP > VP

The problem is that the comparison between (32) @8 may be
misleading for various reasons. First, it is notiobs that past and future
tenses are hosted by the same functional projecBesond, while the
Turkish verbal morphology illustrated in (32) showseries of suffixes,
Berber instead uses a sequence of prefixes.

Although these considerations may weaken his csrahs, | believe
that the argument presented by Ouhalla has a stiadtealidity. We only
have to find better examples. Again, a typolog&aivey might help us to
find languages with the appropriate characteristigiestamo (2003)
reports some data on Malayalam, a Dravidian languwegch is one of the
official languages of India, spoken in the stateKefala. Malayalam has
two different suffixes for negation and past, withe past morpheme
closer to the verbal root

(35) Avan pghi-c-illa (Malayalam)
he study-past-neg
‘He did not study’
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This order of suffixation may be captured if welame that the morpheme
expressing past is hosted in a functional heacecltzsthe VP whileila

is hosted in an higher NegP. Malayalam then shewtider NegP > PastP
which is reversed from Turkish:

(36) Turkish: AgrP > PastPNegP> VP
Malayalam NegP> PastP > VP

In this case we compared two series of suffixesvamelso considered the
order of two morphemes expressing the same tensscaming the
drawbacks of Ouhalla original comparison.

We may push the comparison even further, and densither tense
morphemes as well. If we consider present tense, itlwerse order
between negation and present tense morphologyoisrshy two South-
Central American languages, Barasano and Kuna.sBagais spoken in
Southern Colombia while Kuna in the northern pdrthe country, at the
border with Panama. Consider the order of suffire@®7) and (38)

(37) Wabea-ha yu (Barasano)
move-neg-pres-non.3p 1s
‘I am not going’

(38) an pinsa-esuli (Kuna)
1s remember-pres-neg
‘I don't remember’

the order of negative suffixes in Barasano and Kunith the negative
affix more internal in the first case, suggestsimdhat the position of
NegP is variable:

(39) Barasano: PersonP > PresRegP> VP
Kuna: NegP> PresP > VP

Finally, let me also consider the relation betwégnre and negative
morphemes. Miestamo reports data from Inanwatanvfits 1996) and
Tonkawa (Hoijer 1993), two languages with a seqaasfdistinct suffixes
for negation and future tense.

Inanwatan, spoken in Indonesia and North West Papgates the clause
with the suffix—aigo, which can be optionally preceded by the particle
nawa Example (40) shows that the morphesaggo follows the future
morpheme
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(40) (nawo)né-se-sarigo (Inanwatan)
neg  1s-walk-fut-neg
‘I will not walk’

The opposite ordering is instead found in the MNatiVorth American
language Tonkawa, documented by Henry Hoijer:

(41) Yalo'n-ab-ado-no-'c (Tonkawa)
kill-neg-fut-cont-1s
‘I will not kill him’

Again, by looking at the sequence of affixes, werehanother cross-
linguistic difference for what concerns the ordgraf projections:

(42) Inanwatan: NegP> FutP > VP
Tonkawa: PersonP > Continuative P > FubiegP

In conclusion, the comparison between all the ipress couple of

examples supports Ouhalla’s original idea thatpbsition of the NegP is
variable across languages.
We have then converging evidence both from theroofl@dverbials and
affixal morphology showing that there is no fixeakfgion for NegP cross-
linguisitcally. This is a remarkable exception, c&nother inflectional
projections are instead rigidly ordered in accoo#ato the articulated
hierarchy in (43):

(43) [franklyMood-speech acfdrtunatelyMood-evaluative  dllegedly
Moodevidential probably Mod-epistemic §nce T(Past) fhenT(Future)
[perhaps Mood-irrealis  pecessarily Mod-necessity gossibly
Modpossibility usuallyAsp-habitual gain Asp-repetitive (1)

[often Aspfrequentative(l) ifbtentionally Mod-volitional [quickly Asp-
celerative(l) plready T(Anterior) [no longerAsp-terminative $till Asp-
continuative @lways Asp-perfect just Asp-retrospective Soon Asp-
proximative priefly  Asp-durative  §haracteristically  Asp-
generic/progressive a[most Asp-prospective dompletely Asp-
SgCompletive(l) futto Asp-PICompletive ell Voice [fast/early Asp-
celerative(ll) pgain Asprepetitive(ll) pften Asp-frequentative (Il)
[completelyAsp-SgCompletive(ll)

(Cinque 1999)

As we saw in the pairs Turkish/Malayalam (36), Barao/Kuna (39) and
Inanwatan/Tonkawa (42), NegP occupies a variablsitipn cross
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linguistically. In principle, it seems that it mappear between any of the
projections in (43). In order to express the faett tanguage differentiates
with respect to the position where they realize NlegP, we may assume
that this functional projection varies within thenttional space above the
VP

(44) NegP c-commands XP or is c-commanded by XP wherés Ry of
the functional projections immediately dominating V

The parameter in (44), as stated, only indicateddtver limit (VP) where
NegP could be realized. | take this move since ni@enat yet in a position
allowing us to determine the upper bound of NegRjrtg not considered
the complementizer layer.

In fact, additional functional projections, relatiedthe complementizer,
can be individuated on the top of the hierarchy(48) and nothing
excludes that negation can be instantiated by cemmghtizer’s particles.
In the next chapter, I'll try to extend the randecmss-linguistic variation
in order to include also languages with negativemementizers.






