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Preface

Sentential negaton hasbeen d interestto linguists and philosophers for cenu-
ries. In this book, | propose an angkis of the pgrincipal phenomena h Modern
French wihin the RinciplesandParametes framework of generatve syntax.
(See omsky andLasnk 1993 andHaegenan 1994a. For more recentversons
of generaive syntax, see thomsky 1995b and Radford 1997. For introductions
in French, see Pollock 1997a and Telier 1995) In so doing, | reconsider a num-
ber of the cae isuues hat have keen dscus®d in the literaure: Whatitems are
truly negaitve in Modern French?s Modern French a negat cocord lan-
guage? What is thestaus of ne and pas? What structural podtions are they asso-
ciatedwith? How is ne licensed? Why is ne excluded fom non®entental nega-
tion contexts? What is thetheoretical significance of the controversial pour ne
pas que construction? How are pseudopartitives licensed? Why does the distri-
bution of rien typically follow that of toutrather hanpersonne? Why canjamais
readly follow a lexical infinitive whie pas cannot? Why can items such as
jamais and rien co-occurwith eachotherwithoutleading to logical doubk rega
tion butnot, generdly, with pas? And why does the variety of French spoken in
Quebec dffer from StandardFrench n this repect? These and ther quesbns
are addressed in this bodk. In some caes | come b the same conalsons as
other researchersn a nunber of caseshoweve, my conclusionsdiffer.

Throughaut the ook, | follow a tradition initiated by Edward Klima more
than thirty yeas ago and represented in current work by such linguists as Paolo
Acquavva, Adriana Belletti, Michd DeGraff, Viviane Déprez, Maria-Teresa
Espinal, Liliane Haegenan, Paul Hirschblihler Marie Lakelle, Itziar Laka,Luc
Moritz, JamalOuhalla, Elizabeh Peare, Jea-Y vesPollock, LjiljanaProgovac,
Maria-Lusa Rvero, Daniel Valois, and Raffadla Zanuttini. The work of these
linguists will be referred to as the dscusson progresses.

The fundamental assumption underlying the book is that clausd polarity is
feaure basedln particular, | assume, with Haegenan (195: 107), that negaive
clausesare chara@rized by the presence d a feaure, which | shall cal [+NEG],
on a functional head of the extended projection of V) that is, in the clausal do-
main. Consequentt, most of my concern abaot sentental negaiton in Modern
French revtves apbund how this feaure specifcaton is achieved The data sug-
gest tha ne, which | asume, following work by Pollock (1989), is asseiated
underlyingly with a functional head in the clausal domain, NegE, is not in fact
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inherently negatve; thatis, it does notbear he alstractfeaure +NEG] asa lex-
cal property. Rather, it sesemsthatthe head NegE hosing ne is endowed with the
relevant [+NEG] feature by some dynamic agreement mechanism that transmits
[+NEG] from a negative operator in specifier position. It seems further that this
takes phce atS-dructure and nf assome have arguedat LF. This has fr-
reaching conseguences for the analysis of the other “negative” elements) adverbs
and arguments) as®ciated with ne, same o which, | conclude, are not inherently
neagtve.

In succesiwve chapers | consider vaious aspets of the enpirical domain
starting, in chapter 1, with an overview of the assunptions | shall be making, in
particular concerning the extent of Verb Movement. | then give a syrtactic
chearacterizaion of the prewverbal patticle ne. Crucial to the anaysis will be the
idea hatclausalpolarity feauresare bcatd within a funcional projection NegP
(Pollock 1989) andthat negative markeis such asFrenchne underlyingly head
NegP. In the French case, | suggest tha ne is never unddyingly negaive in the
modern language; rather, ne inherits negative features from a suitable operator in
SpecNegP.As aprdude b later discussion, | introducethe notion of “affecive”
item (Klima 1964). | conclude that the distribution and interpretation of such
items aredeemined bya wellformedneas condtion known asthe AFFECT crite-
rion.

In chapter2, | concentate on the nost saient aspectof negaton in French,
the adrerbial negaive markerpas which | taketo be he core overtlexical item
in the modern language enaling negaion. The dscusion culminats n a yn-
tactic analysis o this element that, following Pollock (1989), swygests thd pas
occupies YoecNegP (at S-structure). In contrast to Pollock’s analysis, havever, |
argue that the S-structure position of pasin SpecNegP sthereault of anappica-
tion of Move-a that raisespasfrom a lower base psition. Several empirical and
theortical agumens are gven to motivate this revision of Pollock’s original
analsis. On the enpirical front, such ananalysis isargued ¢ provide an e¢gant
account of the contrast between the morphosyntactic properties o indefinite di-
rect objects in positive clauseson the one handandin negaitve clauseson the
other, aswell asotherwise probbematic properties of inperaive stucturesand
the diachronic dewelopmen of infinitival verb placemet patems. On the theo-
retical front, the approachfollows naturally from the propcsed aralysis, inspired
by Haegenan (195), of senential negaton marking.

In many respects, chapter 3 is an excursus from the restricted domain of
sertential negation in French. Predominartly crossdinguistic in outlook, the dis-
cussion addresses the distinction beween negative concord (henceforth, NC)
languages (g., Italian andSerbian/Croatian) and na-NC languages (g., Stan-
dard Modem Engish and Modem Geman) In very broad ems, NC languages
are languageghat allow multiple inherenty negatve constituens to co-occur
within a single domain without their negative feauresbeing canceled wot; non-
NC languages do mot. An account of the distinction between the two types of
language is offered basel on areinterpetation of an observation made by Jes-
persen (1924), wherely the issue d wheher or nota language s NC is deter-
mined bythe nature of its reguar negative marker. Languages whose reguar
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negative marker is realized on Negk are NC languagesthose whose negate
marker is assaciated with SpecNegP are not. | provide an explanation for this
generalization that | term Jespersen’s Gengaalization. The (un)availability of
NC is atributed © the distinctive scope propeies of NegE and SpecNegP.
Negative markers in ecNegP take smpe over negative XPs lower in te clause
(via Gereralized ANbinding); negaive markes in NegkE do not. A negaive
marker in SpedNegP therefore carcels outthe necative feaure of a lower nega-
tive dement (= Double Negaton). Assumingthatdynamic spec-head agreeant
is unidiredional (from SpeXP to XE) and does nottherebre transfer [+NEG]
from NegE to SpecNegP,a regdive marker in Negk will not passon its negative
feature to its specifier and, further, will not cancel out the negative feature of a
lower negaitve ekment (= NC).

Returning now to French, given that the reqular negaive marker in the mod-
ern languagepas is syntactcally aligned wit Englishnot and Germannicht (in
SpecNegP), rather han l@lian non or SerbianCroatian ne (gererated urder
NegE), Jesperses'Generaization predicts that Modern Frenchsa nan-NC lan-
guage At the end of chaptr 3, | discus why | believe thai despite
appeaanas this is in fact a reasnable cmclusion to draw alwut Modern
French.

Following the conclusions about negatve concord in French nade in chapers
2 and 3, | turn, in chapters 4 and 5, to more peripheral isswes. In chapter 4, |
consider “negaive adrerbs” aher hanpas namely plus ‘any/no more/longer’,
jamais ‘(n)ever’, and guére ‘hardly’. On the bass of the null hypothess that
these elements are in essence syntadicdly (if not ssmanticdly) identica to pas
| explore the waysin which their distribution departs from that of pas A syntac-
tic anaysis is then poposed,taking into account the caclusion reachedat the
endof chapger 3) namey thatModem French is notanNC language.

In chapter 5, aenton is turned b what might be termed “negatve argu-
ments”, namely rien ‘anything/nothing’ and personne‘anyoneho-one’. My pur-
pose here is to provide a gntacic analysis of the intemal structure of these wo
nominal itemsthataccouns for not only the similaritiesbut also the differerces
between their respective distributions. Further, | relate the syntax of these items
to the proposls for the “negative adwerbs’ in chapter 4. Given my corntertion
that Modern French is a on-NC language, the “negative” items dscussal in
chapers4 and5 are no deemed to be inherently negatve; rather han keing the
rough eaiivalents of Standardenglishnothing, never and so on, these fems are
assumed b be norelike anything, eve, and so o.

Someof the material in this booK) arevised vesion of my docbral disserta-
tion (Rowlett 1996c)) has been presented to various audiences and/or has d-
ready appeared in print. Aspects o the analysis of pasdetailedin chapger 2 have
been pesnted to audencesin the United Kingdom in Cambridge, Edinburgh,
Mancheger, and York, aswell asin Barcelona (Span), Ferrara (Italy), and Giro-
na (Span) (Rowlett 19923 b, 19934 d). Jesperen’s Genagalizaton, discused
in chaper 3, has been pentd to British audences m Durham Manchester,
Newcastle-uponTyne, Sdford, and York, as well as n Geneva (Switzerland)
andOttawa (Ganadh) (Rowlett 1994c, 1995a, b, 1997). The material in chaper 4
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on negative adverbs formed the basis of talks in Cambridge and York (Rowlett

1994a, b). Parts d the discussion of the negative argumentsrien and personnein

chepter 5 hawe beempresentedin Camlridge (Ravlett 1996a, b, e). My approach
to non-overt operabrs hasbeen pesnted in Utrecht(the Netherlands) (Rowlett

19961 1998b) Finally, an overview of a number of apeds of my analysis of

senental negaton in French hadbeenpresenédin Oxford (Rowlett 1996b) and

Toulouse (France) (Rowlett 19983. | am of course grateful to the membes of

all these audience®r their helpful comments and suggesitons, aswell asfor the

comments of anmymous reviewers ofmy published work. Thanks herebre go
to Jacaies Durand, Chrs Lyons, and Leo Hickey for ading as editors of the
University of Salford series of Working Papers in Language ard Linguistics, to

which aricles conaining sme o this material have leen sbmitted. Finaly, the

anonymous reviewers of the Journal of French Language Studies the Catalan

Working Papers in Linguistics, the Joumal of Linguistics, Linguistic Inquiry,

and Probusprovided e with very detiled ard hepful comments on anumber
of articleswrittenon the bags of this maerial. Thefinal version of my disserta-

tion berefited from the comments of the examiners, Liliane Haegeman and
GeorgesTsoulas The book manwscript was subjected b the careful eyes of two

anonymous reviewers Robert Brown ard Odile Cyrille read hrough the final

draft.

Writing this book) and the dissertation on which it is basd) hasbeen made
possibe by a nunber of people and bodies, all of whom deseave my thanks.
JohnGreenwasmy first linguistics teader backin 1984and gertly encouraged
me to consider linguistics at the poggraduate level. Later on, John was one of
the first to consider offering me a job. Tharks for the corfiderce. Upon my ar-
rival in York in 1989 & an M. A. student, Adrian Battye gave me initial guid-
ance andsupport. He sugervised ny early work on French, asvell asmy disser
tation. In autumn 1991, he beganto supervise my docrae. Adrian became a
good friend and ore | grealy miss. He diedin March 1993. In Septembe 1993,
Bemaddte Plunkett took over as my supewisor. Over the following two and a
half years, she provided ne with everything | could haw reeded as resarch
student. She offered the flexibility | required, given that | was Ning in Manches-
ter) a ninetly-minute train joumey away) and given that | had to fit appointments
in York around a full teacing and adninistration load atSaford. Sheprovided
discipline at timeswhen | would rather have beendoing otherthings and wasan
extremely vauabk intellectual opponert to some of the conclusions | had
drawn. | doubt | everchangedher mind, but it did me good having to try. My
dissertation ard this book are undoubedly muchthebeter for her critical eye.

| owe alot to otherlinguists working specffically on regaion. Paolo Acqua-
viva, Anagada Gianrakidou, Liliane Haggeman Paul HirschbiiHer, Marie La-
belle, FranceMartineau,Claudce Muller, Jamal Ouhala, HuguesPéters Ljiljana
Progovac, Joep Quer, and Raffaela Zanuttini were paticulady hdpful in that
they either provided conments on ealy versions of my ideasor discused hem
in their own work. Others, such as David Adger, Bill Ashby, Adriana Belletti,
Bob Borsley, Odile Cyrille, Viviane Déprez, Jacques Durand, John @&en,
Marie-Anne Hntze, Aafke Hulk, Ans van Kemenac, Bill Ladusaw, Richard
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Larson, Chris Lyons, Jean-FPerre Mailhac, John Payne,Liz Pearce,Carme Pi-
callo, Jaan-Yves Pollock, Ellen Prince, lan Roberts, bhn-Charles Smith, Tim
Stowdl, and Nigel Vincent were wiling o discussmy work with me. For the
information they provided about individual languagesthanks © Myriam Carr,
Joe Cunningham, Odile Cyrille, Jacques Durand, Liliane Haegeman, Susan Hill,
Sylvain Larose,JanetLloyd, JeanPierre Mailhac, Jamal Ouhala, JeanMarc
Penneter, Ljiljana Progovac, Jéélle Riley, lan Rderts, Philip Tomlinson, and
Juliet Wigmore.

So muchfor individuak. As for the ogarnizaionswhosehdp | hawe berefited
from aong the way, | should first of all acknowledge the British Academy,
whose Pog-graduate Studentship dlowed me to go to York as a full-time M. A.
student in the first place. Without them, I'd probably still be a (very unhappy)
trandator in Paris. They also dfered me a firther three years’ Ph.D. funding
(which I urned dwn) and povided part of the financal support) in the shapeof
an Overseas @nference Gani thatallowed me 6 accept aninvitation to paric-
ipate in the Negation: Syntax and Semantics conference in Ottawa (Canada) in
1995. | would like to extend my particular thanks b the Department of Modern
Languages and the European Studies Research Institute, both at the University
of Saford, for providing both the environmentand the finarcial suppat that
were esential in alowing me to carryout this work. The Departmentof Modern
Languagesfunded my Ph.D. for four years, while the EuropeanStudiesResarch
Institute financed most of my research travel. Both showed confidence in me
ealy on, andl’m extremely grateful. The Department of Language and Linguis-
tic Sdence atYork) in particular Connie Cullen, Steve Harlow, and Anthony
Wamern desrves my thanks for introducing me b the delights of theortical
syntax andfor giving me the opportunity to prove mysef asa teacher éllowing
Adrian Battye's death. Friends both within and without the UFR desEtudesdu
Monde Angbphoneand te Equipe de Rechehe en Syntaxe et Sémarnique a
the Université de Toulouse-Le Mirail made myl1998 gay in the Souh of France
and @mpletion of this book a most enjoyable experience.

On a pesonal note, thanks to Bev, Dr. Rob, lain, Mad Maria, Marc, and
Marietta for providing qudity of life. Thanks fnally to my mother and ster,
whose love and respect were unconditional.

Toulouse, France P.R.
Junel998
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1

Foundations

This is a stidy of the syntax of (sentential) negation, with particular reference to
Modern French, and of the insight into Universal Grammar (henceforth, UG) it
offers. The purpose of this first chgpteristo sstoutmy basc assumptons which
will be essettial to the development of the study. Section 1.1 startswith my as-
sumptions &out the extent of Verb Movement, introducing the Split-Infl hy-
pothess. Secton 12 turnsto fundamentl issuesconeming the syntactic repre
sentation of sertential negation. In particular, | introduce and motivate NegP, a
functional projection housng clausal polarity feaures. Secton 13 introduces
the notion of affedive element; my conclusions are drawn together in sedion
14.

Verbal inflection and Verb Movement

11
1.11 Verb Movement veasus Aff ix-Hopping

Since Emonds(1978:163 8), it has geneally been assimed that the mechanism
linking French finite verb forms with inflectional morphology is (obligatorily)
Verb Movement (see Koopman 1984). Within models d syntadic theay as-
sumedin much work since the 1980s(Governmentand Binding, Principlesand-
Parameters), this ha meant that verbal roots are deemed to move out of their
confaining VP and incomorate into one ormore suiccessive c-commanding func-
tional head encaling verbal norphaogy. In English,in contrag, Affix-Hopping
is deemed to lower the inflecion onib the root of main verbs, which,
consequently, do not need to raise out of VP. Only finite auxiliaries and modals
are outside VP at S-structure in English, a la frangaise

The distinction between Verb Movemert and Affix-Hopping is recag by
Chomsky (1993) within Checking Theay asa dstinction beween pe-spellout
and postspell-out checking. Within Checking Theoly, morphologically compex
words erter the derivation fully inflected, while functional headsare geneated
as bundes offormal feaures Morphoogically complex words are hen “check-
ed” by being matched with the feauresfollowing cyclic head-to-head adjunction
to the relevant c-commandig inflecional heads The paranetic differene be-
tween the “French’ system and the “English” system cemers around wkhether
headmovementcum-checkingtakes pace lefore or after pell-out, thatis, the
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input to the phonobgical compnent This coregponds to the distinction be-
tweenmovemert in the g/ntax asopposed to movemer atLF in moretraditional
models. In Frerch, movemeri/checking is pre-spell-out/overt; in Engish, move-
ment/checking is post-syell- out/covert.

The diff erence between English and French is attibuted by Pollock (1989) to
the natre ofagreenentin the wo languagesln French, it is strong, or trangar-
ent, and may be said to “attrad” the verb; in Endish, in contrad, it is we&, or
opaque. This parametric diff erence in the morphology of the two languages is
claimed to be able to account for the following contrast:

(1) a  Jean embrasse souvent t; Marie. (French)
b. ' Jean souvent embrasseMarie
J. (kisses) often (kisses) M.
‘J. often kisses M.’

(2) a. ’John kisss oftent Mary. (English)
b. Johne often kisses Mary
3) CN
e u
CE IP
! e o]
! NP IN
| | e 0
| 1 IE VP
! 1 1 3
! ! ! AdvP VP
! 1 1 I
1 1 1 ] VN
1 1 1 ] 2
! ! ! ! VE NP
1 1 1 ] 1 1
(que) Jean  embrasse souvent t; Marie
(thap) John € often  kises Mary

Under the assumption that adverbs of the same type) for example, often and
souvent ‘often’) are genegated in the same po#ion crosslinguistically,® Pollock
(1989) arguesthat contrags such as the one illustrated in (1) and (2) (his (4), p.
367) strongly sugged that finite verbs in French mowve out of VP to the left of

1. Thisasumption, shared by Bdletti (1994a 38M13) is suppated by Sportichés (1988 429
Adjunct Prgection Rinciplethat gawernsmadification relationsand Chomskyg (1986b: 16general
theay of adjunction. Taken tgether, these theories dblige “madifiers’ such as aderbsto appear
adjacent to ther nonamgument XP “madifiee” (or the head of thdr “madifiee”). Note that this
assumptia is chalenged byWilliams (1994a:189), who rgects “theidea thathereareunivesal ‘slots
in which adwerbsof variouskindscan appear, onedot for each typeof adwerb”; nather does hethink
“tha adverbsaredistributed in thesamewayin differentlangiages’. In (3), | asumethatsouventoften
are VP-adjoined. | modify this asumption in sctions1.1.6 and 11.7.3.
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adverbs to aninflectiona head suchas E to beassociated with finiteness and 6-
features, while finite verbs in English do not.

1.1.2 The Split-Infl hypotheds

Sub®quen to Chomsky (1986b), Pollock (1989) has argued that the IP model
fails to account for Verb Movement pdatems in French. In short, a modd of
claue dructure with a single inflectional hea, such as IE, does not provide
enough postionsto dlow anelegant account of word order. To resolve the prob-
lem, Pollock agues that the 6-feature and finiteness sgcification of IE should
be assciated with ssparat andindependent head which he labels T(ens) and
Agr(eemeny, both of which project full phrasal categoiieswithin the X Nmodel.2
Pollock motivates this “Split-Infl” modd of clausal architecure on the bass of
structuresin French in which verbs undergo what he cdls “shont” Verb Move-
ment as opposed to “long” Verb Movement. A model of clause structure in
which there is just one hflecional head into which a verb either doesor does
not move is clealy notgoing to be abé to accoun for sucha finetuned dstinc-
tion. In cantrad, if 1P is split into TP and AgrSP, with TP above AgrSP, the dis-
tinction between short and long movement can be represented as the distinction
between movement from VE to AgrSE and movement from VE through AgrSE to
TE

Pollock’s dat involves theintemplay of negatve pas adverbs suchassou-
vent, ard finite and nonfinite verbs. The data in (1) show tha a finite verb in
Frerch moves to an hflecional headbetveen he adrerb andthe subject The
dat in (4) show thatthe distribution of negative pasresembles tha of souvent.
As a working hypothesis, one could assune that souvent and pas are both VP-
adjoined?

2. Thesepaiate treatment of tense ard agreement, thatis, in temsoaf distinct fundional heads is
supported by the fad that some languages, such as the Mainland Scandinavian languiages Danish,
Norwegian ard Swelish, distinguishbetween finiteard norfinitebut donotdemorstrae suljectverb
ageement (Platzadk and Holmberg 198). In anunber of other languiages, suchasArabic (Plunket
1993, finite verbsappearwith o without (subject) ageement morphdogy, depending on whether the
subjectis overt or nat. Inboth cases, theverb is marked finite. This clealy suggeststhatageementand
tense are independent of each ather. Pollock’s Split-Infl hypathesis is onepassible way of atticulating
tha independence Chomsky (1991) suggeststhatthe Split-Infl hypothesis follows fromanXNtheoretic
conditiononsingle-headednessproposedby Emonds (1976: 5). Anticipating later dsausson, | relebel
Pdlock’s AgrP AgrSP, that is,subjectagreenert phrase,to distinguish it from AgrOP, the object
agreenentphrase. Forecentdiscussionof Agreement projectons, see Chonky (19%h).

3. This is oy a provisional charaderization ofpasand adverbs like souvent Seesection 12.1 and
chapter 2in particular for adetaled amalysisof the syitadic properties opas Fa souwvent see setion
1.1.6.

In mostspoken varieties bModern Fench the pre-vebd negaive marker ne is ogtional. See
secton 12.4 for disaussion This optonality is not explictly indicaed in the examples here oF
discwssionof “ne-drop’, seeAshby (1976, 1981, 1991), Coveney(1989, 1990, 1996), Esare (194),
Pohl (198, 1975), ard Sankoff andVincent(1977).
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(4) a. Jeann’ embrassepast Marie.
" Jeanne pasembrase Marie.
J. ne(kises) pas(kisses) M.
‘J. doesn't kiss M.’

=

(5) a. Jeann’ emlrasse passouvert Marie.
b. ' Jeann’ embrase uvert pasMarie.
J. nekisses pas/souvent M.
‘J. doesn't often kissM.’

The data reviewed sofar ae perfedly compatible with the IPmodel of clause
structure: in both (1) and (4), the finite verb can be argued to haveraised ou of
VP into the IP domain, to the left of theadveb and negative pas Note, though,
that the examples in (5) show that the order of the adverb and the negation is
fixed) the negation must precede the adverb. This would need to be stipulated if
both eements were deemed to have the same staus as VP-adverbs. (See foot-
note 4.)

However,the paradgmsin (6) and(7), containing stings wih infinitival aux-
iliaries raher than finite forms, are not compatible with this model of clause
structure:

(6) a J-Pavoue n’ étre pas souvent al” heure.

J-P avoue ne pasétre souvent al” heue.

c. J-Pavouene pas souventétre a I’ heue.
J-Padmits ne (be)pas(be)souvent (be) atthe haur
‘J-P admits heisn’t often on time.’

=

(7) a Lucille préterd n’ avoir pas souvent le temps.
b. Lucille préterd ne pas avoir souvent le temps.
c. Lucille préterd ne pas souvent avoir le temps.

L. claims ne (have)pas(have)souvent (have) the time

‘L. claims ste doesn't often have thetime.’

To accoun for (6a) and (7a),in which the adveb and ngaion ae post-verbal,
one ould asume,aswith theverbsin (1) and (4), that heinfinitival awiliaries
move from VE over souvent and pasto a ronfinite IE To accaunt for (6¢) and
(7c), in which the alverb and negation ae pre-verbal, one could assume, with
Pollock (1989), thatinfinitivals (in contrastto finite forms) donotneedto move
out of VP andthat, in these caseghe verb apearsin dtu in VE. In both cases,
the IP modelof clause structure can deal with the data. In contrag, (6b) and (7b)
are a problem. Here the verb appeas between the negation and the adwerb.
Given hat both these edments appear betveen E and VE, the problem is that,
within the IP mode] there is no head postion between the negation and the a-
verb for the verb to occupy:

(8) [ip INIE[ve Pas 72? [yp souvent [yp t 1111]
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To accourt for thee examples Pollock (1989) uses his more ariculated
model of clause wucture and suggesthat the verbsm (6b) and (7 have un-
dergoneshort movementto AgrSE In (6a) and (fa), in contrad, he claims that
the verbshaveundergonelong movementthrough AgrSEto TE. In (6¢) and(7c),
the verbs are asimedto remain n dtu in VE Given the stucture in (9), an n-
finitival auxiliary can occupy any one of the podtions marked Aux, thatis, VE,
AgQrSE or TE

(9) Possble Sstructure postions for infinitival auxiiariesin French
(version 1}

[tp [re AUX 1 [ PaS [agrep [agrse AUX ] [ souvent [yp [ye AUX nm

| therefore conclude tha clause strudure (in French, if not universally) is
more intricate thanthe IP model would sugged; CP-IP-VP is to be tandated
into CP-TP-AgrSP-VP. Asauming the VP-intemal subject hypothess, such as
that of Kitagawa (1986), a subject moves from its bas® podtionto SpeTP atS-
structure, where it can be asigned nomnaive Cas. In finite dausesin French
(in contrastto English), the verb mowes from its base postion by a process of
head-to-head movement through AgrSE to TE, whose FFINITE] property alows
nominative Case assignment to the subject in SpecTP ®

Support for the $lit-Infl hy pothesis

1.13
from acquisition sudies

Theclaim thatthere ae wo spaate and independensyntacic headsasociated
with verbal inflecion is suppated notonly by the wod orderpatems discussed
in the previous ®dion and the eviderce refered to in foomote 1 bu also by
results from eaquisition studies Work repoted in Verips and Weissenborn
(1992) (hencebrth, V& W), on which thediscusion in this secton is based, ag-
gests tha L1 acquirers of French go through a stege during which morphologi-
cally finite verbs underg short movement (rather thanthe long movementhat
finite verbs undeyo in adult French granmars) and consequentt, appear b the
right of the negation in the sequence: pas + finite verb.® Further, even after chil

4. IntheunifiedInfl model, negdive pasand adverbs like souventare both assumedto be agoined
to VP. Unde such an analyis, we would expect heorderof theseitems tobefree. Yet, it is nd, as
shownin (5). The regaive pasmust precedethe adverb souvent In thestructurein (9), in contrad, the
negaive pasandtheadverb occupydistinctpositions Theformer occupies a position beween TEard
AgrSE, possilly adoined to AgrSP(seealsofootnote6); the latteroccupiesa positon betwen AgrSE
andVE The Split-Infl modelhas the advaiegethen of prediding tha the respectie orderirg of pas
andsouwentis fixed.

5. For futher dsausgon of the issue of rominative Caseassgnmert, seesedion 1.1.4. For futher
discwssion of the VP-irternd subject hypotlesis, seeBurton ard Grimstaw (1992) ard McNaly
(1992).

6. Thefad tha theverbsare clearly finitein their morphdogy suggeststha they donat appearin
situ in VE but haweraised at kag asfarasthelower fundionalhead.For reaonswhy | reject a post-
spél-out Checkindgrheay accaint ofthesedata, sesection1.1.5. As in theprevious setion, lassime
for the time beng that pasis adjoined to AgrSP. Idrav a dfferent corcluson about the S-struture
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dren apar b have acgired long Verb Movement of finite forms, they never-
theless persist in makng errors (albetit rarely) thatcould be agued to be the re-
sult of failing to raise the verb as far as he adult gramma would require. Exam-
ples ae given in (10) and (13:

(10) Fabienne
a. pasjouele chat(2-0-13) b. pascompt (2-0-23)
pasplay thecat pascount

(11) Benjamin:
a. paschante moi (2-2-18) c. passaute (2-3-1)

passing me pasjump
b. pasmet(2-2-18;2-3-8) d. non, pas marge (2-3-8)
pasput no pased

While the rarty of these emrs (two instances fom Fabenne,five from Ben-
jamin, none from Philippe duing their repecive periods of obsevation; see
also the discussion in Déprez and Pierce 1993:40; Pierce 1992:65! 7; Wexler
1994: 310) could be aken to indicat that thee ae examples of peformane
emors, V&W (pp. 308 9) venture that there are a number of aspects of the data
that sugeest,rather that they reflect a principled process’

Thefirst agpectthat V& W mertion is the fact thattwo of the three children
studied go hrough an initial stagein which finite mah verbs are consistently
placed after the negabn (rather han n frontof it, asin the adilt gramnar). The
intereging hypothesgs that this obsevation might lead oneto consider is that
initial use of pas+ finite verb may constitute a genuine milestone in the acquisi-
tion of Verb Movementin French prior to acqusition of the aduk sequere fi-
nite verb + pas® V& W refer to evidence that suppotts this hypothess given by
Choi (1988) andBoysson-Bardies (1976). Choirepors erors similar to the ones
noted by V&W prior to the acaisition of the adilt sequence. Furthernmore, the
transition from pas + finite verb to the adult finite verb + pas sequence took
place at about the same point in the child considered by Choi as the two in
V&W'’s study. While Boysson-Bardiesdoes not note anyerrors of the type un-
der discusion here,she des comment that at first only auxiiaries and mdals
appea with postverbal neation. This implies that,like V& W’s wo subjects,

position of this dement in section 12.3 and mnsder its base pasition in chapter 2.

7. Theyalsomake the point (p. 327fn28) that, giventhat performanceerrarsaregererdly assumed
naot to berandm, these too mug be accounted for on principled grounds It seemsto usthat this is
especially true in the present context, given that aacording to Pierces (1992 66-7) satistics ard
disausson, although finite verts in child Frerch predominantly precede paswhile nonfinite verbs
follow pas(in other words he gacementof the veb with respecta pasis far from aritrary), finite
verbs are revertheless more likely to follow pasthan nonfinite verts ae o precede pas

8. Seealso Pierce (1992 for important statistical evidencesuggesting that “verbalinflection and
theverb plras, containing the subject, are divorced a an initial stage in S-structural representation,
just & they are in he wnderlying syntadic stucture’ (p. 4).
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Boysson-Bardiess subjed also went through a stage charaderized by an -
sence ofinite lexical verbs apparing o the left of negaion .’

The second point made by V& W with repectto thes erors is that they do
not involve the verbs avoir ‘to have’, étre ‘to b€, or aller ‘to go’ despie the
high frequency with which these paitular verbs appar n the capus.Fakenne
used a finite main verb together with negation twice (between the ages of 1-5-11
and 20-23) and wrongly ordeed the two elemens on boh ocadons (See
(10).) During the same period of observation, she used finite forms of étre,
avoir, and aller togeter with negdion onfifty-one occasonsand gotthe order
right every time. Meanwhile, Benjamin used a finite main verb together with
neation five times (betweenthe ages of 1-9-19 and 2-3-8) and wrongly ordeed
the two elements on all five occasons. (See (11).) During the same period of
observation, he used finite forms of étre, avoir, and aller together with negation
on 140occasonsand gottheorderright every time.Cleally, then there is some-
thing principled gong on here.

The final aspectof V&W'’s data that, the authors suspect,suggess that the
errors are the result of a principled process is the absence of pre-verbal subjects
in thesequerte pas+ finite verb, on ether side ofthenegation (cf. (10a)) (11a)).

These consleraions taken bgether eadV&W to suggestthatthe erroneas
pas + finite verb orderings might represert an initial stage in the acquition of
Verb Movement in French children, which they term Partial Ve Rasing. In
this respect, it may be the case that language development reflects the steps in
the derivations posied in adult structures (V&W, p. 303).2° In deivatonal
terms,V&W (p. 312) analyze these sequences in terms of short Verb Movement
to allow the verbto be markedfor finiteness Since,in Pollock’s model in (9),
the landng dte for short Verb Movementis under the negabn, the rehtive or-
der of the two elements is acounted for. V&W (p. 311) suggest tha these finite
main verbs @ notraise into the higher inflectional head because of a failure on
the part of children to recognize that they have (subject) agreement features, a
plausible claim when one considers that these main verbs mark agreement by a
null inflecton ard do not appearwith an ovett preverbal sulect and if, asbe-
lieved by many(e.g., Hyams1986), it isindeed he casethat UG favors minimal
derivations! In contrast, the verbs avoir, étre, and aller, which characteristi-
cdly do ot fail to raise to the left of the negation, morphologicaly mak person
andnumber agreemet by suppletion.

Of crucial importane to this amalysis are (@) the morphological independece
of finiteness aml agreement on the one hand and (b) Pollock’s (1989) Split-Infl
hypothess on the other. | therePre take thes data to befurther evidercein sup-
port of the hypothess. However, whatis odd ahout the cetails of Pollock’s for-

9. But see Perce (992 65) “Finite verbs often gopear in initial pasition, to the left of the
negaives tremseles. h stort, French children as pung as ® months of agedemorstrae krowledge
and useof verb raising”

10. Seealso lebeau (1988) and Roeper 1991).

11. Seealso Chansky (1986): “Thelangiage leamer asumes that there is syntactic movement
only where there is oveeviderce forit” (p. 50).
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mulaton of the Split-Infl hypotheds is the repecive order of the two
inflectional heads TE and AgrSE Pollock suggeds TP is above AgrSP. Accord-
ingly, in adult grammas, French finite verbs move from VE to AgrSE to TE
This analysis seemsdifficult to square with the discussion in the previous pam-
graph n which it wassuggeded hat verbs move to the lower inflectional head
(AgrSE) to be marked for finitenes and to the higher inflecional head (TE)
where agreemnt feauresare dentfied. Why should a verbmove to AgrSE to
be marked for finiteness and to TE for agreenent feaures? Would not the
revese be apeced?Thisissue is discusedin the next secion, where alditional
argumens are pe<sernted in favor of reversing the order of TP ard AgrSP po-
posed ty Pollock.
Relative order of TEand AgrSE

114

While accepting that |E needsto besplit into comporent categories,a numberof
authors, including Belletti (1990), Chomsky (1991), and Ouhalla (191), have
suggededthat Pollock's (1989)ordering of TP with respet to AgrSP $iould be
reversed. In addition, in sedion 1.1.3, we saw that the data from acaisition
studies dscussed by V&W suggest tha TE is close to the verbal root than
AgrSE

Belletti's (1990) reason ér wishing o revere Pollock’s (1989) orde is mor-
phological in nature. Observing the internal structure of finite verb forms in lItal-
ian, Belletti notes tat the suffix correponding to tens is close to the verbal
root than the suffix corresponding to agreement:

(12) Italian: (from Belletti 1990:28)
a. Legg-eva-no. b. Pal- er 0.
read- IMP-3PL speakruT-1sG
‘T hey read (imperfect).’ ‘I will speak.’

Although overt verbal morphology is na asrich in French as itis in Itaian, it is
also he casen French hat where tense andagreenent suffixes can be idtin-
guished, tenseis closer to the root than agreement:

(13) French

a. Arriv-ai- ent b. Par- ass es
arrive-M p-3pL speakm P:SUB}2SG
‘arrived ‘might speak’

On the lasis of Baker’s (1985: 375 (4), 1988: 13 (25)) Mirror Principle of mor-
phology given in (14), Belletti (1990) argues tha a model of clause structure in
which AgrSP B higher than TP morereadiy accounts for the intemal momho-
logical structure of these veb forms 1

12. But see Speas (99a, b) for argumets thatthe Mirror Principle does nonecessaly follow
from Baler’s incorporaton theory. Belletti’s (1990) argunent withrespect t@aker’s Mirror Piinciple
is accepted by Pollock (1997b). However,Pollock maintains that Belletti’s proposed ordering of TP
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(14) The Mirror Principle:
Morphological derivations mustdirecty reflect syntactc derivations (and
vice versa)

Given that the tense suffix is closer to the root than the agreement suffix, it is
argued that S-structure incorporation (see section 1.1.1) of the verbal root into
the feauresencaled unde TE takes place before the resulting [{g[ye V ] + T ]
complex incorporates nto the features under AJrSE to form a [agee [e [ve V ]
+ T ] + AgrS ] complex. This is nost straghtforwardly captured if AgrSP is
positioned higher in clause structure than TP.

Working under stanard incorporation assunptions, thomsky (1991) also
recognizes he mophologica argumen in favor of reversing Pollock's (1989)
ordering of AgrSP and TP. In addition, Chomsky (1991) suggess$ that having
AgrSP as the higher projection has welcome conseguences within Case theory.
With AgrSP in this position, the subject of a tensed clausein French appears in
SpecAgrSP, the position in which it is assiged nominative Case This result is
welcomed by Chomsky shce it fits in with his andysis in which structural Case
assignmen always takes placeunder specheal ageementwithin an Agr projec-
tion (cf. objective Case asignedvia specheadagreenentwith AgrOE).»

Given he data from acauisition sudies dscused n scton 1.1.3,the nor-
phologicd argumen presnted by Belletti (1990)and the theory-intemal consid-
erations discussel by Chomsky, | shall assume in what follows tha AgrSP is in
facthigher han TP. Consequentl, (9) is modified asin (15):

(15) Possble Sstructure postions for infinitival auxiiariesin French
(version 2}
[agrse [agree AUX T [ pas [rp [re Aux | [ souvent [yp [ve AU ]]111]
An objection

1.15

To complicate matters further, if Checking Theoly is to beadopted (see section
1.1.1), it could be argued that Pollock’s (1989) original order of the inflectional
projections TP and AgrSP might berequred afer all. Given hat, within Check-
ing Theoly, Verb Movementchecks the morphobgical feauresof fully inflected
words, one might exped the word to pass through successive heads corregpond-
ing to the morphemes successiwvely furthest away from the lexical root, rather
than those successively closestto the rod. So, in the cas o the Romance verb
formsdiscussed in the text, Pollock (1997b) arguesthatthe verb moves first to
AgrSE to checkthe outermod agreemert feaure(s) and thento TE to check he
tense feature. While dealing with Belletti’s morphological argument, this logic
would, of course, singulary fail to dealwith the acqusition evdencediscussed

with respect to AgrSP fails to link the [toraQug] finite inflection paameer to any overt, that is,
learnable, morphological property of the lower head, namely TE in Belletti's (1990) model.
13. But see Gomsky (1995b) for an aterrative view of atstract Case.
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in sedion 1.1.3 and would deprive the framework of a uniform AgrP-baseal Case
theory.

One way of solving the problem is to consider the exentto which Checking
Theay asproposed ty Chomsky (1993) need to be adopted universlly. The
crucial issue | sugged, is whether Chedking Theoly is adoged for languages
with (relatively) rich verba inflecional morphology like French anditalian.
While Checking Theory seems dtractive for languages sich as English (with
impoverished verbal morphology and no [lexical] Verb Movement), since it
avoids the need to take recourse to a lowering operation like Affix-Hopping, it is
not clear what is to be gained by genreralizing the Checking Theoty account of
Verb Movementto languages like French and kalian. Insgead ofasuming (a)
that all morphologically complex lexical itemsin all languages engér derivations
fully inflected and (b) that parametric variation determines whether morphologi-
cal features ae checked pre- or post-sgell-out, one could envisage the paramet-
ric variation being expressal in terms o whether or not lexical items enter deri-
vations fully inflected. If this line of thinking were pursued, one could conclude
that in languages wh (relatively) impoverished nflecional morphadogy, like
English, lexical itemsenter derivations fully inflecied am therefore do not need
to check ther features until after spell-out, that is, covertly at LF. Given princi-
ples of emnomy such as Procrastinate (Chomsky 1995b), movemert will then
necessaily be postponedunt! LF. In contrad, in languagesike French andthl-
ian, with (relatively) rich infleconal morphobgy, lexical roots could be agued
to ener derivations uninflected, in which case mweement would needto take
place pre-spel-out, that is, overtly at S-structure, not to check morphological
features but rather to ensure the lexical root is assciated with its morphology in
the covenional sense and d ensue that no standel affixes emain.
Consequent}, overt Verb Movementin the raditonal sense would b necessar
in languageslike French and ltalian, and the relative order of AgrSPand TP pro-
posed by Belletti (1990) and others would be required. This is the approach to
the morphosyntax of French verbs | shalladopt in what follows*

A third inflectional head?

1.16

In addition to the categories AgrS(P) and T(P), there is reason to believe tha a
third functional category (whose head encodes verbal inflectional morphology)
is projected in French dausal architecture. Evidencein support of this claim has
beenpreenid in anumber of articles by Kayne (eg., 1990, 1991).'® Consider
the verb 6rms in (16):

14. SeealsoPierce’§1992: 13) distinction betveen languagessuch as talian with morphologicaly
rich verbalinflection, which, shesugyests,is pat of the cae grammar, and hnguags sich as Engsh
with morphologicdly impoverished verbal iflection that is perifheral to tle gammar.

15. Seealso Pdbck (1997b) ard Peare (19%).
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(16) a. Frapp-er- ai- ent b. Fin- ir- a- s
hit-  FUT-IMP-3PL finish+fuT-IMP-1/25G
‘would hit’ ‘would finish’

In each of these examples from the conditional paradigm, the verbal root is fol-
lowed by a ®ries ofthree nflecional &fixes.The secondcandthird sufixes un
parallel to those in (13), which | identified as realizations of TE and AgrSE, re-
spectively. Between these two suffixes ard the root is a further suffix, -er in
(16a), -ir in (16b), usually referred b asthe infinitival endng:

(17) a. arriv- er b. fin- ir
amive-ANF finish4anF
‘to arrive’ ‘to finish’

| assume that this additional affixal momphemeis generated as a syntadic heal,
which | call MoodE, following Pollock (1997b).* Pollock describes theinfiniti-
val ending, which also appeas in futuresand condtionak, as“a [! REALIS] mood
marker’. !’

The isaue hatthen hasa be addressedcentersaroundhow an infinitival verb
becones asociated with its morphology. Given the distinction betveenFrench
and Englishdrawn in secton 1.1.1,we envéage Wwo posshilities: post-spdl-out
movemert (Affix-Hopping) or prespell-outmovemen (Verb Movemen}. Either
the verbenters the derivation with its infinitival momphology (and then does or
doesnot raise into MoodE to check ts feaures) or, alternatvely, it enters the
derivation as a bare verbal root and necessarily raisesat least as far as MoodE in
order to pick up its [! REALIS] mood maker. Given Emondss (1978) original
characterization of Verb Movement paterns in French, the second option seems
more likely. Since movemert to TE and AgrSE to pick up ense and agreesmt
affixes is asumed to be overt in French, that is, pre-spell-out, it would be odd to
conclude that, in contrag, movement to MoodE can be pogponed until LF, or
post-sgell- out.

Furthernore, Haegenan (194b) haspresened syntacic evidence hat sug-
geds that overt pre-spel-out movement is the cored analysis. Haegeman ob-
sewes hatan infinitival verb canappear wih aclitic even whentiappearsto the
right of anadveb like souvent, supposdy VP-adjoined:

(18) Marie re voulait passouvert la voir, sa mere
M. newanedpasoften her<L seeiNF her mother
‘M . didn't want to see her mother often.’

16. Kayne (199, 1991) ard Guasti (1991) use the termsifnE/InfnP (Infinitive Phrase). h secton
2.1.1,in thediscussion of imperatives in French, | amgue that MoodE is akothelocusof (true) im-
perative morphology.

17. Irejed an analysis ofthe Frerch infinitival endng dong the lines ofthe one proposedby Rottet
(1992: 281! 83) for the final [-€] segment tha appears on verb formsin the Frenchbasd Louisana
Creole for which noevidenceof Verb Movement exists. Following a suggestion from JohanRooryck,
Rotte anayses [-6 as a erb maker alongsimilarlinesto Harris's (1991)analsisof [-0] and Fa] as
noun markers in Sparish.
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Given that the infinitive in (18) follows the adwerb, we would, on the bass of
(15), asaime thatit appearsin dtu in VE How, then, does one accent for the
factthatan ohect clitic apearsbetween he adrerb andthe infinitive? Without
going into degiled discussion, current thinking suggesds that clitics are realza-
tions of funcional heads® One possble canddate host funcional head for la in
(18) is AgrOE, proposed n Chomsky (1991). Now, how can he citic, asthe
realization of object agreement features, apear on the verb in (18) if the verb is
in VE and if the clitic is to the right of an apparently VP-adjoined adverb? Is it
ne@ssary to posit some loweling trandormation uch as Affix-Hopping to lower
the citic over the adwerb onto the verb? Such a solution is undesrable for a
number of rea®ns. Not only would it have al the unatracive feauresof any
lowering movement; it would also be out of place in alanguage like French in
which nothing like lowering transformations seems to be necessay elsewhere in
verb gyntax. | therefore reject such an analysis and conclde, rather, that even
where infinitives appearto the right of advers like souvent, Verb Movement)
albeit very short) to MoodE has taken place.

Asauming, with Pollock (1997b), that MoodP is presentin clause wucture
evenwhen MoodE is not overtly realzed the canmical clause sucture | will
therebre be assumig is (19):

(19) Canonical French clause stucture:*®
[cp CE [aqisp AQISE[ pas fp TE[ souvent [yoeqp M0OdE [yp VE]]I]]]

Note that his assurption entails andyzing some VP-adverbs suchassouvent as
M oodP-adverbs. | do not claim that VP-adverbs do not exist assuch; rather, |
am sugesting that not all advebs traditionaly labekd VP-advebs are in fact
adjoined b VP. Indeed, the contrast in (20) can be captured if it is assumed that
the interpretation of an adverb suchasbien ‘well/indeed’ is determined by its
position:

(20) a. Le fait d’ avoir bienparlé ne sufft pas.
thefactof have bien spokenne suffices pas
‘T he fact that you spoke well isn’'t enough.’

b. Le fait de bienavoir parlé nesuffit pas.
the fact of bien have spdkenne suffices pas
‘T he fact that you did indeed speak isn’t enough.’

Here, the position of the adverb with respect to the infinitive determines its
(mog natural) interpretation. In (20a) the adwerb bien is post-infinitival and is
most naurally interpreed as‘well’; in (20b), it is pre-infinitival and means in-
deed’. Assuming that the position of the infinitive is canstant h both examples,
that is, no lower than MoodE, the adverb in (20a) is deemedd be \WWP-adjoined

18. Se Spatiche(1992) br one possible implementation d this idea.

19. For the pumposes of expasition, | abgrad away from theissue of whethe Chansky’s (1991
AgrOP is pojected. It maybethat Chomky’s AgrOP and ar MoodP arein fact meand the ame
thing. | do not address this isaue here.
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while the adverb in (20b) is MoodP-adjoined (if not higher). This analysis is at-
tradive for at least two reasons. First, it atributes adverb interpretation to ad-
verb position (rather thanto vetb position). Second,it asociates strict manrer
adverbs,asin (20a), with the VP-adjoined position, thus maintaining a tadition-
al insight.®

Verb Movement patterns

1.17

Having degermined a carmnical clause wucture for French wihin which Verb
Movement can erat, it is uselll now to bring together my asumgions about
the way n which Verb Movement patternsare detemined by such factors asthe
lexical (full, modal, auxiliary) and morphosyntacic (finite, nonfinite) propeties
of the verb n question.

Finite verbs

1171

On the bask of (1) and (4),l conclude thatfinite lexical verbs mae to the hgh-
estfunctional headencaling verbd inflecton, thatis, AgrSE. Given the data in
(21)! (24) (and, of course, the provisiona assumption that pasis TP-adoined),
this conclusion can be extendedto cover finite auxiliaiesand moda verbs, too.

(21) a. Jeana souvert emlrassé Marie.
b. ' Jean souvert a embrasé Marie.
J.  (has) souvent (has) kissed M.
‘J. often kissed M.’

(22) a. Jeann’ a pas embrassé Mairie.
b. ' Jeanne pas a emlrasé Marie.
J.  ne(hag pas(has) kissed M.
‘J. didn't kiss M.’
(23) a. Jeandoit souvert embraser Marie.
b. ' Jean souvernt doit embraser Marie.
J. (mus) souvent (must) kiss M.

‘J. often has tokissM.’

(24) a. Jeanne doit pas embraser Marie.
b. ' Jeanne pas doit embraser Marie.
J. ne (mus) pas(must) kiss M.

‘J. doesn't have to kissM.’

(25) Overt finite Veb Movenentin French
All finite verbs nove o AgrSE

20. Mythanksto mycdleagues kan-Rerre Mailhac and Jd& Riley for confirmingtherelevance
of thesedata.
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A D-structure such as the one in (26) therefore undedies the fully inflected S-
structure representation in (27):

(26) D-structure:

CP
ei
CE AgrSP
ei
AQrSE TP
! e i
-ent TE MoodP
! 3
-ai- MoodE VP
! !
-er VE
!
frapp-
(27) S-structure:
CP
W o
CE AgrSP
qp
AgrSE TP
q p r i
[agrseltelmooelvefrapp-] -er] -ai-1-ent] TE MoodP
! 3

t MoodE VP
! !

t VE
!

t
Infinitival auxiliaries

1172

With nonfinite verbs, the picture is less clea. The gereral situation sesemsto be
that infinitival lexical verbs do not move &s faras, for example, infinitival auxil-

iaries or malals. The nobility of infinitival auxiiaries wasillustatedin (6),and
schemaized in (19). Thes dat, together with the asumption) made atthe end
of sedion 1.1.6) thateven infinitivals have to moveout of VP to be assciated
with their infinitival morphology, lead me @ the concuson that an infinitival
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auxiliary can a@cupy any one of the hree nflecional head identified in (19),
namely AgrSE, TE, and MoodE?

(28) Overt movenentof French nfinitival auxiiaries
Infinitival awiliaries €tre ‘to be’, avoir ‘to have’) fredy move to MoodE
(short movement), TE (medum movement), or AgrSE (long movement).
Infinitival lexical verbs

1.173

If adveb placanentcan be aken as anindicaton of (the extentof) Verb Move-
ment, as we have been assumng here, lexica infinitives seemto be the leat
mobile.

(29) a Souvent partir en vacances est unluxe réseavé a. ..
b. Partir souvent en vacances est unluxe résevé a. ..
(leave)souvent (leave) on holidays is a luxury reserved to
‘Often going on holiday is a lwury reserved for . . .’

(30) a Ne pas partir en Francel’ été, c'est normal si . ..
b. ’ Ne partir pas en France I’ été, c'estnamal si. ..
ne (leave)pas(leave) on France the summer it is normal if
‘N ot going to France in summer is normal if . . .’

Still assuming that infinitives minimally move to MoodE, as in (29a), the exam-
plein (29b) shows tata lexica infinitive can move from MoodE (over the top
of the MoodPadjoined adwerb souvent) to TE. However, (30b) shows tha it
cannot move from TE over pasto AgrSE

(31) Overt movementof Frend infinitival lexical verbs:
Infinitival lexica verbs move to MoodE (short movement) or TE (medum
movement), butnot asfar asAgrSE (long movement).
Infinitival modal verbs

1.174

| turn finally to the movement of infinitival modals. This cdass d verb seems to
be sonething ofa hafway house beween Exical infinitives vhich canno move
to AgrSE) and nfinitival auxiiaries vhich freely move o AgrSE). Under the
assumption thatadvebs like souvent are adjoinedto MoodP andthat infinitives
minimally move to MoodE, the string in (32a) showsthatinfinitival modals need
move no further than MoodE The string in (32b)) which is potentially synony-
mous with (32a)) shows newerthdess thatinfinitival modals can move beyond
MoodE, thatis, to TEandmaybe evend AgrSE

21. Hirschbilhler and Labelle (1994b) swygest that the possibe orderings of ifinitival étreavar
and elemerts such as regdive pasandVP-/MoodPRadwerbs depad on vhethe theverb isusel as an
auxiliary or acopuh.
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(32) a Souvent devoir partira I’ étranger, cest . . .
b. Devoir souvent partira I' étranger, cest .. .
(mus) souvent (must) leave to theabroad it is
‘Often having to travel abroad is . ..’

Thedat in (33) can be wsed b test whethe infinitival modals can indeed ead
AgrSE. Here the modal is negted with pas Recall that | have so far been as-
suming that pasis adjoined to TP. In (33a), the infinitival modal verb apears
after the negabn; | therebre asume heverb hasnotbeen rased nto AgrSE. In
(33b), the nmodal verb apears lefore the negabn; | therebre asume he verb
ocaupies AgrE The question mark against (33b) indicates tha this ordering is
only marginally accepable. While the orcer in (33a) is the preferred order, the
orderin (33b) is not regarded as ungrammaica. Polock (1989: 375, 1997b)
judges stringssimilar © (33b) (Pollock’s 1989: 375 (20)) to be “somewhatmar-
ginal” and “more exceptional”, suggesting that they have “a very literary ring to

them” ?

(33) aa  Ne pas devoir partira I’ étranger, cest. ..
b. ?Nedevoir pas partira I' étranger, c'est. . .
ne (mus) pas(must) leave to theabroad itis. ..
‘N ot having to travel abroad is . ..’

I conclude herebre that in the nodernlanguagejnfinitival modal verbs mwoe
minimally from VE to MoodE, optionally from MoodE to TE, but only margin-
ally from TEto AgrSE

(34) Overt movamentof Frend infinitival modal verbs:
Infinitival modd verbs move to MoodE (short movement) or TE (medum
movement), and only exceptionally to AgrSE (long movemen).
Sunmary

1.175
Summarizing, | conclude thatVerb Movementpatternsin French are asi(35):

(35) Overt Verb Movenentpaternsin French
a. All finite verbs nove o AgrSE.
bN Infinitival auxiliaries @tre, avoir) fredy move to MoodE, TE, or
AgrSE
bQ Infinitival modal verbs (eg., pouvoir, devoir) move to MoodE or TE,
and only exceptionally to AgrSE.
b* . Infinitival lexica verbs move to MoodE or TE, butnot asfar asAgrSE.

The three classes o infinitive can therefore be distinguished on the basis d their
movement patternsto AgrSE. Infinitival auxiiaries moe to AgrSE freely, modal

22. Hirschbihler ard Labdle (1994) report that peakeas tend © reject orderings in which the
modal infinitive is followed by pas asin (33b).
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infinitives moe to AgrSE only exceptionally, while lexicd infinitives camot
raise b AgrSE at all. These patirns are crucial in diginguishing bdween pas
and the other “negative adverbs’ in sedions4.2.2 and 44.1.

The syntax ofsentential negaibn

1.2

Here, | set out my asumptons aboutsentental negation, which will be cucial

in future chapters. Section 1.2.1 motivates a further functional projection, NegP,

as the leus o clausa polarity feaures (Pollock 1989). | adopt the common as-

sumpgion that SpecNegPis a sutable position for pasto occupy (rather han he

TP-adjoined msition we havwe asumed hus far). Secton 12.2 discusses two

problems for the general assumption that ne headsNegP.Secton 12.3 discusses
the position of NegP with respect to the aher functional projections in clause
structure. Sedions 1.2.4 and 1.2.5 comcentate on the semantis and ilcensing

conditions of nein Modern French.

The locws of clausl polarity : NegP

1.21

In addition to the inflecional headsalready discussed, the preene of a further
functional head, encoding polarity featires has beenposted 2 It is asumed hat
negatve markerssuch ashose n italicsin (36) areas®ciated with this functon-
al head.

(36) a. Giovanni none venub. (Italian)
G. non is come
‘G. didn't come.’

b. Milannepoznaje Marij-u. (Seran/Croatian)
Mi. neknows Ma.- AccC
‘M i. doesn't know Ma.’

c. Ur zrigh Idir. (Berba)
ur saw-1saG .
‘1didn’t seel.’

d. Jeannemange @s de choolat. (French)

J. neeats not of chocolate
‘J. doesn't eat chocolate.’

The chim that these negate markers are head (rather han fhrasal constitu-
ents) is sypported by the fact that they have cliticized onto the finite verb in
AgrSE, with which theyform asyntactic unit. In the cas of French, for example,
ne moveswith theverb in inversion conexts such astheinterrogatve:

23. SeeHaegenan(1995: 107), who assumes thanegative clages are clauses tich minimally
haveaNnec-featureas®ciatal with a functimal head ofthe extended prgection o V.
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(37) Ne mange-t-il pas de chocolat?*
ne eat he pasof chocolate
‘Doesn’t he eat chocolate?’

The XP to which this head projects has been viaously labeled Neg(atve)P
(Pollock 1989), Pol(arity)P (Ouhala 1990; Belletti 1990; Culicover 192), and
OP (Sigma Phrae) (Laka 1990). Here, | use the label NegP. | asume hatnega-
tive markers such asthos italicized n (36) ae geneated asNege

(38) D-structure:

NegP
to
Spec NegN
t
NegE
!
non

ne
Ou A
French ne as head of NegP?

1.22

Although | adopt thegeneralassimption in the literaure hatFrenchneis gener-
ated urder NegE, two empricd fads could betakento undemine this assump-
tion. The data are problematic for the assimption tha ne is NegE becawse they
suggest tha ne can appear in environments in which it is not immediately obvi-
ous tha a NegP is awailable as ahost.

24. In those vaieties of Frerch in which NegkE is phonologcdly nul, | asume that it is
neverthelss sytadicdly acive ard tha, like its ptonologicallyovet cowunterpart it raises b AgrsSe
This is clealy thenull hypothesis giventhat | would not like o introduce ary more dfferences etween
overtand non-overtNegethan necessary. Haegeman (1995 206,226)asumesthat, in Italian, thenon-
overtNegE (whichoccuswith pre-vebd negative phraes) raises togrSEin thesamewayas ts overt
countepat, non In addition, Acquaviva(1994) discussesa possite semairic motivaton for general-
izedNegeto-AgrSE raisng:

(i) [Sluppose that anegdive operaor (correspnding to the classc Boolean connedive -) is ge-
nerated in NegP, and from there it merges with the existential closure, located urder the top-
mast inflectional nade The merger of Boolean negation and eistential closure is brought
about in the syriax by the rasing of the head NegdE to the topmost inflectional head, which |
taketo be Agr{S]E . .. NegE raises from its bas pasition within NegP ard is adoined to the
dominating inflectional hea, giving rise b a @mplex operaor analyzable asa negaed
existenial.

This apprach has thegreat advantagover previous anases toprovide an intepretive (as
opposed to prely morplosyntadic) reason for the crossgnistic generalizatin that negative
markers tenda be ircorporded into the topmostflectiond node, unless tiey canbe aral-
yzed s filling the specifier of NegP. (Acquaviva 1994:113 14)

Seealsothediscussia of negativeimperatives insection 2.1.1for empirical suppot for theclaim that

NedE raises to Ar&Eirrepedive of whether Nede is phonologicallynull or overt.For discussion of

the senantics ofne see setion 1.2.4. For rderences to he-drop”, see footnate 3.
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First, the dat in (39) show a nonstandad construction) familiere accading
to Muller (1991:125) (see footnote 26)) in which ne appeas to belocaked, op-
tionally, in the CP doman. The examges are taken from Muller (1991: 125,
149). (The congruction is also discussed by Daoug-Blais and Kemp 1979, as
well as Acquaviva 1995.)

(39) a. Il faut que Luc rente pour (ne) pas que ses parents
it isnecessarthatL. goeshome for ne pasthat his parents
s’inquiétent.
WOrry-suBJ

‘L. shauld go home in order to prevent his parents from worrying.’

b. Habillezvous bien,pour (ne) pas que vous preniez froid.
dres- yourself well for ne pasthatyou takesusJcold
‘W rap up soyou don’t catch cold.’

Assuming tha the purpose clauses in (39) are PPs headed by pour and for the
time being, that que heads aCP that is thecomplement of pour, asin (40), it is
unclear how to account for the presence of ne:

(40) PP
o
PN

qp

PE CP

! w o]

pour 7? CN

5 3
(ne)pas CE

!
que

In cross-linguistic temrms, this construction is extremdy odd. Zanuttini (1996:
201fn7) notes the posgbility but suggests that Frenchne is unique within its
class d negative markers in appearing in the CP domain (inversion contexts
such as(37) notwithsiandng). The rekvance 6 the constuction is, however,
unclear?® Rickard (1989 147) claims hat it is “incomrect (sic) but common in
“uneducatedspeech”. In areview of Rickard’s book, Gallagher (1993: 121) dis-
agrees, daiming that ne is always omitted. In contrag, Muller (1991: 149) not
only recognizesthis construction asan excegion to the generailzation tha neis
redricted D verbal conexts but says that it is a frequent one no less.?® It seems

25. SeeRowlett (1994d) for brief disassion. Rizz (1997) proposes a nth more inticately
atticulated CPstructure involving FocusPhrases ard Topic Phrases. Sucha dructure mightbeaHleto
accommodate the data discussed here.

26. Presriptive sarrcesare far from unanimous onthis point. The Le Petit Rdbett 1 dictionary
(1984, Pais: Le Rolert, p. 1499) labels hepournepasquecongructon “fant (familiar) ard thepou
pas que construction “pop” (popular). Grevisse (1986: 1489 8981) has the following to say: “La
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to me that the very fad that there is controversy surrounding the phenomeron
suggeds quite clealy that it exists andthat some sort of explamation is requred.
Further, my own informants uranimously agee tha pour pasque and pour ne
pasqueboth exist in the modernlanguace.

HirschbiHerandLabele (1992/93: 34! 7, section 1.1) envisage two syrtactic
approacksto the phenomenonkEither (a) the sequere ne pasis geerated di-
rectly in CP or (b) it is generated lower (within the clause) and subseguently
raisedinto CP. However, these aithors arrive at nofirm conclusions.

One might envisage deling with this crosslinguistically highly marked and
apparatly hotly debaed and contoversial condruction by exploiting the idea
thatit is analogousto the pour ne pas Vinf construction. (See Grevisse’'s 1986:
1489 8981 commentin footnote 26 and te commentin a footnote [p. 149] in
Muller 1991. Muller suggess tha ne might be adoined ata late sage n the
derivation by anabgy with the infinitival construction pour ne pas Vinf) One
could enertain the possibility that the pour (ne) pasque constructon (and pos-
sibly the pour que construction, too) contins a nan-overt infinitival causaitve
verb tha can be negated by (ne) pasjust like any other infinitive. While I know
of no oher proposalalong these lines for this paticular condruction, it has
marked Smilarities to recent proposals within the Minimalist Program of Chom-
sky (1995b)to post phomlogicaly null light verbs, labdedv andheadng vP, to
offer attracive acount of a number of syntacic phenomenafor exampé,
double-object constuctions and causaitvefinchoative aterndions. Within the
terms of such a proposd, one might conclude tha v appearswithin its own clau-
saldomain beaweenpourandCP in (40). It canthenbe negded by ne pasin the
usual way. The negative heal ne raisesto AgrSE; v takes the CP headed by que
as its canplement:

(41) a. ...pour[nepasv [ queses parergs’inquietent]]
b. ...pour[nepasv [ quevous prenéz froid ]]

Note that, although notparticularly idiomatic, the exanplesin (42), in which the
lexical causative verb faire isinseted betwveenpasand que are essertially syn-
onymouswith those n (39) and (4):
(42) a. ...pour nepasfaire (en sarte) que ses parents s’inquiétent.

b. ...pour nepasfaire (ensorte) que vous preniezfroid.

corstruction pou ne pasque formée par andogie avec pour re pas + infinitif, tenda passer de la
languepopuhbire dans & languelittéraire, maiséle reste suspete d'incorrection. .. . Pour pasque
appartiert alalangue populaire.” (The pour nepasquecongructon, formed byaralogy with pourne
pasVinf, isshiftingfrom pularto literary langiage butis sill supected of bang incorrect [sic]. . . .
Pour pasqueis popular.) According to Bénac(1976: 239} “Dansuneproposition finaleausubjonctif
la régation ne . .. pasdoit en@drerle verbe et non stitercalerentre ls dex dément de la locuibn
conjonctive: je lui ai écrit pour quil nevieme pas(et non:’ pournepas gu'ilvienne)” (In a purpos
clause with subjunctive mood, ne. . . pasmust straddle the verb and not appea between the wo
elements of the caonjunction: je lui ai écrit pour quil ne vieme pas (ard not: * pour ne pas qu'il
vienne))
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Such an approachseemsintuitively more atractive than proposals sch as
Acquaviva’'s (1995), for example. Acquaviva suggests tha neis a QE taking the
adwerb pasasits complement It seens to me tha Acquaviva’s proposal is un-
tenable since it provides no structural position for the CP, [que §, which follows
pasin this construction.?’

A second problem for the assumption that ne is generated urder NegE comes
in the form of data such ashe exanplesin (43) from Muller (1991: 325):

(43) a. Jet ordonnedene plusjamaisne lienfaire.
| youorder of neplusjamais neriendo
‘I order you never again not to do anything.’
(= ‘I order you always to do something in future.’)

b. -Il semit criminelde nepaspartr.
It be-coND criminal of ne pasleave
‘It would be acrime not to leave.’

-Au contaire, il serait  crimineldene pasnepaspartir.
To-thecontary it becoND criminal of ne pasne pasleave
‘On the contrary, it would be a aime not to not leave.’

(= ‘On thecontrary, it would be a crime not to stay.’)

Here, within (what might appear b be? a sngle infinitival clause,there are
multiple instances of ne. These data are a problem for the current analysis in

which ne head NegP and each chuse $ assamed to contain maximally onein-

stance of NegP. If these are indeed monoclausal structures, ane would expect a
single NegPto be projected and a sngle ne at most to be licensed Yet the can-

stituercy of the exampesas wel as heir interpretation suged two fully fledged
fully negative NegPs one canceling out the other. Maybe, then, one should ad-

mit two instances of NegP in these clauses In that case, there is still the issue of

the surface position of ne to deal with; in section 1.2.1, it was assumed that neis

a clitic that raisesto AgrSE. Clearly, thisis not a passble anaysis for both in-

stances o ne in the examplesin (43) (asuming a sngle AgrSP projection per
clause). In the second part of (43b), thefirst pas which, asl| show later and in

chapter 2, is aphrasd constituent, intervenes between the two instances of ne,

casting seious doubt on any suggestion that both cases of ne have cliticized onto

the same ArSE. The same gplies b the :quemre plus jamais in (43a), which

also intervenes between two instances of ne.

27. The approach proposed here forthe pour (ne) pasquecongruction meansthat the contrag,
noted by DeGraff (1993a: 74 1)), illustratel hee beween French and Haitian Ce, remains a
mystery.

(i) Boukifait le clown pourpasqu’ils sennuient. (French)
B.  does te clovn for pas that they getbored
‘Bouki’'s messingaraund so thg don't get bared.’

(i) Boukiap fé komik pau ( pa) yo anniye. (Haitian Creole)
B.  ProG doescomic for  pa 3rL gethored

=@
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How, then, to account for the presence of two instances of nein each case?
Note that the second ne is crucial for the correct interpretation of (43a), which is
reversedif the second neis omitted.

(44) Jet’” ordonnedeneplusjamas rienfaire.
| youorder of neplusjamaisriendo
‘I order you never to do anything again.’
(= the gposite o (43a))

Is one wrong to assume monoclausd structures for the infinitival clauses in
(43)? Could eachne be gaerated urder Negk within its own dause and raised
to its own AgrSE?®? Quch an analysis has a number of attractions in that it allows
one b maintain these certral asumptons (a) thata sngle NegP s available per
clause (b) that neis generated asNegE; and (c) that ne cliticizes ond AgrSE.*

Furthermore, a biclausal approac is consistent with the approad adoptedfor
the pour ne pasqueconstruction discussed earlier. One might assume, for exam-
ple, thatthe rebvantpart of (43a) actially hasthe stucture in (45):

(45) ...de [ PRO neplus jamaisv [ PRO ne rien faire ]|

The double negation interpretation of example (43a) is then atributed to the
preence of negaton (@and NegP) h two successve claues whereby one tas
scope over the aher. The negate cancord interpreation of (44) is due b the
monoclausal naure of the exanple: a sngle clause having a sngle NegP (e
chapers4 and5).

The proposd that the two problematic ses o data should be analyzed in
terms of a null verb, v, is attractive in tha v can,in terms of its selection proper-
ties, ke aligned with a number of other French verbs. With the unified analysis in
terms o v, the two problematic contexts are reluced to two c-sekction frames.
In (41), v sdects afinite swbjunctive clausd CP complement introduced by que
in (45), in contrast, v selects an infinitival IP complement without an ovet
complementizer. In this respect, v is analogous to a number of other semi-auxil-
iary verbs in French, for example, vouloir ‘to want, asillustatedin (46).

(46) a. Nousvoulonsquevousrediez.
we want thatyou stay-suBJ
‘W e want you to stay.’

28. Hirschbiihler and Lakelle (1992/93: 40 (18)) swggest an aralysis in terms ofNegPrecurson
within the same clause. This proposal has the weakness of failing to account for the fact that the
phenomenon in text exanples (43) is restricted to infinitival contexts. If NegPrecurson is to be
admitted by UG, aprincipled reazson needs to be found to explain why similar effeds ae rot atesed
in finite clauss.

29. DeGraff (199%: 65M4 (i), 71fnl2) suggests that the Haitian Creole exanple in (i) can be
analyed in tems d two NegP prgections
(i) Janpa -p pa vini.

J. NEG IRREAL NEG cOme
‘J. wouldn't (won't) came’
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b. Nousvoulonsreder.
we want  stay-INF
‘W e want to stay.’

The hkclausd anaysis opens he way finally, to an expanaton for the
perhaps unexpected grammaticality of (47):%

(47) Je € conzille de ® plusjamas ne pasétre a I’ heue.
| youadvise of neplusjamais nepasbe tothe hair
‘I advise you never again not to be on time.’

My assumption of a biclausd structure for this example accounts for the double
negaion interpretation. Congder now what happeas when the second ne is re-
moved. Whenthis operaton waspefformed h (43a), the dauble negaion turned
into negatve concord, as in (44). In the caseof (47), though, the reailt is
ungrammaticality, asin (48):

(48) ' Je &€ on=ille de ® plusjamak paséte al'heue.

A straightforward acount for the ungranmaticality of (48) can be gien m the
bask of the pesnce,within a s$ngle clause,of plusjamais and pas This is
known independetty notto be pasible in French(see chgters 4 and 5 ér an
acouni. The problem, then becomeg47): why is this exampe fine?If | had
maintained a monoclausd analysis o (47), | would not have had an answer. Yet,
if the rekbvantpart of (47) is deenmed to be hiclausal asillustated in (49), the
aceptability and hterpretation of the exampe ae expectd: the co-occurence
of pasand plugjamais is acceptable becausetiey are notclausenates;the du-
ble negation interpretation is predicted because each nonfinite dause ontains a
fully negative NegP.

(49) Jete consdlle de [, neplus janaisv [, ne pa& étre a lheure ]]

| therefore conclude that the data reviewedin this seciton do rot pos a prob-
lem for the assumption that ne is uniquely generaed asthe headof NegP and
that clauses contain maximally one NegP.
The position of NegP

1.23

I now turn  the locaton of NegP within clause sucture. Ouhalla(1990) sug-
geds that there is no universally applicable ordeling (see also Zanuttini 1991
and Pdlock 1997b). Rater, hierarchical ordeting of NegP n relaton © other
functional projectionsis arguedby Ouhala to be subject to parametric variation,
determined bywhat he terms he Neg Paameter. With regped to French, for
example, in which the necative marker genaated urder NegE, ne, is aclitic, its
surface mwsition does notreflectthe uncrlying pcosition of NegPsince he mark-

30. For discussion o this exanple and the ottersin this section, | amgrateful to my cdleague
Jodle Rley.



26 SENTENTIAL NEGATION IN FRENCH

er cliticizes ond AgrSE (see sedion 1.2.1). Con®quertly, it is the postion of
pas which, following Pollock (1989), | assume occipies SpecNegP (& S-struc-
ture), tha indicates thelocation of NegP in clause structure. Given tha pasim-
mediately follows tensed verbs, | conclude that NegP is the complement of
AQrSE. Theclause structure gvenin (19), ard repeatd hee for converiene &
(50) istherebre revised asn (51).

(50) Canonical French clause stucture:
[cp [agrsp AQISE[ pas fp TE[ souvent [yooqp M0OdE [y VE]]II]

(51) Canontal Frend clause dructure (revised).
[cp [ agrp AGIrSE [negpl grec PAS] NEGE[1p T E[ sSOuUVENt [o0gpM 00dE[ eV E]]]]]]

Within the framework of (51), ne is geneated urder NegE and subsequently
cliticizes ontv AgrSE. The semantics ard licensing conditions of ne in the mod-
ern language areidcused n the nexttwo sections. As for the aher negawe
markers in French, pasis dealt with in chapter 2. Consderation of the “negative
adverbs’ (plus ‘no/any more/longer’, jamais ‘(n)ever’, and guére ‘hardly) and
the “negative” arguments (rien ‘anything/nothing’ and personne ‘anyone/no-
one’) is postponed until chapters 4 and 5, respectively.
French ne asinherently negative?

1.24

In this setion and the next, | turn to the properties of the lexical item that, in
some varieties d Modern French, is the realzation of NegE, that is, ne. A num-
ber of fads relating to ne point to the cont¢usion that this elementis not inher-
enty negaive in the nodern languagé® First, pre-verbal ne is insufficient to
mark negation, as in (52), except with a very redricted setof pseudomodalverbs
such as savoir ‘to know’, osea ‘to dare’, and pouvoir ‘to be able’, asin (53),32
frozen archaic expressions o proverbs, asin (54), or, as pointed out by a
reviewer,cerfin regricted embedded conexts such ag55):

(52) ' Jenefais non travail.

I nedo my work

31. Of caurse, this has nat dways been the case. See setions 3.1.1, 3.1.2, ard 35.2 and the
referencesin chapter 3, footnote 3, for discussion of the history of negationin French. Inarecert study,
Acquaviva (1995 addesses theissueof whethe Modern Frenchneis or is na inheently negative but
does notome to a firm endusion ore way or the other.

32. Note that these verbs can be regeted by nealoneonly if they take aninfinitival canplement.
Theexanplesin (i)! (iii), in which this condtion is notmet, ae ungrarmatcal:

(i) ' Pierrenesat la réponse.
P. ne knows te arswer
(i) ' On nelepeaut.
oneneit can
(iii) ' Jen’ osais.
| ne dared
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(53) a. Pierenesavat que faire.
P. ne knew whatdo
‘P. didn’t know what to do.’

b. Jen’ osabk venir.
| nedared come
‘I didn't dare come.’

c. On ne peutvous ader.
onenecan you help
‘W e cannot hep you.’

(54) a. Nevousen déphise.
ne you of-it displease
‘If you will .’

b. Il n" estpire eau que |’ eau qui dort.
it neis worse water than the water which sleeps
‘Still waters run deep.’

c. N’ ayezcrainte!
ne have fear
‘Fear not!”

(55) Cela fait dix ans qu’ ellen’ a chang& Carmen.
It doestenyearsthatshe ne hassung Cammen
‘It's ten years since she lagt sang Carmen.’

Second, as pointed out in footnote 3, ne can ke omitted from negaive uter-
ances in most spken varieties o French. Indeed, in Québécois, ne is almost
never overt (Sankoff and Vincent 1977). The pre-verbal element ne is therebre
not essential to the expression of negation. Alongside (56a), (56b) is dso accept-
able in thespokenlanguace.

(56) a. Jen’ a pasfaim.
b. J ai  pasfaim
I (ne) have pashunger
‘I'm not hungry.’

Third, ne has an “expletive” use. Here, ne appeas in the compkement of ad-
verative predicaes and comparaives, for exampe, in which it does nothave
neative force asin (57a, b). In (68), note that the opect of the fearexpresed
in the compément clause in (58a) is the opposite of the object of the fear
expressedin (58b), even hough bah contin ne. The significant expression of
negation is dearly pas absentfrom (583 but presentin (580), rather han ne,
which can feely be omitted in both andseemns only to indicate regster. Further,
as pointed outby a reviewer, expletive ne can be used for rhetorical effect in
some interrogatve cantexts, asin (57c).
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(57) a. Jedoute qu' il ne soit la.
| doubtthathenebesuBJithere
‘l doubt h€'s there.’

b. Mare est plus grandeque n’ e son frére.
M. is moretall thanneis her brother
‘M . is taller than her brother is.’

c. Qui nesouhaite partir en vacances?
Who newishes leave on holidays
‘Who (on earth) doesn’t want to go on holiday?’

(58) a. Ellea peurquet ne sois la.
Shehas tar thatyou ne besuBJithere
‘She’s worried you might be there.’

b. Ellea peurquet nesas pasla.
Shehas kar thatyou nebesuBJipasthere
‘She’s worried you might not be there.’

The contrast between (56a) and (57) could be taken as evicence to suggest
that there are in fact two homophonous lexical items ne in the modem language:
one regdive, one ronneg@tve. | reject this possiblity. Insead, | suggeg that
there is a sngle ne in Modem French and hat it is not inherently negdive.
Where neisovelt and is interpreted na@atively, as,for example, in (56a), it does
so by virtue of its rdationship with a negative operator, for example, pas in
SpecNegP. | asaime thatRizzi's (1996: 76) mechaism o Dynamic Agreenent
(henceforth, DA) is responsble for endowing the necative heal) and, hence the
whole clause (Haegeman 1995:107)) with the [+NEG] feaure ofthe specifer.

DA is usa by Rizzi (1996) within the context of wh-movemen. Rizzi
assumeghat, where wh-expressions ae fronted, asin typical wh-quegions, the
wh-XP in SpeCP anl CEitsef agree wih regectto the feaure +rwH].

(59) CP
ei
Spec CN
! 3
wh-XP CE  AgrSP
! !
wh-V AgrSN

1
AgrSE
!

t
Of course, fronting of awh-XP is often accompanied by movement of the finite
verb from AgrSE to CE, as in (59). Indeed, subjed-auxliary inversion can be
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motivated if it is assimed that (the finite verb h) AgrSE bearsthe feaure FwH]
and mowesinto CEin order for CEand Spec® to agee.

AgrSE-to-CE movement camot be motivated on the bags of the distribution
of wh-feauresalone. One might imagne, for example, that the verb bearing wh-
feaurescould happily remain n AgrSE, while the wh-XP occupies SpecCP. To
motivate the movement of the verb to the CE position, Rizzi furthe assunes a
wellformednesscondition onwh-condituent with wide £ope,known asthe wh-
criterion (cf. May 1985: 17):

(60) Thewh-criterion:
a. Eachwh-XEmug be n aspechea rdationship with awh-operabr.
b. Eachwh-operator mug be n aspechea rdationship with awh-XE

(61) a. When are gu coming?
b. ' When you are coning?

Inded, the dbligatory naure of subjectauxiliary inverson in matrix wh-ques-
tionsin Engish, & illustrated in (61), is atributed © (60): the verb, maked
[+wH], movesto CE to produce lte requred confguration. | return to the wh-
criterion in sedion 1.3.

In some languages, however, subject-auxiliary inversion is na required in
wh-questons. One such dnguage s French.In French, sbject-auxiliary inver-
sion is possible) but not necessaf) in matix wh-questions, & shown in (62), in
which the wh-XP hasfronted (b SpecCP, | assime), but the verb has noin-
vertedto CE

(62) Ou tu vas?
where yu go
‘Where are you going?’

(63) [cp OU [oNCE [pgrep tu vas]]]

Rather than asuming that, in such ca®s the wh-criterion fails to appy, Rizzi
suggessthat DA allows the [+wH] feaure o be tangnitted fom the wh-expres-
sion in SpecCP to the non-overt CE. He sshematizes DA asin (64):

(64) Dynamt Agreement (Rizzi 1996:76)
Op XY Op X
WH WH WH

DA is therebre a mebansm for endaving a yntacic headwith the rekvant
feature(s) of its specifier.®® The availability of DA is deemed to be subject to
paranetric variation. Thus,it is available in French but notin English; hence he
contrag between (&) and (6Db).

33. Notetha DA is unidirectional, passing features from specifier to headbutna vice versa. This
will beimportant in section 33.2.
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| proposethatthe same mechasim that endows the CE headwith the feaure
[+wH] in (62) is also responsible for endowing the Negk headwith the feaure
[+NEG] in anegative clausesuchas (%a):

(65) NegP
3
Spec NegN
! 1
pas NegE
[+NEG] !
zZ---_>ne
Dynamic
Agreenent

Turning nowto the cases in (53), in which neisthe soé overt marker ofsen-
tental negaton, one might wonder whee the [+NEG] feaure comesfrom, given
that neitsef is not inherenty negatve. To account for these datal propose he
existence ¢ a non-overtoperabr, Op, which bearsthe feaure [+NEG], occipies
SpecNegP h these exanples and,by virtue of DA, can trangnit its negatve fea-
tureto nein Nege:®*

(66) NegP
3

Spec NegN
! !

Op NegE
[+NEG] !
z-- _> ne
Dynamic
Agreenent

Op in (66) can be regarded as thenegative equivalent of the non-overt wh-opera-
tor (Haggeman 1995:98! 100), OP[+wH], assimed to occupy SpecCP in yes-no
questonssuch ag67) and whee presencaiggerssubjectauxiiary inverson:®®

34. Op[+NEG] is whatHaegenan (1995) labels Op,,, thatis, the non-overt comntive negaive
operator. h Rowlett (1994a, b), | usedthe lakel A. | asume that Op[+NEG] also provides a key to the
interpretation o the Frenchne. .. quecongruction:

(i) Jea ne voit que Marie.

J. nesesqueM.

‘J. can seonly M.’
| asumethat Op[+NEG] raisesto SpecNegP and isresponsblefor the (ab®lute) negation to which [que
...] providesthe exception. Suchanapproac avoidsthe need to asumethatneis inherently negaive
(Acquaviva 1995. Op[+NEG] is central to my arelysis of the “negative” adverbs ard agumentsin
chapters4 and 5. See &0 Rowlett (1996f; 1998b) for disausson of thene. . . quecangruction.

35. Seethe disassion of (86) lakr in this chapter.
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(67) a. Haveyou finished?
b. [cp OP[+WH] [cyhave[+WH] [oqspYou t; finished ]]]

The full array of overt and non-overtnegatve (French) andnterrogatve (Eng-
lish) operabrs thatsuch an aproacd positsisillustratedin the able in (698):

(68) Operators:

overt non-overt
[+wH] whether OP[+WH] (English)
[+NEG] pas Op[+NEG] (French)

Eviderce to support the claim that SpecNegP is occupied by a non-overt op-
eraor in the xamples in (8) comes flom inner island opacity effects. These
effecs are illugrated in (69) and are commonly atiributed to Relativized
Minimality violations (Rizzi 1990). Consider the cmtras between (®a) and
(69b). In (69a) the fronted wh-expresion can be asociated with etherthe ma-
trix or the embeddedpredicate; in (69b), it cannot. In (69b), it can be a&sociated
only with the matrix predicate. Assuming that a wh-XP suchaspourguoi ‘why’
is generated AgrSP-adjoined, the unavailability of the second interpretation in
the case o{69b) can k& exgainedin the llowing way:the gerabr pasin the
matrix SpecNegP counts & a potential antecedent ANgovemor for the trace of
the wh-expression extracted from the embedded clause The second reading is
therefore unavailable because of Relativized Minimality.

(69) a. Pourquoi avez-vous dt que Jean était absent?
Why have yu said thatJ. was absent
‘Why did you say J. was absent?’

b. Pourquoi n’ avez-vous pas dit que Jean était absent?
Why ne haveyou passaid thatJ. was absent
‘Why didn’t you say that J. was absent?’

Now, consider (70a). Once again, thiswh-question is ambiguous. The fronted
wh-expression can be associated with either the matrix or the embedded predi-
cae.

(70) a. Pour quelleraison osak-tu lui téléphoner?
For what reason dared you to-him call
EITHER:* ‘What was it that made you dare phone him?’
OR: * ‘W hat was thereason for the phone call you dared to make to
him?’

b. Pour quele rasonn’ osak-tu lui téléphoner?
For what reasonne dared you to-him call
‘Why didn’t you dare cdl him?’
...‘Whatwas he reasondr the phae cal to him you didn't dare
make?’
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In contrast, the second reading is unavailable in (70b). Given the absence of pas
we assime that the Relativized Minimality effects are b be atributed to the
presence d anon-overtoperabr in SpecNegP. In our terms, this non-overt oper-
ator is negave Op, the sairce of the [+NEG] feaure transnitted b NegE by
DA.*

Inner island effects) or, rather, thelad of them) canalso be ued asevidence
to uppat the claim thatexpletive nein (57) and (5&) does not co-occur with a
non-overt negative operaor, a welcome outcome since as is name sugests,
expletive ne is nat interpreted negatively. Generally, | have been assuming that,
where nein interpreted negatively at dl, this can be attributed to its rdationship
with an orabr, pasor Op[+NEG], in SpecNegP.In addition, this operabr has
beenargued b be regpongble for theinnerisland dfects discussed ealier. What
is significant about expletive ne is that inner island dfects ae notin fact
attested, asshown by the example in (71). It would, of course, be nice to be able
to atribute both the hck of inner island effeds and the expletive interpretation
of ne to one and the same dct, and this isindeed what| would like to do. In
(71), the wh-expression can be as®ciated with any of the predicates in the
clause. Most significant for my purposes, it can be assaiated with the nost
deeply embedded verb, despite the presence of ne in the immedately superior
clause The fact that extraction of pourquoi from the most enbedded clause to
the matrix SpecCP does ot lead to a Relativized Minimality violation suggests
that there & no intervenng ANoperator in SpecNegP in the middle clause to
count asa closer potential antecedent for the trace of pourquoi in the embedded
clause The nonnegative expletive interpretation of ne and the abserce of inner
island dfects are thenreducel to theabsnae of any (necative) operatdr in Spec-
NegP.

(71) Pourquoicrainstu qu’ elle nedise qu' ellet aime?
Why fear you thatshe ne say-susJthatshe you loves
‘Why are you afraid she might say she loves you?’

The same int is made by the examplk in (72), taken from Haegeman (1995:
161 (5b)):

(72) Commentcrainstu qu’ il nese comporte?
How fear you thatheneRreFL behaes
‘How do you fear he will behave?’

Here, comnent ‘how’ is amanner adverb tha can be construed with the predi-
cate in theembeddedclaus; expletive ne does notgive rise b a blockingeffect.

36. Of course, and as one of the reviewers of this book pointed out, the next question to be
addressediswhy it is that, whenusedin this way (seefootnote ), these verbs al ow neto be licensed
by a nonevert operatorwhile, in the absaceof dements such agmaisorrien, “normal” verbs reqie
ne to belicensed by overt pas It seems tomethat this phromenon mustbe related to themadal
propeties of this use of the verbs concened.
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Given he asamptions| am making here,| therebre conclude thatno nm-overt
operator occlpiesSpecNegP n theembedded chuse.

Onefinal pieceof evidencel shall us t support my claim thatexpletive ne
is not accanpanied by a non-overt operabr in SpecNegP concernsthe licenshg
of patiitive and p®udopartitive indeinite direct objecs.® | pospone detiled
discussion of the licensing of these structures until sedion 2.2.1, and content
myself here with pointing outthe emprical contad. Theindefinite directobject
in (73a) has what | term a partitive structure; the pseudopartitive direct object in
(73b) is ungrammatical:

(73) a. Jai acheté des livres
| have mughtof-the books
‘I bought some books.’

b. ' Jai achett delivres
| haveboughtof books

Pseudopartitive direct objects can be licensed in a number of ways, such as by a
quantfier like beauoup ‘lots’ in (74a) negatve pasin (74b), or the nam-overt
negatve gperabr asumedto be present(in SpecNegP) in (74c, d).

(74) a. Jai beauoupadet de livres
I havelots boughtof books
‘I bought lots of books.’

b. Jen a pasadet de livres
I ne have pasboughtof books
‘I didn’'t buy any books.’

c. Je ne puxOp acheerde livres
| necan buy  of books
‘I can’t buy any books.’

d. Celafait dixans qu’ ellen a Opeu d amant(s).
It doestenyears thatshe ne has had of lover(s)
‘It's ten years since she lagt had alover.’

The generalization (which is explored in more detail in section 2.2.1) seems to
be that pssudopartitive direct objects are licensed in the presence of a c-com-
manding operator. Crucially, though, pseudopartitive direct objects ae not li-
cersed byexpletive ne:

(75) a. ' Je cainsqu’ il n’ ait acheté delivres
| fear thathenehave-susiboughtof books
b. Jecrainsqu’ il n’ ait achet des livres

| fear thathenehave-suBiboughtof-the looks
‘I'm worried he might have bought some books.’

37. The terms pditive and pseudpatitive come fom Sekirk (1977: 302ff).
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(76) a. ' Qui ne souhdke gagnede prix?
Who newishes win  of prizes

b. Qui nesouhaie gagnedes prix?
Who newishes win of-theprizes
‘Who (on earth) doesn’t want to win prizes?’

| takethis asfurther evidence © sugged thatexpletive neis not accompaned by
a non-overt operabr in SpechegP.Of couse, sucha mncluson alowsa wnified
account of a umberof pheromenaard is therefore welcome. While ne is as-
sumed to be nonnegative underlyingly, it can be endowed with the negative fea-
ture of a negative operator in SpecNegP (pasor Op[+NEG]), which leadsto inner
island effeds and licenses pseudopatitives The abs®nce of such an opeator
therefore has a number of conseguences: first, ne will not be nterpreted n@a-
tively; second, inner Bland effects will not be produced third, pseudgartitive
objects will not be licensed. Having considered the semantics of ne and con-
cluded tha this dement is not inherently negative, | now turn to consider its li-
censing onditions.
Licensingne

1.25

In the modern language, pre-verbal ne cannot freely occur in a clause | attribute
this o licensing onditions.

(77) ' Marie n’ aime Paul.
M. nelikesP.

| suggest tha ne can be licensal in either (o both) of the two following ways.
On the me hand it is licensedby (indirect selection (i.e., government); on the
other, it can be licensed by spec-head agreement. The first possihlity is exempli-
fied byexpletive ne, alreadydiscused. Whatis paticular aboutexpletive ne is
that its availability is determined by the immediately superior predicate. (In
(57c), expletive ne seems to be licensed by the contents of the CP level.) Thus,
in (78) (= (58a)) expletive neislicensedn theembedded clause beause ofthe
preence oftheadvesative predicate avar peur ‘to fear in thematix clause.

(78) Ellea peurquetu ne sois la.
Shehas gar thatyou ne besusJthere
‘She’s worried you might be there.’

| asaime that there is some indirect sdection relationship between the matrix
predicate and the embeddedNegE (mediated by CE at the very least) and that it
is this relationship thatlicerses expletive ne in the embeddedclause *® The ma-

38. The sanme extendel selection relationship can also be seen to license the subjunctive
morphdogy on theverb. For discussion of therelationship beween negation and sibjundive mood in
French see kampers-Marhe (192).
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trix predicate ®lects aCP whose head CE beas a pecfiic feaure that ersures
thata peciic kind of AgrSPis selected,ard so on davn to NegE, atwhich point
expletive neis licensed.

The second way in which ne can be licensed, namely by S-structure spec-
heal ageenent, can be empified by straightforward exanples of claugesne
gated by pas asin (79 (= (56a)).

(79) Jen’ ai  pasfam.
I nehave pashunger
‘I'm not hungry.’

Assuming, asin scion 12.3, ard following standad asumptons since Bllock
(1989), tha pas occupies SecNegP at Sstructure, | conclude that DA is
regponsible for trangmitting the feaure [+NEG] to NegE, as in (65), thereby li-
censng ne. Note that where pasoccupiesa pasition below SpecNegP, ne is not
licensed. See, for examplke, the data in chapter 2, footnote 36.

In (80) (= (58b)), | assume that neisin fact“doubly” licensed,thatis, by se-
lecion (by the matrix predicat avar peur ‘to fear) and by spechea
agreenent (with pa9:

(80) Ellea peurquetu nesas pas la.
Shehas gar thatyou ne besusipasthere
‘She’s worried you might not be there.’

Crucially, licensing isrequired one way a another. This assunption is neces-
say to explain the ungrammaticality of (77) and is an important consideration in
the discussion of “negative” adverbs and argumertsin chapters 4 and 5.

The importantdifference etween he icenshg mechanisns proposed br ex-
pletivenein (78) ard neagtive nein (79) is thatexpletive ne does notrequie the
preence of anoperabr in SpechegP in order to be Icersed. In fact, in the pre-
vioussecion, | offereda numbemnf rea®nsto conclide hatno mon-ovett opera-
tor occlpies SpecNegP n the context of expletive ne. Under the gererally ac
ceped assimption that the ype of innerisland effect that excludes one of the
feasble interprefitions of (69b) and (7®) is due © a Relativized Minimality
violation, thatis, thefactthatthe ANoperabr in SpecNegP preventsproper gov-
emmert of the trace of the extracted ANoperabr by its antecedent by countng
as aclose potential ANgovernor,l asumethattheavalability in (71) of all fea-
sible interpretations means that nosuch ANoperabr occupes SgcNegP. Were
such an oprabr to occupy this position, onewould expectthe same inneisland
effects, contrary to fact So,expletive ne cannot in factbe deemedatbe icersed
by spechead ageementwith an opeator in SpechegP,becawse o such opera-
tor is presntin that position. Such a condusion supports my analysis of the li-
cersing mechaism of expletive ne, thatis, by exended selection.

Having preserdd my assimptions about the syitacic represerdttion of sen-
tential negation and my conclusions regarding the semantics ard licensing condi-
tions of nein Modem Frenc, | now wurn to the AFFECT criterion, a wellformed-
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ness ondition deemed to determine the distribution and interpretation, not only
of wh-expressions but of negative expressions, too.

The AFFECT criterion

1.3

In secion 1.2.4, | showedthat the wh-criterion in (60) can account for the type
of subject-auxiliary inverson atesed in matix wh-questions in English and to
explain the cantrag between (6la) and (6b). In fact, interrogativestructuresare
not the only onesthat, in Endish, for example, trigger subjed-auxiliary inver-
sion. Compare (8) with (82):

(81) a. Not for a million dollars would Adam be unfaithful.
b. ' Not for a million dollars Adam would be unfaithful.

(82) a. ' Notlong aterwardsdid Susandie.
b. Notlong aterwards Susandied.

In (81), the italicized preosed neyaive ongituernt triggers inversion, what
Rizzi (1996) refersto asreddua V2; in (82), in contrad, it does not The esen-
tial difference kiween he wo gramnatical sentences $ that(81a) is a negaitve
senence (narked we assme, by an abgtactfeaure [+NEG] on the verb), while
(82b)is not. This can be verified by means of a simple tes, namdy tag queston
formaion (see Lakoff 1969). English datemens can ke ocontinued with a tag
qgueston when the peaker s looking for confirmation, for exampe, from the
hearer.Examples ae given in (83):

(83) a. Susan’spregnant, isn’t she?
b. Bobcan't come,can he?

Tag quedions with this function are formed by repeating the awuxiliary verb from
the anececdent, reversng its polarity and ponominalizing the subjectThe cru-
cial aspectof these ag questons is the necessry polarity reveral. In (83a), the
antecedent is postive, so thetagis negative, and vice versa in (83b). If the po-
larity is not reversed, the tag quedion fails © fulfill the same finction 3 Now,
consider (81a) and (&b) agah, repeded canplete with (confrmation-seekng)
tag questions:

(84) a. Not for a million dollars would Adam be unfaithful, wouLbp he?
b. Notlong aterwards Susan died, DIDN’T she?

The factthat(81a) is a negaitve senénce § shownby the positive polarity of the
tag in (84a); the fact that the tagin (84b) is negative indicates tha (82b) is posi-
tive. In (81a), then, the preposed negative constituent is a negative operator that

39. Corsider (), in whichthe polarity of the tagmatchesthat of the staement Here, the fundion
of the ta is to express ddut or distelief.
(i) Susan’s pregrent, is he?
For sanereasm, such tagarenot pssibk in negtive clause:
(i) ' Bobcan't come,can't he?
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takes entental scope, endowing a tuunctonal headin clause wucture with the
feaure [+NEG] and poducing a negdve senénce.In (82b), in contrag, the
scope ofnegaton is redricted b the sertence-nitial congituernt; negaton does
nottakescope overtheenire daus *°

| am nd interested here n deermining how t is thatthe negatve casiituent
in (81) courts as an operabr while the one n (82) doesnot (see Haegeman
1996a for discussion). | assume, br the ke d concreeness that the [+NEG]
feaure manges b percolat upto the hghestnode of the peposed castituent
in (81) but fails to do soin (82) and that the constituent not long aterwards in
(82b) isnotnegatvein any relevant sen<.

Under the asamption that negatve operabrs such as the me in (81a) move
to SpecCP in the syntax as areflex of the LF property that ANspecifer pacsitions
are canonical scope positions (Rizzi 1990: 20), what | am interested in here is
why the presnce h ntencetinitial position of a negaitve operabpr in (81a) trig-
gers subject-auxiliary inverson (i.e, AgrSE-to-CE movement). In the arliest
gererative work in this area (Klima 1964: 313), an “atiradion” transformaton
for “affective” (but not factve) operators was paited, pulling the verb ¢ the
operator ove the subject More recently, Rizzi (1996) has suggeded hat affec-
tive operators are aubjectto a icersing requrementexpresed in terms of spec-
headagreenent “affective operabrs mus bein aspec-headconfiguraion with a
head marked with the relevant affective feaure”. This wellformedress condition
wasformulated in Haegeman (992b) as the AFFECT criterion:*

(85) TheAFFECT criterion:
a. EacharrecTiVE XE mustbein a pec-headrelationshp with anArFrFec-
TIVE operabr.
b. EachaFrrecTIVE operadbr mug be in aspecheal rdationship with an
AFFECTIVE XE

Rizzi (1996) defines an perator asan XP (bearng the rekvantfeaure[q) occu-
pying a left-peripheral ANposition, thatis, an adjoined postion or a ecfier
position.

The AFFECT criterion in (85) obligesan XP of a certan type b be n aspec-
head configuraton with an XE of a certain type and provides an explanation for
the inversion witnesed in snences with initial negative operators, such as
(81a). Suppose hat the sengénceinitial negaive castituentin (81a) beas the

40. Theoperator/nonoperator distincton beween thetwo preposed condituentsin (81) ard (82)
is probally why, in thefirst cas, prepasing is obligatory while, in thesecond @<, it is nat:
(i) a. ' Adam would be unaithful not for a milion ddlars

b.  Susan did not bngaftawards.

41. With reged to the level of represertation at which the AFFECT criterion mug be met, there is
same debate in the literaure. In his adoption of the wh-criterion, of which the AFFeCT criterion is
deemed to & a morgeneralformulaton, Rizz (1990, 1996) assumes hat it applies at LF universally
but that it may, in some dnguages, be me as eary as S-gucture. The ssiklity that the criterion
coud be me in the kase, ha is, & D-structure, is not explicitly corsidered. Haegenan (1995),
following suggestions madeby Brody (1995), arges thatthe Ne Criterion applies uriversally at S-
structure.
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AFFECTIVE feaure [+NEG]. Given that (81a)) in contrad to (82b))is in fact a
negatve senénce,suppose, further, following Haegenan (195: 107), that the
AFFECTIVE feaure [+NEG] isalso orne byAgrSE, realzedon the verb. Whatthe
AFFECT criterion in (85) does gven suchassimptionsis to oblige the finite verb
and regdive operdor to be n aspechead confguration. The domain in which
this canbe achievedis abow the traditional AgrSP domani, and | assumeit to be
within CP (see Hzzi 1997). The qoerabr occupges SgcCP by virtue of the
scope properties d this ANspecifier position, asdiscussal earlier, and the finite
verb raisesto CE in order to satisfy the AFFECT criterion, reaulting in the atteged
inverson.

| assume that the same reason uadies nverson in roa nonwh-interroga-
tives n languagesike English:

(86) a. Have you done your homework?

Here, | asume a fonologically null but syntacticaly adive wh-operator that
has moved into SpecCP for the reasons already outlined (see (67)).*? Once in
that postion, the AFFecT criterion will oblige the finite [+wH] verb to raise into
CE | therebre asume hat(86a) can be represesd as(86b):

(86) b. [cp OP[+WH] [cyhave[+wH]; [agspyou t; done your homework ]]]

Thus, the AFFECT criterion can l& seento be doing the wak, thatis, be a more
gereral version, of thewh-criterion andthe Neg Criterion.

(87) TheNeg Citerion:
a. Each Neg XEmustbein a pec-headrelationship with a Neg qerabor.
b. Each Neg qerabr mustbein a pec-headrelationshp with a Neg XE

(88) Thewh-criterion:
a. Eachwh-XEmug be n aspechea rdationship with awh-operabr.
b. Eachwh-operator mug be n aspechea rdationship with awh-XE

Degite the fact that the two ciiteria in (87) and (88) are mothing more than
construction-specific versions of the sane principle, in subsequent chapters, |
often refer to the individual criteria rather than to the more general AFFECT crite-
rion. The Neg Criterion in particular is mentioned at variais points.

Summary

1.4

In this chaper, | have setout my assimptions alwut Verb Movement and sen-
tental negation in Modemn French. Having argued in favor of an “exploded”
Infl, a model of clause structure recogrizing a number of functional cakgoies
as®ociated with verbalinflecional morphdogy ((CP-)AgrSRTP-MoodP(-V P)),

42. Acquaviva (1993 11)suggeststhisnull operator is probally responsblefor theopadty effects
triggered by if in (i):
(i) ' How doyou wonde if John behawed?
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I concludedthat Verb Movemen patems are deermined (a) by the finiteness of
the verb (all finite verbsin French raiseto AgrSE; not al infinitivesdo) and (b)
by the nature ofthe verb (auxiary, modal, andlexical infinitives have diergent
Verb Movementpatemsin French). The condusonssetoutin (35) are repeagéd
as(89) here:

(89) Overt Verb Movenentpaternsin French
a. All finite verbs nove o AgrSE
bN Infinitival auxiliaries @tre, avoir) fredy move to MoodE, TE, or
AgrSE
bQ Infinitival modal verbs (eg., pouvoir, devoir) move to MoodE or TE,
and only exceptionally to AgrSE.
b* . Infinitival lexica verbs move to MoodE or TE, butnot asfar asAgrSE

| then argued for a further functional projection in clause structure, namely
NegP, whose head is the locus of feaures detemining clausal polarty. In
French, it wasconduded hat NegP & locaed beweenAgrSP and TP. Follow-
ing Pollock (1989), | assume that SpeNed® can be occupied at S-structure by
pas Further, it was argued hat NegE is the base position of pre-verbal ne (in
those varietiesin which this dement is overt). The element ne itsef was notcon-
cluded to be inherently negative. As for the licensing mechanisms of ne, | con-
cluded thatthis element can belicensedin one (or both) of two ways. First, neg-
ative ne is licersed by spechea ageemen with an inherenty negatve opera-
tor, overt pasor non-overt Op, in SpecNegP. Rizzi's DA then ensugs hat the
feature [+NEG] is transmitted to ne in NegE, guaranteeing a negative interpreta-
tion for the claus. Second, expletive ne) which can appearonly in enbedded
contexts) is licensed by extended selection from the supemrdinate predicate or
aninterrogaive CE. In this case, there isno opertor in SpeeNedP (a conclusion
supported by the lack o inner sland effects and the unavdabhility of pseu-
dopartitive dbjects), no DA, and no negaitve interpreation for ne or for the
claue.

Finally, | addresed he syntax of affecive eemens in geneal, notjust nega-
tive elemens. Here, | conduded hatthe distribution ard interpretation of affec-
tive elemens such as negatves and interrogaives is govaned by a urversal
principle, the AFFECT criterion, which, following Haegeman (1995), | assume to
apply atS-structure.

(90) TheAFFECT criterion:
a. EacharrecTiVE XE mustbein a pec-headrelationshp with anArFrFec-
TIVE operabr.
b. EachaFrrecTIVE operadbr mug be in aspecheal rdationship with an
AFFECTIVE XE

These conlusionsform the bask of the restof this book.



40 SENTENTIAL NEGATION IN FRENCH

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22



26

27

23

24

25

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42
43

44

FOUNDATIONS

41



54

57

60

42

45

46

47

48

49

50
51

52

53

55
56

58

59

61

62

63

64

65

66

SENTENTIAL NEGATION IN FRENCH



81

84

87

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

82

83

85

86

88

FOUNDATIONS

43



44

89

90

SENTENTIAL NEGATION IN FRENCH



2

The Negaive Marker

In this chapter, | consider the element pas which, in contrag to ne, is inherently
negative. Indeed, | have already observed that pasis one of theelemens thatcan
occupySpecNegPand icerse ne by transnitting its [+NEG] feaure to NegE. The
certral idea behid the andysis proposechere is that in the context of seniental
negation, SpecNegP s in factthederivedposition of pas which does not occupy
the same position at both D-structure and S-structure. It is agued thét,
underlyingly, the position of pasis determined by its scope as aéxical negaor:
typically, pasis adjoined to VP, which, given the VP-internal subject hypothesis
of, for exampe, Kitagawa(1986), is the minimal domain containing the verb
and al its argumens; a VP-adjoined adveb therefore akes scope overall verbal
arguments. This is explored in section 2.1. Alternatively, pascan fundion as a
quartifier smilar to beauoup ‘lots’ and can, consequently, be generated within
anindefinite nominal expression. Thisis exploredin secion 2.2.

In both cases thesupefficial position occupied by pasis determined by those
properties d the grammar that goern the synax of sentential neation, that is,
the needfor a functonal headin clausalhierarchyto bear the feaure [+NEG] at
S-structure (Haegeman 1995: 107). Given tha French [.g ne] is not inherently
negative, the only way for this feaure specifi cation to be achieved is by DA with
a negaive operaor in a functional specfier postion or, in the more geneal
ca®, with a ne@tive operator chain thatinvolvesa functional specfier. In other
words, either pas itsdf raises a S-structure or, aternatively, pasis bound, in
situ, by an expldive negaitve gperavpr (in the sens o Haegenan 1995) occupy-
ing a sutable position. In either scenario, the scope of the negation is widened to
the chuse.The evidence cosideredin scton 1.2.5 cearly suggess that, in or-
der to mark sentential negation, pas needsto rase overtly to a position that |
idenified asSpecNegP.l interpretthis emprical factasindicaing, in theortcal
terms, that no expetive negaitve gperabr is avaiable in French.Given he un-
avalability of such an operaor, ovet raising (followed byDA) is the only way
pasis able o mark senential negaion. Following Pollock (1989), | asume hat
the landing site of raising is SpecNegP.Oncepasoccupies SgcNegP, DA and
the spec-head adiguration creaed between pas and (the race d) ne ersures
thatNegE bearsthe feaure [+NEG]; neis consequently licensed, and the clauseis
interpreed negaively. The rekvantconfiguration isillustratedin (1):
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(1) AgrsSpP
0
AgrSN
w0
AgrSE NegP
2 e o]
ng AQgrSE Spec Ned\
! e i
pas NegE VP
: ! 2
- 2 t VP
Speched
relationship

The claim tha pasoccuwies SpecNegP at S-structure is, of course, not new.
In his seninal comparative work on negation in French and English in the tradi-
tion of Emonds (1978), Pollock (1989) concludes tha pasis gererated in Spec-
NegP. While | agree that pasoccupies SpecNegP at S-structure, my analysis df-
fers from Pollock’s with respect to the base position of pas For him, it is
SpecNegP;for me,it is a lower postion, one that reflects the fundamental rela-
tionship betveennegaton ard the predicate.

As dready detailed, overt movement of pasfrom its baseposition into Spec-
NegPis motivated by the needfor a negaive operabr to occupy an Sstructure
position from which it can endow a functional head in the clausd domain with
the feaure [+NEG]. The isswe arises a to whether raising of pasinto SpecNegP
shoul be atributedto either or both clausesof the Neg Criterion, repeated here

as @).

(2) TheNeg Citerion:
a. Each Neg XEmustbein a pec-headrelationship with a Neg qperabor.
b. Each Neg qerabr mustbein a pec-headrelationshp with a Neg XE

Condderfirst clause (a). Givenour condusion in secton 1.2.4 thatthere 5 just
onenein Modern French and that it is not underlyingly negatve, it is not possi-
ble to motivate raising of pasto SpecNegP on the task of the feauresof nein
NegE! Given that ne is nonnegative, it camot trigger movement of an opeator
to its specifier position on the basis of clause (a) of the Neg Criterion. Further, in
the dscusion in scton 1.2.4 d inner sland effects induced by nonovert oper-
ators in SpechgP,| noted hat expletive ne does nottrigger sich effects, sug-
geding that there is no opeiator in SpecNedP. In short, it seemsthatclause (a) of
the Neg Criterion is irrelevant to theraising of pasto SpecNegP.

1. Note further thd the principle of Geeed prevents one cortstuent from movirg in order to sasfy
the licenshg requremens of anoher.
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Consider, then,clause b), which satesthatnegatve operabrs needto bein a
spechea confguration with negaive heals. On the surface, this approach
seems more promising, given that pasis indeed underlyingly negative. Yet, this
isnotenirely unprobematc, either. The discussion of “true” imperativesin sc-
tion 2.1.1,in which pas does notraise b SpecNegP, as well asother, nonsen-
tential uses of pas(e.g., theexamples in (3) suggest tha pasdoes mnot, in fact,
have to occupy SpecNegP h orderto be icersed? The discussion ems there-
fore, to have cometo adeadend. The head ne can be licensed without an opera-
tor, suggesting that clause §) of the Neg Qiterion does notapply to it; further,
the negative adwerb pascan apear in psitionsother han SgcNegP, suggesing
thatclaue (b) doesnotappl to it.> How, then, can one moivate pasraising to
SpecNegP? An important feature of the context in which pas has to raise to
SpecNegP is thenature and/or the scope ofthe negation: sentenital rather than
constituent.* Pas raisesto SpecNegP to erdow the claus with the necative fea-
ture, ratherthan o licerse ne. Neis licensed asa consequence of the presnce of
the feaure [FNEG] on NegE It seems, then, that pasraising to SpecNegP occurs
for scqpe reasms.

Alternatively, pasraising to SpecNegP could be motivated within some ver-
sion of Checking Theory on the assumption that ne is “weak” in some intuitive
sense and needs to be “id entified” or “supported” by virtue of its relationship
with its specifier. | do not deal with this isswe any further here since it would
take me too far afield. However, | return to the Neg Criterion in section 3.3.1
and chaper 3,footnote 39, where lultimately conclude thatthe Neg Criterion,
aslead inasnuchasit is seenasa configurationalcongraint, is in factwaranted
by the data. | shal, therefore, coninue to asume anapproachto the emprical
domain based on the Neg Criterion, although | recognize that there are some im-
portant quesionsto be anwered. (The issue of the neessity of the Neg Crite-
rion is briefly discussed in my review, Rowlett 1996d, of Haegeman 1995.)

Configuration 1. pasas an adverb

2.1

This section pursues asyntactic analysis of pasthat sheds light on the fact that
this element is used h contexts of both sntental and consituentnegaton. Neg-
ative pasis an adverb, thatis, it servesto modify something. In fact Pollock
(1989), in the context of his analysis of pasin sntental negaton, notices he
distributional parallels betweenpasand advebs. He noes(1989: 370, 377) that
there is “a significant correlation in French between the placenment of negation
and hatof advebs” in both tensd ar infinitival clauses Cardnaletti and Gua-

2. But see Kampears-Manhe (1992, who follows Rizz (1990) in asuming that pasoccupiesa
speifier position even when it isusel as a costituent ne@tor. Unde such an appach,pasmightbe
deemed to satisfy clau® (b) of the Neg Criterion in situ.

3. Plunkett (1996) in fact argues hat clause () of the wh-criterion could be abandonedSee
footnate 2.

4. Note, hough, that Haeggeman (1996: 9) amgues that scope propeties are insufficient in
explaining the distribution of negative words suchas Modern Frenchpas
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sti (1992) also observe that pasmay funcion asan adrerbial projection. Further-
more, asthe examples in (3) illustrate, the adverbial/modifier function of pasis
not restrctedto sentemial contexts:

(3) a. A:Cava? How are yu?

B: Pasmd. Not bad.

b. A: Quied-cequiveutuncaé? Who'sfor coffee?
B: Pasmaoi. Not me.

c. Pasvrall Never!

d. Paspossble! Impossble!

e. A:Tasdufric? Got any money?
B: Pasun sou! Not a penny.

Zanuttini (1996: 184) notes further that the distribution of the equivalent of pas
in other Romancevarieties (eg., Piedmmtesx nen and Milanese minga) also
overlaps with some adrerbs.She cacludes hatall these iems are kxical adver-
bial elements generated in an adjoined position lower than NegP. (See footnote
2.) (See Zanuttini 1997a for a more recent and articulated analysis.)

In the cantext of a senénce(negaed with pag that contains either an ntran-
sitive verb or a transitive verb governing a definite direct object,® | sugged that
negtive pasis gereraed adoined to the lexicad projection it modifies, hat is,
VP, asin (4)8 This reflecs the fundamentl relationship between pas and the
predicate; pasis a negative predicate adverb. (Sportiche’s Adjunct Projection
Principle and Chomsky’s general theory of adjunction, together, oblige “modifi -
ers” to appear adjacent to their nonargument XP “modifiee” or the head of their
“modifiee”.)

(4) [vepasvell

While this analysis of pasis coneptally atracive, it has onenajor problem
thatis avoided wthin Pollock’s model, namey the fairly convincing evidence
discussal in sections 11.2, 1.1.6, ard 1.2.1, that, superficially, pas occipies
SpecNegP, that is, eove the VP-adjoined position. | take this to suggest tha pas
raisesfrom its VP-adjoined hase paition to SpecNegPin order © convertcon-
stituent negation into sentential negation; by raising to SpecNegP, pas endows
NegE with the feaure [*NEG]. (See the discussion in the previous section.)

5. For contextsin which pasnegatesa setencecontaininga transtive verb governing anindefinite
direct object, see section 22.

6. In he discussion o bipatite sentential negation in Navajo, Speas(1991b: 394 95) sugeststhat
the post-verbata maker is the overtredisaion of Nege while doo, which canonically appears
immediately before the direct object, occupies eéther SpecNegP or anadverbia pasition.
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2.11 Synchronic evidence: negaive imperatives

In this secton, | presnt synchronic data that | argue,are hcompatible with a
syntactic analysis of passuchasthe oneproposed by Pollock (1989), in which
the element is assimed to be generaed in SpecNegP. It is argwed that, in cross-
linguistic terms, the morphologically truncated sructures of so-called true im-
peratives siggest that such paradigms project truncated syrtactic structures in
which no functional structure &ove and including NegP & projected. The fact
that such imperaives n French are nevdrélesscompatible with pasbut not ne
(aswell asthe factthat such rue imperaives n nunerous othedlanguages are
compatible with adverbial negatve markers but not headnegatve markerg un-
dermines theclaim that pasis uniquely asociaed with SpecNegPin verbalcon-
texts.

The andysis hingeson the assumption thatthere ae wo kinds of (nective)
imperative h French ands based o the datan the nextsecion andon recent
work by Maria-Luisa Rivero (1994 and Rafaela Zanuttini (1990, 1991, 19%a,
1996). Following thes authors, | asume that the differenee beween the two
kinds of imperaive is position: one kind of imperaive occupes one psition,
while the dher kind occupies another. In the two subsequent sectons, | discuss
theomrtical approacksto the distinction proposed by Rivero and Zanttini, re-
spectively. While | ultimately reject Rivero’s analysis, | show that Zanuttini's
offers interesting insights into the morphological and syntactic properties of im-
peraives Finaly, | show how the syntax of negative imperatives suggeds that
pasin French is not uniquely associated with SpecNegP.

Thedata

2111

Negatve imperaives n French apear wth either tonic or atonic complement
pronouns: tonic forms ae post-verbal, as in (9); atonic ones ae pre-verbal, as in
(6).” I assime thatthe natre of complement pronouns (tonic/post-verbd versus
atonic/pre-verbd) is determined by the gntacic properties of the imperaive
verb, more specifically the position of the verb. This approach is supported by
the fact that preverbal comgementpronouns cannot co-occur with pog-verbal
ones.If the pre-verbd atnic pronounsare icensedby virtue o the imperaive
occupying oneposition, while the postverbal tonic onesare licensedby virtue
of the imperativeoccupying a diferentposition, then | expect preand post-ver-
bal pronouns to be mutually incompatible; the imperative cannot occupy both
positions simultaneausly. | conclude, then, that the chace d pronoun is deter-
mined by the podtion of the verb.

Another feature aseciated with negaive imperaives hat seens to be deter-
mined by the position of the verb (and therefore co-varies with pronoun posi-

7. In sanecases, caresponding tonic andatonic pronounsare homophmous | asume that this
is amétter of coincidenceard daes nat detrad from the cancluson thatthere are two independent sets
of pronouns, vith theirown distinct prpetties.
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tion) is the (un)avalability of “necative” ne. French impemtves @n aways be
negated by pasalone, hut they canot always be n@atd bybiparite ne. .. pas

Significantly, the (un)availability of bipartite ne . . . paspattems identically with

the choice of complement pronouns: imperatives that license post-verbal tonic

pronounsare ncompatible with ne, asin (5c), while no suchincompatbility pre-

vents imperatives that license pre-verbal atonic pronouns from co-occurring with

ne, asin (6¢). Giventhatthe pre/post-verbal postion ofthe pronoursis deemed
to be determined by verb msition, this suggess thatthe (unpvaiabhility of neis

also determined by verb position. (The pattems in (5) and (6) are based on Mul-

ler 191: 142):

(5) a Regarde- moi./ Donne- le lui.
watchimMP me / givedmP it to-him
‘Look at me.” /‘Give it to him.’

b. Regarde- moi pas. /Donne- le lui pas.
watchimpP me pas / give-mP it to-him pas
‘Don't look at me.” / ‘Don’t give it to him.’

c. 'Neregarde- moipas./’ Ne donne- le lui pas.
ne watch-iMmp mepas / ne give4MP it to-him pas
(= (50))

(6) a. 'Meregarde. /'’ Le lui donne.
me watchimp/ it to-him give-imp

(= (5a))
b. Meregarde pas./Le lui donne pas.
me watchimp pas /it to-him givedmp pas
(= (50))

c. Nemereggarde pas. /Ne le lui donne pas.
ne me watchimp pas/ ne it to-him give4dmP pas

(= (5¢))

Obsave thatthe preverbal pronours are incompatible with postive impera-
tives compare the grammatical (5a) with the ungrammatical (6a).| asume that
this redriction is purely syntactic: the position necessaly occuped by a positive
imperaive is not the me thatlicensesre-verbal pronouns. The inahlity of the
verb to occupy the necessary postion to license pre-verbd pronouns could be
attributed to economy if the derivation of (54) is less costly than (6a), for exam-
ple,if (6a)involves(gratuitously) generating more functional structure than(5a)
and if Hyams (1986)is right that UG favors mnimal derivations. (See secion
2.1.1.3 for detils) In contrag, the exanples n (6b) could be argued ¢® be fine
for the smple reason hat as exanples of senental negaion, NegP is non-
empty; generating the required structure is na therefore deemed to be gratuitous.

Consider now negative imperatives. Where the verb is negated by pas alone
(without ne), it can be accompaned by either tonic or atonic pronouns (but not
both) see my earler discussion): (5b) and (6b) are both grammaical. | assume
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thatthe sme msition is occwied bytheverbsin (5a,b) and hatthisis reflected
in the podtion of the pronouns. In (6b), | assume that the atonic pre-verbal pro-
nounsare Icensedbecause e verb @cupes a diferert position from the verb
in (5a,b). Where the imperative is negaied bybiparite ne. .. pas theacammpa-
nying pronours mug be abnic and preverbal: compare the ungrammatical (5c)
with the gmammatical (6c). | assaime thatthe unavdability of the bnic postver-
bal pronounstogether with ne in (5c) can be explained in terms of incompatible
requirements on the imperaive: the verb needs to be in one position to license
the post-verba pronoun(s) and in another to licence ne. Given hatthe o con-
strants cannot be met simultaneously, the string is ungrammatical. In summary,
then, the impetvesin (5) are compdible with neither ne nor pre-verba com-
plement pronouns,while the imperaivesin (6) are corpatible with bath.

| asaime that the absence of pre-verbal ne in (6b) is due to optional “ne-
drop”, discussal in chapter 1, footnote 3. The acceptability of (6c) shows tha ne
is possible in such a dructure. In (5b), in contrad, | assume that the absnce of
ne is the result of some deeper grammaical incompatibility; hence the ungram-
maticality of (5c).

Thes and dmilar data from other Romance languages have beenconsderal
by Zanuttini (1990, 1991, 1994a, b, 1996, 1997a, b) and Rivero (1994). Both
authors exploit the distinction drawn by Joseph and Phiippak-Warburton
(1987) between “true” imperatives (eg., (5) and “surrogate” imperatives (eg.,
(6)). Informally speaking, true imperatives represent a distinct verba paradigm,
while surrogae imperatives are verb forms taken from another morphological
paradgm, for exampe, the subjundwve or the nfinitive, used with imperatve
force® True imperatives have distinctive structural propertes surrogate impera-
tives ad@t the stuctural properties oftheir source norphological paradigms.In
the next two sedions, | comsider first Rivero’s then Zanuttini’s analysesof the
distinction betweentrue and surragyate imperaives.

Rivero’s analyss

2112

Rivero (1994) pursues an analysis o the distinction between true and surogate
impemrtives in terms of verb postion (see also Rivero and Terzi 1995) For
Rivero, true imperatives occupy a higher position than surrogate imperatives. To
be precise,while surrogate imperatves occug whatever paition onewould ex-
pect their source orms © occupy, typicaly AgrSE in the case of surrogate im-
peratives borrowed from finite paradigms, true imperatives occupy CE Rivero
suggeds that raising into CE is triggered by the presence of some non-overt im-

8. Where nfinitives arausedwith imperativeforce,asin (i), we asune heyshare tie syitax of
infinitives used in ather contexts. Note that ne is present andthat pasis pre-verbal.
(i) Ne pas marcher sur la pelouse.
ne pas walk-INF on the lawn
‘Keep off the grass!’
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peraive operabr basegenera¢d within CP. Rivero suggest that this explains
theroot nature of trueimperativesand the factthatpronours follow true impera-
tives.

| have two criticisms of Rivero’s (1994) analysis. First, the model fails to ac-
count for the cross-linguistically significant fact that true imperatives typically
witness impoverished morphological makeup, often no more than a verbal stem.
If, asRivero suggeds, the extent of Verb Movementundergone bytrue impera-
tives is asuperset of the Verb Movement undergone by, for example, finite
verbs (and assuming that Verb Movemaent is driven by momhology; see sedion
1.1), why should trueimperatives not withes atleas comparable morphobgical
complexity? If the morphological propeties of true imperatives make ary pre-
dictions aboutVerb Movementat all, it is that true imperatives move less far
than finite forms While in French there is admitedly no ovet morphological
diff erence between true and surogate imperatives, there is clear cross-linguistic
evidence to sugged that true imperatives are morphobgicaly impoverished
forms, unlike surragate imperatives.

Second, Rivero’s (1994) anaysis fails to accaunt for the factthat in a large
number of languagesincluding the Romance hnguagestse dscusesexpicitly,
true imperatives are incompatible with preverbal negaive markers ard pre-
verbd complement pronouns. The phenonenm is witnes®d in French m (5c)?
Rivero does,however, address this issue. Assuming a CP-NegP-IP-VP modelof
clausestructure, Rivero accaints for the crosstinguistic tendency by suggesing
that a ronincomporating NegE blocks movement of the imperative verb from IE
to CE The absence of true negative imperatives is thus reduced to the HMC
(Travis 1984), thatis, Relativized Minimality. This accauntis problematic for a
number of rea®ns. First, contrad the NegE negatve markers in Spansh (explic-
itly mentoned by Rivero) andFrench.Rivero assumeshat Spanish no does not
incomporate andthatthis factacmunt for the abence of true negative impera-
tives. Given the incompatibility of Frenchne with true imperatives, ane would
naturally want to assume that ne doesnot incoiporate, either. This seems how-
ever, anunwelcome cnclusion o hawe to draw,given the discussion in chaper

9. The ircompatibility betwesn the pre-erbalnegative markerneand true imperatives(but not be-
tween the post-verbal negae marler pasard true imperatives) is common anong Ramancelan-
guages.In Spaishand Italian, for examge, pre-vetba no/nonareinconpatiblewith trueimperatives.
In Piedmortese andVlilanese, ircortrast, postverbalnen'minga arecompatiblewith trueimperatives.
(Seethework of Zanuttini, epecialy 1991, 1997 for discussia of nggatian in a numbeof Romance
varieties. Sealso Pary 1996 for disassion of sentential negaton in the dalects of kaly.) Rivero
(1994) points ou, though, that while Zaruttini’s gererdization holds dso for Modern Greek it does
not appear tohold for Bulgaiian, Sbvak, Sebian/Coatian, and Br®n, in which trueimperatives can
be regaedby a pre-verbal NegE negative marker. It may well bedesirableto deal with this contrad in
terms of Ouhlla’s (190) Neg Parameterhis assuned paametrc variation with resgect b the positon
in clausakrchitetureof NegP. Inthoslanguags inwhich NegPis generated rdativdy lowin clausal
hierarchy, NegP maybe obliviousto thetruncatel stuctures d trueimperatives.
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1 andthe gramnaticdity of (7), in which the verb anchegatve marker haven-
vertedto CE:*°

(7) Qui n’ avezvouspasvu?
Who nehave yu passeen
‘Who didn’'t you see?’

Secord, consider agan (7). Here, raising of verb + negative marker to CEis ac
countd for by the wh-criterion, an ndartiaton of the AFFECT criterion, as ds-
cus®din section 1.3;the [+wH] verb raisesto bein the requied specheadcon-
figuraion with the [+wH] operabr in SpecCP, arguably in pamllel to the way
Rivero suggeds that true impemativesraise to CE. Giventhata combinedverb +
negative marker can be drawn into CE by [+wH] feaures asin (7), it is implau-
sible to suggest hat the same is not true in the @seof imperaive force feaures.
Rivero fails to addess this issue.

Giventhes considerations, | rejed Rivero’s (1994)analysis of the distinction
between true and surrogate impemtivesand turn, in the next sedion, to an alter-
native proposd from Zanuttini.

Zanuttini’'s analysis

2113

Zanuttini (1994a) agreeswith Rivero (194) inasmut asshe agues hat true
imperatives occupy a dfferent position from surragate imperaives. In contrast
to Rivero, thoud, it is the surrogae imperdivesthat are typically higher than
the tue imperatves n Zanutini’s model. If Zanutini’s anaysis is acapted to the
CP-AgrsSP-NegPTP-(MoodP-)VP ordeiing of functional projections asumed
here, it can be deemal to share with Rivero’s the assumption that the postion
occupied by the surogate imperatives in (6) is the position occupied by any fi-
nite verb, that is, AgrSE. In French, gven he verb’sposition in AgrSE, the pro-
nouns are pre-verbal (as in fnite clauseg, and neis available, asin (6¢), butfre-
quenty omitted, asin (6h).

Considering the true imperatives in (5, Zanuttini assumes, contra Rivero,
that rather han CE (aboveAgrSE), the verb e@cupes a psition below AgrSE
Within my temms, this postion coull be TE or, more probably, some bwer func-
tional head above VP, such as MoodE (Pdlock 1997b), encaling whagever fr-
mal feaure(s) is/are associated with imperaives®! Indeed,if Zaruttini’s (1994a)
and Kayne’s (1992) conduson for Italian, namely that TP and the functional
structure above TP ae not projeded in the context of true imperaives can be
adopted for the closely related French, then MoodE will in fact be te highest
functional headavaiable to host tre imperatve verb. f thisanalsisis along the

10. A passible solution to this problem with an analysis along the lines d the one propased by
Rivero might beenvisaged by distinguishing beween incaporation and diticisation. | dona pursue
this here.

11. Ratet (1992 272 275, 279 amues that the equivalent of true imperatives in the French
lexifier and heavily decreakzed Louisiana Creok raises to Moo&
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right lines animmediate explanaion auggess itself for the unavalability of pre-
verbal atonic pronouns: if no structure above MoodP is projected, then no sut-
able headis avaiable for the ponounsto cliticize anto, for exampe, AgrSE or
an infinitival MoodE The post-verbal tonic pronouns théa are licensedby true
impemtives are then presumably enclitic on the verb in MoodE or proclitic on
some lower nul functional head possbly AgrOE Note that the true imperaive
and hepost-verbal pronours are insepaable.

(8) MoodP/AgrOP

ei
Spe MoodNMAgrON
3
MoodE/AgrOE
!
Regarde-moi
Donnede lui

Zanuttini’s analysis ha certain explanatory potential:

a. It explains the root nature of true imperatives. Given that these verb forms
do notprojectto CP and giventhatcertain enbeddedconexts are cha-
racterized by their dependence on CP,the absence of embedded true im-
perativescanbe attributed to the fact that CPis not projeced.

b. It explains the morphological poverty of true imperatives aoss-linguisti-
caly whencontaged with surrogae imperativesand otherverbal pama-
digms more generally. (On this issig, see Rivero’s analysis dscussel in
section 2.1.1.2.)*?

c. It explains wty the complement pronouns in (5a) ae post-verbal, that is,
tonic. Pre-verbal atonic pronounsare pro-clitic on ®me aitable inflec-
tional head. Since inflectional categories ebove MoodP fail to project in
postive impertives and assuming thatan impemtive MoodEis na a

12. Admittedly, aweakress of anyandysis of thedistinction between the Frenchimperatives in
(5) andthosein (6) basean mowement 6 AgrSEversusnomovemat to AgrSEis the fad that the verb
morphology is identicd in bah cases. This is al the more surprising since, in a numbe of the
languagesdesciibed byZanuttni (1991) and numerus ohers there ae dear morphological differences
between true am surogate imratives. The fench mperatives in(5) ard (6) are morphologidéy
reduced, theverb argualy comprising nathing more thana gem. This fad could betaken to indicate
the lack of movemat to TEor AgrSE Thisconcluson could bechallenged bythe second person plural
imperatives in(i):

(i) a. Regadezmoi pas. / nne-lelui pas.
b. Me regadezpas. / lelui donne pas.
(= (6b)ard (6b) butsecond person plural rather thansingular)
However, in the context of paralled number marking distinctions on Sparish imperatves, Zantttini
(1996) suggeds that it isin fact déatablewhether the plural making shaild be consideed an
ageement marphene The distinction baween the exanples in (i) ard text exanples (5b) ard (6b)
might not therefore imply movementto AgrSE
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suitable hostfor clitics ** there 5 no pre-verbd position for the pronouns
to pro-cliticize mto; hence he ungammaticality of (6a) andthe ddligatry
post-verbal postion ofthe complemen pronours with postive impera-
tives.

d. It explains why, in (6), the propetiesof the pronouns and ne correspond to
their properties in finite clauses. In structural terms, & least, te strings in
(6) are AgrSPs, just like finite clauses. Fronouns ae therefore pre-verbal,
and neis awailable but not compulsory.

e. It expainswhy bipartite senéntal negaton usngne. .. pascannd occur
in (5c): sincene and, according to Pollock (1989), pasare genegated as
headandspecifier of NegP, repectvely, andif we accet Zanutini’s sug-
geston thatNegPis not projected in the catext of true imperaives,the
unavailability of bipartite negationin (5c) is predicted.

Y et there is aproblem:

f. If Pollock’s analysis of ne and pasas tead and specifi er of NegP underly-
ingly is adopted, Zanuttini’'s model fails to account for the grammaticality
of thenegated rueimperativein (5b). | assume hat(5b) is a rueimpera-
tive on the basis d the position of the pronouns: they are post-verbal, as in
(5a); the unavailability of ne also suggeds theverbsin (5) ae tueimpera-
tives. Zanuttini's model therefore predicts tha NegP is nat projected in
(5b). Neverheless the verb § negaed with pas If pasis generated in
SpecNegP, how canpasoccu in (5b) where NegP s notprojeced?Do we
rejec Zanuttini’'s characerization of the difference between true and surro-
gate imperatives? Or do we reconsider Pollock’s analysis of pasbas-
generated in SpecNegP?

| suggest tha the latter option is better motivated, given (a) the otherwise at-
tractive explanatory power of Zanuttini’s model of (negative) true imperaives,
(b) the reasons dready given for suspecting that pasis generated lower than
SpecNegP andjn the gecfic conext of sertenial negdion, subsequenly raised
into SpecNegP, ard (c) the discussion in section 2.1.2. If we abandon Pollock’s
(1989) claim that pas originates in SpecNegP, the presence of pasin the neg-
tive impemtivesin (5)) in which we have rea®n o bdieve o NegP B in fact
generated) ceases to be a problem. | suggest, raher, thd, in (5b), pasoccipies
its base position, namely adjoined to VP. Crucially, the VP-adjoined position is
lower than MoodP and therefore indifferent to the presence or absence of (TP
and)NegP.Theabsnce ofthe® two functional projectons s thennotexpeced
to prevent the appearance of pas

In fact, the problem outlined in (f) was recognized by Zanuttini herself. To
salve it, shetoo assumes tha the position occupied by pasin (5b) is lower than
TP/NegP.To be pretse, she suggeds that postverbal negaive markes such as

13. Why imperative MoodE should beanunauitable host for pre-verbal clitic pronounsshould be
investigated.
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pas in French should be analyzed as spedfiers of a second NegP projecton,
NegP-2, which is distinct from NegP(-1) in that it is below TP (and, presumably,
MoodP) and herebre insengive t the presenceroabsence ©TP. (In Zanutini
1994b: 430, NegP-1 and NegP-2 are renamed PolP and NegP, respectively; in
Zanuttini 1997a, there are édur NegPs.) In French,then,accading to Zanuttni
(1991), ne occpiesNegE-1, while pasoccupies SpecNegP 2. In true (negtive)
imperaives,NegP1 fails to be projected (due, accading to Zanuttni 1991 and
the conception of clausal hierarchy in terms of strict selection, to the absence of
TP); hence the unavailability of nein (5c). In contrag, NegP2 canbe progcted
in true imperatives (dnce it is independent of TP); hence the availability of pas
in (5b).

| suggeq this proposalhas at leas two wealneses First, on anemprical
footing, the hypothess that there are wo NegP projections implies hat overt
negtive markers occipying NegE-2 and SpecNegP-1 shauld be atested that is,
headnegaive markerslocated in the lower NegP and phrasalnegaive markers
in the higher NegP,both in isolation and h combinaion. Howevet the predicted
multiplicity of negative markers (and combinations of negative markers) seems
not to be a charaaristic of naural languageln other words, while Zanutini’'s
model leads one to expect to find the famili ar pre-verbal XE and post-verbal XP
negative markers co-occurring with post-verbal XE and pre-verbal XP negative
markers, in fad one doesnot, a fad that cags doubt on Zanuttini’s suggedion
that NegP-1 and NegP-2 are both available to UG in the frst place (se dso
Robbers1992).%4

Second, and more conceptualy, in a model admitting co-occurring NegP-1
and NegP2, one might wonder whatthe respetive catributions of each NegP
projection are.Quite aprt from the stangenesof an anasisin which a ungque
semanticosyntactic feaureis encadedin two distinctfunctonal projections with-
in clausal structure, if each were independently to be headed by a negative fea-
ture, one would expect the wo to cancel each aher out(asin the Modern
French exeples dscused h scton 12.2). However, co-occurring ne and pas
do notand never haveeasuted in logical Double Negaton in French.Y et if the
two NegPs do not each contribute a polarity feature to the clause it is dfficult to
see how onecould motivate them boh in the first place atleas in conceptual
terms.

Thealtemaitve proposed here, namel thatpostverbal negative markers such
aspasare bag-gererated néther asthe specfier of NegP4 nor as the specfier
of NegP2 (thevery existene of which | reject anyway) but rather asadjoined
adverbs,is better motivatedin thatit avoidsboth problemsraised h the pevious
paragraphsFirst, it expainswhy the full range of(four) overt negatve markers
do not co-occurcrosslinguistically. Zanuttini’'s SpecNegP2 is in fact amalyzed
asanadveb in an adjoined posdiion. The ésece of Nege-2, which Zanuttini's
model fails to predict, is a direct consequence of my proposd, because NegP-2

14. Notethat, even in Navajo (seefootnate 6) and A n (seechapter 3,footnote 10), in which apre-
verbd XP negaive marker co-ocarrs witha post-veba XEnegaive marker, the predicted patitern of
co-occurrenceis na attested.
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is nat posited Second, the absence of logical Double Negation in varieties with
bipartite negation (analyzed by Zanuttini in terms of NegP-1 co-occurring with
NegP2) dso follows from my model, since bipartite negaton is not accouned
for in terms of two distinct NegP projections. In conclusion, then, if | assume
that pasis generated as an adverb, | may be able to hang on to Zanuttini’s analy-
sis of the distinction betveentrue and surrogate impemtivesin Romarce, includ-
ing Frendh, even though there ae no morphological differenesbetweenthe two
sets of imperative. (See footnote 12.)

Note that this analysis also goes some way to explaining why the imperaive
in (9) isinterpreed asbeing negailve, even hough it contains ro overt negaive
marker. The imperative verb appears with a pre-verbal pronoun, which, as al-
read/ discus®d, is incompatible with a paitive imperaive. The negawe inter-
pretation is therebre imposed o the uterance as a consegnce & word order,
andthe overt negaive marker@) (ne) . . .pasare redundant.

9) T inquiéte!
Y ou worry
‘Don’t worry!

To reiterate the conclusions o these sedions, | have adopted a syrntactic anal-
ysis of true imperaives n which these veln forms ocupy a funcional head very
low in clause wucture. Crucially, true imperaives ae charaatrized by a tun-
cated tree structure; in my model, CP, AgrSP, NegP, ard TP fail to project. This
analysis, while atractve for a numker of rea®ns, is problematic when cm-
fronted with the assumption that pasis genera¢d in SpecNegP, since he failure
of NegP to project should entail the incompaftbility of true impemtvesand pas
contrary to fact | have interpreted this state of affairs as evidence to support my
claim tha pasisnot in factgenera¢d in SpecNegP andthat, rather, this element
is generated in an adjoined podiion reflecing its fundamental modifying func-
tion.

A few comments ae in order about the contribution of pasin thetrueimpera-
tives dscussel earlier. | have previously assimed that pasraisesinto SpecNegP
to mark sentential negaion (@and icerse ne). In the case of the true neyative im-
perative in (5b), pasdoesnot raise to SpecNedP; indeed, NegP is not projeded.
The absence of ne is therefore expeded. The issue remans whether or not (5b)
is aningance of sentenfal negaton. Recal that| have beenassuming Haege-
mans (1995) charaderization of necative clausesin terms of the apperance of
the feaure [+NEG] on afunctiona headin the extended domain of V. In the ds-
cussion of (5b), | suggested tha pas remédns VP-adjoined, a postion from
which it has rot so far beenable to mark sentenfal negaion. One might there-
fore wantto conclude that (6b) contads with (5b) in that while (6b is an in-
stance of sertential negation, (5b) is not.

2.1.2 Diachronic evidence pasplacemert
relative tolexica infinitives



THE NEGATIVE MARKER 53

In this secton, | arguethatthe analysis of the syntax of pasproposdin sedion
2.1 immediately lends itsef to an acount of the hitorical development of the
distribution of pas with repped to lexical infinitives'® The da@ in this sedion
come largely from recent work by such authors as Paul Hirschbuhler and Marie
Labelle (henceforth, H&L) (1992a,b, 1993,199443 b), France Martineau (1990,
1994), ard Elizabeh Peace (1990, 1991, 1993), who haw looked & the dia-
chronic development of the syntax of pas in paticular its postion with regpect
to infinitives, especially lexical infinitives (See also Pollock 1997a: chapter 13.)

From a diachronic perspective, there are two dear pieces of evidence that
suggest tha pashasnot alwaysoccupied ecNegP at Sstructure and hat con-
sequenty castsome doubt on the chim thatthis dement originates n SpecNegP
in the modern language. Prior to its advent asmain sentential negator, the posi-
tion of pasrelative to infinitival verbs ard the fact that pas could befronted for
emphatc pumposesboth suggest this eemen is bes amalyzed n the same wayas
a number of other adverbs, raher than as an element uniquely associated with
(Spec)NegP. | suggest tha an analysis o the syntax of pasin terms of adjunc-
tion in the base followed from about the seventeenth century by increasingly
compulsory raising into SpecNegP is well placedto accaunt for not only the
synchronic facts hut alsothe diachronic development.

The first piece of evidence concerns therelative order of pasand lexical in-
finiti ves. While, in the modern language, pas obligatorily precedes a éxical in-
finitive (e sedbn 1.1.73), this has notalwaysbeen he casePrior to the sev-
entenh centiry (when ne was capable of marking sentential negation on its
own, that is, when the appearance of pasin negaive clauseswas ogional'®), the
two ordeings illustrated in (10) (H&L's 1993: 1 (1)) were ateded (Pearce
1993: 3! 4), althouch thene V pasorderillustrated in (10a) was more common
thanthe ne pas V ordel) obligatory in the malern languaggillustratedin (10b)
(H&L 1993: 3). During the severdgenh centry, there wasa clear $ift from the
neV pasorderin (10a) to thenepasV orde in (10b).

(10) a. ...c'esdeNES  ABANDONNERPASau plaisir dels suivre.
itis of ne REFL abandon pas to-the pleasure of themfollow
. . .is na giving in to the pleasure of following them.’
b. NousfimesbienmalheueuxdeNEPAST' EMMENER. ..
we were well unhappy  of ne pasyou take
‘W e were very unhappy not taking you (with us) . ..’

15. During the peiodsin the history of Frenchthat are relevantto the discussion in this section,
pascampeted with pointas an“i ntersifi er” for negatve nein the atsenceof “negative” pronounsard
adwerbssuchastheonesdiscussed in chapters4and5s. Consequently, theobservatonsmadehere about
word order aply to bath pasard point, even whereexplicit reference is oty mace topas (See Piice
1984 252 57, chaper 19, for discusson of an initial differencebeween pasard point.) Note that,
contraryto thecomments in Yager-Dror (1997:27fn3),pasis not a redeed form ofpoint. See foot-
note 25.

16. See sections3.1.1, 3.1.2,and3.5.2, aswell assection 43.2, for discussion o the diachronic
development of the system of sentential negation in French
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H&L’s (1993: 4, 19%a, b) statistical data sugeg that the “moderri’ condruc-
tion, thatis, the ne pas V order in (10b), was ugd just 30 to 40 percentof the
time at the beginning of the seventeenth century, but 80 to 90 percent of the time
by the end of the seventeenth century.?’

Under the assumpton (on which €e my later discussion) that Verb Move-
mentpatems remaned @ngant during this time, that is, that lexical infinitives
occupy a position below NegP throughout (as argued for the modern language in
section 1.1.7.3), the earlier order clearly suggests tha pas doesnot ocaupy
SpeNedP in (10a) The shift from (10a)to (10b) cantherefore be attributedto a
progressive development whereby pas is increasngly obliged b rase o Spec-
NegP (at S-structure). Given that | have so far motivated pasraising to Spec-
NegP bythe nea to mark sentential negaion, namely to endow Negk with the
feaure [+NEG], the shit from the ader in (10a) o the ane in (10b) can be mter-
preted in assaciation with the progressive weakening or “denegativization” of ne
and the concomitant “negativization” of pas This conclusion, as well & the as-
sociation of ne “denegatvizaion” with pas“negatvizaton”, is supported by the
coincidenceof two devebpmens with the shift from (10a) to (10b),namely (a)
the loss of the ability of ne to function as the sole overt marker of sentential ne-
gation and (b) the shift in the interpretation of pasfrom an emphatc itemto a
negatve item, accading to Price (193) and Posner(1985).'

The second piece of evidence relevant to the base position of pascomesfrom
a third posside) albeit marked) order aongside (10a, b), illustrated in (11)
((11a) is taken fom Martineau B94: 59 (14), andH&L 1993: 15 (9a);(11b) is
from H&L 1993: 16 (9¢)), in which padpoin(c)t adually precede he main nega
tive markerne™

(11) a. ... affin de...,PAS NE TRAVAILLER, POINCT NE ME SOUCIER.
in-order of pas ne work-INF point ne me worry-INF
‘...so0asto...,notto work, not to worry.’

17. Qven that the datarowhich thesestatigics arebasel areliterary in nature they areof course
unlikely to beanaccuratereflection (in termsf abolutepercenages) ofvernacular usae. Hoveve,
the clear shift in literaryusage represeat! by thesefigures is lilely to reflect a @rallel(possbly earlie)
shift, in relative terms in vernaalar usage. Given the canservatism of written langiagg, these shifts
in abolutetermsundubtedly predatd the seventeenth century. See footnate 20.

18. Theissle arisesas tothe cause-andeffect rdationshp between the “deregativization” of ne
and the “negatvization” of pas It ssemsto me that further sudy is needed on thisissug, andl hgpeto
be aHe to address it in future work. What seems clear is that the relationship beween XE ard XP
negative makers isoften mediated bynon-overt operators. |suspet, theaefore, that anycausaty as
might exist letween the “denegatiization” of neandthe “negaivization” of pasislikely to beindirect,
thatis, medated by sud anon-overt operaor.

19. Ywn (1948 22) gves thefollowing Od French exampks from finite clause:

(i) Pasnevusesnaiez! (Vie ce Qint Alexis, v 681)
pasneyou dismay
‘Don’t fret!’

(ii) Co estClimborins qui pas ne fut produme. (Chanson ¢k Roland, v 1528)
It is C. who pasne wasworthy

‘Heis C. and havas nd a man éworth.’
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b. Il nousfaut... partir, et POINT N’ ATTENDREIiCIi nos

it to-usis-necessary leawe4NF and point ne wait-INF  hereour
ennemis.
enamies

‘It is necessay for us . .. to leave, and not wait here for our enemies.’

Once again, assuming constant Verb Movement pattems and cliticization of ne
to AgrSE, these data suggest tha padpoin(c)t do not occupy SpecNegP.

Recentaccaunts of these hétorical facts with a view to relating them to the
situaton in the modernlanguageby H&L (1992a, b), Martineau (1990), Pearce
(1990, 1991), and Pollock (1997a) have argued hatthe contrag between(10a)
and (10b) can be atributed to differences n infinitival Verb Movement patterns.
However, the fact that pas was the only negative adverb affected by the shift
from (10a) to (10b) during the severgenh century (H&L 1993: 2fn3, 13) sug-
geds that Verb Movementis unlikely to have beenregonsble for the change.
Note alsothatdiffering infinitival Verb Movementpatternsalone are msuficient
to account for the possihility of the examples in (11) or the finite examples in
footote 19.

In contad, | sugges following H&L (1993, 1994a, b) andPearce (193),
that, instead of being the resilt of differing Verb Movement patterns the con-
trag is due,rather, to a clange in the (surface) position of the negative pas As
H&L (1993: 5) put it: “We now favor the idea that the change from ne V pasto
ne pas Vin the case of lexical vers refleds a change in the podtion of the p-
negative adverbs [i.e., pagpoint] and notin the exent of [infinitival, PR] Verb
Movement.” In the“old” system,illustrated in (10a), NegE can be endowed with
the feaure [+NEG] without the negative operabr pasraising o SpecNegP. Con-
sequently, paswas able to appear in situ in the VP-adjoined postion. Given V-
raising out of VP, minimally to MoodE, pasthen follows theverb. In contrast, in
the “new’ system,illustrated m (10b), NegE cannotbe encdbwed with the feaure
[+NEG] without a negatve operabr raising to SpecNegP. For the reasons
detailed at the stat of this chapter, this has the consequence that, in (10b), pas
raisesto SpecNegP and preedestheinfinitive.

The discussion in the previous paragraph does rot in fact follow H&L's
(1993,199443 b) analysis fully. For me, the contrag between (10a) and (10b)
revolvesaround he supefficial position of pas it is generated adjoined to VP in
both casesand either doesor does’'t raise to SpeeNedP. In contrag, H& L sug-
gegd thatit is the base position of pastha changes although gereratedin an ad-
joined position in (10a), pasis generated directly in SpecNegP in (10b), as in
Pollock’s (1989) analysis o Modern French. In section 2.1, raising of pasinto
SpecNegP in the modernlanguage was motivated bytheneal to mark sentental
negation: given that, in Modern French, pasis inherenkty negaive, it bearsthe
feaure +NEG] and canendow NegdE with that feature via DA after raising into
the specifer pcsition. The fact that this movement seens once b have keen un-
necessay/unavailable/optional can be explained if ne is deemed formerly to
have been inherently negative, an approach supported by the facts tha ne could
mark senterntial negation on its own and paswas interpreted as an emphatic item.
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Within the terms of an analysis dong these lines, abligatory raising of pasfrom
its base position to SpecNegP and, hence, the shift from neV pasto nepasV in
the context of lexica infinitives is seen as a conseqence of the process by
which pasincreasingly took over the role of primary sentence negator from ne.
This gpproach is supported by the following related facts (H& L 1993: 15): first,
the loss d (10a) and (11) coincides with the loss of the ability of ne to mark ne-
gation on its own; second, the loss d (10a) and (11) coincides with the shift in
the interpretation of pas from an emphatc/polarity item to a strictly negative
element Accordingto H&L’s (1993: 15) interpreation of the satistical data, the
critical period is the beginning of the seventeenth century.®

In summay, H&L’s idea that the change from ne V pasto nepasV in the
context of lexical infinitivesis the conequence of a dhargein the base podtion
of the negative requires assunptions in addition to thoserequired by the analysis
propaosed hee in whichthechange in relative position of the wo items & seenas
a cansequene o increasmngly obligatory raising to SpecNegP, thatis, a change
in surface position only. H& L’s analysis requires reanalysis of pagpoint from an
adwerb to a SpeNegP-asociated element. In addition, given that the shift from
(10a) to (10b) is progressive, that is, given that two orders exist simultaneously
during an intermediate period, H& L’s analysis assunes aperiod of dual classifi-
cation. In cantrast,my proposedanalysis assumes ndahing more thantheincreas-
ing “negativization” of pas (and point) and “denegatvizaion” of ne. The ned
for a functonal headin clausal structure © bear the feaure [+NEG] to mark
sentental negaton (Haegman 1995 doesthered, in that in the absene of an
inherenly negaive marker in Neg and asuitable nan-overt operabr, an ovet
[+NEG] XP will be obliged b rase into specfier postion. The shift from (10a)
to (10b) then flls out direcly. The period during which pagpoint appear to
hawe had adualclassificaion canthenbeviewedasanambialene with repect
to the staus of ne ([+NEG] or not) and pas(negatve quanifier or enphatic NPI)
(H&L 1993: 17; Price 1993), rather than ambivalence with respect to the posi-
tion in which pasis genrerated. | therefore conclude that the diachronic dewelop-
ments discussed in this section are bed analyzed in terms of increasingly com-
pulsory pasraising to SpecNegP and tha, as daimed in section 2.1, pasis gen-
erated in an adjoined adverbial position throughout.

2.2  Configuration 2: pasand
indefinite direct objects

Here | consider a syntadic context representing an exception to the analgis of
pasproposed and supported so far. Where the clause (negated by pag contains a
trandtive verb hat governs an indefinite dired objed, it is argued that, excep-
tionally, pasis na generated in an adjoined position. Rather, in this mntext, pas
functionsaswhat Adrian Battye termeda “nominal quartifier”.

20. Posier (1985: 184) agreeshat the changescoincide but suggess acritical period two certuries
eailier: “Theobligatory intercdation of the‘forclusf’ beween theauwxiliary or modalard thenan-finite
lexical verb daesfrom thelate fourteenth century: before then its pasition wasfreer andit had enphaic
import.” See footnate 17.
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Preliminari es: partitive and

2.2.1
pseaudopartitive dir ed objects

Indefinite nominal expressions can ake on me d three brms: either hey con-
tain a singular indefinite article, or they exhibit a partitive or pssudoparttive
structure, asillustratedin small capitalsin (12a c), respectively:

(12) a. Marie a&hé&e uUN LIVRE. (singular indefinite)
M. buys a book
‘M . is buying a book.’

b. Marie &hé&eDES LIVRES. (parttive)
M.  buys of-thebooks
‘M . is buying (some) books.’

c. Marie a beauoup acleté DE LIVRES. (pseudopartitive)
M. has bts bought of books
‘M . has bought lots of books.’

Ignoring the irrelevant(12a), | concentrate on the cantrad between he partitive
in (12b) and the pseudopartitive in (12c). The partitive structure in (12b) is fairly
unanmously analyzedasbeing (at least) the syntacic combnation of the prepo-
sition de ‘of’ anda ddinite nominal expressn. In contrad, the seudgartitive
structure illustrated in (12c) has generated considerabk debag¢ within thelitera-
ture

Battye (191: 38) asumes lat partitives havehe stucture in (13). These n-
definites are introduced by a non-overt DE and NE;?*? the complement of the lat-
ter is aPP headed by de ‘of’ which, in turn, sdects adefinite DP. | assune that a
partitive stucture dasnot have mrticular licensng canditionssince ts distribu-
tionis gererally unredricted. A partitive structure can appea in subject postion
(14a) direc (12b)and indirect (14b) objed postions, and as the compkement of
a preposition (14c).

21. See Englebeat (1993 for review ard discussion.

22. h setion 2.2.3andfootnae 28, | conside the posibility, following Lyons(1994a), that, as
indefinites, patitives ladk a DP shell altogether. Theexad nature of the non-overt NEis nat relevant
for my purposs, but se Battye (1991)for a proposal and Rouett (1993a) ér discussio. Se also
Kornfilt (1990 for discussion of patitives with nan-overt headsin Turkish.
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(13) DP
ei
DE NP
! e i
(/] NE PP
! e i
(0] PE DP
! 5
de leslivres

(14) a. DES ETUDIANTS viennentsouventme vair.
of-thestudens come often mesee
‘Students often come to see me.’

b. Cette witure,je 'ai donnéea DES AMIS.
that car | it have given to of-thefriends
‘I gave that car to friends.’

c. Le pain se mangeavec bu FROMAGE.
the bread REFL eas  with of-the cheese
‘Bread is eden with cheese’

In contrad, pseudopaitive structures haw aredricted dstribution. They can
appear onlywhen licensedby anotherelement In (12c), for exampe, the pseu-
dopartitive structure is licensed by beauoup ‘lots’. Witness tke ungrammatical-
ity of (15), whichisidertica to (12c) moduo beaumup.

(15) ' Marie a acheté DE LIVRES.
M. has baightof books

| leave discussion of the intemal structure of pseudopatitivesuntil secion 2.2.3.
In the nextsecton, | consider in some detal their licenshg conditions and their
relevance to negain.

Obenater’s quantification at a distance

2.22
and Battye’s nominal quantification

Work by Oberauer (1983,1984) and Batye (1987, 1989,1990, 1991, 1995)
suggests tha pas and a number of other quantific ational items, suchaspeu ‘a
little’, trop ‘too much’, beauoup ‘lots’, and as®z ‘enough, have a dua func-
tionin Modern French. In addition to being adverbs, asin (16), these items can
appear agqquanifierswithin indefinite nominal expressions, asin (17).
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(16) J'aime beaicoup les ilmsd horreur.
trop
peu

9 asez
‘1like orr |I a@\/ 00 rBuch/not muca"é/enouaqm]

(17) Le bouquin | en u coup
trop
peu
9 assez
In addtion s e e arder i (157 fitke Gatirer T (S oAk Soediany)

see he regrictionsdiscused n secuon 22.4.1) also ke used wilh an aternatve
word order, asin (18), in which the quanifier is separat¢d from the res of the
indefinite nominal, leaving a pseudopatitive structure behind:

(18) Le bouquiniste a beaucoup vendu [ de romans ]
trop
peu

9 assez
In (1%752?13 ?[i%e WhIG Rarag ;ﬁ‘from Obenauer, beaucoup and the other

quanifiers can ke sad, intuitively, to quantfy the nain romans ‘novek’, irre-
specive of thefactthatthe scope ofthe quantficaion might be houdht to differ
in (17) and (18). In (17), the scope of the quantifier is restricted to the direct ob-
jectof which it formsa pat ([ beawcoup [de omans ]]), while in (18), labekd
“quantficaton ata digance” (hencefott, QaD) by Obenauer (184), where he
quantfier appeas in ome left-peripherl postion, the scope ofthe quantfier
extends to the enire predcate. The position of the quartifier reflects the seman-
tic contrast?®

The structure for (18) assumed by Battye, partially following Obenauer, is
givenin (18N:

(18N Le bouquiniste abeaucoup vendu [t de romans ]

et.
(=(19)
As Battye (1991:23) puts it, “the podtion markedt is that with which the quan-
tifier .. . beauoup . . . [is] as®ciated”. Esentally, both Obenauer (workig

within an eaiiler madel of generative gfammar) and Battye posit that in (18),
where beauoup and the other quantifiers do not appear within the direct object,
the posgtion that thes quartifiers would othemwise occupy within the dired ob-
ject isfilled bysome rull element Thus, both researches sugged thatthe direct

23. Obenaver (1983 68,1984: 156) suggeststhat QaD structuresareregarded as somewhatrelaché
‘loosé by purists
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objectin (18) has the structure in (19) where ec represnts an empty category of
somekind.

(19) [ ec[ de romans ]

Further, both Battye and Obenawr assume hat in QaD structures such as
(18), beauoup and the other quantifiers ard the empty category, ec, are 1ink-
ed’ within the erms of Binding Theay, thatis, thatthe empty categoryis (AN)
bound by beau@up, and so on. In Obenauer’s (1983: 68! 69) terms, theempty
postionis “locdemant lié parle quartifieur lexica qui . . . setrouve en postion
AN (“locally bound by the lexical quantifier in ANposition”).

With regpectto wheheror not the binding relatonship betveenthe quantfier
and the empty cakgay is the resilt of movement Obenauer des notcommit
himsef one way or the other, nether does he expressary intered in the issue.
Kayne (1975: 29ff), Battye (191: 23ff), and KampersManhe (192), in con-
trad, are bolder on the quedion. In the case of Kayne and Kampes-Manhe,no
movementis invoked in the rehtionshp betweenbeauoup and the empty cate-
gory (but see Milner 1978:690 92 for a critique d Kayne1975: 29ff). In the
case d Battye, the asseiation between beauoup and the empty category in
thes consructionsis therelatonship betveenanarntecalentard its tracet.?* For
my pat, | endorse the movemen approab. A detailed dscussion of how QaD
can bedeiived from nominal quartification appeas in sedion 2.2.3. In sedion
2.2.4, 1 suggest tha passhauld be includedin the Iist of nomina quantifiers.

A necessay corollary of Battye's (movement) analysis (according to Battye
1995) is that the quartifier thatappeas, on the surface either atached o or de-
tached from the nominal it intuitively quartifies ove mug also be ab¢ to func-
tion independertly as an adverbial. Informally spe&ing, nominal quantification
and QaD are parasitic on VP-adjunction: an element cannot function as a nomi-
nal quartifier unless it can also function as a VP-adwerb. The possibility of (16)
isa necessar(although notsufficient) prerequisite for the possbility of (17) and
(18). Thisis not to say that the implicature/corollary is bidirectional. As Milner
(1978: 690 92) illugtrates it is notthe case thatall adveabial elemens thatcan
function as in (16) can also functon in association with the indefinite direct ob-
ject of a transitive verb as i (17) and (19.% In the nodern languagealthough
both énomémentand abondamment ‘a lot’ can appear as VP-adverbs, & in
(20), the former can appear in assciation with an indefinite direct object (both

24. WhatBattye (199: 23) actudly says vith respectd QaD straturesis that the quantifi ers
“seemingly ‘float’ backwardsoff thenounphrasen direct object postion”. | haveinterpreted this as
a novement appoac to Qab, dthough Batye himself does nat propose ary structural aralysis of the
mechanics involved.

25. Insection 22 4, | suggest thatpasshould bkeincluded inthe class of nomial guartifier. While
pascoud, from relatively earlyin the devéopment of Fench function & a generalizt negative
adveb, itsas®ciationwith indefinite direct dbjectswas aate development. Rickard (198975) chims
that pascould not be usedin pseudopartitive structuresuntil the sxteenth certury, and thenonly rarely.
In dmilar vein, Price (1986 574 75) paints out that, while pseudgattitive strictures involving the
negaive marlerpointare faind in the earliestexts, sinilar corstructions usng pasare nat founduntl
much bkte. In contast, &en in ealy texts, pascould function & anadverbial negator.
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QaD am non-QaD), as in (21), while the latter canrot, as in (22), (taken from
Milner 1978: 691 (53)):

(20) a. Jai énamément lu.
b. Jai abondammentlu.
| hawe a-ot read
‘I have read alot.’

(21) a Jai lu  énormément de livres. (non-QabD)
b. Ja  énormément lu de livres. (Qab)
| have(adot) read(a-ot) of books
‘I have read lots of books.’
(22) a. ' Jai lu abondamment de livres. (non-QaD)
b. ' Ja abondamment lu de livres. (Qab)
(= (21))

Indeed, Milner uses these distributions to argue, contra Kayne (1975), that QaD
structuresare dened from non-QaD structures His argunentcenerson te un-
grammaticality of (22b), which cantrads with the accefmbility of (20b). Kayne
(1975) aguesthatelemens like énomément and abondamnment are basegener-
ated in VP-initial position not only in (20) but also in (21b) and in (the ungram-
matical) (22b). If thisisindeedthe casewe have novay of accainting for why
(20a), (20b), and (21b) ae gammatical while (22b) done is na. If, altematve-
ly, and asMilner proposs the QaD drings in (21b) and (22b) are delived from
the na-QaD stringsin (21a) and (22a), then he unaccembility of the QaD ex-
amplein (22b) containing abondamnmentcan ke accainted for in graightforward
fashion. This paticular element camot appea in a (derived) QaD structure for
the sinple reason hat it cannd appear h the (amost) equivalent (basegener-
ated) non-QaD structure. So, in Kayne's analysis, (22a) and (22b) have to be
explained ndependenof each anoter,; in an analysis in which (22b) is derived
from (22a), only one explanation is required. | take this & drong evidence to
suggesthatQab isa derived word order in French.

Analysis

2.23

With regectto the syntactic categoly of quanifiers sich as beauoup, Battye
(1991) claims thd, unlike other quantifiers in French (whereby the term “quanti-
fier’ represents an intuitively functional rather than a grictly syntacic charac-
terization), beauoup and so on are neither adjectives (d. quelques‘some’) nor
determiners (cf. plusieurs ‘several’). Rather, Battye (1991) exploits Abney’s
(1987) DP hypothess to argue hatthee ekments are n fact nominals, gener-
ated asthe head NE within an ndefinite DP, asin (23):

(23) [pp [onD [np [nn[n beaucaip ] [ (de) NP ][11]
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As nominals, beauoup and the other terms absorb the Case assgned to the
indefinite DP. Consequerly, while they take an NP complement the Case-
marking premsition de ‘of’ mustbeinseatedto avoid a Case flter violation. The
structure in (23) seens not to pose anyproblems for the nm-QaDbD configuraions
in (17). How, then, can the QaD configurationsin (18) be deirved ffom a druc-
ture auch as (23)? While Battye assumes (or, rather, implieg see footnote 24)
that exanples such ashose n (18) are derived from those n (17), he ofersno
concrete analysis of how the derivation might proceed. In Rowlett (1993a: 58!
63), | addrestheissue,and | preentthe esential points of thatamalysis here.

There is a mgor differene between the undelying structure assumed by
Battye, thatis, (23), and the one assumedby Obenauer.Obenauer assmes he
structure in (24):

(24) [np [gpbealcoup,etc.] [ de NN]]

The major difference cacernsthe satus, in XNthearetic terms, of the quanifier.
In (23), it is ahead; in (24), it is amaximal projection. The difference is sigrifi-
cant if oneis to pursue ananalsisin which (18) is derived from (17), thatis, if
QabD is to be deived fom non-QaD in terms of Move-4, the versatility of which
is determined in part by principles o XNsyntax: head movement is more
restricted than XP movement. Crucially, head movement is subject to the HMC
(Travis 1984), while XP movement is not.?®

In Rowlett (1993a), | followed Battye in assiming an unddying dructure
such as (23) in which the quartifier is the head of the construction. This left me
with the problem of deriving QaD from non-QaD. In concrete temrms, thequanti-
fier, unde NE, canrot be exracted dredly from its containing maximal projec-
tion to its fina left-peripheml postion. To solve this problem, | suggeged hat
the complement of the nominal quantifier, thatis, the adnominal NP preceded by
de ‘of’, should first be extraposed, or right-adjoined to VP, as in (25) (after
Rowlett 1993a: 60 (31)). Once te alnominal NP hasbeen extaposed,| sug-
gesetd that the indefinite DP containing the quanifier itsef is free b move
independently. | assuned that the DP moves to the left-peripheral ANsoope posi-
tion, asin (26), (after Rowlett 1993a: 61 (32)). | further assumed hatthe extra-
posed NP (NP} can properly bind its trace (;) by reconstruction of DP,.

Theobviouswedkness in this structural amalysis is the (ratherinelegant) need
to extraposethe NP complement of bealcoup prior to raising the naninal quan-
tifier itsef. In addition to itslack o elegancethough, t could be argued hatthe
proposed analgis makes anncorrect predction. More precsely, one might ex-
pectthe extraposed costituert, NP, in (25) and (26),to be anisland Pbr extrac-
tion. Yet thisis not the caseas witnessed ly the gramnaticality of the QaD ex-
ampk in (27), deived from (28), in which the topic has bee extraced from
what, in my analysis, wauld be an extraposed constituent, NP;, asillustrated in

26. A secondsignificantdifferencebetween (23) and @4) cancens thenatureof the lexical head
of the nominal congruction. In (23), it is the quantifier; in (24), it is the quantified naun.
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the simplified structure in (29). Hence, there are good reasons to doubtthe valid-
ity of this analysis of QaD.

(25) VP
anp
VP NP,
! 4
VN de NP
3 :
VE DP !
! !
DN !
3 !
DE NP !
! ! !
/] NN !
3 !
NE NP !
! ! !
beaucaip t-__m
(26) VP
qp
DPj<----_ | VP
! ! t p
DN 1 VP NP,
3 [ 4
DE NP VAN de NP
| ] 1 fu
(/] NN ' VE DP
3 1 |
NE NP z---  -_ t
! !
beaucaup t

(27) C’est e Zola Op queJeana  beaucoup lu de livres.
It is of Z. thatJ. havelots readof books
‘Z.’s the one J. has read lots of books by.’

(28) ... Jean abeaucow Iu [ delivresOp ]
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(29) CP
3
Spec CN
! toi
Op, CE IP
! toi
gque Spec IN
| t p
Jean IE VP
! e p
a XP; VP
6 3
beaicoup [t;] VP NP,
! 6
VN de livrest,
2
VE DP
! !
lu t;

1

As an aternaive to the undrlying dructure asumedby Battye, one might
maintain Obenauer’s assumption that the nominal quantifier is afull X P constit-
uent even wheretiquantifies over anridefinite drect object, i.e,, even i (17).%
To captre this, one ould asume haf rather than being generated asthe heal
N in an indefinite DP) beaumup is genera¢d in a specifer position within the
indefinite nominal. This analysis is, n fact, more in line with Battye's own origi-
nal (1987, 1995) work on nominal quantificaton. Working prior to the wide-
spreadawarenes®f Abney’s DP hypothess, Battye suggets thatnominal quan-
tifiers appearin SpecNP. It wasonly later that he mdlified his amalysis by plac-
ing these e¢mentsin NE. Given the profusion of functional projections aurrently
being proposed in the literature and not just in the context of clauses, it may well
be the case that nominal quantifiers occupy an extended specifier position of NP
(in the sase of Grimshaw 1993) rather that SpeNP itself. An immedately ob-
vious candidate would be the specifier of a number phrase SpecNumP. With
nomina quantifiers sub as beauoup in SpecNumP, the obligatory indefinite
nature ofsuch naninal expressions mightbe atributed to the spec-head ration-
ship between he quanifier and the nonevert head NumE (see Lyons 994a).
SpecDP would not be a pssble position for these nminal quantifiersin a
modelsuch as the one proposd by Lyons, since he assumesthat DP is not pro-
jectedin indefinite nomina expressims.

27. | am grateful to David Adger for disaussng these ssues wih me.
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The Casetheaetic featuresof pseud@arttives, that is, the ddligabry inser
tion of the prepacsitional Casemarker de ‘of’ before the adnominal NP, could
receve an expanaton almostidentical to the previous anaysis. With beauoup
in ecifier position (such as SpcNumP) absorling the Case asigned by the
transitive verb under government,?® de ‘of’ is siill required b see hatthe (oher-
wise Caeles9 adnaninal NP does notviolate the Case flter.

The attraction of such an analysis in which the nominal quantifier is an XP in
SpecNumP is that initial extrapacsition of the adnominal NP is not required to
allow extraction of the naminal quantifier from within the drect object to the
left-peripheral ANscope position. Instead extracton can poceed asin (30):

(30) VP
3
XP; VP
! y
beaicoup VN
ei
VE NumP
3
Spec NumN
! 3
t  NumE NP
4
de NP

The analysis of beaucoupand smilar terms @& syntactc gpecfiiers ratherthan
heads has te added advantage o tying their syntax to their semantics.

28. Itisinterestingto comparethisproposal with raditionalarelyses of Exceptional Case Marking

(ECM), illustrated in(i):

(i) The villagers beliegd Johrto be a lia.

Exanples of ECMsud as (i) are ofenassumedto have anumber of propertes. The complement of
the ECM verb believeis a nafinite clause the subject d that chuse John, is (conequently) not
assgned nomidive Case bythe enbedded AgrSE Rather, t is “exceptonally” assigrned acusaive
Case by the ECM verb unde government. Government is deemed to bepassible becausg, first, CPis
notassuned b be projeatdby the embeded ronfinite clause ah secondthe enbedded AgrSP fails
to cownt as a larrier aganst outside govenment due to tie defetive statis of (nonfinite) AgrSE

Compatre this with the proposed analysis of nominal quantification. The naminal quantifier to be
Case-marked isin SpecNumP, yet Cag-maked byan eternal governor. This cauld beamgued to be
possible given, first, that DP is nat assumed to beprojected bytheindefinite nominal expression and,
second, that NmP tils tocount as a barer given thedeective status 6the indefinite NumP.

This prposal is supportel by work by Lyons (1994a), who suggeststhat indeinites arecharac-
terized bythar failureto prgect to the DP ével. Futher, theparalel beween (nan)finiteness/nanina-
tive Case assignment and (i n)definiteness/genitive Case assignment is attested in English nominals. In
English, only definite DE canassgn gentive Case to it “subject’, argualy in the same aythat only
finite AgrSEcan assignnominative Case to its “sbject’. Pusted to is logcal corcluson, one would
also have to concludethat, like nominaive Case, genitive Case is structural rather thaninherent.
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Semantically, beauoup and other quantifiers fulfill a gecfiic funcion with re-
sped to the indefinite dired objed: specifier postions are typicaly occupied by
condituers thatfulfill a paticular function with respectto the relevent maximal
projection. By associating these nominal quantfiers with SpecNumP, semanics
and syntax meet.

Further evidence siggesing nominal quanifiersare maximal projections like
specifi ers rather than heads comes from the fact that they can be modified, asin
(31), which is crucially not synonymous with (32). In (31), the intensfier bien
modifiesbeauoup; in (32), it is emphatic. (See also chapter 1, example (20).)

(31) Jeana acheté [bien beaucoup] de livres.
J.  hasbought well beau®up of books
‘J. bought a tell of a lot of books.’

(32) Jeana bienacdeté beaucoup de livres.
J.  has well bought beauoup of books
‘J. has indeed bought lots of books.’

Concluding, then, | adopt this cond analysis of nominal quantifiers. | as-
sume hat in thenominal structure:

1. Nominal quantifiers bear the categorial features of nouns, i.e., [ v, +N].
2.  Theybear te functonal syntacicosemantic feauire [+QUANTIFICATION].
3.  Theyappear ashe sytactic specifer of NumE DP is not projected.

4. They are compatible with QaD.
5

Theycan function, independenof an indefinite nominal, asleft-peripheml
adverbs.

Pasasa nominal quantifier

2.24

In this secton, | argug following Battye (1995) himsdf) that pas belongs to
Battye's classof nominal quantifier along with beauoup and similar items and
that, consequently, the syntax of pas should be modeled on the analysis
proposedin the previoussecion?® In otherwords, we argue that where pasne

29. Ob@auer(1983, 198)alsoascibespasto thesamecatgory asbeaicauparnd s on, butwrote
prior to Battye’s proposals. Obenauer (1984: 155) suggedsthat all theseelemensare adverbs but does
not caxcen himséf with adetaied analis.In a ®mewhat simibr vein, Battye (1995) incudespas
in his inventoryof nomiral quartifiers in a footrotebut goes no furthr.

Note tte fdlowing commentby Scweder (1988: 26), which supports Bdtye’s andysis ofpasas
a roun:

(i) Overthe hisbry of Romarte, aml .. . that of several other well-documened larguage
families, therise of new negatimn stiategies hasoften invdved the deelopment of anoninal
element tha eventually evolves into the primary exponent of negation by way of semantic
“bleaching” and acaegay shift from nown to adrerb (or sentece qualifier). (Schwegler's
italics)

WhatBattye suggests is that pasretains its rominal properties,evenin the malern language.
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gates a clause containing a transitive verb and a pseudopartitive direct object,
the sequence [pas de N] is generated as a onstituent in direct object position in
the bas. In this, | follow somehing of the intuition expressed in Yvon (1948:
19) on the bask of the literaryexanple in (33):

(33) Quoiqu’ ils eusent
Howeverthey have-1mpP:suBJ
uneliberté plus absolue et plus dangereuseque P.et V.,
a freedom more absolute and more dangerous than P. and V.
point de famille,
point of family
point demeres vigilants et tendespour les former a la vertu,
point of mothersvigilant and ender for themtrain to the virtue
point de ®rviteurdévoué pour les cheche le soir et les
point of servant devoed for them ftch theevening and them
ramener au bercail,
return to-thecradle
pasméme un chen pour les averir du  danger,
paseven a dog for themavert of-thedange
ils nefirentaucungenre de (te.
they nemadeno  kind of fall

‘A Ithough they had a more absdute and dangerous freedom than P. and V.,
no family, no vigilantandtender mahersto guide themtoward virtue, no
devoed ®rvantsto colectthem eery evening ard return them o the cra-
dle, not even a dog to ward them from danger, they came to no ham.’

Accoringto Yvon, for theaveagespealer of themodernlanguage:

Point et pas indépendammntde ne, expriment I'exclusion, I'absence, le
manque: point de famill e, point de méres. . . ed synonyme demanqueto-
tal de famill e, de méres.

(Independent of ne, point and pasexpress clusion, absence, lack: point
de famill e, point de meres. . . is synonymaus with manque total de famill e,
de neres)

In other words, & Yvon (1948: 21) puts it

Il neserait pasdémisonnabé de onsdéra comme complémentd’objetles
groupespoint de famill e, etc.,dans lesquéls point ayant valeur denom
aurait pour complément famill e, efc., et se rattacherait moins étroitementau
verbe.

Winters (1987), within a cognitive accaint d thedevelopment of negationin French, siggeststhat
the pseudpatitive structures, hat is, [@ de N],disaussed insecton 22.3, andlicensedby negative
maikers sich aspas (ard the olderpoint ard goutte) are themselh&indication that the regative
makers were(and continueto be) nauns As Winters paints out (1987 36), noun-noun expressions
haw, from the eatiest evidenceto the present day, been congructed with de ‘of'.
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(It would not be unreasmable totrea the phrasespoint de famill e, etc., as
the objects, whereby the nominal point would takefamill e, etc., as its com-
plement and would be less intimately asscciated with the verb.)

While | have decidd to reject an account whereby ndmal quantifiers are
analzed asthe lexical headof the cmstruction, | argue ater that the negate
markers, suchas pas are generated within the nominal expression (NumP) in
direct object position. First, | note thesyntactic similarities betveenpasandthe
other noninal quantifiers(secton 2.2.41); then | 10w thatextracton facts sug-
gest aderivational account of pas(secion 22.4.2).

2241 Evidence: pasbehaveslike beaucoyp, etc.

First, like beau@up andothe quantfiersandaspredicted by Battye (195) and
discussel in section 2.2.2, pas can be usel, not only in asscciation with indefi-
nite dired objects, but also independertly, as an adver, in clausesthat do rot
contain indefinite direct objects. As thedata in (34) and (35) show, pasnot only
fills the san®e slad, in linear tems, at least, asbeauoup; it also fulfills the same
adverbialfunction.

(34) a. Pierette voyage enFrance
b. Pierete voyagebeawcoup enFrance

c. Piemrette (ne)voyagepas enFrance

P. ne travels d/lots/pasin France

‘P. travels/travels alot/doesn't travel in France.’

(35) a. Pierette a voyagé enFrance
b. Pierette a beauoup voyagé enFrance

c. Piemette (n') a pas voyagé enFrance

P. ne has @/lotsipastraveled in France

‘P. has traveled/has traveled alot/hasn't traveled in France.’

Second, in the same way that the distribution of beauoup and the other terms
in QaD structures is restricted, sothe distribution of passeensto besubject to a
similar restiction. To be preci®, among the chssof transtive verbs m French,
Obenauer distinguishes letween those hat are compatible with QaD and those
thatare not The first groupisillustated in (36) (Obenauers 1983: 68 (6)), the
secondin (37) (Obenauers 1983: 70 (12)):

(36) a. Antoinea trop lu de romans policiers.
A. has bo-much readof novels detecive
‘e A. has done too much detective novel reading.’
b. Maxa (tres) ppu composé de smates.
M. hasvety little composed of sonats
‘e M. has done (very) little sonata composing.’
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(37) a. ' Le critiquea peu apprécé defilms.
the critic  haslittle appreciated of films

b. ' Sonregard a beaucoup impressioiné de minettes.
his look haslots impressed  of young-girls

o

" La réorganisaton a beaucoup accéléré  de procédures.
thereorganizaton haslots speededup of procedues

d. ' La nouvelle a beaicoupinquiété d experts.
thenews  has lots worried of experts

e. 'Loinde la ville,il a beaucoupregette d amis.
far from the town he haslots missed of friends

Note that the unacceptability of the stringsin (37) is not of the same né&ure &
the unaccefability of (22). In (22), the poblem is the quantfier, which is in-
compatible with bath QaD andnon-@aD. In (37), the poblem is the factthatthe
verbs are incompatble with QaD. The non-QaD equivalents are pefecty fine,
as n (39):

(38) a. Le aitiquea gprécé peude films.
b. Son regard a impressi;mné beaucoup de minettes.
c. Laréorganisation aaccélérébeaucoup de procédures.
d. La nouvelle ainquiété kraucoup d experts.
e. Loin delavile, il a regretté beaucoup d’amis.

(+ (37)

Obenauer accounts for the distinction between the verbs in the examples in
(36) and thosein the strings in 37) and (38) in tems o types of what he calls
“VP-quantficaion”. What Obenawr mears by thisis simply that in QaD struc-
tures where beauoup and other quantifiers are separated from the nominal they
quanify over and apear n some left-peripheralposition, thatis, where heyare
extracted from SpecNumP in the direct object, as ill ustrated in (30), the quantifi-
cation relationship is upheld by virtue of beau@up or the other term quartifying
in a certain wayover the entre predcate and,hencethe drectobject The ‘in a
certain way” is important here because Obenauer uses this @ndition to explain
the cantrag between ($) and (37. Consder the wo exanples n (39).

(39) a. Jean aimait beaucoup sa femme. (intensity)
J.  loved lots his wife
‘J. usd to love his wife alot.’

b. Jean faisat beaucoup I’ amoura sa femme. (frequency)
J.  made lots thelove to his wife
‘J. usel to make love to his wife often.’
In thesetwo examples, thepredicates ae quantified by beauoup. However,the
nature of the quanificaton relationshp is differentin the wo casesIn (39a),
beaumup indicates the intensity of the sentiment expressal by the predicate
aimer ‘to love’ andis synonymouswith inteng€ment In (39b), in contrast, beau-
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coup indicates the frequery of the adivity expresed by the predicatk faire
I’amour ‘to make bve’ andis synonymous wih souvent. Importanty, the inter-
pretation of beauoup is deemined bythe predicat. Obenawer obsewves that
the (un)availability of QaD in (36) and (37) deperds crucially on the reading of
the quanifier. Where he quanifier hasa frequency readng, QaD is fine; where
the quantifier has an intensity reading, QaD is impossibe. Obenauer goes on to
suggest tha this is a consequence of the underlying quantificational relationship
with the direct object. The logic goes sanething like this: in ader to maintain
the quantificational force over the direct object in a QaD structure, the predicate
must be quantified with a frequency reading, since it is only by having multiple
or frequent occurrencef the acivity expresed by the pedicat thatit is possi-
ble o hawe multiple, or quantfied,occurencesof thedirectobject The problem
with the exampesin (36),then is thattwo incompatible requremens are placeal
on the moved quantifier. The predicate wants the quantifier to take an intensity
reading, while its binding relationship with its trace can be maintained only with
a frequency reading. The clash cannot be resolved; the result is ungrammaticali-
ty.

Working on the assumption that the (underlying) quantification relationship
with the direct object can be maintained only if, in the QaD structure, the quanti-
fier is interpreted as a frequency rather than an intensity adverb, the ungram-
maicadity of the strings in (37) can be explained. Theverbsin the strings in (37)
are incommtible with QaD becawse the nominal quartifiers are interpreted as
intensity adverbs raher than frequency adverbs, a in the grammatical strings in
(40), in which all the direct objecs are definite. Hence, in (37), the quantfier
relationship with the direc object camot be maintained.

(40) a. Le critiquea peu apprécié ce film.
the critic  has little appreciated this film
‘T he critic appreciated this film little.’

b. Son egad a beauoup mpresionnécete minete.
his look haslots impressed this young-girl
‘His look impressal this yaung girl a lot.’

c. La réorganisaona beauoup acéléré cete procédue.
the reorgardaton haslots spee@d-up this procedure
‘T he reorganization speeded up this procedure immensdy.’

d. La nouvelle a beaucoup inquiété cet expert.
the news has bts worried this expert
‘T he news worried this expert a lat.’

e. Loinde Ia ville il a beaucoup regretté cet ami.
far from the bwn he hasdts missd thisfriend
‘Once sdtled far from town, he missel this friend alot.’
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Whatis importantfor our purposesis not the explaration for the contrag be-
tween (36) and (37) per se but the fact that, where the nominal quantifiers in
(36) and (37) are replaced by passimilar effeds are produced:

(41) a. Antoinen’a paslu de romans policiers.
A. ne has pasreadof novels detectve
‘A . hasn't read any detective novels.’

b. Maxn’ a pascomposé de smates.
M. ne haspascomposedof sonats
‘M . hasn't written any sonatas.’

(42) a. ??Le critiquen’ a pasapprédé de films.
thecritic ne has pasappreciated of films
‘T he critic didn't appreciate any films.’

b. ??Sonregard n’ a pasimpressonné de minettes.
his look nehaspasimpressel of young-girls
‘His look didn’'t impress any young girls.’

c. 'Laréorganisatonn’ a pasaccéléré de procédures.
the reorgardation ne has passpeededup of procedues
‘T he reorganization didn't speed up any procedures.’

d. 'Lanouvelle n a pasinquiéte d experts.
thenews ne haspasworried of experts
‘T he news didn’t worry any experts.’

e. 'Loinde la ville,i n"a pasregetté d amis.

far fromthetown he ne has pasmissed of friends
‘Once sdtled far from town, hedidn’t miss any friends.’

The native speakers | have consulted do not, in general, find the examples in
(42) as unacceptable asthe strings in (37), but rather seethem assomewhat odd,
egedally examples (42d e).*° One might reason that, although (the necessay)
frequerty advebs are in theoly incompaible with thee verbs, where that fre-
gqueng isreducad to zer, thatis, with negative pas the incompatibility is na so
marked.® The fact that the strings in (42) are not considered totally unacceptable

30. | have no explanaion for why (423 b) are judged more acepteble than(42d e).
31. Hugues Péers (persond communication) has drawn étention to the contrag between the
ungammaticakext exanples and theegranmaticalones
(i) Le critiguen’ a appr&ié aucun fim.
thecritic ne has aprecated o film
‘Thecritic didn’t appeciatea sinde film.’

(i) 1 n"a regrettéauananm.
henehas missed no  friend
‘He didn’t missa singde friend.’
He nates further that the text exanples can berescued with asuitable continuaion:
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like those in (37) desrves closea scrutiny. Nevetheless, the contrag betveen
(41) and (43 is significantin thatit is parallel to the catrag between (&) and
(37). | therefore conclude that pas belongs to the same chss of quarifier as
beauoup.

| now consider what Obenauer (1984) refers b as seuwlo-opacity effeds,
which, once again, suggest thda pas should be treaked on a @r with Battye's
other nomina quantifiers, suchasbeauoup. Oberauer notesthe imposibility of
associating one quatifier with a pseudaartitive direct object when anoher
quanifier intervenes.Consider (43), in which beaumup is interpreed asan in-
tensity adverb (and therefore cannot be associated with the dired objed by

QaD):

(43) a. ' Combien a-t il beaucoup aimé de films?
how-many has-he lots liked of films

Rathe, in (43a), it is combien that is assaiated with the direct object by QaD. |
asaime thatthe ungrammtical (43a) is derived from the gramnatical (43b):

(43) b. Il a beaucoup aimé combien de films?
he has lots liked how-many of films
‘How many filmsdid he like alot?’

Given he accepbility of (43b), | would argue thatthe poblem with (43a) can-
not be £manic in nature and mus thereore be gntacic. Given, further, that
(43a)is deivedfrom (43b) and that, therefore, the structure of (43a) cax berep-
reented as in (43dY, | appeal to Relativized Minimality to account for its
ungrammaticality.®?

(43) aN ' Combien a+-il beaucaup aimé[ t; defilms] ?
(= (432))

In (43aY, combien has been extracted from the direct object; let usassume that it
has been moved to SpecCP and that the attested inversion takes place atthe CP
level and is triggered by the wh-criterion) seesedion 1.4. To avoid an ECP vio-
lation, the trace of combien needs to be anecedent-governed by its ANanteced-
ent a relatonship amguably interupted by the ANelement beauoup, which
counts as an mtervenng paental anecedntgovernor.

Now consider (44):

(i) Il n'a pasregretté d’ams pacequ'il n’en avait awcun
32. ThatRelatvized Minimality is & stake hee is suported by the accembility of (i):
(i) [ Combien de films], at-il beaucoup aimét,
how-many of films has he lots liked
‘How many films did he like a 1a?’
In (i), the > -marked internd argumentof aimer ‘to like' has been moved to Spec@. The result is
grammaicd degite the intervening beaucaup. This is aguaby attributabé to the factthat, as an
argument tracet, doesnotneed o be atecedeirgoverned inorder to be properlgowerned. Rither,
proper gowernmert can be ahievedon the basis of > -government by the verb.
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(44) ' Combieny n’ a-t-il pasaimé [t de flms]?
how-many ne has hepasliked  of films

Here, beauoup is replaced by pas and the same pseudo-opacity effect is cre-
ated, suggesting that pas should be analyzed syrntactically in parallel fashion to
beauoup.®® So, in this setion, | have demonstraed tha pas pardlelsbeaumup
and the aher quanfiiers in a nunber of interestng waysthat suggestthat one
should andyze passyntactcaly in esertially the sme wayasthe othernominal
quantifiers.

Before mncluding this section, | address the important issue of the difference
between pas and the aher nonminal quantfiers which is a cansequene o the
former’s [+NEG] specificaion andits (not surprising) ue as a marker o$en-
tental negaion. For, while ronne@tive nominal quanifiers can reman adjoined
to VP at Sstructure, the needto endav a funcional head with the feaure
[+NEG], | have been assuning, obliges pasto rase o SpecNegP.Furthemore,
the concusonsdrawn in scion 1.2.7.3 aboutthe movemern patems of lexical
infinitives back up this assumption. In scion 12.7.3, | conduded hat lexical
infinitives can aise up to MoodE or TE but not to AgrSE. Assuming a CP-
AgrSP-NegP-TP-MoodP-VP clausalhierarcchy, | predictthatthe ader Ll-beau-
coupis grammaical (where LI stands for lexica infinitive and beau®oup repre
sens all nonnggatve naninal quantifiery, while the ader Ll-pasis na. This is
so sncetheonly way for alexical infinitive to precele pas(in SpecNegP) would
be for it to raise nto AgrSE, which it cannd do. In contrad, a lexical infinitive
canprecedebeauoup (VP-adjoined) simply by raising to MoodE or TE, which
it can do. As the following exanples lludrate, these prettaions are bone out
by thedata:

(45) a. ' Il est nutile de re parler mas. (' LI-pag
Itis usdess d ne speakpas
‘It's pointless rot talking.’

33. It shoud be stressg tha the ingrammaicality of (43a) ard (44) is dwe to their ANbinding
configurations it is nat aconsquenceof anysemantic incompatbility between thequantifiersin the
exanples. Sentence(43b)shows thatcombierard beaumupcan co-occur while (the adnittedy rather
archdc) exclamation in () shows thatpasard combienare compatible:

(i) Combien il n"a pasvoulu awir [t d enfans]!

how-much he ne haspaswarntedhave  of children

‘How he didn’t want children!’
In (i), pas has been extraed from the pseudparitive. If the exclamave quartifier combienis
generated AgrSRadjdned a in SpeCP thelack d Reativized Minimality effects and ganmatical
statusof (i) are predicted: no patential antecedent-governor interrupts anANbinding rdationship. Far
discussionof exclamaitves in French, see Reford (1989).

An analgis of (43b) involving LF raidng o the direct dbject, that is, @R, is nd a prdlem.
Assuming thatthe entire direct object would undego QR (rather than jus combien) as inthe exampe
of overtmovenmert in (i) in footnote 32, the abserce of RelativizedMinimality effeds can be atributed
to thefact that, & a> -maked complement, the ECP is satisfied by virtue of the direct object beng
headand> -governed bythe verb.



74 SENTENTIAL NEGATION IN FRENCH

b. Il estinutile de parler beaicoup. (LI-beauoup = OK)
It is usekssof speakbeawoup
‘It's pointless tdking alot.’

| therefore conclude tha pasraisesto a pasition higher hanbeauoup, namely
SpecNegP, and motivate this movement on the bask of the needto mark ®n-
tential negation, asdiscused n scion 13.5. More generdly, though, | have
shown tha the distribution of beaucoup and pas show similarities hat lend
thenseles b a paallel anaysis of all theseitems. In the nextsecton, | demon-
strate that extraction facts dso sypport a derivational analysis o pas

Evidence: extraction facts

2242

Support for a derivational analysis of pascomesfrom extracion fact. Follow-
ing wark on “islands” in the radition of Ross(1967), there & a body of literaure
suggesting that PPs ae islands in French but not in English. According to
Pollock (1991:87! 88), for exampe, “le franais eq, lui, rebele atoute extrac-
tion a partir d'un PP” (French does not allow any extraction from a PP-embed-
ded msition). This mndraint has been used © accoum for the fact that
preposition-strandingis, under certain condtions, possble in English but not in
French® asillustated in (46):

(46) a. Theres[ the guy]; Op; John uedto go aut with t;.

b. ’Voila[le type]; Op, queJea sortait avect;.
there theguy that J.  went-out with
(= (46a))

Assuming that the contad illustrated bythe dat in (46) can indeed be ac-
counted for in terms of the repective island status of PPsin Englishand French,
and given that the analysis o pas proposd in this chapter is based on
movement, | predictthat pasraising is impossible from an extraction site within
a PP to alanding site outside PP. | can use this prediction to evaluate my pro-
posed syrntactic analysis of pas to do so, | need gructuresin which) according to
my analysis) pasis base-generated within a PP while the nearest SoecNegP (to
which pasmust raise in order to mark sentential negation) is outside PP.

Assuming, further, tha pas is one of Battye’'s nominal quantifiers and is
therefore gererated etherwithin an ndefnite NumP or asa VP-adveb, therele-
vant structurescontain either a FP-embedded indefinite NumP (confaining pas
or a PP-embedded verbalpredicat (o which pasis adjoined) However given

34. Thereaderis referred to Pollock (1997 for a ecent discussin and account dPRislands.
Pdlock compaes and catrasts French, Engish, and the &andinavian dnguags. A precise
explandion of PP-islanchood is nd central to my discussion hee. Thejudgment for (46b)applies to
metropditan Frenchy Posner (1996:342 gives Prince Edward Island French asan exception to the
general patten. Uriageeka (1995) also addresses this contrastbetween Engish and the Ronmance
languags.
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the status of the null pronominal anaphor PRO) the assumed subject of embed-
ded infnitiveg and the proliferaton of functional heads currently beng pro-
posad in the literature (e.g., AgrSP, AgrOP, TP, AspP, NegP), it is debatable
whether a bae VP codd begererated within a PP without being dominated by
one ormore functional projecionsincluding, where relevant, NegP.It is there-
fore undear whetherpasadoined b a VP andembedded in a FP evernealsto
crossthe AP node to reach he nearest SpecNegP to mark £ntental negaton.
For this reason,| restict my attenton to PP-embedded indefinite NumPs con-
taining pasin SpecNumP.

Thus, | can testthe prediction with respect to clauses containing a PP whose
head PE takes anindefinite NumP asits complement For, although my model
allows the naninal quantifier pasto be genera¢din SpecNumP, theisland status
of the dominaing PP doesnot allow pas to be extracted for promotion to
SpecNegPto mark ®ntental negaton. Consider @47):

(47) a. Jaime fariner ma pan [ppavec [ du  beurre ].
| like spread my breal with of-thebutter
‘I li ke to spread butter on my bread.’

b. ' J'aime pas tartiner ma pan [ppavec [t; de beurre ]].
| like passpread my bread with of butter
‘I don't like to spread butter on my bread.’

c. J'aime pagtartinermon pan avecdu beure.
(= (47b))

The string in (47a) contains a PP whose head PE avec‘with’ takes an indefinite
nominal complement. As in (13), the non-overt noun @ subcategorizes for a PP
heacded by de ‘of’. This partitive structure, dscussedin setion 2.2.1 and illus-
trated in (48), is licensed in my model.

(48) PP
ei
PE N(um)P
] 1
avec N(um)N
eu
N(um)E PP
! t p
(/] PE DP
! 6
de le beurre

A similar gructure, in which pasis genegated in SpecNimP, is ako licersed
in my model. (See (30).) In this ase, given that paswill absorb the oblique Case
assigned by the prepostion to its comgement, the NP will be Cag-maiked by
the prepositional Case-marker de, forming the bads of a psaidopartitive struc-
ture. If movement of pas from within the indefinite NumP to SpecNegP were
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then posdble, thatis, if the intervenng PP node were no an sland onewould
exped the negative of (47a) to be (47b),with just such a pgudaartitive struc-
ture. Yet, the string in (47b) is not the negative of theonein (47a) ard is, in fact,
ungrammatical. Instead, the negative of (47a) is (47c), in which the indefinite
nominal retains is partitive structure, as in(48). A consequence of this analysis
is tha, in (47c), pas cahnot be geerated within the PP-embeddedindefnite.
Rather, pasmustbe VP-adjoined. Thus,one can cotrag (47b) with (47c). In the
ungrammatical (47b), anatemp is made 6 move pasacoss a P node, as lilus-
trated schenatically in (49), which is imposdble given he island status of the
PP; hence, the ungrammaticality of (47b).

(49) " ... pas ... [ep- - lump- -t ... 1]

In (47c), in contrag, where pasoriginates fran a position adjoined to the matrix
predicate headed by aimer ‘to like’ rather than a postion within the PP, promo-
tionto SpeNedP is unproblemdic, as in (50), since no island nodeis crossed.

(50) ...pas...[yptilvp- - [pp-- -1l
z---  _-m

Of course, this accaunt of the ungrammaticality of (47b) hinges cucially on a
derivational approach to the syntax of pas asproposed n this chaper.
The data in (51) point to the same coclusion:

(51) a. Le premier ( n’)estvenu [pavec [ppasd’ idées du tout]].
the first neis come with pas of ideas of-the all
‘T he first one came without a sinde idea.’

b. ' Le premiern’ ed pasvenu[ppavec[ypt; d’ idées du tout]].
the first neis pascome with of ideas of-the all
(= (51a))

Although (51a) would probably be frowned upon by prescptive gramnarians
andis certainly notstandard written Frenchijt is judged by manynative speakes
to be an acceptable utterance.®® It would seem tha, in (51a), pas appears in its
base msition, that is, within the canplement of the pepcsition avec ‘with’.

35. Corsider alsathe fdlowing examges fromGaaone (1971: 111), cited inH&L (1992/93: 45):
(i) Aux cérénoniesdu mois prochain, aucune cElégdion érangere n a éte invitée.

to-the ceemonies of-the month next no delegation foreign ne has beeninvited
Non sulement PASD’ AMERICAINS, bien s(r. . .
not only pasof Americans  well sue
‘Tonext month’s ceemonies noforeign ddegation has ben invited. Na just noAmericans,
of caurseg . . .’
(i) Entre nous,je préérerais une £mme qui mefase sauffrir & PASDE FEMME
betweaus | preferconopa woman whome make-susJ suffer to pasof woman
du tout.
of-the all

‘Between you and mel'd ratherhavea wife who mademe suffer than nowife at al.’
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Clearly, this is not a canonical instance o sertential negation: first, ne is ex-
cluded;*® second, pas has not raised to SpecNegP, which, given the other exam-
ples we have reewed seens to be aproperty of senental negaton in French®’
Indeed, given the (S-structure) island statws of PP in French, | predict that it
would beimpossdble for pasto be promo¢d © SpecNegP atthatlevd. This pre-
diction is borne out by the ungrammatcadity of (51b), in which an atempt has
beenmade b move pasfrom within the PP headed by avec‘with’ to SpecNegP,
outside PP. The judgmernt is pefrfedly straightforward and indeed expected,
given he island status of PP in French andmore importantfor my purposes the
movement approach to the syrtax of pasproposed n this chager.

The final empirical argument | invoke here and that hinges on the island ga-
tus of PP in French and a derivational analysis of pasisillustrated bythe para
digm in (52). The relevant issue here is the reading of pas un(e) sail(e) N ‘not a
single N'. More gecifically, the issue is whetherthis sequene can e inter-
preted idiomatically as‘'no N atall’ (cf. Vikner 19/8: 88) or, rather, is to bein-
terpreed as‘not just one N, but (possbly) more Ns'. The data suggetsthat the
idiomatic reading is redricted to certain syntactc configuraons namey those
in which the sequence can be generated as asinge constituent.

(52) a. Avec pasune sewt idée,il ed allé voir son professur.
with pasa singleidea heis gonesee his teader
‘H e went to see his teacher without a sirgle idea.’

36. This is theview of Muller (1991 151) with respect to theseexanples:

(i) Elle( nes haklle[,, paur pas che ].

she ne RerLdresses for pasexpersive

‘Shewearsinexpensive clothes.’
(i) 1 n)amivera [, danspas longtemps].

he nearivefut in paslong

‘He'll behere smon.’
(iiiy 11 (" ne sort [,,awec pasun U  en pahe].

he ne goes-outwith pasa pemy in pocket

‘He goes aut without a pany on him.”’
Muller’sjudgmentsin (i)! (iii) suggest that tle maiker of the scgpeof sententialnegation, ne mus be
licensed insome stritly syntadic way; sich as ty virtue of a spec4ad onfiguraion with an operator
in SpecNegP, asarmgued in section 13.5. To thatextent, the datain (i)! (iii) provideadditiond support
for the approach adopted. Theidea pursued hee is that the necessary spec-head configuration canbe
created only bymovement. SeealsoMoritz and Vabis (1993 319), vwho say“sententialnegation is best
aacounted for in rms oflicensng of the head of aNeg(ation) Phrae. This liensng results from
movement of a negative XP into the specifier of a NegP.” | assume that pasin the® exanples isa
congdituent necator. Muller's judgments then follow H&L (199293: 38 39) who show that ne is
incompatible with congtituent negation.

37. The failure opasto rase, for @ampe, to SpecNegRjt S-stricturein the tex examypes is rot
necessadly problematt. The isse was a@dressed & the endof the dscussion of true negatie
imperatives insecton 21.1.3. It might be posdle to invoke Rizzi's (196) functional defintion of
opeatas. This would alow oneto claim that, at Structure pasfails to take sentential scope ard,
hence fails to caunt asan opemtor atthat level. What seems clear about the exanplesin (513 ard
footnote 36, exanples (i)! (iii), is that the regdive tekes grictly local, that is, nonsertertial, swpe.
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b. Marien’ a pasrequ une seule lettre depuisdes mois.
M. nehaspasreceveda single letter dnce of-the nonths
‘M. hasn't received a singe letterin months.’

c. Il estvenu me var [ppavec @sune sewd idée en éte .
he is come me see  with pasa single idea n heda
‘H e came to see me without a sinde idea in mind.’
(= idiomatic readng)

d. Il nestPAS venu[ppaveCUNE SEULE IDEE en téte] . ..

In (52a), where pas un(e) seud(e) N appears as a single constituert in the abo-
lute condruction, theidiomatic readngis avalable.In (52b), where pasis sepa-
rated from un(e) sail(e) N and presunably, occupies SgcNegP (marking €n-
tential negation), the idiomatic reading is also still available. | attribute this
availability to the fact that pas un(e) sail(e) N is genera¢d as a shgle cansiitu-
ent and that pasis subsequently separated from un(e) sail(e) N asa consquerte
of raising to SpecNegP.® In (52c), pas wn(e) sal(e) N appeas in a PRembal-
ded position, and the idiomatic realing is still avalable, asindicatd by the
translation and due, once again, to the fact that the string is generated as a singe
constituent. In (52d), in contrast, the idiomatic reading is uravailable. What is
crucially different about (52d) is the presence of the PP node between pas and
un(e) sail(e) N. The presence o thisnode, | argwe, prevents pasfrom raising out
of the PP. The fact, therefore, that pasappeals outside he PP in (52d) indicats
that paswas rever inside the PP (given that the string is grammatical). This, in
turn, means tha pas un(e) sail(e) N could nothave been genera&d asa canstitu-
ent hence,the lexicalized idiomatic readng is unavalable. The mly reading
available for (52d), ‘not just one N, but more Ns', should beclea from (52dN:

(52) dN Il n’ est msvenu avec uneseule idée mais dusieurs!
heneis pascome wth a single idea but seveal
‘He didn’t come with just one idea, but several!’
In conclusion, then, PP-extraction fads sugges that a movement analysis of
the syntax of sentential negaton involving pas such as theone advanced in this
chapter is abng theright lines.

38. Notethat, evenin the idiomaic expresson, forpasto licersene, it must miseto SpeNegP.
Theexanplein (i), in which pashasfailed toraiseto the left of the pat participle, is ungrammaica,
contraDeQaff (1993b: 74fn20).

(i) 'Jena vu pasune sele femme.

| nehave seenpasa singewoman

‘| didn’t see a sinde woman.’
The exampe in (i) becomes m@inally possble if neis omttedand the seqience pas ure seile femme
is emphaszed.
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Hirschbiihler and Labelle (1992/93

2.25

An early verson of the anaysis assmilating pasto beau®up and other quantifi-
ers is discus®d by H&L*® (pp. 41! 53, secton 2) andhasbeen aken upby nu-
merousmenbersof audienasto whomthis work hasbeenpreented. After pre-
serting the analysis in Rowlett (1992b)(a preliminary version of Rowlett 1993a
and of the modified amalysis presented ealier), H&L (pp. 44! 45) sug-
gest) uncontroversally enaugh) that the following are desable f the rehtion-
ship betweenpasand pseudopartitive direct objects is to be mantained in terms
of movement of the former out of the latter:

1. QaD should always be analyzed in terms of movement.

2. The restrictions on QaD (with and without pas) should be $milarand ana
lyzable in terms of base-generation of the quartifier within the direct ob-
ject.

3. There should be no pseudopartitive stiuctures tha cannot be analyzed in
terms of extraction of an (overt?*® quantfier.

H&L sugged (p. 46) that there are casesof pseudopatitive direct objeds out of
which it would not be plausible to sugges$ that an ovet quantifier hasbeen ex-
traded, and that the paallels suggeged here between QaD ard negation are not
as neatasthe poposedparalel analsis would leadoneto expect In each d the
cases discus®d here,|l suggesthatthe dstinction to be drawn ketweenpasand
other nominal quartifiers is semantic in naure rather than syntactc and, there-
fore, that these cases do not present a problem for the parallel syntactic analysis
propcsed hee.

First, H& L suggestthat, while QaD involving beaumup andotherquantifiers
is sensitive to subjacency, QaD involving pasis not, as illustratedin (53)! (55),
H&L’'s (p. 46, (29)! (31)):

(53) a. Jen’ai pasl’ intertion d acheter de livres.
I nehave pastheintenton of buy  of books
‘I don't intend to buy any books.’
b. " Jai beaucoupl’” intertion d acheter de livres.
I havelots theintenton of buy  of books

39. Unless othewise explicitly specified, references in this section to work by these authors are to
H&L (1992/93).

40. Itisundearto mewhy it should benecessary for the extraded quantifier to beovert. Notethat,
in the present andysis, the extraded guanifier can be Op.
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(54) a. Jenecrois pasqu’ il ait acheté de livres.
I nethink pasthathe have-susiboughtof books
‘I don't think he has bought any books.’

b. ' Jai beaucoup cru qu’ il a acheté de livres.
I havelots thoughtthathe hasboughtof books

(55) a. Jen’ai pasvu Pierreacheter e livres.
I ne have passeenP. buy  of books
‘I didn't see P. buy any books.’

b. ' Jai beaucoupvu Pierreachketer ck livres.
I havelots seenP. buy  of books

Within the terms o the amalysis proposed ealier, in each of the (a) examples,
pasis assumedto have been generated within the pseudopatitive in the embal-
ded clause.lt is then asamed to have been exaccted, ultimately raising © the
matix SpeNedP. This producespefedly grammadical sentences, as indicated.
In each of the (b) exarples, in which beaucouphasapparenty undegone he
same movement, the strings ae ungrammatical. H& L suggest the ungrammati-
caity of these (b) examplesis due to a subjacency violation. This reallt is, of
course, a problem if pasand beauoup are analyzed n idenfical fashion, since
subjacency Isould apply equally to both pasand beau@up.

In reponse b H& L' s discussion of the dad, | suggeg thatthe distinction be-
tweenthe (a) and (b) examplesin (53)! (55) can be acountedfor independert of
the QaD iswue (and sibjacency)with referenceto the ungrammatcality of (53c),
(54c), and(55c):

(53) c. "Jai beaucaipl’ intenton d acheterces livres.

I have bts the intenton of buy  these boks
(54) c. ' Jai beauoupcru qu’ il a acheté ces livres.
| have bts thoughtthathe hashoughtthese boks

(55) c. ' Jai beaucapvu Pierre &hekerces livres.
I have bts seen P buy  these boks

The exanples n (53c), (54c), and (55c) are dentical to those n (53b), (54b),
and (55b) but for the fact that the drect objects are déinite raher han ndefi-
nite. Accordingly, | do not sugges thatthe quanifier beauoup hasbeen raised
out of the drect object Rather, | sugget thatthe quanifier is a reguar adveb
and generated adjoined to a VP. Nevertheless, theexamples ae ungrammatical.
Given tha no movement is posited in these examples, thér ungrammaticality
cannot be attributed to subjacency effeds. Raher, the ungrammadicality of
(53c), (54c), and (55c) is more likely to be due to some semantic incompatibility
between beaumup as an adverb and the verbal predicate. This being so, it is
quite plausible that the ungrammaticality of (53b), (54b), and (55b) is not due to
subjacency effeds, either. Recall the observaion by Battye (1995) that the pos-
sibility of nominal quantification is dependent upon the possibility of VP-
adjunction. Since, in (53c), (54c), and (55c), swch adjunction is impossibe, |
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predict that QaD will be imposside in (53b), (54b), and (55b), without recourse
to subjacency If this line of reasoning is justified, the syntactic distinction H&L

draw bdweenbeawoup and pasis unfounded.Rater, | suggeg, the problem
with the (b) and(c) exanples s a sematic incompatbility betweenbeauoup
on the one hand and avoir I'intention de Vinf, croire, and voir Vinf on te
other That the (a)exanples ae gramnatical comes asno surprse, since he
following (d) snenaesare dso fine:

(53) d. Jen'ai pasl’ intenton d acheerces livres.
I ne have pasthe intenion ofbuy  these boks
‘I don't intend to buy these books.’

(54) d. Jenecrois pasqu’ il ait acheté ces livres.
I nethink pasthathe have-susisboughtthese boks
‘I don't think he has bought these books.’

(55) d. Jen'ai pasvu Pierre achedrces livres.
| nehavepasseen P buy  these boks
‘I didn’'t see P. buy these books.’

Second, H& L suggestthat the contrag between (%a) H&L, p. 56fn13 (i))
and (56b) (H&L, p. 46, (32b)) undermines the parallel analysis | have given to
pason the ;e hand and nomina quantifiers sut as beau®up on the aher.

(56) a. unsyet sur lequel ne sont pasparus de livres intéressants
a subjecton which ne are pas appearedof books interesing
‘asubject onwhich no intereging books have appared’

b. "unsujg surleqe sont beaucoup parus de livres intéressarts.
a subjecton which are lots appearedof booksinteresing

Here agan, though,the ungammaticality of the exanple with the naminal quan-
tifier, (56b), can ke attributed to a (fmantc) incompatibility between he cquan-
tifier and the partcular predicat, ratherthanto anysyntactc difference betveen
the nominal quartifier and pas Consider (57):

(57) ' Ces livres intéressans sat beaucoup parus.
thee bodks intereding are lots appeaed

Here, there are noindefinite argumerts, and no movwement opeaations would be
posited to accaunt for the surface paition of beauoup. Neverteless the sting
isungrammatical, presunably dueto some semantc incompatibility between he
quanifier beauoup and the predicat paraitre ‘to appear’. If this is ftue, it
would also acount for the ungrammaticality of (56b), without the needto con-
clude anysyntactic difference btweenpasand the nominal quantifiers.

41. Similar facts apply toavar ervie ce Mnf ‘towantto V. Tharks to Odile Cyrille for panting
this out.
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Third, H& L (pp.49 50, section 2.2.2.2) suggest tha pasdoes ot give riseto
Relativized Minimality effecas while other nominal quantifiers do. Consder (58)
(H&L, p. 50, (43)), both of which are grammatical:

(58) a. Gérard ne mange pas souvent de desset.
G. needas pasoften of desert
‘G. doesn't often eat desset.’

b. Gérard ne mange souvent pas de desset.
G. ne eas often pasof des®rt
‘Often, G. doesn't eat desset.’

H& L note the scope diffe rence between (58a) and (58b). In (58a), pashasscope
over souvent ‘often’; in (58b), the revers is true. Scape properties ae therebre
reflecedin or detemrmined by supefficial order. Giventhe (pseudopatitive) form
of the direct object, | suggest, in both cases, that pas(or some larger constuent
containing pas has raised outof the direct object In (58a), one mght expect
this to give rise o Relativized Minimality effects, since souvent intervenes be-
tweenpas and its trace, as in (58ay. However, such effeds are not produced;
(58a) is perfectly grammatical.

(58) aN Gérard ne mage pas SOUVENT t; de desset.
(= (58a))

H&L suggest tha the ungrammaticality of (59) (in contrast with the grammati-
cality of (58a)) is a poblem if pasis andyzed along the sane lines asbeauoup.

(59) ' Luca beaucap souventeu de chance. (H&L, p. 50, (45h))
L. haslots often hadof luck

In (59), the ungrammaticality is attributed to the fact that beauoup has been
raised abovesouvent and thatthis movement violates Relativized Minimality, as
expeded:

(59N ’ Luc a beaucaup, SOUVENT eut; de darce.

(= (59))

| dealwith these data bguggeting thatH&L'’s interprefiion of the marement
involvedin (58a) isincarrect Consider (60):

(60) A: Estce quetu vas au cinéma?
is it that yougo to-the cinema
‘Do you go to the cinema?’

B: Non, pas souvent.
no pasoften
‘N o, not often.’
In the reply to the question in (60), pasmodifies/quaifiessouvent ‘often’ and is,
therefore, presumably adjoined to souvent, forming a cansttuent [, pas [4 sou-
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vent J].*> Now, assume that, in (58a), pasis also adjoinedto souventand thatthe
entire constituentis genera¢d in SpecNumP. | assaime that, in order to take
sentential soope, the negative feature of paspercolatesup to the mother node of
the entire constituent and that, consequerntly, the entire constituent will have to
raise o SpecNegP b licerse ne. In this way, giventhatthis congituent is raised
as a unt, no potental intervenng anecedntgovernors ae crossedand no
Relativized Minimality effects ae expected. In (58a), pas souvent occupies
SpecNegP as a single canstituent rather thanpasoccupying this position alone
having rased wer souvent. The grammaticality of (58a) is thus unproblematic.
Turning now to (59), the question arises as to why a similar gproach isnot pos-
sible. The answer, it seems to me, liesin thefact that beau®up and souvent can-
not be generated together as aconstituent: ' [ beaucoup souvent ]. Consequently,
the anly wayto generae (59) is,asH&L sugges, for beauoup to appear within
the direat object at D-structure and for souvent to be MoodP-adjoined, asin
(59N. The examples in (61) show that these are (separately, at least) perfectly
possible:

(61) a. Luca beaucaipeu de chance. (H&L, p. 50, (45a,f))
L. haslots hadof luck
‘L. has had lots of luck.’

b. Luca souverteu dela chance
L. hasoften had oftheluck
‘L. has dften had (good) luck.’

The ungrammaticality produced m (59), where beauoup and souvent co-occur
and where beaucoup raises over souvent can then rightly be attributed to
Relativized Minimality, asillustrated in (59N. Notice that where these two ele-
mens co-occur but where beaumup fails to raise oversouvent, there are no
problems:

(62) a. Luca SouVENT beauoup eut; dechance. (H&L, p. 50, (45d))
L. hasoften lots had of chance
‘L. has dften had lots of luck.’

b. Luca SOUVENT eu beawoupde clance.
L. hasoften hadlots of chance
(= (62a))
Once againthen,the contrag betweenpasand beauoup can be accounted for
on independent semantic grounds and does not undermine the syntactic parallels
posited hee.

42. Alternatively, pascould be he sgcifier of souvent The two elements would still form a
corstituent: [, [, pas ][, souvenf]. Recal that Sportiche’s (1988: 429) Adjunct Projecton Principle
and Chomskyg (1986b: 16)generl theory of adunction, t@ether, oblige “modifiers” to appear
adjacentto their nanargument XP“madifiee” or theheadof their “madifiee’. Seealso Kanmpes-Manhe
(1992).
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Before leaving H&L's criticism of the approach to the syrtax of pasadopged
here, | discuss tke data in (63) and (64), brought to my attention by an anony-
mous Journal of French Language Stidiesreviewer of Rowlett (1993a) as adif-
ference between pas and the nonnegative nominal quantifiers. It seems to me
that these data are in fact as unproblematic for my analysis as those presented by
H&L.

(63) a. Pierre fi’)a pas voulu de cackau(x).
b. ' Pierre a beaucapvoulu decadeaux.
P. ne has wanted of present(s)

‘P. didn’t want any presents’ / ‘P. wanted lots of presents.’

(64) a. Piere(n’)a pas eu depeine.
b. ' Pierre a beauoupeu depeine.
P. ne has had of pain

‘P. didn’t have any trouble’ / ‘P. had lots dof trouble.’

I mentioned thesedatain a footnote in Rowlett (1993a: 58fn5), suggesting that it
might be possible to resolve the apparent problem with reference to Pollock’s
(1989: 389 91) ob=rvation that the pag participles of French modds and étre/
avoir behave differently from lexical past participles. On reflection, it seems
more likely that the ungrammaticality of the two (b) examples, the ones with
beauoup, should be handedin the same way a5):

(65) a. ' Pierrea beaucaipvoulu ce cadeau.
P. has bts wanted his present

b. ' Pierrea beaucoupeu dela peinea finir son repas.
P. haslots had ofthe pan to finish his meal

In these examples, (66a) shows tha the adverbial use of beau@up is incompati-
ble with vouloir ‘to want’; (65b) shows tha beau®upisincompatible with avoir
dela pdanea Vinf ‘to haw difficulty doing something'. The distinction betveen
the (a) and (b) exampesin (63) and (64)is therefore independent of the syntax
of pagheauoup and doesnotundermne theandysis proposed hre.

In concluson, then,it appearsthatthe “problems” presengéd by H& L and the
anonymous JFLS reviewer are not in fact problematic at all. Consequently, |
shal continue b assime thatthe syntactic proposds preented here br pasare
by and large correct.

Summary

2.3

In this chapter, | addresseal isswes surounding the syntax of pas the principal
marker of sertential negation in Modern French. Following Pollock (1989), |
assumed that, in the unmarked case pas malks senental negaton ard licerses
ne by occupying SpecNegP at S-structure. Indeed, this assumption was, in part,
the bass of my conclusions in chapter 1 abou the extent of the movement of
different types o infinitives in the language. However, unlike Pollock (1989), |
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argued that, rather than being the base position of pas SpecNegP is, instead, its
derived position. Pas was agued to be generated in a lower position and to
raise, in the syntax, to SpecNegP. To be precise, | argued that, typically, pasis
bas-gererated in aleft-VP-adjoined po#tion thatreflects the nature oftherela-
tionship between the negation and the predicate. Alternatively, pas can be
generated within an indefinite nominal expression. In either case raising to
SpecNegP was mativated in order to mark sentential negation and licerse ne at
S-structure.
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3

Jespersen’s Generalization

In this chaper, | move away fom predominanty Frend consideraions and
adopta more cross-linguistic perspedive. | consider the nature of the relation-
ship between he way a gien language rarks sentential negaton andthe (un}
availability of a phenomenon known as negative concord (henceforth, NC), in
which, roughly spe&ing, multiple negative itemscan co-ocaur without negation
being canceled ot. (See sec¢bn 3.2 Por illustration.) NC hasprovoked consider-
able interes among linguists over the yeas (eg., in recent work by Newson
1994 and Déprez 195, forthcoming) buthasso far failed to be given anyhing
like agenerally acceped expanaton. Indeed in her ecent(1995) study of the
syntax of negation, Haegeman aknowledges (p. 304fn2) thatit is not clearwhat
thedistinctive propery of NC languagesis and dectes(p. 166) to leaw the pre-
cise characterizaion of NC on theresarch agenda.

Haegeman does, however, make reference to early discussion of the topic by
Jesmren,andit is with him thatl start Jepersen (124: 333) obsewnes hatlan-
guages “in which the ordinary negative element is comparatively small in pho-
netic bulk” arecharacterized by NC, while langiages that use “fuller negatives”
fail to allow NC. (For astructural approab to thedistinction betveenthes two
types o negative marker, see section 3.1.2.)

Jespersen notes further that the way languages mark pure sentential negation
is subjectto a cylic dewlopmentdiachronically: languagesfluctuat, overtime,
between marking pure sentential negation with negative markers that are “com-
paratively small in phonetic bulk” and using “fuller negatives”. This diachronic
pattern is referred to as the Negatve Cycle. The (im)possgbility of NC is thus
deemined by where a language sands in the Negative Cycle. The rather sturdy
gereralizaton thatcanbe capuredwill bereferedto as Jeperen’s Generaliza-
tion. The am of this chaper isto accaint for Jepersen’s Generaizaton.

Therelevance of Jeperen’s Genealizaion o the syntax of senenial nega-
tion in Modern French is asfollows: if we know where Modern French stands in
the Negative Cycle, Jegpersen's Gereralization alows us to predict whether or
not Modern French § an NC languageAs | demonstrate in subsequentsectons
and chapters, this makes aucial predictions éout the properties of a certain
class of “necptive” element that like pas can apear n as®ciation with ne in
contexts of sertential negation. These elements, ard the import of Jespersen’s
Genreralization are discussedin secion 3.5.2 and espedally in chapters 4 and 5.
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The preent chapter is organized n the following way. Seciton 31 discusses
the Negative Cycle; more gererally, it introduces Jegpersen's (1924)typology of
systemsof sentental negaton. In particular, secon 31.2 showshow the Nega
tive Cycle can be viewed within the template of NegP, introduced in section
1.2.1 and exploited in the discussion of pasin chapter 2. Within the NegP hy-
pothess, the locusof clausal polarity feauresis anauonomoussyntacic projec
tion. The typological difference ktweenthetwo typesof negatve marker dstin-
guished byJeperenis viewed n gructural terms: negaive markers “compara
tively smal in phonetic bulk” are analyzed a head dements generated under
NegE; “fuller negatives’ are phrasal elements associated with SpecNegP.

Section 3.2 presents the NC phenomenon, whereby (the negative feature of)
multiple regdive itemsappeaimg in the same danain fail to carcel each other
out, contrary to whatonemight expectif the behavior of negaton in natral lan-
guage cald be assmilated in graightforward fashbn to the kehavor of the
Boolean logical negative operator —. In Boolean logic, the intrinsic properties of
negaton are sich hat, where one occurrence ¢ - hasscope over anotherthe
formercancds outthe latter. In NC languages multiple regaivesdo notcancd
each other out; if anything, they reinforce each other.® NC is a common but not
universal) feaure ofnatural languageThus in the Standardnglish (hencebrth,
SE) exampein (1a),the wo negaive consituens cancel each othesut,leadng
to logical Double Negation (henceforth, DN). In contrast, in the Italian example
in (1b) the two negative constituents do not cancel each other out; rather, they
reinforce each other. Italian is anNC language, while SE is nd.

(1) a No-one did nothing. (SE: DN)
(i.e., everyone dd something)

b. Nessuno ha fatto niente. (Italian: NC)
no-one has dme nahing
‘No-one did anything.’

From section 3.2 on, | deal with Jespersen’s observation that whether or not a
language is an NC language dependn where it stards inthe Negdive Cycle,
that is, on the nature of its regular negative marker. In other words, whether or
not a languages an NC language épends on wether isregular negaitve mark-
er is generated urder NegE or associated with SpecNgP.Jeperen’s obseva-
tion is formulated asthe generakaton in (2):

(2) Jesprsen’s Generaizaton:
A language isanNC languace iff the reguar maiker of pure ®ntental ne
gation is not associated with SpecNegP.

1. The dstinction between he behavior of co-occurring negaivesin NC and non-NC languages
reeenbles the dstinction between mathemetical addition and multipli cation of negetives. Where two
negativesare added, theresult isan even greater negative (cf. NC); wheretwo negatives are multiplied,
the resilt is postive (d. non-NC). The apparent “disobed ence” of NC probably expains why it is often
vociferoudy condemned by prescriptivists, for example, in the arglophaneworld.
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Section 3.2 sdevoted to showing that(2) isa stirdy generdkaton.

Clealy, (2) is nothing more than a descriptive generaization that needs to be
acountd for onthe bags of fundamental principles Before turning to such an
account, | reconsider, in section 3.3, the spec-head agreement mechanism in
Haegenan andZanuttni’'s (hencebrth, H&Z’s) (1991: 244) Neg Criterion, the
wellformednes condtion govening the distribution ard interpretation of nega-
tive constituents with senential sce that | characterized, in sedion 1.4, as a
construction-specifi c version of the more general AFFECT criterion. According to
the Neg Qriterion, irrespetive o where a gien language stnds in the Negatve
Cycle, that is, irrespective of whethea the overt marker of sentetial neaation is a
functional head or an XP operator, both a “negative” head and a “negative” XP
are yntactically acive and“agree” wth eat other in aspec-headconfiguraton.
In cton 3.3.2, | sugged thatspechea “agreement should be rénterpreted as
“nonincompatibility” in the light of Rizzi's (1996) work on Dynamic Agreenent
(herceforth, DA). DA is crucially deemedda be undirecional trandemring fea-
tures from SpeXP to XE but not from XEto SpecXP. In aspechea confgura-
tion, then,in which a faure sich as #NEG] is borne by SpecXP but not XE, DA
will transfer the feaure to XE (as | stowed, crucially, in my analysis o ne and
pasin chapters 1 and 2); in contrast, if the feature is borne by XE but not by
SpecXP, DA will not transfer the feature to SpecXP.

Returning to the (Neg) Criterion, within the revised approacho spechea
“agreament” adwcaed here, the agreanent requrement needs to be modified:
provided SpecX P does nd bea any feature that is incompatible with the me(s)
borne by XE, the (Neg) Criterion may be met even thoughthe feaure bome by
XE has not been passed on to SpecXP. It is in this sense that spec-head agree-
ment is seen as compatibility rather than feature identity.

This revised approacho spechead ageementallows the locus of the ab-
stract feaure [+NEG] to be subjed to cyclic fluctuation) not just urderlyingly) in
the same wayasthe overt realization of sentential negation. In turn, this amounts
to the chim that there & an abstract sesmanticosyntactic Negatve Cycle abng-
side Jepersen’s oveit morphophonobgical Negaive Cycle. In the same way
that senenial negaion doesnot have to be overtly asociated with both Nege
and SpecMgP,ndther doesthe abstract feaure [+NEG] have b appear onboth
NegE and SpecNegPin order for the Neg Criterion o be satisfied. This weker
version of specheal agreamert is exploited in sedion 3.4.1.3 to account for
Jesmren’s Generaizaton.

In section 3.4, | turn © the descrptive Jesperser’'Generaizaton in (2) and
endeaor to offer an accountn terms ofundetying grammatical principles That
acount centers on the licersing of negaive quartifiers and NPIs and the rela-
tionship between these items and negative markers proper. Before offering my
own anaysis, | review approaches b negaive polarity item (hencebrth, NPI)
licenshg prgposed ty Zanuttini (1991), based o L-marking (®ction 3.4.11),
and by Progovac (194), based ;1 ANbinding (section 34.1.2). | condude hat
Zanuttini’s L-marking approach does rot achieve enpirical adequacy. At the
same time, Rogovac’'s ANbinding proposl raises a rumber of theory-intemal
questons. More precisely, while Progovac identfies ckar paallels between he
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distribution of pronominals and anaphors on the one hand and negative quantifi-
ersand NPIs on the aher, her ANbinding) anaysis of negative quanifier and
NPI licensing has a number of undesirable dissimilarities with the traditional (A-
binding) anaysis of the dstribution of anapors and pronouns. In addition,
Progovac’s ANbinding model is incapable of dealing with the attesed crossdin-
guistic and diachronic variation at the heart of the Negative Cycle. In short,
Progovac’s proposal cannot, asit stands, account for the distinction between NC
and non-NC languages.

In sction 34.1.3, | proposean andysis of Jeperen’s Genegalization, baed
on Progovacs account of NPI licersing that relves the problems menioned
with respect to Progovac’s original proposds. Secifically, the analysis exploits
the flexibility of the “weak” version of the spec-head relationship argued for in
secton 3.3.2.Together with an ANbinding mechanism that is more strictly paral-
lel to the A-binding mechanism invoked in anaphor/pronoun licensing, the ap-
proachcan ded with the atteded cosslinguistic and diactronic variation that
Progovac’'s analysis fails to capture. The proposed analysis is aplied to
corcrete examplksin sedion 3.4.2.

Section 3.5 ceak with two apparentprobems for Jespesen’s Generaizaton,
namely West Flenish (setion 3.5.1) and Modern French (sedion 3.5.2). As a
prelude to the analysis of negative adverbs and arguments in chapters 4 and 5, it
isarguedthat Modern Frenchsg not in fact even an aparentproblem for Jeper-
seris Gereralization since the relevant and appaerntly “concordarnt” items are
not in factundelyingly negatve; asfor WestFlemid, it is arguedthat, while the
data do indeedrepresenttounterexanples b Jespersen’s €éneraizaton asfor-
mulatedin (2), other fadors about the gramma sugged that this language is not
problematic for the undelying explanation of Jepersen's Genreralization pro-
posad in section 3.4. It is agued that the properties of sertential negation in
West Hemish actually provide empirical sypport for the approach proposed in
section 3.4.1.3. In section 3.6.1, | speculate about another area of recent theoret-
ical debae, namely the pro-drop or null subject parameter, which could possilly
be illuminated by the suggestions made here. My conclusions ae summarized in
sedion 3.6.2.

The Negative Cycle

3.1
3.11 The data: Jespesen

Jesmren (124) obsewnves a cylic patternin the dachraic development of the
overt marking of sentential negation. This cyclic patern is known as the Nega-
tive Cycle and isillustrated in Germanic and Ranancein (3) and @) regpecive-
ly, after Jegpersen (1924: 335 36). The dates for the repective shges ofthe
develbpmentin (3) are fom Benns etal. (1995b, 1997: 1010 (9)).
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(3) English:2
a. he ne secgeb. (“classcal’ Old English)
b. he ne sdi not. (Middle English)
c. he sagnot. (late Middle English6 late 17th century)
d. henot sas. (early 15th century 6 second half 18th century)
e. he does ot sa. (15th century 6 present)
f. hedoes't say. (16006 present)

(4) French®
a. jeone di. (6 1600)
b. je ne dis(pag. (16006 1700)
c. je ne dis pas. (Standard written French)
d. je (ne)dis pas. (Standard spden French)
e. je dis pas. (Colloquial French)

‘I don’t say.’

The sequenes n (3) and (4 reflectthe dachranic develbpmentin the repective
languages:* however, contemporary languages are known to exemplify the vari-
ous stages in the sequermes® In the “first”® instanae, for exampk, senental ne
gation is marked by a pre-verbal, syntactically dependent, element alone, asin
(4a).Thisiswhere Italianand Sparsh currenty stand n the Negdive Cycle:

(5) a Gianni nontelefona a suamadre (Italian,Haegman
G. non telephones b his mother 1995: 195 (43a))
‘G. doesn't phone his mother.’

2. The siege repeserted here ly (3d) was nat included in Jepersens paradigm. It has been
included fereto teke into account the work of Beukemg1994) ard Benris et d. (1995a, b, 1997).
Bewkemaard his colleaguesrgue thathepatern in (31) was rare andssatially sened as aridge
betwea (3c) ard (3e).

3. For discussionof the Negative Cyelin French, see Hpper andTraugott (1993: 58), McMahon
(1994 161 66), Price (1984 252 57), Schwegler (1988 26,45 46), ard Winters (1987). e also
sections3.1.2 and 35.2, as well assection 43.2.

4. To the extentthat theillustrationsin the tex show nothing more tlan how setential negatbn
is owerty marked, they are likely to be a smplification of the underlying facts. As has beenargued
earlier in thisbodk (for exanple, section1.2.4),andasl denongratelate, theexpressia of sentential
negation caninvolve non-overt operators. The importance of these edments and d their changng
naure, is, of couse, maskd in(3) ard (4).

5. For crassdinguistic and tpological work onnegatian, se Crat (1991), Cahl (1979), deHaan
(1997), Ryne (1985), Ramatteal. (1987), and thecontributionsto Kahré and van de Beg (eds.)
(1994).

6. Theword “first” isin inverted commassinceit would bewrong to give the impression thatthe
relevantvarieties have nohistory prior to thestagesillugrated by (3a)and(4a) Pener (198%: 265
67) suggestsha the regative markrnonwasreanalyzed over timefrom being a ntenceadverb in
Latin to béng a cltic-like element that fams pat of the verbal complex, for exanple, nein Frenchin
(4). (See also Posner 19%: 302 5.) According to Vennenann (1974 366 68), this eanalysiswas a
naural consequenceof the typdogical shift from XV to VX. (See Schwegler 1983: 37 for a wseful
illustration of how thereanalysis of ax adverbin Latin as afunctional head in Frerch can be expained
by the typological shift from OV to VO order.) Burridge (1993: chapter 5 critically disauses Verne-
mann’s typadogical approac to the syntax of negation in the history of Dutch. See also footnate 71.
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b. La niflano eda hablando pao teléfono. (Spansh, Haegman
thegirl nois talking by telephone 1995: 227 (81a))
‘T he girl isn't talking on the phone.’

The next stagein the overt Negaive Cycle comeswhen the preverbal ele
ment is “reinforced” by a syntadically independent postverbal constituent,’ first
only optionally,® “with emphatic import”,° as in (@b), then obligatorily, as in
(4c). Once thepostverbd element becomes conpulsory, | assime it is inher-
ently negatve. It would seen thatthe postion in the Negdive Cycle occypied
by somedialeds of Bermeris the sameas that occupied by French in (4b). In the
(null-subject) Tagbaylit dialect, sentential negation is marked by an (obligatory)
proclitic marker, ur, with optional emphatic reinforcement by an ndependent
post-verbal negative marker, ara (Janal Ouhala, personal communicaton).

(6) Ur zrigh (ara) Idir. (Tagbaylit dialect of Berbe)
ur saw-1sGcara |.
‘I didn’'t see l.’

Further, the following Burmese daa atributed to Denise Bernotby Lazad
(1994) sugged thatthis language is & the ame sagein the Negaive Cycle &
the variety of Modem French exemplified in (4c). In Burmese senental nega-
tion is marked by both a pre-verbal negative marker, mc, and a post-verbal one,
Phu:™

(7) a. 8lo& >u mc caN Phu. (Lazard1994: 26 (3))
work him mc organize Phu
‘H e doesn't organize his work.’

b. 8dco Ko mc ca Phu. (Lazard1994: 26 (2))
profit REL mc happenPhu
‘T here is no profit.’

c. miN uN mc > a Phula. (Bemot 1980:98, cited by
you stomachmc be-happy PhuqQ Lazard1994: 115 (86))
‘Aren’t you satisfied?’

In the next stage d the Negatve Cycle, the independent post-verbd negaive
marker sufficesto mark sentental negaion on is own,and the clitic maker be-

7. Anumberof researches, includingSchwegler (1988: 26, havepointed out thatthepog-verbal
“reinforce” is often anaminal dement denating asmdl anount See chaper 2, footnate 29.

8. According to Hirschhiihler andLabéle (199: 3), in French“necan be the soldexical negatve
elementin aclaug, andit is used done much more thanin combination with pasor point” “ until at
least theend of the sixteenth century).

9. This phraseolgy is taken from Posner (B%a: 184). Posnesuggests that, priorto the late four-
teenth century, Frenchpashad “emphatic impot”.

10. In thebipattite system of sentential negation usel in saneclau®typesin F| n, thepreverbal
maiker, m§, is assaiated with SpeeNegP, while thepod-verbalmaker, a¢, is ssciatedwith Nege (da
Cruz 199, reported in DeGraff 1998b: 87). See also Navajo (Speas199Lb: 394 95; and chapter 2,
footnot 6).
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comes first gptional, as in @d), then disappears atogether, as in (4e). The data
in (8) suggeg that spoken Breton is at the same stag in the Negaive Cycle &
the variety of Modem Frenchexemgified in (4d). In gpoken Breton, sentental
negation is marked by obligatory post-verbal ket and, optionaly, by preveral
ne'!

(8) a. Neziskenn ket ar vugak betek an hent (Standard Breton,
ne go-down ketthe childrento  theroad Stephens 1993:397)
‘T he children are not going down to theroad.’
b. ‘ziskennketar vugaé betek an hent (Spoken Breton, Stephens
(= (8a) 1993:398)

In the “final’ stage,the independentpost-verbd negaive marker weakens and
is susceptible to reanalysis, or grammadicalization, in the sense of Hopper and
Traugott(1993). The Negatve Cycle is discussel further in secton 3.1.2,where
| suggest a stuctural template with which to view the developmernts.

The aralysis: NegP

3.12

Pollock’s NegP hypotheds, discussed ar expbited in secion 12.1 and clapter
2, thatis, theidea hatthe locusof polarity feauresis anindependenfunctional
projection, providesJesgren’s Negatve Cycle with a structural template with-
in whichto operate. NegP provilestwo postions SpecNegP and MgE, a phras-
al position and a head position. This is particularly convenient for an account of
Jesmreen’s typology of senential negaton andthe Negatve Cycle. Negatve
markers “comparaively small in phoretic buk” idenified by Jepersn can
quite maturally be aralysed asNegE, while “fuller negatives’ can ke associated
with SpecNegP. The relevant configuration is exemplified for Modern French in

(9).

9) NegP
3
Spec NegN
! 3
pas NegE
!

ne
So, and smplifying grossly (see footnote 4), the (overt) Negative Cycle can be

claimed to amount to cyclic to-ing andfro-ing of the overt redizaton of sen-
tential negation between these twopositions.

11. Seealso section 3.5.1 for discussion of West Flemish, which also ssemsto beatthis stage in
the Negdive Cycle.
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The stge reachedy Englishandillustrated in (3f), in which the independent
XP negative marker cliticizes onto the verb, can be analyzed in interesting ways
within the NegP hypothesk. In SE, the rlationship betweennot and the verb in
(3f) is likely to be purely phonological in naure. In other words, the negate
marker is syntactcally assocated with SpecNegP, but subsequerly cliticizes
onto the auxiliary verb in AgrSE*? In a numter of nonstndard vareties of Eng-
lish, in contrast, it seems more likely that the negative marker is assaciated with
a head position in undelying s/ntax. This distincton beween % and
nondandad vaieties is exploited further in scions 3.2.1.2 and 32.2.1. (See
Zanuttini 1991 and Pollock 1997b.)

Reanalwpis of the SgcNegPas®ciated negative marker pas) as a Negk-
associated elementdoes not appearto hawe happend (yet) in metropolitan
French, evenn the nostinforma spoken registers However, some regarchers
(e.g., Moritz and Valois 1994: 679fn12) have suggested that pas has beenat
least patially reanalyzed as a head in Québécas. Thus, in paallel to notin SE
(see footnote 34), in Québécois, pas may have he diual status of head and
maximal projection. Moritz and Valois venture that the staus of pas in
Québéomis as a Negk-asociated ekbmern rather than a SpecNegPassociated
element might form the bags of a piincipled explangion ofthe contag betveen
(10a) and (Db):

(10) a. Jai pasvu peronne. (Standard Modern French)
| hawe passeenpersonne
‘I haven't seen no-one.’
(= ‘I have seen sameone.’)

b. Jai pasvu persmne. (Québécois)
I hawe passeenpersonne
‘I haven't seen anyone.’
(= the gposite o (10a))

Thus, and without going into unnecessary detail atthis point, the (apparent) NC
interpretation of (10b) in Québéois is deened © be pasible becase pasis
gererated asNegE. The same ird@rpreftion is unavalable in Sandard Modern
French because pas is assaiated with SpecNegP. While Moritz and Valois's
approach ties n wel with Jespesen’s Generalzaton in that it links the
avaiabhility of NC with the sytactic naure ofthe negawve marker, | rejectthe
proposd that pashas grammaticalized asNegE in therelevant varieties Thefact
that pas and quantifiers like personne could co-occur in earler gages n the
develbpment of the language (when &E was occupied by ne) and ke inter-
pretedasin the Québé&ois example in (10b) cass somedoubt on the assumption
that the interpretation of (10b) depends on the position of pasbeing NegE Quite
apat from the implausble idea hatNegE could be occupied by bah ne and pas

12. See Haggeman (1995 189 90, section 1.4.4), Zwicky and Pullum (B83), ard footrote 34for
discussionof n't.
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in older varieties o French, one would aso have to conclude tha pas
associated with NegE in the classical language had degammaticalized anl been
andyzed asan XP in the modern gandad language, only to regrammaticalize as
a head in Québéois. This strikesme as a highly implausible way to account for
the data. (See Hopper and Traugott 1993.) Furthermore, the element pas in
Québe&ois behavesin idertica fashion to pasin Standard French, caging doubt
on anyclaim thatoneis a syntactic headwhile the aher is a syntactic specffier.
For example, pasin Québécois can be modified, for example, by méme ‘even’,
jugt like pas in Standard French. More important, pas in Québécois fails to
interfere wth Verb Movement, just like pasin Standrd French (Déprez forth-
coming). Finally, there has been no typologica shift to motivate reanalysis of
pasasa syntactic head (See ako sedibn 44.2.1.) | therebre rejectan accant
of interpretaions such as(10b) thatare based on he conclusion that in Québé-
cois, pas occipies Negk. | return to the dstinction beween he sandard
language and vaietiesthatbehare like Québécois in secion 45.2, where | offer
an alternative proposd.

With regard to the idea of the grammaticalization of pasas a negative heal,
similar) and more plausble) claims have ben made for the negawve markerpa
found in some Frerch-basd creoles®® In al French-basd creoles (apat from
Réurionnask, according to Corne and Moorghen 1978, cited by Posrer 1985a:
182, and accoding to Battye and Hintze 1992: 325; see also LouisianaFrench
Creole), pa is pre-verba (along with tense-mood-aspect markers), rather than
post-verbal as in both metropolitan French and Québé&ois (Poser 1985a 171,
180), suggesting perhaps tha pa is a head rather than an XP.

(11) a Lipa t av ap vag (Haitian, D’Ans 1968,
heNEG PSTFUT PROG cOMe citedby Posier 1985a 180)
‘H e wouldn’t be coming.’

b. Nupa ti pu rate. (Mauritian, Green 1988:450)
we NEG PSTPROS go-back
‘W e wouldn’t have gone back.’

As Chris Lyonshas pointed out(peronal commnunication), the issue arisesas
to wheherits pre-verbal postion is enough for oneto conclide hatcreole pais
a head. An alkematve would be to suggest that creole pa, like Frenchpas
occupkesthe SpecNegP paition andthattheverb fails to rase o theleft of it, as
witnessal, for example, by infinitives in French (see sections 11.7.2! 1.1.7.4).
This theoretical possihlity is syported by the fact that, in most aeoles, pa
comes drectly between the subject and the tense-mood-aspect markers, asin
(11). Inded, Posier (1985a:181! 82 (18i) and (21ii)) citesjust two examplesof
French-lased creolesin which pa intervenesbetween a ¢énsemood-aspet mar-

13. Seethe conrments by Posne (1985a: 12, 180 83). Notealsothat Bicketon (1981) claims that
NC isa charactéstic of all creoles.
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ker and the verb, asin (12a), or between two tensemood-aspect markers, asin
(12b):

(12) a. Mote pa kond (Louisiana [SaintMartin]*4,
| PST NEG know Morgan1959,1976)
‘I didn’t know.’
b. Mwete pa apre maze. (Réunionnais,
| PST NEG PROG eat Come and Moorghen 1978)

‘| wasn't eating.’

Nevertheless, in the more familiar Romance varieties, rflexes of the Latin
adwer non usialy intervene betveen he subjed pronoun and any other
pronouns present. They do not intervene between ¢bct pronouns and the
verb.’® As far as | know, no-one hasused this factto cas doubt on analyses of
such elemens asrealzaionsof NegE, that is, as heas. The paticular matter of
the syntacic gatus of Haitian Creole pa is taken up by DeGraff (1993h, who
concldesthatthis elementis the overt redizaton of Nege.

Returnng now to the Negative Cycle, once the negative marker is a
synfactcally dependentelement again, the devebpment has, in ome £ne,
turned fll circle. Numerous siggesitons have keen made to expain the
Negative Cycle, that is, why, in the specific case of French, pre-verbal ne came
first to be supported by a pstverbd element and subsequenty to disappear.
Most explanations have been phonological in approac, for exampk, those of
Ewert (1943: 260) and Psner(1996: 303). Posner(1985a) exanines he factors
thatmight have condiioned he change in French from pre-verbd to post-verbal
necation by comparing Frendh and anumber of other cograte languages (which
have post-verba negation) on the one hand with the mgority group of Romance
languages (which have pre-verbal negation) on the other. She suggeds (pp. 171,
177) that changes ri dress patterns namely the transtion, possbly in the
fourteenth century, from word stress b breath group stress, favored a shift in

14. Of rdlevane in (mesolectal) LouisianaCreole is thefad tha, where Verb Movement can be
mativated on thebasis ofa)its maphdogcal makeip and(b) its pcsition with respect toVP-adwerbs,
theverb precedesiegaive pa. Whereno Verb Movement ca be motivaed, thevetb follows negate
pa(Rottet1992: 268 (16)). Under the nul hypottesis hat the sition of pais thesamen both cass,
thesefacts mitigate stronglyagang andyzing pa asa functional head such as Negg, sincesuch an
analysiswould entail at least meinstanceof longheadmovement of theverb on its way from VE to
whaeverfunctional head it occupies n its pre{pa posiion (TEin Rottet’s 1992: 278 (46) analysis). In
addition, the fect that VerbMovenert in mesledal LouisianaCreole isincompatible with overtterse-
mood-asped markersbut not with negdivepa(Rottet 1992:277) suggeststhatpashould not be treaed
in the same way asthe overt tense-mood-agpect markers (fundional heads. (DeGraff 1992, 1993b
actually analyzes hetensemood-asped markersof Haitian Creoleasverbs.) Rottet (1992: 285) there-
fore concludes thatpain mesolectal Louisiana Ceole is associated with SoecNegP, rather thanbeng
gereraedin NegE This is aguaby due todecreolization unde strong influencefrom the acrdectal
Cajun Frerch dialect. A similar analysis is fausible d the Réunionnais data, giventhe extert of de-
creolzation there too. (Thaks to JohrGreen for diccussirng thecreobdaawith me.) Se alsdDeGaff
(1997).

15. Zanutini (1997a: 217) gives the narthern Italian dialect of Carese asanexception.
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emphatc dress toward the end ofthe breat group. Consquerly, preverbal
unstressal elements) including ne) were s$urred, while postverbd elements like
pasoftenreceived emphatic stress.

It is aso possibe that more strictly syntactic isstes ae involved. Harris
(1978: 118) suggests tha the fate of ne could haw beenseakd bythe factthat
its postion between subjec clitics and objed clitics Hindered incomporation of
the former with the latter (@andthe verb).Parry (1996) also linksthe loss of the
preverbal negaive marker with the accumuktion of argument clitics in pre-
verbal position. (Note, though, that this factor is likely to be sensitive to the null
subject parameter) Finally, as was noted in footnote 6 an undelying
typological shift from XV to VX might explain the rearalysis of the preverbal
negative marker in Romanca from an XP adwermial element to afunctional head.
(See also Posner 1996: 304.)

Whatever te utimate cause(s of the (ranstions between he dfferent
phagsof the) Negaive Cycle, thelabel“cycle” is cleaty nota msnomer:once
the syntadicaly independent negative marker has keen grammaticalized as a
functional head, the language § back where it started, and the cycle can be
repeated.'® Jespersen's overt Negative Cycle can therefore be reduced to
fluctuaton between making sentntal negaton as a syntactically dependent
constituent and as asyntactically independent constituent, with one intermediate
stage h which senéntal negaton is bipartite andanaher in which the negaitve
marker has an anbivalent status:

(13) The Negative Cycle:

a.  NegE

b. NegE (+ XP)
c. NegE +XP
d. (Negg) + XP
e XP
f. [nege XP ]

Extensiors: apreludeto an abstract Negative Cycle?

3.13

Given the availability within NegP of two positions o clearly different syntactic
types one lead an one peciier, anrd mechaisms sichasH&Z's (1991) Neg
Criterion (secion 13) and DA (sedion 1.2.4) to regulate the behavior of
affectve feauressuch as ¥NEG], thereare, in principle & leag, two paental

16. Meillet (1912h: 140), cited in McMahon (1994: 165), commerts & follows: “Les largues
suivent ains unesorte de développament en sprale: elles ajoutent des mots aacessoires pour obtenir
une expressioninteng; ces mots s’affalissent sedégraent & tomben au niveaude sinples outis
grammaticauxon ajoutede nouweaux notsou desmoats diff érents e vuedel’expressia; l'affablis-
sementrecommence & ains sansfin.” (Solanguagesfollow a kindof spiral development: extra words
are adledto heighten expessive power, these wrds then weaken are erded ard redwced b mere
grammaticd devices; new or different words are added for the sake of expressivity; the weakening
begns a@in, and s@n, and s@n.)
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positions within NegP with which [+NEG] can be &sociated @underlyingly, at
leas}), aswell as the posshility that [+NEG] is as®ciated with bath positions
underlyingly. The empirical basis d Jespersen’s Negative Cycle certainly
suggests tha the overt morphophonobgical locus of sentental negaion can
shift cyclically betveen $ecNegP and MgE, with intermedate dages at which
both positions are aseciated with phaological material or the overt negaive
marker has an ambivalent status. Under the assumption that sertential negation
is dways marked by an abstract syntactcosenantic feature FNEgG], there is, |
sugged, no apriori rea®n o asume hat the underlying locus of this abgract
feaure cannofluctuate cyclically in (something like) the same &y as he overt
marker. This possibility hasbeen implicitly recognized in the ealier discussion
of non-overt negative operators. It is pursued and elaborated upon in section 3.3
andproves b becental to the poposed accant of NC, to which | now urn.

NC and Jespersen’s @neralization

3.2

Languages vary with respect to whether they allow multiple apparently inherent-
ly negatve consituens to appear,say, within the same claws without cancelhg
ead other out Van der Wouden (99%: 95) dstinguishes betveen two
phenamena hathe hbels “negaive spread”and “negatve doubling”.!” Negatve
doubling is illustrated in (14a) and (15a) in the NC languages Sanish and Ital-
jan respectively.'’® Here, a negative XP, nadie/nesuno ‘no-one’, appears

17. Theterm “negative doubling” i salso used in thisway by Rizzi (e.g., 198:121). In early work,
Labov (1972b) analyzes NCin nonstandard varietiesof Englishas aprocesswhereby the fedure [NEG]
is copied from the verbonto an indefinite.

18. It is only patially the case tht Italian and Spanish show negative doubling. This 5 only
generally soin theab®nceof pre-verbalnegative X Ps, asin text exanples (149 ard (159. In contrad,
with anegative (subject) XP in pre-verbal paosition, negative doubling is excluded:

(i) a. Nessuw ( non ha teefonab. (Italian)
no-one  non has phoned
‘No-onephonel.’
b. Nadie ( no) had eso. (Sparish, Sufig 199: 3)
no-one no do-ur that
‘No-onewill do that.’
This cantrastswith, for exanple, Sebian/Cratian, tet exanple(23b),and a numbenf otherRomance
varieties, ircluding Romaien and Ladn (a Rhaeto-Romaschvariety spkenin Engadne, Svitzer-
land):

(i) Nimeninuimi spune nicida nimic. (Romanian, Baciu 1978: 74,
no-one nuto-mesays never  nothing cited in Muller 1991: 305n2)
‘No-oneever tdls meanything.’

(i) Alura tingln nu o nouvasd’ Uinguatta. (Ladin, Schetlin 196272: 74,97,
so no-onenuknowsnens of no-one cited in Muller 1991: 309)

‘So, no-onehas anynews abait anyne’
In the caseof Ladn, Posrer (1984: 13) tentatively attributes co-occrrence of the pre-vba negatve
XP and the regdive marker o Slavonic influerce.
Where anonsulect appears pre-verbaly in Italian, thepaossibility of negatve doubling appears to
be siject b speakr andregster variaton (Acquaviva 1994; Haegenan1995: 196):
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together with) “doubled” by) the regular pre-verbal negative marker, namely no/
non. Examples (14b) and (15b) illustrate negatve spread wherety multiple
negatve XPs co-occur. Examples (L4c) and (15¢) show negaive spreadand
negative doubling occurring simultaneously.

(14) a. Noconozco aadie. (Spanish)
no know-1sG no-one
‘I don’'t know anyone.’

b. Nadie meha dado nada.
no-one me has gien ndhing
‘N 0-one has gven me anything.’

c. Nodoy nada a nadie.
no give-1sc nothing  no-one
‘I'm not giving anything to anyone.’

(15) a. Mariononha visto nesuno. (Italian)
M. non hasseenno-one
‘M . hasn't seen anyone.’

b. Nesunoha fatto niente.
no-one has dme ndhing
‘N 0-one did anything.’

c. Gianni nondiceniente a nesuno.
G. non saysnothing o no-one
‘G. doesn't say anything to anyone.’

The crucial propetty of all the examplkesin (14) and (15) is that, although all the
italicizedconsttuens (theregulr negatve markerandthe negatve X Ps) are ar-
guably morphologically negative,'® each sentence is interpreted as a singe
instance of sentential negation. They are not interpreted as containing multiple
instanes d logical negation. Spanish andltalian are NC languages.
Languagesthatdo notallow multiple occurrences of negative constituents to
be interpreed asa single instance of sentential negation are termed non-NC

(iv) A nessunoGianni (" ?7on) teldona. (Haegenan1995: 196 (43c))
tono-one G. non telephones
‘G. doesn't cal anyone’

In smilar canfigurationsin Sparish, negative doubling is nat attested:

(v) A ninguna de léos (' no) llamaria yo. (Sufig 1998: 3)
tonone of them no call-conp |
‘I wouldn’t cal anyof them.’

For cross-Romancediscussion of NC, see Posner (1996 148 49,302 5).

19. Etymdogcally, Spanism-words arenot neyative (Lakal1993). For conteanpoiary spekes,
however, onecauld plausbly asumetha these d ementsare arelyzed asbenginherently (morphdogi-
caly) neaative Thesituatianin Italianis different; for Acquaviva (199514fn3),nesung, for example,
is deived from theVulgar Latin neipsu-unu‘not-evenone’, in other words eymologically negdive.
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languages In thes languages where two negatives co-ocaur, the first negation
takes sope over, andcancelsthe secondExamples ae SEandGerman:

(16) a. I've(’ not) seenno-one (SE)
b. 1I've %( not) givennothing to no-one
(17) a. Hans siént niemanden (' nicht). (German)
H. sees no-one not

‘H. can’t see anyone.’

b. Ich bin mit niemandemnirgendwohin %( nicht) gefahren.
I amwith no-one nowheae not travdled
‘I didn’t drive anywhere with anyone.’

The SEexanples n (16) show that one or more negaitve XPs cannd co-occur
with the \erbal marker of negation not (and receive the relevant NC
interpretation). SE does rnot, therefore, demonstrae negative doubling. With
respect to negatve spreadthe issue o whether multiple negative XPs can co-
occur is unclear. Some speakers asvell aspresriptivists reject (16b) without
not, othes do not. Dialectal variaton sens to be at play. Clealy, though,
negaive spread need to be distinguished fom negaive doubling. The
judgments in (17) suggest tha German pattems essetially with SE in this
respect.

Ascertining whether the Negatve Cycle is relevant to NC amounts to
edablishing whether there is a rrelation bewween(a) whether a language is an
NC language and (b) where it stands in the Negative Cycle. Such a correlation
would sugged that one was detemmined by the other. Given considerations of
learnallity, this would presunably mean hat where a dnguage sinds in the
Negdive Cycle deemines whether or not it is an NC language. Jepersen
(1924: 333) suggess thatthere B luch a corelation:

Thereis one very important obsvation to bemade, without which | do ot
think thatwe shal be abé o undestand he mater, namely thatrepeaéd
negaton [i.e, NC] becomesanhabtual pheromenonin thos languages
only in which the ordinary negative element is comparatively small in
phoneic buk. . .. If this repettion is rarerin modem Engish and Geman
than t was brmerly, oneof the reaens probahly is thatthe fuller negaive
notand nichthave aken he dace d the smalérneand en.

Following my analysis of the Negatve Cycle within the framework of the NegP
hypothesis in setion 3.1.2, | shall assune tha Jespersen’s observation amounts
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to what | refered to as Jesperen’s Genaalization in (2),%° repeated here for
convalience:
(18) Jespersen’s Generaizaton:
A language isanNC language iff the reguar marker of pure ntental
negation is not associated with SpecNegP 2
NC and nonnegative SpecNegP

3.21

In this setion, | provide crosslinguistic data to show that NC is a daracteristic
of languages &r which there 5 no rea®n to bdieve hat SpecNegP bears the
feature [+NEG],? that is, languages in which sentential negation is marked
essantially in association with a syntactic head. The languages tha follow this
patem include Serbian/Croatian, certain nonstandard varieties of Endish, and,
as indcated in the previous setion, ltalian and Spanish. In adlition to those
languages already discussed hee, Zanuttini (1991: 149, 161) gives dat that
show that Middle High German, Middle Dutch, Portuguese ard Catalan all fit
into this categay; Jamal Ouhala informs me hat Berbe and Turkish belong
here, too. Parry (1996) says that all modern dalects of Italy whose negadve
marker would be anbyzed asa realzaton of Negk are NC languages. DeGraff
(1993b) arguesthat Haitian Creole,in which the negative marker pa is analyzed
asNegdE, is aso an NC language and, therefore, bedongs in this group.

20. Note the following observaton madeby Acquaviva (1993 60 61): “We cannow formally
charactezethedifferencebetween the English and thé&komance(and rongandard Engsh)opeatas:
only [in] thelatte are speifiers of heads edowed with the norphologcal negative feature”

My arelysis of Jespersen’s Genealizaton differs in crucial ways from Acquaviva's; this is
discussed in sction 34.

21. Note that my interpretation of Jespersen’s observaton is dightly different from the one
tentativey pragposed by Haggeman(1995: 165)In thecontex of Jespesen’s observation, Haegeman
suggeststhat NC maybedeermined bytheavailability of anovert negativehead SeealsoHaggeman
(1991: 16):

We might propose that in languages vith NC readhgs tre head of NegP is “strong”: is auto-
nomausly licensel: it has itsNec featue in the base. The NeGriterionis met ly a “strong”
static agreement configuration. In nan-NC languages, on the other hand, Neg is “weak” ard
would be asigned the NEG featureby its gpedfier by virtue of spechead ageement. . . . What
is aucial for NC . .. is that the NEG feaure onNegE is indeperdertly licersed i.e., that Nege
is astrong head. In languageswhete the NEG feaure onNedE can ony beachieved via dya-
mic agreenert the regdive hea is ot strong and NC is rot possible.

Forme,in contrast, NC correlaes wth the absencef a ngative operator in SpecNegP. Assuming
that the cleracterizaion of the datain sedions 31 ard 3.1.2 is mrred and that languagescan indeed
mark serential negaion by overt material assocated with both SpedNegPand NedE, thedifference
between Haegenan's and my own (re-)interpretation of Jesgersen's obsewation is rot atrivia one.
Notealsothat Haegenaris approad predcts that ModernFrenchis a nonNC larguage. Se setion
352,

22. Theconsequences of thespec-headageement mechanism inherent in the Neg Criterion na-
withganding, which is, in any case, discussed in sction 33.2.
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Serbian/Croatian

3.211

In Serbian/Croatian (henceforth, SC), pure sentemial nedtion is redized as a
negative particle, ne (Negg), procitic on the first finite verb form (Progovac
1994:34! 35):

(19) Milan poznaje Marij-u. (SC)
Mi. knows Ma.- Acc
‘Mi. knows Ma.’

(20) Milannepoznaje Marij-u.
‘M i. doesn't know Ma.’

(21) ' Milanpoznge ne Marij-u.

No other overt negative marker is required; ne cannd be omitted from negaive
clauses (Progovac 1994: 36); ne forms a syntactc unit with the finite verb. |
conclude,therebre, thatNegk bearsthe feaure +NEG] underlyingly, ratherthan
SpecNegP. If the generalization in (2) is correct, | predict that SC is an NC
language.

SC hastwo series of what Progovac (1994) terms NPIs, labded i-NPIs and
ni-NPls to reflectthe fact that members of one set begin with the pefix i- while
members of the secondbegin with the pefix ni-. Progovacglosss the i-NPIs
and ni-NPIs asanyone, anything, and o on and no-ong nothing, and so on,
respectively, but stesses (Progovac 1994: 40, 42) that the distribution of these
elements is by no means identical to that of the two seies of indefinitesin SE. A
cowple of commeris are in order at this point. First, the fact thatthe dstribution
of thei- and ni-NPIs in SC & different from the distribution of the any- and no-
XPsregectvely in SE does not necessaily meanthatthei-NPIs differ from the
any-XPs or thatthe ni-NPIs differ from the no-XPs in reppectof any nontivial
propertes It is ernirely possble that the correpponding XPs in the two
languages are ssntally identical and that their divergentdistributions are he
resut of differences dsewhere in the granmars d their respedive languages.
Inded, thisiswhat! conclude &ter in this chapger®

23. Myview heecontrastshaply with that eypresselin Acquaviva(1995) andéprez (forthcom-
ing), whoseemto follow Progovac sline. In hisaacountof NC, Acquaviva mncludes that the relevant
digtinction beéween NC languages andnon-NC larguages concensthe properties of negative quanti-
fiers. Thus, fa Acquaviw, trefact that talian is NC while SEis nd is a cose@juenceof thedifference
between, say nesunoard no-one My feding is thd this aroad is cownterintuitive for a nunber o
reasonskirst, it ignores Jespersen’Seneralizatnentirely. Secondlit leadsto the conclisionthat, for
exanple, nothing, no-ong and © on, arefundanentally different in (non-NC) SE, on theonehand,ard
(NC) nonstandard and older vaieties ofEnglish, onthe other. For Déprez (forthcoming), too, the key
to the NC/ron-NCdistinctionis to befound in “the diverging stricture aml sematic naure o the N-
words’ (1995%: 4). Déprez (1992 andDeGraff (1993b: 75! 76, secion 6.2) disagree dong these Ines
about how bestto account for the differences letweenNC in Haitian Creole and Standard Frerch. See
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Second, a wad is perhaps in order an the issue o Progovac’s use ofthe £rm
NPI for the ni-prefixed ®riesof XPs in SC. One might wonderwhether the ni-
XPs of SC (or, indeed,the no-XPs of SE a the n-words of various Romance
varieties) are NPIs at all. These etments are more usially labeled negatve
indefinite wniversal quarifiers (with no paticular licersing condtions) rather
than polarity items (with specific) albeit compgex) licenshg caditions).
However, there is some reason to suspect that even negative quantifi ers (with
sentential scope) have licensing conditions and that, consequently, the term NPI
may not be misplaced As Haegenan (196b: 1) puts it, these edments “carry
the semanic-syntacic feaure NEG and . . . this feaure is subjectto a pecific
syntadic licensing condition”. (See also Rizzi 1982: 121! 27, sedion 2, for
relevant discussion.) There is, for examplke, eviderce that the presence of
negtive quantfiers has necesary conequerceg albeit sometimes nonevert)
elsewhere in their clauses. In SC, for example, ni-NPIs necessaily co-occur with
the pe-verbd negaive marker ne. The presence of ne clealy satisfies some
licersing condtion of the ni-NPIs in much he same way that c-commandng
negaton is one way oflicenshg any-XPs in SE which are labeled NPIs without
hesitation. Similar conditions can be argued to apply to negative quantifiers in
other languages.Even in a languagelike SE, the presnce of a negative
quarntifier can affect clausal polarity, even though this has no overt impact on
verb morphology. For example, when familiar tests ae performed on (22a) to
determinethe polarity of the senience, they show it to be pdentally negaive?*

(22) a. John’sdone ndhing.
b. John’s done nothing and neither/?so has Mary.
c. Johnsdone noling, has he?has’t he?

| therefore conclude that ngative quantifiers (with senential scge) sud as ni-
NPIs (SC), no-XPs (SE), and n-words (Romance) are indeed polarity items in
the sensethat their occurrence is subject to licensing conditions?® In this respect,
| am therefore hapy to retain the term ni-NPI used for SC by Progovac and to
adopt the term no-NPI for SE for consistency.?® | now return to the discussion of
SC negaton.

footnate 30.

24. | asume with Haegeman (1995 that, where the negative tag is licit in (220, thatis, where the
antecedenis postive, thenegaive quartifier haslocd scope,doesnotcountas an operator, dris not
asseiated with a NegP. The wide scope reading of the negative is therefore dependent on clausal
negation beéng marked on the verb; it is in this sense that the negative quantifier (on this reading) is
licensad bythe pdaiity of the claue. On tags, see Lakdf (1969 ard sction 13.

25. See Quer (1993 for review ard discussion of appoades to the licensng of negative quanti-
fiers.

26. Within the terms otisanalysis,Acquaviva (193: 24) suggests ttthose éemens often refe-
red to as agative qartifiers “arecloserto polarty items ttanto wh-opeatas’.
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The most salient characteristic of the ni-NPIs in SC & that, irrepedive of
their postion, they mug, as already merntioned, be chus-mat with the pre-
verbd negaive markerne (Progovac 1994: 37 (98)):¥’

(23) a. Mario’ (ne) vidi ni(t)ko-ga. (SC)
M. ne seesno-oneAcc
‘M. can’t see anyone.’

b. Ni(t)ko’ (ne) poznaje Marij-u.
no-one ne knows M.- Acc
‘N 0-one knows M.’
Furthemore, multiple ni-NPIs can co-occur in a given clause without leading to
logical DN, provided, of course, that pre-verbal ne is also present in the same
clause Ljiljana Rogovac, personal communicaton).

(24) Milan’ (ne) daje ni(t)komenista. (SC)
M. ne givesno-one nothing
‘M . isn't giving anything to anyone.’

The examples in (23a, b) show negative doubling; the one in (24) shows both
negative spread and negative doubling. SC is clearly an NC language, as
predicted by the generakaton in (2).

Norstandad English

3.212

In this secton, | use Cekney as a epreserdtive o a certin class of non-
standard varieties o English.?® In Cockney, pure sentential negation is always
redized as the contracted n't rather han not, even if the use of not allows
contracion ekewhere?®

(25) a. ('E) ain't comin’. (Cockney)
b. ' E’'snotcomin’.

| take this contrag to be suggesive evidencethat, in senental negaion in Cock-
ney, the [+NEG] feaure is as®ciated with a headrather han SgcNegP. One
might assume,for example, thatthe morphemen’t is generated asNegk ard that
it raisesto the finite verb in AgrSE. An aternative analysis would be to assume
that the negative auxiliaries of Cockney, namely ain’t, can't, won't, and don’t,
are drawn directy from the lexicon & inherenty negaive auxliariesrathe than
as polarity-neutral auxiliaries, which are as®ciated with a negative morpheme in
the sytax. Such a view is supported by the fact that none of these negate

27. Niko is Serbian; nitko is Croatian. Thejudgmentsin the text exanples appy to both &rbian
andCroatian.

28. Tharks to JoeCunninghan for judgmeris on Cochliey. See Labov (1972a, b) for discussion
of other NSEsthat demongrate NC.

29. SeeYaege-Dror (1997) for pragmaic and saiolinguistic discussionof negaive ard auxiliary
contradion.
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auxiliaries shows overt person and number agreement (cf. SE isn’t versusaren’t
and doesn’tversusdon’t). The important point is that, in Cockney,the negate
feature is asociated underlyingly with a syractic head; in SE, in contrast, it is
as®ciated with an XP specifier pacsition.

If I amrightin concluding that, in Cockney, the feaure [+NEG] is borne by a
syntactic head,Cockney matthes SC. The genealizaion in (2) thenpredicts that
Cockney is anNC language *° This prediction is borneout by the facts: Cockney
has negave doubling with n't (but not with not®), as h (26), as well as
negatve spreadasin (27):

(26) a. | ain’t donenothin’. (Cockney)
b. ' I'venotdonenothin’.

(27) No-oneain’t donenothin’.

It could be objected at this point that the data in (26) and (27) do ot
representNC at all; rather, it could be contuded hat in varieties of NSE such
as Cockney, nothin’, no-ong and so on, are negative polarity items a la SE
anyting or anyone that is, na inherently negative. This is, havever, unlikely.
If NSE no-NPIs were equivalent to SE any-NPIs, one mght expect the two
series to have parallel distributions. However, the parallel between the behavior
of NSE no-NPIs and SE any-NPIs is far from complete. Unlike the any-NPIs of
SE, the concordant readings of no-NPIs in NSE are posgble only in thepreence
of seneental negation, eitherin the same daus orin ahigher claue 3? No-NPIs
cannd appear h nonnegtive polarity contexts in Cockney/NSE, whereas SE
any-NPIs can (Ladisaw 192):®

(28) NSE
a. If you :eanyoné no-ong let me know. (Conditional)
b. | doubt anyoné no-onewill come. (Adversative predicate)
c. Do you want anytin’/’ nothin’? (Interrogaive)

30. Note thatthe appoachadopted tereto the distnction between the ron-NC SE aml nonsandard
NC varieties sich as Cockneyand thevariety of BelfastEnglishdesaibedby Herry (1995) and refered
to in footnate 31 assumes that the crucial difference lies atthe level of the fundional structure of the
clause This is in $iarp catrastto theapprach adpted byAcquaviva (1995) and Dgrez (forthcom-
ing), who asume that the crucial differencebeween NC and ron-NC languages is to befoundin the
(operator-binding) properties of negative quantifiers. See footnate 23.

31. Henry (1995 describes armother N, namely a variety of Belfag English, in which NC is
possible with n't butna not Compae () with (i) (Henry's (35) ard (36)):

@) We aert going nowhere.
(i) * We're mt going nowhere.

32. In this respectCockney differs from SC. h the former, te verbal negate marker is not
obliged to appea in the same ninimal clause & theno-NPls. In thelatter, it is. This may berelated to
the fact ha, in Cockney, ard in contrastto SC, for examge, the \erbal negave marler n't is
compatibleonly with finite verb forms.

33. Alison Henry (personal communication) informsmetha the judgmentsin (28) also apply to
thevariety of Bdfag Endlish discussed in footnate 31.
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In NSE, then, the behavior of no-NPlIs is strikngly similar to tha of ni-NPIs in
SC, which are dso ungammatical in nanegdive polarity conexts (Progovac
1994) and clearly inherently negative. In conclusion, then, NSE no-NPIs are
indeedinherenty negatve; hence,NSE demonstratesNC, aspredicted by (2),
given hat SpecNegP does notbear the feaure [+NEG].

Italian and Sparish

3.213

Data from Italian and Spanish to show that thes languagesfit the gereralization
in (2) have akads been given. The data in (5) suggestthat [+NEG] is bome by
NegE rather than SpecNegP. Pure sentertial negation in Italian and Spanish is
marked by the pre-verbal negative particlesnon and no, repectvely, which, like
SC ne, are proclitic on the first finite verb. Following the discussion in sedion
1.2.1, | assime these edments head NegP. More dgnificant these negate mar-
kers are sufficient to mark pure sentertial negation. Furthemrmore, the datain (14)
and (15) show that Italianand Spaish are both NC languages as predicted.
DN and negative SpecNeyP

3.22

In this setion, | provide data from languages to show tha NC is generally
imposdble if SpecNegP bears the feaure [+NEG]. In such languages, such as
Latin, SE, and StandardModern German and utch, where nherenty negaive
items co-occur, their negative features cancel each other out, as in logical DN.
Comments by Muller (1991: 304) and RPsner (996: 303) suggestthat Surslvan,
spoken in the Swiss a@anton of Graubinden/Grisons, kelongs in ths category,
too. In Surslvan, negaive quanifiers cannotco-occur with the verb& negatve
matker without producing DN. This is predicted by Jegersen's Gereralization,
given that the Sursilvan negative marker, buc (< Bucca), is digned with
SpecNegP, rather thanwith NegE (See ado Cccitan anda nunber of Northern
Italian varieties.)

Standrd Endish

3.221

In SE, sentential negation can be marked either by not®* or n't:

34. The sytadic satusofnotis notentirely clear. Seettediscussionof theNegative Gcle in Eng-
lish insection 3.1 and in fotnae 12. Ihaveassimeal that SEn't is aphonologicallycliticized form of
not It ssemsto bethe case thatnot can sanetimes cliticize without phondéogical reduction. Wtnes
the grammaticality of (i), in part taken from Quirk et a. (1985: 809), cited by Haegeman (1995:
306fn17 (i)):

(i) a. Has rot Johnbeen tieretoo?

b. Is mot history a ®dal sdence?

c. Doesnot everytting we see laout us tesify to the ppwer of Dvine Providence?
Here, both the auxili ary andthe negatioroccupy a posiion to the left of the sufect Assumng an and-
ysis in terms ofAgrSE-to-CEmovement to be almgthe rightlines the auxiliary and the ngative must
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(29) a. I donotlikeVodka.
b. 1don't likeVodka.

Most recent work on negaton in SE, such as Haegeman (995: 190), has
concluded that not is geneated in SpecNegP*® while n't is generated asNegE.
(Like Frenchpas English not used © co-occur with a clitic ne) see 8b) and
(18).) If this is tue, it would be natural to claim that n't is the grammaticalized
(i.e., reanalyzed) equivalent of not (See botnote 12.) While | accep the
“standard” assumption tha notis associated with SpeNegP atS-structure if not
before, | doubt the validity of the claim that, in SE, n't is asociated with NegE
It seems more likely that n't is nothing more than a phonobgicaly cliticized
version of not and that, in all relevant regects, n't is as®ciated with SpecNegP
exectly like not. (See the suggestion by Jean-Yves Follock reported by Zribi-
Hertz 1994: 464fn17 that weakening of notto n't precededrearalysis of theitem
as ahead. See also the discussion in section 3.2.1.2.) | conclude, therefore, that,
in SE SpecNegP bears the feature [+NEG].*® Jepersen's Gereralization in (2)
predicts that SE should notbe anNC language

With respect to NPIs in SE, the “equivalent”®’ of the SC ni-NPIs, thatis, the
no-NPIs, cannd co-occur with notorn't andreceve an NC reading:

(30) a. [*]Michaelcannotseeno-one (DN)
b. [*]Micheel can't seenothing.

Not suiprisingly, multiple instances of no-NPIs together with notn’'t are also
illicit:

(31) a '’ I did notgive nothing to no-one
b ’1didn’'t give nothing to no-one

In conclusion, in SE negaive senénces,the feaure [+NEG] is borneby Spec-
NegP, andSEisclearly a non-NC languageaspredicted by (2).
German

3.222

As shavn by the examples in (I7), repeaed here for convenience, German is a
nonNC languace.

first have formed a complex head, implying in tumn that not is itself partof AgrSE See Williams
(19944, b) for a dfferent view of the syitax ofnot

35. Ido mtaddress te isse d whethernotshould bedeemed to begenerated in an adverbia posi-
tion and sulseqently raised irto SpecNed in parallel to my proposals forpasin chaper 2.

36. Zwicky ard Rullum (1983 claim tha n't isin fact a (morphological) inflectional affi x, rather
than a (sgitactic) citic.

37. Withrespecta the issie d whetherno-NPIsin English and ni-NPIs inSCare equvalents, see
Progovac (1994 40,42)ard thediscussion in sction 32.1.1.
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(32) a. Hans sient niemanden (' nicht).
H. sees no-one not
‘H. can’t see anyone.’

b. Ich bin mit niemandemnirgendwohin %( nicht) gefahren.
I amwith no-one nowheae not travded
‘I didn’t drive anywhere with anyone.’

The same judgments gply to Standard Modern Dutch. Both results are predict-
ed by the fact that the principal negative markers in these two languages, nicht
and niet, repecively, are sssociated with SpecNegP raherthanNegE

3.23 Conclusion

The comparison betveen the two types of language reviewed n the two
precedng sctonsisillustratedin the &able n (33):

(33)

SpedNegP
Language = [+NEG]? NC?

Sursilvan, Modern German, SE,
M odern Dutch, Latin, Occitan, Yes No
Northem ltalianvarieties etc.

SC, Cockney, Spanish, Italian, MH
Geman,Middle Dutch, Portuguese, No Yes
Romanian, Rhaeb-Romance,Catalan,
Berba, Haitian Geole,efc.

On the bags of the languagesreviewed here, it seems that the observation made
by Jespersen (1924) and formalized as (2) is quite study.® In the next sections, |
provide an anafsis of Jesperseis’Generaizaton.

The NegCriterion revisited

33

As discussed in section 1.3, H&Z (1991) have argued that the familiar
similarities bewveen he poperties of interrogaive andnegatve cmstuctions
warrant the Neg Criterion in (34), alongside the wh-criterion in (35), after May
(1985: 17) and Rzzi (1996):

(34) TheNeg Citerion:
a. Each Neg XEmustbein a pec-headrelationship with a Neg qperabor.
b. Each Neg qerabr mustbein a pec-headrelationshp with a Neg XE

38. See Déprez (forthcoming) for reservations about this concluson.
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(35) Thewh-criterion:
a. Eachwh-XEmug be n aspechea rdationship with awh-operabr.
b. Eachwh-operator mug be n aspechea rdationship with awh-XE

Inded, the wo criteria in (34) and (39 are seen asnsi@antations of a more
gereral wellformedress condition on the distribution and interpretation of
affecive elemens (with ssnental scope) namely the AFFecT criterion:®
(36) TheAFFEecT criterion:

a. EacharrecTivVE XE mustbein a pec-headrelationshp with a
AFFECTIVE Operabr.

b. EacharFecTiVE operadr mug be n aspechea rdationship with an
AFFECTIVE XE

Each cdause d these citeria aguably has wo requirements:

(37) a. The first obliges a head andn operabr of a pecific type o bein a
spec-head aofigurafon.
b. Thesecond aysthattheheal ard operator mug “agree” with each
other with respect to the relevant AFFECTIVE feaures.

These tworequirements arediscussedin the following two sedions.
The canfiguration

3.31

According to (37a), Jespersers Negatve Cycle is nothing more than a
superfcial epphenanenm: assaming that sentential negaton is markedwithin a
functional projection in clause structure, the Neg Criterion forces us to postuate
the pesence in negatve clausesof a ([+NEG]) head and a ([+NEG]) operator (in
abstractsyntactc terms at least) irrespecive of where he language sindsin the
Negatve Cycle, thatis, how a language wvertly marksnegaion.

In languages with biparite pue sntental negdion, thatis, languages that
overty reaize loth a negdwve headand a negave operabr, such as Sindard
French (4c), Tagbayit (6), Burmese(7), and Standad Breton (8a), aswell as
Fl4n and Navajo (see footnote 10 and chapter 2, footnote 6), the configuration
requrementin the Neg Qriterion might be said to be tivially satisfied bythetwo
overt constituents.

Where a variety overtly marks negation with a head element alone (e.g.,
Italian [yee NON), the Neg Criterion obliges one to posit the presne of an
abgractnegative operator thatwill appearin a specheal configuration with that
hea (or its tra®). In suppat of such a requrement Rizzi (1990) provides

39. Haegenan (1995: 94) suggess that the AFFECT criterion in its various manifestations can be
subsumd under themore general Checkingrequirements d Chomskys (1993, 1994, b Minimalist
Program. Sesectbns 11.1 ard 1.1.5, for exkamde, fora dscussion of Verb Movementin terms of
Checking Unde aCheckingapprach affectiveitemsaredeemed to hae marphdogical features that
needto be chedked against the fedures of functional heads within a spechead configuration. See
chepte 2.
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eviderce for podulating the presence of an opeator in SpeNegPin ltalian by
showing that negative sentences exhibit inner island effeats.*® Consder the
minimally contraging par in (38):

(38) a. Perché,, hai deto [t,] che Giami & pattito [t,] ? (Italian)
why have-2sG sad that G. is left
‘Why did you say that G. left?’
b. Perchg, ,nonhai deto [t,] che Giami é pattito [t;] ?
why non have-2sc sdd that G. is left

‘Why didn’t you say that G. left?’

In (38a) the adwerb perché‘why' can becondrued éther with a raceadjoined
to the matrix AgrSP, [t,], or with one adjoined to the embedded AgrSP, [t]]: the
string can ke interpreed asa queston abaut saying or a qeston alout leaving.
In (38b), which differs from (38a) only with regpectto the presence of sentental
negation in the matrix clause, retized overtly as [,q non], the seond of these
readings dsappears; (38b) can be a question about saing only. In Rizzi's
analysis, the unavailability of the long-distance construal of perchéis atributed
to the presence of a nm-overt operaor in the matrix clause that ounts as a
potential ANantecedent intervening between the suface position of perchéand a
traceadjoined b the embeddedAgrSP. No such potenial artecadentintervenes
betweenperché and the higher trace(t;]. Long construal of perchéthus violates
Relativized Minimality.** Unless one were b postulate the preene of an
abgrad opeator in SpeNedP in the matix clause in (38b), the unavailability of
long construal of perchéwould remén unexplained 2

Conver=ly, where the overt negaive marker $ an XP (eg., SE [gpecnegpnOt]),
the Neg Criterion obliges hat one posit the presence ¢ an alstract negaive
hea. The following contag provides evdencefor the preence of an abgract
NegEin SE:

40. See also the discussion o a ron-overt negative operator in Frenchin section 12.4.
41. The following definitions are based on Rizzi (1990: 6-7): Relativized Minimali ty:
A artecedent-governs B only if there is no C suchthat
(i) Cisa typical patential artecedent-governor for B.
(ii) C c-commands B and does not c-command A.
Antecedengovernment A artecedeirgovens B ff:
(i) A ard Bare coindexed.
(i) A ccommandsB.
(i) No barier intervenes
(iv) Rdativized Minimality is respected.

42. Den Beden (1989), amng ahers, ndesandherempirical phenanenon that énds itséf to an
explanation onthe basis ofthe reaqiirement, expres®din the AFFECT criterion, that affective headsbe
in aspec-headconfiguration with anoperator. Den Besten notestha embedded VE-to-IE-to-CEmove-
mert creaes slands for extractionin awaythat emkeddedsimple VE-to-IEmovemert doesnot. Under
theassumptias @) that &traction ait of CP use $ecCPas an intemediatelanding siteand (b)that
|E-to-CE movementis triggeral by the abstactpropertes ofCE, thatis, thefad thatCE bears (affect-
ive) fedures the island effeds can be readily accountedfor by assuming that the AFFECT criterion db-
liges CEto be ina spec-headorfiguration with anaffective operator in SpecCPBreventng extration
from within CP from using SpecCP & an appropriate intermedate larding site.
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(39) a. Johnlikeschocolate.
b. ' John(not) likes(not) chocolate.

Within the Checking Theay approach to morphological feaures of Chomsky
(1993 (see section 1.1), the finite verb in (39a) is inserted into the derivation
under VE fully inflected. Its morphological features ae checked by post-syell-
out headto-headmovementto the higheg inflecional head AgrSE. This is not
possibe in (39b). If notis amalyzed asthe gecfier of a gntactcally inert head
or asan adunct, there isno immediate way of accaunting for the fact that the
verb camot be tensed and co-occur with sntenial negation. If, on te other
hand, not is analyzed as an affective operator necessaily) given the Neg
Criterion) co-occuring with an astacthead,the ungrammaticality of (39b) can
be accounted for by arguing that, in SE, the abstract Neg head has the property
of blocking postspel-out movemen of the verb to chek its inflecional
features. As alast resort option, ‘dummy do’ is used.

In concluson, then, irrespetive o the tpological naure of the overt
negatve marker(s), | post that negative clausesare indeal characerized by the
presence of a (negaive) headand a (hegatve) operabr, both of which are
syntactcaly adive. In short, | acceptthe configuration requrementin the Neg
Criterion.

The ageement

3.32

Turning now to (37b), the spechead configurationrequredby the Neg Criterion
has gererally been intepreted as entailing “agreemen”.*® Following Chomgky
(1986b: 24), it is often asamed that spec-head agreenent amounts to the
matching of relevant feaures Where both specfierandhea bea mathing fea-
tures by virtue o their lexica properties, spec-head ageement can be senas a
“static” checking mechanism. Where the relevant features are not shaed by both
specifier and heal, spechea ageemen might be interpreed asa dynamic me-
chanism passng on the relevant feaure to the head or the spedfier as requred.
Thus, the spechead ageementthatguaraneesthatverbsagreewith subjects has
been assumed to amount to 6-feaure sharing, whereby the relevant feaures of
head and specifier are obliged to match. Within the context of negation in
Standard French, following the discussion in chapters 1 and 2, | assume that pas
bearsthe feaure [+NEG] inherently and that this feaure is transmittedto ne**

43. DeGrdf (1993b: 71) suggess that NC resuts from structural configurations involving agree-
ment beween a [+NeG] XP ard a[+NEG] head,where necessary, with LF movement of the former into
the specifer positon of the later.

44. Note, howeer, that Acquaviva (1993: 9! 10) bdievesthereisa“shaip difference’ between the
nature of pechead agreenert involvedin sharing 6-features ard the nature of spec-headageement
sharingopeatorfeatures.
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If the spec-lead relationship is seen as feaure idertity, then the type of
“abstract” Negatve Cycle dscused n sction 3.1.2,wherely the locus ofthe
abdract feaure [+NEG] fluctuatesbetwveen Nege and SpecNegP h the same way
as he overt marker of negaton, becomes unaceptable. Under this strong
interpretation, the Neg Criterion obliges both Nege and SpecNegP to bear the
samefeaure: [+NEG]. Irrespective of where the feature is located underlyingly, a
dynamic agreement mechanism will make sure head and specifier match in time
for the Neg Criterion to come abng and check thaall isin order by LF atthe
latest, tat is, & the level at which soopal relations ae relevant. Consequently,
no aoss-linguistic or diachronic variaton will be possible, and it will not be
possible to rdate NC to the Negaive Cycle.

The strong interpretation of spec-head agreement in temrms of feature identity
is, however,notthe mly oneavaiable, and | now cosider a weaker aflernatve
that is attracive on bath theay-internal and enmpirical ground. Consider the
possibility that spechead agreemert is in fact nothing more than spechead anti-
disagreement, guaranteeing feature compatibility rather than identity. Corsider
also the possihlity that the only dynamic agreement mechanism available is
Rizzi's (1996: 76) DA, discus®d in section 1.2.4, andschematized here br the
specific affective context of interrogation but which might be generalized to
other contexts.

(40) Dynamic Agreement (DA): (Rizzi 1996:76)
Op XY Op X
WH WH WH

An imporant feaure of DA is its unidiredionalty. DA passesfedauresfrom
specifi er to head but not vice versa. So, where a relevant feature is borne by both
XE and SpecX P, DA has no effect. Where it is borne by SpecXP but not XE, DA
paseson the feaure to XE (as in the discussion of nein chapter 1). In contrast,
where it is borne by XE but not by SpecXP, DA crucially doesnot pass t on to
SpecXP. Consider whatthis means ér negaton in a hnguage such aldalian.
Here, non in NegE is specified [+NEG] as a lexicd feaure, but DA does not
trander the feaure [FNEG] to the non-overt operaor in SpecNegP (whose
preence there is guaranted by(37a)), whichis, conequenly, what Haegenan
(1995) terms an “expleive” operaor. Under the strong interpretation of spec-
head agreenent the Neg Criterion would not be satisfied, since tere & no
feaure idenity bewween Negt and SpecMgP. In contrad, with the wealer
verdson of spechead agreamert, based on nonincompdibility, the Neg Criterion
would be satisfied.Undersuch aview, the expletive opemtor in SpeNegdP is not
incompmatible with NegkE and the Neg Criterion is not violated.

By way of illustration, in a structure such as (41), if XE bears the set of
affective features, a, while the operator in SpecX¥ beas the affecive feaures,
a, where a is a proper subset of &, the ArFeCT Criterion will be atisfied, since
SpecXP is not incompatible with XE even hough there is notfull agreenent In
contrast, if & were a proper subse of &4, DA would transnit the “extra” feaures
from SpeXP to XE
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(41) XP
3
Spec XN
! f
Opla] XE

Note that this view of spec-head agreement is not at adds with Haegeman's
(1995: 107) characerizaton of negatve clausesasclausesin which the feaure
[+NEG] is borne by a @nctonal head n the exended domain of V. For,
irrespetive o where he featue [+NEG] originates under the model proposed
here, [+NEG] will always ultimately appear on a functonal head Indeed, if
Haegenanis right in her characterization of negative clauses the conception of
DA in (40) could be argued to follow from economy considerations. If all tha is
neecd to mark £ntental negaion is the preence d the feaure [+NEG] on a
functional head, then transfemring the feaure to an opeator in specifier postion
serves no pupose and should amguably not be alowed. Certinly, as an
interpretible feaure, the pesence ¢ [+NEG] on a functional head at LF should
not in itself be problematic. Consequently, the presence of a sttable operator in
SpecNegP cannot be motivated for Checking reasons.

In contrast, transferring the feaure from the operaor to the head serves a
clea purpos, since, in the abence of such a feaure spedfication on the head,
senental negaton will not be marked Note ako the notivation for pasraising
to SpecNegP dven in chapters 1 and 2. Thus, there seem to be theory-internal
rea®ns for adopting the concets of specheal agreement ard DA proposed
here.

On theempirical front, the “weak” conception of the spec-head relationship is
strong enough to account for the ungrammaitcality of the following strings from
Italian discussed by Belletti (1990: 41 (29c, d)), arguably atributable o gec-
head agreement:

(42) a. ' Marianonpatdavapur/bendi lui. (Italian)
M. nonspoke indeed of him

b. ' Maranonha pur/benparlato di lui.
M. non has indeed spoken of him

Belletti (1990: 39), following Lonzi (1991), describes alverbs suchaspur/ben
‘inded’ as having “the semantic function of reinforcing the assertive value of
the senence”. She cocludes hat they are he positive caunterpat of negatve
(sentential) adverbs and that, accordingly, they fill the specifier of a polarity
phrase, SpecPIP or Spe®P (see sedion 1.2.1). This analysis is supported by
the fact that the distribution of pur and benis identical to the negative adwerbs
pit ‘no momr’ and mai ‘never’, which are assumedby Belletti (1990)to occupy
SpeNedP atS-structure (but seeZanuttini 19973: in (42b), the podtive adwerbs
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intervene between the awxiliary and the past paticiple, just like negative adverbs
do. As positive enphatic adverbs,theseelements ae likely to bear the feaure
[+Pog], or at least [! NEG], andlead to ungmammaticality when heyappear n the
specifier position of a PolP whose head d marked [+NEG], asin (42), since
[+NEG] is incompatible with [! NEG]/[+POS]. Note, howewr, that a spec-hed
relationship based on compatibility is stong enough to rule aut these structurs;
it is not necesary to posit agreement in terms of feaure idenity betwveenhead
and specifier.

Recent work by Lyons (1994b) suggeds further that the “weak” version of
spec-head agreesnt is in fact empiricaly better maivated than he “strong”
one. Lyons discussesdata from Spansh in which subjects appearto disagree
with the verb. In (43), for examplk, the subjec is third person plural while the
verb is first person plural.

(43) a. Losesudiants rabgamos mucho. (Spanish)
the students work-1PL much
‘W e students work alot.’

b. Algunosestudiantestrabgamosmucho.
some  students work-1pL much
‘Some stucents (including me) work alot.’

The data in (43) are problematic if the spec-head relationship is formulated in
terms of feaure identty. If, rather,it is formulated in terms of compatibility, the
problem does notarise.Assuming thatthird person is not a realperson atall but
is, rather, a default person, the daa in (43) are straightforward.*® In eah
senence,the feaure gecificaion of the maphologically strong AgrSE is [1pPL]
(Spanish is a null-subject language). The subject in SpecAgrSP kears only num-
ber features, tha is, [PL]. Given that [PL] is a subsetof [1PL], SpecAgrSP s com-
patible with AgrSE. Of course, an anajsisin terms of strict agreementor feaure
sharing would wrongly predict the ungrammaticality of the strings in (43). |
conclude, therdore, thatthere areheaetical andempirical rea®nsfor doubting
that the spec-head rafionshp need to be cauchedin terms of strict feaure
idenity.*® Mostsignificart for my pumposes, a wealer interpretion of the spec-

45. Thisaralysisisalsoin linewith prgposals madeby Hulk and vanKemenade (1995 231), who
suggest thatthird peson andsingularnumber are both default 6-features. It dso tiesin well with Ben-
veniste's (1966 229 36) claimthatfirst and second persatiffer in importart respects fran third per-
son with resped to morphological marking. Note that, in anumber of languages if not universlly, ne-
gaive quantifi erslikeno-one which aresemanticaly ndtherthird peson na singubr,areneverthdess
syntadicadly third persorsingular.Thisalso siggestshatthird person siguar agreenentmorplology
is adefadt setting. The agrementpaternsin Spanish illustratedin (43) are alsodiscussed i Torrggo
(1996 114 16).

46. Oneof theanonynous reviewersof this book felt thattheweakerversion of thespe-head réa-
tionship proposedin thetexteffedively tookthe movenert-inducing teet out of, for example, the Neg
Criterion | fed that this corcern B migplaced. Movementof a ptrasd elementinto the rdevart SpecXP
is determined bytheinterplay of two fadors, namely thefeature marking on XEard the avaiability of
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head relationship in terms of compatibility rather than feaure identity makes it
possibe to account for the link between the Negative Cycle and NC, and it is to
thisthatl turn in the nextsection.

34  Jespasan’s Generalization: anaysis

An amalysis of Jegersen's Gereralization will deperd on an analysis of how
NPIs are licensed in negative contexts. Two proposls are evaluated in sedion
3.4.1, ard a modified version of the latteris adpted. An analysis of Jespersen’s
Gereralization itself is givenin sedion 3.4.2.

NPI licensing in negative contexts

341

In this secton, | consider NPI licensng in negaive contexts with a view to
laying the foundations for an account of Jespersen’s Generalization. First, in
secton 3.4.11, | consider the aproac adgted by Zanutini (1991), which ex-
ploits Chomsky’s (1986b) idea of L-marking. | show that this goproach, while
theomrtically intereding, is empricaly inadequat. In scion 34.1.2, | consder
the nore pranising approac adpted by Progovac (194) base on ANbinding.
In sedion 3.4.1.3, | suggst nodifications to Progovac’'s ANbinding approach
that, while exploiting her basc insight, have a number of emprical and
theomrtical advantages over her own execution of the idea:in the first ingance,
the revised analysis is tuer to the nature of A-binding; second, it makes it
posshle © accaint for Jegpersen’s Generaizaton. The nodificatons are
exploredin section 3.4.2.
Zaruttini (1991): L-marking

3.411

Jesmren’s Generaization is taken upby Zanuttini (1991: chager 5) wihin the
framework of her gructural accaint of NC and NPI licenshg in negaive
contexts. Zanuttini claims (1991: 151! 52) that the co-occurence of the pre-
verbal negatve marker (which she andyzesasthe had of NegP4, generated
above TP*) with pog-verbd negative quartifiers (n-words) is linked b the ned
for the latter o raise,atLF, to SpecNegP1 to saisfy the Neg (riterion, crossng
TP asthey go, which, when ndicative, is a karrier o LF movement (Zanutini

a slitablenull operator. Withrespecttothefirst factor, theatsenceor “weakness’ of thefeature specifi-
caion on XEmeansthat DA needsto trander the feature from thespecifier. Thisis possibleonly if the
specifier is pat of a dhain/cHAIN containing aphrasal elemen beaing therequiredfeature. If that ele-
mentis lower than SpecR, acHAIN can beformed, providhg thata sutable expletive eement § avai-
ablein SpeXP. If no suchexpletive elementis avaibble(asis thecaseof negatian in French) seechap-
ters 1 and 2, overt movement will beforced, forming a chain. The Neg Criterion therefore retains its
movement-inducing power, evenif spec-head agreerrert is reformulated as spec-head compatibility.

47. The rader isrefered b Zaruttini’s own work for discussionof the dstinction between NegP-1
and NegP-2In secion 2.1.1.3, | ultimately rejectNegP-2.In Zanutini (1997a), four NegPs argro-
posed.
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1991 section 5.3). In this scenario, the function of an obligatorily overt pre-
verbd negaive marker s to L-mark) and hence to void the barierhood of) the
category it selects, TP, making LF movement of the negative quantifiers aross
TP into SpedNegP-1 licit, as illustrated in (44), adaptd from Zanuttini (1991:
162). Negatve quanifiersin preverbd position, such as negate subects and
topicalized negatve constituens, do not co-occur with non because they do rot
need to cross TP and raise into SpecNegP at LF. In Zanuttini’s analysis, post
verbd markers of negaiton such as Frencipas are associated with the specfier
postion of what she terms NegP-2, generated below TP, asin (45) (adaped
from Zanuttini 1991: 163), and do not therefore have the ability to L-mark TP,
and NC isunavalable.

(44) NegP-1
w 0
Spec NegN1l
: q i
I Negel a- - >TP
! ! ! 3
! non ! TE VP
! Z---_1m 6
! L-marking .. n-word . .
LF-raising
(45) TP
3
TE NegP-2
3
Spec NegN2
! 3

pas NegE-2 VP

Thus,Zanuttni seens to have accanted for Jepersen’s Generaizaton.

This analysis is problemaic for anumbe of reasons. (See also Robbes 1992:
229 for objections to Zanuttini’s analysis.) First, if, generally speaking, UG
makes Zanuttini’s NegP-2 available below TP, why can this projecion not be
generagd in, say, Italian? If NegPR2 were avdiable in ltalian, postverbd n-
words could rase nto SpecNegPR-2 to satisfy the Neg Qriterion without having
to cross TP. Pre-verbal non would then not be needed to L-mark TP in order to
void its LF barierhood The ungrammaticality of postverbal n-wordsin Italian
in the absence of pre-verbal non suggeds that there is no Sp&NegP-2 postion
available, casting doubt on Zanuttini's approach to NC, egecially her NegP-2
hypothesk, andher appoac to (45).%

48. Se alsosection 2.1.1.3 foadditicnal reaonsfor rgiecting Zanuttini’'s NegP-2 hypothesis.
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Second, if the presence of nonin NegEisto L-mark TP to alow LF raising of
n-words, why is non needed in the presence of mai ‘never and piu ‘no more’,
which, unlike argumertal n-words, occupy SpeNegP-1 at S-structure? Given
that any raising that takes place is in overt syntax, the LF-barrierhood of TP
shoul beirrelevant Recall from the discussion d the exanples n (42) thatthe
classof Italian enphatc positive adrerbs ncluding bern/pur ‘indeed hasthe
same distribution in positive clauses asmai and piu in negative clause.
Exploiting the parallel, Belletti (1990, 1992, 1994a, b) argueghatthese psitive
adverbs have a matching distribution because they occupy SpedP/SpecPalP,
presimabl to satisfy the AFFECT criterion.*® If these elements can occupy this
position without TP being L-marked, why is non required in the carespmding
negative contexts?

Third, why, in SC(see (23 and(24)) anda nunber of Romance vareties ike
Romanian and Ladin (see the examples in (ii)! (iii) in footnote 18) butnotltalian
(but note the sylistic anddialectal variation referred b in footnote 18), isit the
case that the need for the verb to gppea with an overt negatve marker is not
sersitive to whether or not the verb is precedel by a negative quartifier? Why
shoull this be the casefi asZanuttini argues,the overt naure of the negatwe
marker Bto L-mark TP? If Zanuttini's analsis is along the right lines,SC, and
so onwould beexpededto patem with Italian, contrary to fact. The obverse of
this objection to Zanuttni’s analysis can be made with repectto WestFlemis.
West Hemish has an (optional) pre-verbal negative marker, en, but obligatory
raising of negative quantifiers (with sentential scope) at S-Structure. Why should
morphologically negative quantifiers in West Flemish not be able to remain in
situ & S-structure, sde in the knowledge that en will L-mark TP ard dlow LF-
raising to SpecNegP, thus guaranteeing a concordant reading? Zanuttini's
andysis fails to ansver these quetions (Negaion in Wed Flemish is discussed
in some detail in section 3.5.1.)

Finally, in a number of languages, for example Italian, aninteresting scenario
is provided by strings in which one negative quantifier appears pre-verbally
while another appeas postverbally, asin (1b). In such a onfiguration, pre-
verbal non does notappear.Under the asumpgion that the post-verbd negaive
quanifier hasto raise at LF to SpecNegP to saisfy the Neg Criterion, one
wonderswhy the presence d nonis not necessay. It seems implausible to claim
that the pre-verbd negaitve quanifier samnehov managesd L-mark TP in the
abence ofanovert Nege marker.

On the bads of these comnsiderations, | rejec Zanuttini’s L-marking account of
NC. An alternative analysis of the NPI licensing involved in NC has been
proposed ly Progovac (194). This approach s evaluatdin the nextsection.

49. Recdl tha the Neg Criterion and wh-criterion are congruction-specific instantiations of the
AFFECT criterion in (3. Raking of Italian ber/purinto the eqiivalent of Sped\NegPcould be mdivated
by the AFrFeCT criterion if emphatic éements ae deemed to ber afective features.
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Progovac (1994): ANbinding

3412

On the basgs of distributional parallels between anaphors and pronominals, on
the one hand and poarity itemshegative quantfiers, on the other, Progovac
(1994) suggess that (AN)Binding Theory (herceforth, BT) should be caled
upon to accaint for NPI licensng. It is within this generalframework that she
andyzestheni-NPIs of SCas ANanaphors that, just like A-anaphors, need to be
bound within a given domain (Principle A of BT). (See section 3.2.1.1.) In BT
terms,theni-NPIsneed alocd antecedent in the sameway that (A-)anaptors do.
In (46), for example, Principle A is satisfied by virtue of the fact that the ni-NPI
ni(t)ko-ga ‘no-one’ is ANbound by the c-commanding [yee N€l, a functional
(AN)head. The element ne functions as the ANantcealent of the ni-NPI. This
binding rektionshp isrepresergd by coindexafon.

(46) Mario’ (ne) vidi ni(t)ko-ga,. (SC)
M. ne seesno-oneAcc
‘M. can’t see anyone.’

This amalysis is compatible with the standad asumpton (eg., in Haegeman
1995: 70! 71 and referenaes therein) that polarity items are licersed by a ¢
commanding negative or interrogative element. However, as Haegeman (1995:
294fn3) paints out, this standard assumpon says nothing in XNtheormrtic terms
aboutthe nature of the c-commanding licerser of a pohrity item: should it be a
heal or an XP? Haegman herself (1995. 71) exloits both posibilities
(arguably unnecessarily®®). Progovacclealy takes theformeroption with regect
to the ANbinding of ni-NPIs in SC,which, she argues, are bound by NegE, that
is, ne. Here, Progovacessentally follows theline of Aoun (1986: 136), who was
writing prior to the NegP hypothesk and he proposal of the Neg Criterion and
who suggesds for negaion in Italianthat postverbal negaive quantfiers are AN
bound by pre-verbal non, their antecedntin his terms. Nevertheless this move
by Progovac is surprising, given her more general objective, namey to subsume
NPI licersing undera version of BT generalised b the ANsystem. While Progo-

50. Forexanple, in (i) (Haeggeman’s1995 70 (la)) Hageman assmes that theénterrogativefea-
tureon the inerted auxilary, i.e, XE, licenses (by binding?) the NPI.
(i) Didyousee ayone?
However giventhat thewh-criterion obligesanopeata to co-occurwith awh-head,Haggeman might
alternaively haveassumed thatit istheoperator that isrespongblefor licengng the NPI. NPI-licenang
by heads would then ndonger benesded at d| and thetheory would be nore constrainel. (See also
Haegenan 1995: 294fn3.) The AFFECT criterion, thatis, therequirementthat affective headsco-occur
with an dfective operator, could dso beused to awid theneed for Laka(1990 ard Progovac(1991)
to claimthat, in (ii), theNPI is licensed by theaffective feature on theembedded CE (See Haggeman
1995 90 (56¢).)
(i) He denies/doubts that anything hgppened.
Ingead one coid argte tha the NPlis licensed by the nul operator requed t occipy SpecCPri or-
der o sdisfy the AFFECT criterion.
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vac's claim that the distribution of ni-NPIs and i-NPIs in SC patternssurprising-
ly closely with anaphors and pronaminals seens convincing enough, it is odd
that Progovacchoo®s to haw ni-NPIs (phrasd constituents) obligatorily AN
bound by the head ne. This is na the way A-binding is generally assumed to
functon. On the catrary, A-binding) in its most familiar form) involves one XP
binding another XP, for exampk, an overt antecedent binding an overt A-
anaphor, as in (#a), a an overt NP binding its nan-Casemarked trace (dso as-
sumedto be an A-anaghor) following NP-movement, asin (47b).

(47) a. Susan, loves herself;.
b. Jom; waskilledt;.
Progovac's claim that ni-NPls are ANbound by NegE is evenmore urprising
in view of her Reativized Principle A of BT, given in (498):

(48) Relativized Frinciple A
A reflexive Rmustbeboundin the danain D containing RandanX-bar
compatible SUBECT.
If Risan XE (morphologicaly simple) reflexive, then its suBEcTs are XE
categories only, i.e., Agr (as theonly sdient (c-commanding) head with
pronominal feaure9.
If Ris an X™ (morphologicaly complex) reflexive, its sSUBECTS are X™*
specifiers with pronominal features, thus SpeclP and SpecNP.
(Progovac 1994: 12 (60); my emphasis)

Within the terms of (48), it is only another XP that should beable to ANbind the
XP ni-NPIs of SC. So what could tha XP be? Although negative, NegP itsdf
will not court asa aitable ANbinder, given that it acdually contains he NPIs:
co-indexdaion would violate the i-within-i filter. However given the Neg
Criterion, a potential ANantecedent would be the gerabr in SpecNegP. In the
following section, | propose that Progovac’'s Relativized Principle A of BT
should be respected and that one should assume that ANanaphors that are
maximal projections can be bound only by antecedents that are also maximal
projections, for example, an operator in SpecNegP.
Modified \ersionof NP1 licensingin

3.413
negdive cantextsby ANbinding

In this section, | proposean acount of NPI licersing in negative contexts that
exploits the basc insight behnd Progovacs (1994) amalysis, reviewed in the
previous sectbn. First, it exploits theoretcal apparaus alread/ avaiable and
well motivated, namely Generaized (AN)BT. However, as is shown later, the
ANbinding account put forward hewe is arguably more faithful to the principles
of A-binding than Progovac’s original analysis. Second, and more important, it
opens the dmr to an account of Jespersen’s Gereralization. Third, it goes some
way toward bringing naural language negaion (back)into the sphere ofthe ne-
gaton of (Boolean) bgic. There is a tradition of obsewing thatnaural language
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negaton (atleastin NC languages) carm be subsumedunde logical negaion;
however, no convincing alternative has been proposed, suggesting that the realm
of logic was where natural language negation belonged all along. Finally, it
allows me to claim, contra Acquaviva (1995) and Dépre (forthcoming), that
inherenty negaive NPIs, that is, negaive quanifiers are dentical in the
relevant syntactic regects caoss-linguisticaly) despie their diverging
distributions which can be atributed b a dfferenee dsewhere in the grammar
of the respective languages, nanely their position in the Negative Cycle. This is
a welcome result, since it serves to reduce the range of variation atestedcross-
linguisticaly, a consequencethat has clea benefits for the explanaton of
language aagjsition.

In order to make the ANbinding of NPIs parmllel to the A-binding of ama-
phors | suggeg that Progovacs Relativized Principle A of BT in (48) be -
spected. Consequently, if ni-NPIs in SC are indeed XP ANanghors (as Pro-
govacarguesandas| assaime), thentheywill needto be locally ANbound by an
XP artecalentratherthanby a head atecedent So whatXP could the ANbinder
be?As suggegedin the prvious sedion, the answer to this question comesfrom
the Neg Criterion. Under the assumption that the SC regative sertence n (46)
contains a NegP with a head bearing the feaure [+NEG] and realized
phoneticaly as ne, the Neg Criterion obligesone b posit the preence of an
affectve operabr, Op, in SpecNegP. | claim that it is this operabr that AN
binds) and hus licerses the ni-NPI in (46). In other words, the ni-NPI is AN
bound by the opemtor, Op, in SpeNedP, its antecedant, as in (46N:

(46’\) [Agr93 Mario [AgrS\lneVidi [ NegPOpi [Neg\l- . [VP e nl(t)ko-ga1 ]]]]]

Following Progovac (1994), | assume that the fact that ni-NPIs are not li-
censed by superordinate negation or in nonnegative polarity contexts is die to
the fact that, in such contexts, ni-NPIs are not ANbound in the domain, D, refer-
red to in (48). Progovac takes thisdomain to be NegP with possibe extension to
IP (=AgrSP) as a mnsquere of headto-heal movement of Negk to IE
(=AgrSE). Crucially, the domain never extends as far asCP. Given that SpecCP
is arguaby the position occupied by the mlarity operabr, Op, in the non-
negative polarity context in (49a) or in the clause embedded under matrix
neation in (49b), this asumption is necessary to accoum for the ungrammatical
status d the examples.

(49) a. ' Sumnja-m [ Op [yda Milan voli  ni(t)ko-ga ]]
doubt-1sG thatM. lovesno-oneAcc
‘I doubt M. loves angne’ (Progovac 1994: 64 (17))

b. ' Milannetvrdi [, Op [(yda Marija poznag ni(t)ko-gal]
Mi. neclaims thatMa. knows no-oneAcc
‘M. isn't claiming that Ma. knows anyone.’
(Progovac 1994: 41 (111))
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If the ni-NPIs are ANbound atall in (49), they are ANbound by Op in SpeCP.
However,this binder is not close enougha satisfy (48).

Thestrings in (49) are ggammatical if the ni-NPIs are eplacedwith i-NPIs. |
follow Progovac in attributing this to the fact that, as “pronominals”, i-NPIs
obey BT Principle B and mugst therefore be ANfree in the domain D.
Nevertheless, i-NPIs adso nea to obey a requrementthat they be ANbound
somewhere in the sentence outside the domain D. Unlike Progovac, though, |
assaime thatani-NPI, as amorphologically complex element, is dso bound by a
maximal projecton, such & Op in SpecCPRn (49), ratherthanby a head sichas
CE

3.42 Jesperseris Generdization

By adoping a “weak’ intempretaton of spechead agreemernt in temms of
compatibility and an ANbinding aproach b NPI licenshg in which XP NPIs
can bebound only by XP anecedents andnot by heals, | am now in a postion
to account for Jespersen’s Generdization.

Assume that the negative quarntifiers referred to in the context of NC, for
example, ni-NPIs, no-NPIs, ard nwords are inherenty negatve, thatis, they
bear he feaure [+NEG]. As polarity items (ANamaplors), these will need to be
licersed) by ANbinding, by hypathesis. Assune further that, in theselanguages,
the feaure [NEG] is borne by the lexica item urder NegkE as a lexical
chaactristic.

Why NC languagesare NC languages. . .

3.421

In underlying representations, t was suggsted ealier that,in NC languages,
[+NEG] is to be sea as a feaure of Negk but not SpecNegP. Given such an
underlying canfiguraion, the Neg Qriterion in (34) obliges one d posit the
presernce of a non-overt opeaator in SpedNegP. Given the unidiredionality of
DA, it is imposdble for the [tNEG] feaure to be mssa& from NegE to
SpecNegP. Accordingly, | assume that the operator in SpecNegP is Haegeman's
(1995: 192 93) “expletive” polarity opemtor (Op,,). Further, the weak spec-
headrelationship based o compatibility rather han o feaure idenity means
that the Neg Qriterion is satsfied. | further asume bat the geraor is the
elementregonsible for ANbinding and licensing the inherently negative polarity
items: Ope,, in SpecNegP (unselecively) ANbinds the [+NEG] polarity item in
situ, aeating a representational cHAIN.!

This can be lludgtrated usng the Italian exampe in (50). Therelevant feaures
of therepresentation of (50) are gvenin thetreein (51). NegE bearsthe feaure
[+NEG] as aconsequence of the lexical properties of non. In accordance wih the

51. SeeAcquaviva (1993), who dso eploits unsekctive binding in the licensng of negatie
quartifiers bu in aslightly different way Seealso ladusaw (199).
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Neg Citerion, SpecNegP nust be flled by an operabr, Op. Weak speched
agreementchecks that SpecNegP and Nege are compdible, but DA doesnot
transmit the [+NEG] featire from NegE to SpecNegP. Op is therebre Op,,, The
inherently negatve NPl nesuno ‘no-one’ is an ANanaplor and needs to be
ANbound by forming a representational cHAIN with an antecedent in order b be
licensed The anecedntis Op,,, hence e candexing.

(50) Mario nonha visto nesuno. (Italian)
M. non hasseenno-one
‘M . hasn't seen anyone.’
(51) NegP
e i
Speg NegN
! r u
OPeyp NegE
! u
non XP,
[+NEG] !
nessuno
[+NEG]

Crucially, this does not produce a configuration in which the two instances of
[+NEG] interact syntacically. This is a welcome reallt, since it provides an
explanaton for why the wo occurrencesof [+NEG] in (51) do not interact with
each d¢her £mantically, either,thatis, do notcancel each othesut. One d the
[+NEG] elements is a syntactic head the oter is a maximal projection, and the
two are hdependent of each dher® Note that this analsis brings nawural lan-
guage negation closer to logica negation. The interpretation of (50) is not one of
DN since,in (51), no regative cansituenttakes sope over anyother negaive
constituent.

Note that if | had maintained he drong interpreation of speched
agreement, | would have had to assume that the polarity operator in SpecNegP in
(51), Op, was what Haegeman (1995: 192 93) terms a “contentive” operabr,
thatis, positively specified for the feaure [tNEG] (as aconseguence of being in
a spec-head adiguraion with a [+NEG] head). Conseguently, the inherently
negative NPI would bein the scopeof a negative opertor, and the explanation
for NC within logical negaton would have been lostFurther, if | had main-
tained the Aoun/Progovac analysis of ANbinding of NPIs by NegE, the cross-
linguistic explanation for the (un)availahility of NC would have been bst, too,
since he [+NEG] negatve quanifier would have keen und by the [+NEG]
negative marker in NegE. | take these results to provide substartial support for
theapproachadoped hee.

52. The noton of head ard maximal projectons rot interfeiing with eat other is,of course, not
new. Within the context of movement, the two are usualy regarded as sepaate ard indegpendent.
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Before considering non-NC languages, | turn to the possibility, in NC
languages,of multiple negaitve quanifiers co-occurring with a cacordant
reading, as in van der Wouden's (1994: 95) “negative spread”. Here | discuss
two posshle approachesto how it isthat in these Anguagesthe [+NEG] feaures
of multiple negaive quantfiersdo notcancd ead otheroutin structuressuch as
(24), repeaed hee for converience:

(52) Milannedaje ni(t)komenista. (SC)
M. negives noene nothing
‘M . isn't giving anything to anyone.’
Thereare two issuesto be resolved with repectto (52).First, giventhatthe two
ni-NPIs are XPs, how is it that one of them fils to take scope overand carcel
out the negatve feaure of the other? | assume that the answer to this quedion
needs to exploit the A/ANdistinction. Under the assunption that he mechanism
by which a negative constituent takes sc@e over another is ANbinding, then he
absence 6 suchscope relations in (52) canbe accaunted for, since oth negaive
quantifiers acupy A-positions.

The second isste to be addressel with respect to (52) concerns how multiple
negative quantifiers are licensed in the first place. The first possiblity is to
assaime that the stucture of (52) is esenially identcal to the ane in (51), the
only difference being that two ni-NPIs appear in thelower porton of the tree,
unseectively bound by a unique Op,,, in SpecNegP. Within this gproach, |
assime a single operabr canlicensea potentially unlimited number of ni-NPIs
within the same clause. This is the appoach adopted by Sufier (193) and
Acquaviva (193): a sngle operabr is assa@iated with all postverbd negaive
qguartifiers by unselecive binding. (See also Haegeman 1995: 202 for
discussion.) As an alternative, | could assime that each negative quantifier is
bound by its own Op,,, asin (53).

(53) Milan [ygeyne daje [yeg OPexsi OPex - - - Ni(Hkome nista 1]

An approach similar to this is adpted by Brody (1995) for the relationship
between null wh-operators and multiple overt wh-phrases in dtu. Haegman
applesthe sameapproach, abeit tertatively, to negative structures(1995:201
5), suggesing that it allows amore unified approac to the syntax of negaton:
given that,in languages with multiple overt movement of negative quantifiers,
such as West Hemish (see section 3.5.1), multiple distinct chains are formed, it
would be desirable for the same to be true of the representational cCHAINS
assaimed in languagessuch as SCThis is posdble only if the in dtu negaive
guantfiers are bound bydistinct expletive operators. However given that
absorption is ultimately assumed to take place in both cases, the creation of mul-
tiple representational cHAINS in the first place might be argued to be
unecaomical andtherebre ruled outby the gramnar.

. ..andwhy non-NClanguagesare not

3.422
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In non-NC languages ike SE in which the feaure [+NEG] is borne by he
opertor in SpeNedP, the situation is necessarly different. Here, the co-
occurence of the marker of pure ®ntertial negaton with a negaive quatifier
leads to logical DN, asin (54):

(54) 1I've not seen nothing. (DN)

Let us assume that no-NPIs in SEare b al intents and purposesidentical to the
ni-NPIs of SC. If this assimption isjustified, nothing in (54) will be an anaphor
and wil have to be ANbound within alocal doman, presumably by an opeator
in SpecNegP, aswas he casen SC This configuraion isillustatedin (55):

(55) NegP
e i
Spe¢ NegN
! r u
not NegE .
[+NEG] u
XP;
!
nothing
[+NEG]

The structure in (55) contrags with the scenario sketchedin the previous secion
andwith thestructurein (51) in thatit produces a wnfiguration in which thetwo
instances of[+NEG] interactwith each othersyntactcally. The [+NEG] opeaator
in SpecNegP (the anteceen? binds and herebre takes sope over the [NEG]
no-NPI (the anapor). The fact that such structures are mpossble (with the
relevant NC interprettion) is predicted by the anaysis proposed here and
supports the claim that natural langua@ negation is closer to logica negation
than s sometimes asumed As predicied by Boolean bgic, where one[+NEG]
element takes sope over another[+NEG] element (e.g., by ANbinding), as in
(54) and (55), the two instances of negation cancel each other out, producing
DN.

This result also allows me to conclude, contra Acquaviva (1995) and Dépre
(forthcoming), thatit was ight to asumethatthere ae no nontivial differenes
between negative quantifiers cross-linguistically) a desrable esut from the
point of view of acquisition, as suggested earlier. SC ni-NPIs, Englishno-NPIs,
and Romance n-words are all essentially identical. They are ANanaghors and
neeal to be ANbound within alocd doman. Their different distributions can be
attributed, for the most pat, to the fact thatthe languagesin which they appear
stand at differentpoints in the Negative Cycle, thatis, thatthese d&nguages vary
with repectto wheher SgcNegPis marked [+NEG].
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SE adops one of two possible strateges b avoid DN in the context of
indefinite quanifiers® The first is to use NPIs that are notinherenly negaive
andthatdo not,therebre, cancelout the negate force d the [+NEG] operator in
SpecNegPwhen ound by it, nanely theany-NPIs:

(56) I've na seen anyhing.

(57) NegP
e i
Spe¢ NegN
! t u
not NegE
[+NEG] u
XP;
!
anything

In (57), anything (ANbound by the operator in SpecNegP) is not inherently
negative. DN is thus avoided, since one negative element is not in the scope of
anaher®

So,what of multiple NPIslicen®d by a single instance of serntential negation
in non-NC languagesasin (58)?

(58) I've na seenanything anywhere.

In sedion 3.4.21, | discuissedmultiple negative quantifiers in NC languages.
There, two possibe analyses were envisaged. The first possihlity was for all

post-verbal negative quantfiers to be Icensed byunselecive ANbinding from a
single Opg,, in SpechegP. The second possibility was for each postverbal

negative quantifier to be assaciated with its own Ope,, in SpecNegP. Similarly,

there are two posside approaches to the licensing of multiple NPIs by a single

instance ¢ sentntal negaton asin (58). Either | can assme tha each and
evey NPI is licersed by asociation (via inselecive ANbinding) with asingle

contentive operator in SpecNegP, tha is, not, or | can asume hat each and
every NPl is licensed by associaton with its own Op,,. Note that, in the case of

SE, this second moel involvesoneany-NP| being bound by the overt operator

not, while al other any-NPIs would be bound by a non-overt Op., This

discrepancy is amguably a weakness d the second model. In the first model, all

theany-NPIs are licensed by not.

53. I asume that choosing the unmarked alternaive beween (56) ard (59)is a langiage-specific
isste. According b Ranat et al. (187: 173), Icelardic adpts a stategy arelogous to (59), while
Danish prefes (56.

54. Furthemore, | argue that the canfiguration in (57) is also the onefoundin Modern French
Here, the[+NEG] operaor is phonologically null and the personne rien, jamais, ard so on series of
quantifiersare NAs like the any-NPIs of English: theyneedto be ANbound to be liceised hut are not
thensdves inheently nggative. See section 3.5.2 and chapte4 and 5 fo ddailed analgis.
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The secondland nore marked strategy alopted by SEto avad DN in the
context of indefinite quanifiersisto avoid the negawe operabr,® asin (59):

(59) | have gen nahing.

Two possible analyses come to mind for (59). In the first and mog natural
instance,andin order for nothing to take sentential scope, nothing is asumed to
be baind by an expletive polarity operdor in SpecNegP. This is the approach
adoped by Haegeman (1995: 185 86, secion 14.2.2.3). This allows the Neg
Criterion o be stisfied by virtue of the relationship betveen Negt and the
CHAIN containing the na-overt expletive operabr and he negawe quanifier.
The negawve headis then, by DA, endowed with the feaure [+NEG] and he
senene is negtive. Second,andless natural, the negative quantfier has local
scope and an echoic realing. It does not then coumt as an opeator and is not
assaiatedwith aNegP. The sentere is then positive in dl relevaat senss.

Although such optionality is, in principle, undesirable, it is a possihility
supported by the following obsewation. The wo posdbilities make pedictions
with regectto possble tag questons.In (60), the ag questions have b have he
opposite pohirity to the“antecalent':

(60) a. You like squid, don't you? /' do you?
b. Youdon't like squid,’ don’t you?/ doyou?

Where he “antecednt’ has a sructure abng the lines of(59), both pdarities ae
(just about) posdble in the &g:

(61) a. You've done ndhing al day, have yu?
b. You've done ndhing al day, havent you?

How can his choice be accainted for? On the bask of the fgs,it looks like the
antecedent clausein (61) can be seen as either negative or positive. This could
be taken b be the cansequene of the two possible waysof licenshg nothing. If
nothing takes entenial scope by being baund by Op,,, in SpecNegP, the
antecedent clause will end up bdng negative and the posdtive tag will be
licensed (61a). If, alternatvely, the negaive quanifier haslocal scope, there
will be no binding and no NegP, the anécednt will be positive, and the
negatve tag wil belicensed (61b).

Before moving on b deal with two apparentcounterexanples b Jesperses
Generalization, | return briefly to the contrast with respect to NC discusse in
sectims 3.2.2.1 and 3.2.12 beween SE and closely related nonsandard
varieties aich as Cockney.

(62) a. | ain't done nothin’. (Codkney: NC)
b. | haven't done nothing. (SE: DN)

55. See(22), aswell assections1.2.1 and 13, for evidencesuggestingthat, in (59), theclaug ard,
presumaby, thaefore, theverb ae negative in abstact tems.
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In SE, NC is unavalable with n't; in Cockney, in contrast, it is available. As
suggested throughout, this contrag will not be dealt with by assuming some
abstract distinction between Cockney nothin’ and SE nothing. Raher, | assume
that the negative marker on the verbis significantly differentin the two varieties.
In Cockng, | asume hat negative auxiliaries like ain’'t are drawn from the
lexicon as such. Consequentl, the [+NEG] feature is borne underlyingly by a
head The na-overt operabr licenshg nothin’ in (62a) will therefore be Op,,
To al intents and purposes, Cockney behaves like Italian. In (62b), n't is deen-
ed to be no more than a phonologically cliticized version of not in SpecNegP.
Thus, in (&b), nothing is bound by a contentive negative operator, hence DN.

35  Counterexamples to Jespersen’s Generalization?
3.51 West Flemish

At first sight, the data presnted here sugged that Jespersen's Genearlization

falls down in the case of West Hemish (henceforth, WF). In section 3.5.1.1, |

preentthe dat; in section 35.1.2, | sugged an amalysis, following Haegeman

(1995), thatsomewhat we&ens the status of WF asa muntrexample >
Thedata

3511

In some regecs, senkential negation in WF and Fend are dmilar: like French
ne, the optional pre-verbal en is insufficient to mark sentential negation on its
own, asin (63), and mustco-occur with a regative phrasl constituent either he
negative adwerb nie ‘not’, equivalentto Frenchpas asin (64), or some other
negatve eement asin (65):%

(63) ' da Valére dienen bek en-eet (Zanutini 1991: 170 (278))
thatV. that book en-has

(64) da Valére dienen bek nie (en)eet (Zanutini 1991: 171 (279a))
that V. that book not en- has
‘.. .that V. doesrit have that book’

(65) a. da Valereier niemand(en)kent (Haegenan 1995: 116 (5b))
thatV. here m-one en- knows
‘. ..thatV. doesnt know anyneher’

b. da Valere dienen bek nieverst (en)vindt (Zanuttini 1991:
thatV. that book nowtere en- finds 171 (280b))
‘.. .thatV. doesnt find thatbook anwhere’

56. Fordetailed disaussonand analysis ofnegatonin WF, see Hagenan (1992b, 1995: chapter
3) and H&Z (1996).
57. Thedata fom WF aregiven in the cont&t of embeddel clause to compasatefor V2 dfects.
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c. da Valéregeen geld (en)eet (Zanutini 1991: 171 (28l1a))
that V. no money en has
‘.. .tha V. has no money’

On the kask of thesedata, and given the dscusion of French nh chagers1 and
2, | want to conclude that, in WF, like SE @nd, indeed, Standard Dutch and
Modern German), the alstractfeaure [+NEG] is borne by $ecNegP undelying-
ly, and | exped WF to patem with the languagediscussed in sedion 3.2.2.
Thatisto say, | do notexpectWF to be anonNC language.

However, in contrag to Standard Modern Dutch and German, negaive
quanifiers can ceoccur in WF, without cancelhg each ther out asin (66),
takenfrom Haegeman (1995:132 33 (39)):

(66) a. da Valére[an niemand [niets] gezeid (en)oat
that V. to no-one  nothing said  en- had
‘.. .thatV. hadn’t said anything to anyne’

b. da Valére[nooit] [an geenmeng [niets] gezeid (en)oat
thatV. never to no peron nothing said  en- had
‘...thatV. had newer said anything to anyne’

c. da Valére[nooit] [van nemand] ketent  (en)was
thatV. never of no-one contenteden was
‘.. .thatV. wasnever pleagd with anyone’

The XPs co-occurring with each oherand,optionally, with enin (66) are clearly
inherenty negatve: theyare nherenty negaive quanifiers rather hanany-type
NPIs.

Furthermmore, the negative adverb nie can co-occurwith negdive quantfiers,
again without the negation beng cancded, asin (67), taken from Haegman
(1995: 133 (40)):

(67) a. da Valére[an niemand [niets] [nie] gezeid (en-)oat

that V. to no-one  nothing not said  en- had
(= (66a))

b. da Valére[nooit] [an geenmeng [niets] [nie] gezeid (en-)oat
that V. never to no person nothing not said  en- had
(= (66D))

c. da Valere[nooit] [van nemand] [nie] ketent (en)was
thatV. never of no-one not contenteden was
(= (66¢))

So, WF appearsto be a caunterexanple t© Jespersels’ Generaizaton. The
crucial negaive markernie occupies SgcNegPand althoughenexists in WF as
a pre-verbal negatve marker associated with NegE, its stdus seems comparable
to that of ne in French (see sedion 3.1 as well as chapter 1, footnote 3) or
Breton (e (8)).In WF, the feaure [+NEG] seemsto be asociated with Spec-
NegP.Nevetheless, thedata in (66), and epecilly (67), suggeg that WF is an
NC language, contra (2).
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Theanalyss: NC andscranbling

3.512

The data from WF in seciton 3.5.1.1 suggetd this languagemight be a caunter-

example to Jespersen’s Generalization.®® On the basis o (63) and (64), |

concluded that in WF, the feaure [+NEG] is borne by SpecNegP. Accordingly,

WF is predicted © be a on-NC language. The dat in (66) and (67) show that
this is not in factthe ca®. In (66) and (67), negatve quantfiers, for example,

niemand ‘no-one’, niets ‘nothing’, nooit ‘never, and nieverst ‘nowhere’, co-

occur with an NC reading,not only with each other butalso with the negate

adwerb nie ‘not’. Is it posside to square these data from WF with Jespersen’s

Gereralizaton? In this sedion, | show that there are a numberof redrictions on

NC in WF thatsuggesthatJesperses’'Generaizaton (or, rather,the undrlying

principled account of the supefficial descriptive gereralization) can in fad be
salaged In particular, the reg¢rictionson NC suggestthatthe anaysis of Jesper-
sen’s Generalization in terms of ANbinding from SpeNedP propo®din sedion

3.4.2is almg theright lines.

For the concordan realings in (66) and (67) to be available, the negative
quantfiers mug scrambe leftward outof ther bas postion. Following Haege-
man (995), | amalyze this leftward scrambing asraising to (or above) Spec-
NegP ard conclude that, for reasons independert of the Neg Criterion, for
example, WF is abe to exploit this mechansm in order o avoid DN. This overt
operaion on negéive camsituent produces ‘hegatve alsorption” (along the
lines of wh-absorption) and kads to the olsewed concordant readings The neg-
ative constituents sssaciated with SpecNegP at S-structure are thus treated, to all
intents and puposes as a single negative constituent®® Consquertly, while, on
the suface of it, WF is indeed an exception to the generalization, the analysis
presentedin sedion 3.4.2 holdsfor this language, too.

In Haggeman's account of negative absorption (1995:117 20), she asumes
that the WF negative adverb nie ‘not’ hasa fixed (S-structure) position, namely
SpecNegP (g¢neated b theleft of NegN. It seems to me that this is a easonable
asumption o make one hatis supparted both by Pollock’s (1989) and my own
chaper 2 analyses of (the cerivation of) Frenchpas Irregpective of whether he
tradional SOV West Germanic languages ich as WF are analyed as being
heal-final or heal-initial,®® the position of phrasal congituerts within an
embadeddoman with repead to nie will provide a diagnostic for whether their

58. | amgrateful to Liliane Haegeman for hdpful discussion of thearalysis put forward in this
sedion. However,she canot be held respnsible for the siggesions | meke tere.

59. This muld be seen as a consequence of the Neg Criterion and the bi-uniqueness Haegeman
assumes (1995 97) between headsandspecifiers. In discussion, Liliane Haggeman has suggested to
methat ‘negativeabsaption” shout notrequiretheconcadantnegativeXPsto occupySpeNegPas
swch. Raher, thephenomenorshould bepossble from “extended” spediier postions,in the seise o
Grimshaw (199B). Seealso Kayne (199).

60. See heversonof the Universal Base H/pothess proposed by Kayne (1994) and implemerted
for Stardard Dutch by Zwart (1993).
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structural position is above or below NegP. Material preceling nie is either in
SpecNegP as well or alove a ninimal NegP, material following nie but
precedng the finite verb n AgrSE is contained wihin NegN

Like Standard Dutch andGerman, WF is a <ranmbling language Scrambling
is optional or compulsory, dependng on varous factors thatl do not needto go
into here. The dscusion here $ limited to what is relevant for NC. The
acceptability of both examples in (68) shows that scrambling of the PP
complement of an adective is optional. The PP can remain in situ in post-
adjectival postion, asin (68a) or, altematively, may scrambe out of the AP, as
in (68) (data from Haegenan 1995: 130 (33)):

(68) a. da Valéere[,pketent [(pme zenenkado]] was
thatV. contentd with his  preentwas
‘.. .tha V. was sdisfied with his present’

b. da Valére [, me zenen kado ] [,p ketent t] was
thatV. with his preent conented was
(= (68a))

In contrastto the optional nature of scranbling in (68), where the PP contains a
negative quantifier, scrambling is compulsory for the negative to take sentential
scope. Faiure o scramble mears that the negative quantfier has narrow/local
scope andthe pe-verbd negatve markeren is not licensed; hence the ungram-
maticality of (69a) with the re-verbd negaive marker?!

(69) a. da Valere [,p ketent [(pme niets]] (' en)}was
thatV. contented with nohing en- was
‘. ..thatV. was sasfied with nothing’

b. da Valére [, me niets] [, ketent t] (enywas
that V. with nothing contented en- was
‘.. .thatV. wasnt satisfied with anything’

Haegeman (1995:135) eylains the contrag between (69a)and (69b) in terms of
the Neg Criterion. In order to be licensed, enrequresa spechead configuration
with a negative operator (like French negaive ne; see chaper 1), such as he
negative PP.Rasing of the PP b SpecNegP orabove, for example, as | assume
hashappeaedin (69b), produces the necessary configuraion, and enis licensed.
The position of the FP in (6%) is therebre asumedto be (no lower than)
SpecNegP.

61. If the pre-erbal negave marlerenis omitted, (699 is nat, in fad, ungammaticd assuch
Rahe, the nggative condituent fails to achieve senential scope asa @nseguence of na having
scranmbled out of its contaning AP ard has narrow scope Haggeman (1995 136 37) sugyeststhat
(69a) wauld then ke interpreted irone of tvo ways.Either the negatie corstituent is echot orValere
isvery eag/ to pleas, tha is, ‘heis hgopy (even) when hehas very little (or even nahingatal)’. With
pre-vebd enin place, (699 is indeed urgrammaticd, as indicated in the text, since failure of the
negaive wnstituert to raise(to SpedNegP fails, in turn, to mark sertertial negaion and licenseen
Seealso the discusion o Frenchne ard pasin chaptes 1 and 2.Note thatthe® factsare futher
eviderce o swyges that WF en has paallel licensng conditionsto Frenchne
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In addition to licensing pre-verbal en, saambling of negative quantifiers in
WF is relevant to NC. Consder the interpretation of the strings in (70), taken
from Haegenan (195: 132 (38)):

(70) a. da Valére [p van niemand ] nie [ 5p ketent t] en-was NC
thatV. of no-one not contented en-was
‘.. .thatV.wax't pleagd with anyone’

b. daValérenie [ 5p ketent [pp van niemand ]] en-was DN
c. daValére nie[pp van niemand ] [ 5p ketent t ] en-was DN
b and c: ...thatV.wasnotpleagd with no-one’

Given the presence of nie in SpecNegP in the stingsin (70), the chusesare
interpreted as negative, ard pre-verbal en is licensed throughout. There is,
however, a crucial difference between (708 and (70b,c). In (70a) in which the
negative PP has sgambled to theleft of nie in SpedNegP, the two ocaurrences of
negative XPs (hiemandand nie) contribute to a single instance of sentential
negaton; (70a) is an exanple of NC. Thisis not the caseri (70, c¢). In (70b),
the negative PP remains in situ while, in (70c), the negative PP saambles locally
but is still to theright of nie in SpecNegP. In both casesNC is unavalable; the
two neagtive XPs cancel each other out leadhg to DN. The contad is clear
from the translations.

The different interpretations witnessed in (70) show that WF is not an NC
language a l'italienne Rather, it seens that there are dar configurational
constrains on NC in this language. Given the interpretation of (70b, c), that is,
the unavailability of NC, Haggeman (1995) concludes that these configurational
constaints amount to the needor negatve XPsto be as®ciated with SpecNegP
for a concordant reading to be available. The string in (70a) respects this
condraint if the surface postion of the negaive PP is “associated with Spec-
NegP”, that is, if it occwpies an (extended) SpecNegP postion. Haegeman
argues ftat this is indeal the case, suggeding that the scrambled negative
condituert is adjoined étherto NegP orto SpecNegP tself. In contrag, given
that in (70b, c), the negawve PP hasnot raised to an (exended) SpecNegP
position, the strings do notsatisfy the configurational congraint on NC; hence
the DN interpretations. (See also DeGraff 1993b: 73fn16.)

What, then, is one to make of WF? To what extent does it represent a
problem for Jegersen’s Genegalizaion? | sugged that while the data reviewed
here ceéarly show that Jesperses’ Generaizaion need to be qudified, the
cornfigurational constraint on NC in WF in fad lends suppott to the analysis of
NC proposed in section 3.4.2. A number of points need to be made. First,
Jesmren’s Generaization predcts that WF is notan NC language. Indeed the
data in (70b, c) show that, at the very least, WF is not a generalized NC
language. Jespersen’s Generdization does nd therefore fail ertirely in the ase
of WF.

Second, the nature of the configurational constrant on NC in WF suggests
that, in order for NC to be available, negative XPs need to mowe to a postion
outside the scope o the negatve marker nie in SpeNed?, whereby scope
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relations are determined, at least in part, by ANbinding, itself definedin tems of
c-command In (70a), the negatve PP is higher hannie and esapesits scope.
The fact that, in its surface position, the negative PP is itsdf then asscciated with
the same SpecMgP and MgE postions by negative abrption, it could be
argued preventsthe FP from taking scope over (@andcancelhg out)the negate
markernie in SpecNegP. In (70b, ¢), the negative PP fails to mowe to apostion
outside the c-command domain of nie and, hence,remainsin its scope, leadng
to logical DN. All these &cts are,arguaby, predcted by the anaysis of NC and
DN proposed n sction 3.4.2.To that extent, the facts from WF back upthe
acountof Jeperen’s Genealizaion suggeded hee.

Finally, given hatJesperses’'Generaizaton is, after all, nothing more than a
labelfor an ob®rved £t of emprical fads, it is, | suggeg, more important that
WF be compatible with the explanation of the facts than that it be in accord with
the generakaton based o the facts. In the nextsecton, | turn © Modern
French, which might also be regarded as problematic for Jespersen's
Generaizaton.®?

Modern French

3.52

Like Iltalian non and Spanish no, the French negative markerne is proclitic on
the first finite verbin aclause.In contrastto the Italian and Spanish markers,
though, Modern Frenchne is generaly neither sufficient nor necessarto mark
senental negaton, although it was atearler gages n the development of the
languagé® In this respect, Modern Frenchne is like WF en, discus®d in the
previous secion. As wasseenin scton 31, proclitic ne came b be rénforced
by syntacticaly independent consituens, the mog sturdy of which provedto be
the element pas

(71) Je fie) vois’ (pag ta mere. (Modern French)
I ne see pas yourmother
‘| can’t see your mother.’

In view (@) of the obligatory presence of pas and the only optional presence of
ne, to mark pure €ntental negaion in the modernlanguage and (b) of the fact
that ne can appear without contributing a negative feaure to the clause |

62. There san NC-like pheromernon in Afri kaans, another language relaedto Dutch, which de-
saves brief mention. NC appeas to bepossible with a ®ntencefinal particle, nie. Given thatthe pri-
marynegaive marker in Afrikaans, (also)nie, is assocatedwith SpecNedP, Jespersen’s Geralizaton
predicts that Afrikaansis a ron-NC languae. Hovever, if Rabbes (1992 is right in andyzing the
senence-firal nie as the redi zation of NegE, thenthenatureof theNC is nolonger problematic. That
senence-firal nieis NegEis suppoted by its incanpatibility with trueimperatives and nonsgential
negaion. Of course, grammaticali zation of a SppdNegPascdiated elemen as aNege-asociated ele-
ment is peafectly in keeping with the Negative Cycle, as discussed in sction 31.

63. See (4a,b) ard thediscussion in sction 12.4.
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conclude hat underlyingly atleag, it is SpecNegP (atherthanNegE) thatbears
the feaure [+NEG].%

Given this condusion, the geneaalization in (2) predicts that Modem Frendh
is a mn-NC language. Evaluatng this prediction, thatis, deemining whether
negative concord exists in Modem Frerch as nh SC, Cockiey, ltalian, or
Spanish, is not a dgraightforward issue, since, with the excepion of the
determiner nul, no French “negative” can convincingly be argued to be
morphologically negatve (on a parwith the ni-NPIs of SC or the no-NPIs of
SE).% A se of morphologically negative indefinite quantifiers did not develop in
French® Consequent, it is unclearwheter the “negaives” thatdo existin the
language, suchasrien ‘nothing/anything’, personne‘no-one/anyone’, and jamais
‘nevergéver’, are nherenty negatve, thatis, whether hey are ewivalentto the
no-/ni-NPIs or theany-/i-NPIs of SE and SC, respectively.

On the bass of the gereralizaton in (2), one would, of course, predict that
thee Frend “necptives’ are gquivalentto the any-/i-NPIs. The generalization in
(2) predicts that Modem French is anon-NC language; if these “negatives’ were
in factinherenty negative, Modern French would & an NC language contrary
to prediction. Nevertheless, arguments have been advanced to support both
andyses in the literature. For examplk, while Laka (199) and Dépre
(forthcoming) treat them aspolarity items in the traditional sense of the term,
thatis, notas nherenty negatve, Zanuttini (1991) argues hattheyare negave
quantifiers, that is, tha they are inherenty negaive.

| do not review the argumats presentd for and aganst the wo positions
here; instead, | refer the reader to the literature. (See also Quer 1993 br
discussion.) However, given the otherwise robust naure of the generalization in
(2), | adopt the analysis of these “negatives’ as being equivalent to the any-/i-
NPIs andconclude thatModern Frenchsa nan-NC languageThisis, however,
not merely a convenient move, given the general argument put forward in this
chaper. Support for the canclusion can be dawn from a canparison d Modern
French with earier forms of the language. NC of a fashion waspossble in -
ventenh-cenury Frend (henceforth, C17Fr). Examples ae given in (72,
taken fom Haase (189: 256 §102A):

64. See section 134 for agumentsthat neis notinherentlynegaive, in examges swch as (i):

(i) Jeaninecraint que Pierrette ne soit en retard.
J. fears thatP. ne be-susJin lates
‘J. fearsP.might be hte’
...'J. fears P. might notbelate’

65. But see Haase (89: 110 §52B), who claims that even the negative value aful has keen
progressively lost. Posner (1985: 170)also suggests tha thefew Latin negatives other thannonthat
survived, such asnullus, from which Frenchnul is deived, “were treated more asnegative pdarity
items han as inherently semanticdly negative’. Posner (1996 302 camments on the condderable
number of “negaiveitems within the Romance larguageg and Fench in paficular) that are derived
from etymadogically paositive ones. For diussion of the eymadogy of Romancen-words e Laka
(1993a).

66. Thisis a fad thatitself deserves investigation. The sane can besaid for Caaan. Whatis
perhaps signifi cant in this respecalbout thesetwo varieties is he fad that theyhave phrasd negatve
markers, namely pasin both casg
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(72) a. Encore qu’ ils n’ aient pasla mesre d’ aucunesorte de
yet that they ne have-suBJpasthe measure of aucunekind of

vers.

verse

‘Even though they don’t sound like verse of any kind.’

b. Nefaites passembant derien.
ne do-IM P passemblance of rien
‘Don't pretend anything.’

c. Cen’ estpasqueje perse a personned’ ici.
it neis pastha | think of personnefrom here
‘It's not that I'm thinking of anyone here.’

d. Onneveut pasrienfaire ici qui vousdéphise.
we ne want pasriendo-NF here whichyou displeag-suBJ
‘W e don’'t want to do anything that might upset you.’

In these examples, post-verbal pas co-occus with the “negatives’ aucun rien,
and personne (as wel as with ne). While the “negatives’ can, with some
exceptions,®” co-occur with each other in the modern language, they cannot co-
occur with pas (in al clausemate and most nmulticlausd contexts) see section
5.5.2) with a caocordantinterpreation in the way hat they do in (72). Where
they do co-occur, the interpretation is of logical DN.

The crucal difference between CL7Fr asdesciibed by Haase (189) and te
modern language is that the former was still at the stage in the Negative Cycle
illustrated by (4b), whereas the latter is at the stage in the Negative Cycle
illustrated by (4c! e) (dependng on the varety of Modem French under
considerafon). Thatis to say, in C17Fr, the pe-verbd negatve markerne was
necessary ard sufficientto mark senenial negaton. While ne was compulsory,
the appearance of post-verbal pasfor reinforcement was optional. At this point,
pre-verbal ne was clealy still inherently negative (like no/non in Modern
Spanish/ltalian). This is illustrated in (73), taken from Haase (1969: 251
§100B).%® In Modern French, in contrast, the appearance of post-verbal pasis an
obligatory marker ofpure sergntal negaton, asshown n (71).

(73) a. Il ne meut de cdte pene.
henedies of this pain
‘T his pain isn't killing him.”’

67. Se Muller (1991 269) fa deails d possble combinations.

68. In fact, it wasduring the s&enteenthcentry that the apararce of a post-verbamarker of
pure negatiorbeganto be obligéory. The examges given inthe tex are still typical duing the erly
pat of thecentury butarerarer by thetum o the eighteenth century. Posner (1985:171) claimsthat,
certainly by theseventeanth centurypas point, mie, rien, ard so on hadbecome “Wtudly obligabry
disjunctive apperdages @ pre-vebd ne'.
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b. Jeneveux du butvous voir
I newantat all you see
‘I don't want to see you at all.’

c. Auss pour nevous ennuyer, je vous les dirai.
also for neyou annoy | you them say-FuT
‘T herefore, in order not to annoy you, | will tell you them.’

C17Fr thusbelongswith those Bnguagesaviewedin scton 3.2.1.According-
ly, the gereralizaion in (2) predicts that C17Fr should be anNC languace.
Inded, it seens clear hatthisisthe case.

The quedion to be adressed, thoudh, is this: in (72), which negative ele-
ments enter into NC with each ther?l suggestthatit is pre-verbd nethatenters
into NC with the post-verbal pas® both pre-verbal ne and postverbal pas are
inherenty negative, yet are interpreted bgeheras asingle ingane of sentenftal
negaton, thatis,in anNC readng. | assimethis to be attributable to a structure
like the one n (51). The inherenty negative ne occupies NegE. SpecNegP is
ocaupied by Haegeman's (1995) non-overt expletive opemtor: Ope,, Opey, binds
pas which, consequengl, does nothave b raise nto SpecNegP.’® In turn,
necptive pas adioined to VP, takes scpe over the elements aucun(), rien, and
personne which | asume ae ron-inherertly negatve NPIs like the any-NPIs of
SE. (See Kayne1984: 39fn4 for correpondences bwveen Fenchpersonneand
SE anyone)

What, then, of the dfference ktween Modern French andsay, C17Fr? The
gereralizaton in (2) predcts that Modem Frend is a ron-NC language. What
has changed? | argue that the change underlying the shift from NC to non-NC
status ceners on the pe-wverbd marker ne. Up to C17Fr, ne (= NegE) was
inherertly negative; it bore the abdrad feaure [+NEG] underlyingly and could
sewe as he ungue marker ofsentental negaton. Sutsequenty, andfor reasons
discussed in section 3.1.2, ne lost this propety. Given that one of the two
original elements entering into NC is then no longer negative, the isswe of NC is
no longerrelevant. On sucha view, ModernFrench is a on-NC language.”

69. Thisinterpretdion of the dat is also sugge#tedby Hirsctbihler andLabelle (1993: 18).

70. Thiswas thecorcluson drawvn in secion 2.1.2 on the bass of the redtive positon of pasard
lexical infinitiv es.

71. With respect to the pre-French peaiod, Vennemann (1974 368 68) suggeststhatthe Latin
negaive marlernonis an adverb (like pasin Modern French). h a veb-final languag like Latin,non
is therefae expetedto bepre-verbal. Onewould therefore wat to associate nonwith SpedNegPrather
than Nege. Consequently, Jespersen’s Generalization predicts, correctly (Posner 1984:1, Winters 1987:
28, 30), that Latin is anon-NC language: “With minor exceptions, if one of the regdive words in view
occus in a ngative clauseas justdefined, theeffect is for the two negative features tocancé each
other out andresult in anon-negative, i.e, affirmaive, predicaton” (Agard 184:vol. 2, p. 151). The
claimthat Latin non adopted in Od French isa phasal congituent rather than ahead issuppated by
the fact that sentee-intial non, when usel emphaicdly in sentenceinitial position in Od Fench,
triggered invasion, asin (i). (See Posne 1985a and rferencestheae.)

(i) Nonfera il (Old French Poser 19&a 179 (12))
non do-FUT he€MPH
‘He catainly won't do ©.
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The isse that remains to be addressed, however, is why the NPIs (e.g., rien,
personne jamais), while compatible with each other, are no longer compatible
with pas This issue is addressedin section 4.4.2.7

3.6 Discussionand summary
3.61 Discussion

The andysis of Jeperen’'s Genegalizaion proposedn this chaper has relied
crucially on what | have tetmed a “weak” interpretation of the relationship
between a head aw its specfier in terms of compatibility rather than strict
agreenent According to this interpreftion, where a headbears relevant
(ageeamen, affedive) feaures undedyingly, its spedfier is prevented from
bearing incompatble feaures but does not have b bear identical feaures In
other words, Rizzi’s DA is unidirecional, from gecfiier to head, but not from
head to specifier. Such a modifi cation to the spec-head relationship was arguably
derived from cnsiderations of economy and made it possible to account for
Jesperen’s Generaizaton on the basis of cyclic fluctuation in the uncerlying
position of the atstractfeaure FNEG].

Of course, giventhatnaural languagescanbe dstinguished n terms of other
cyclic paraneters, too, the quedion arises asto wheter the approach adgted
here, if justified, can be used to explain distinctions between natural languages
otherthanthe“NC-versus-nonNC” distinction. One paraneter thathas recaved
condderale dtenion overthelad decadeand a hdf is the pro-drop ornull sub-
ject parameter.”®

Pro-drop is traditionally viewed as parametric variation in the (mapho
logical) “strengh” of AgrSE Languages in which AgrSE is morphologically
strong ae pro-drop; languagesn which Agr&E is morphologically weak are not.
In the aiginal terms of Rizzi (1982: 42), stong AgrSE and, hence, (referential)
pro-drop amounted to [+PERSON] spedfication.” One conclusion thatit might be
posdble to draw isthatthe “strong-versusweak-AgrE’ distincton ard, hence
the pro-drop parameter could & due © (cyclic) fluctuaion of the uncerlying
position of some abstract agreement feature, which one might label [AGR]. Thus,
in pro-drop languages, it could be argued lhat AgrSE beas the feaure [AGR] as

It s;emsplausble that, like Latin non, tonic non which survives in ModernFrench is also a XP
(adwerbial) eement.

72. DeGraff (1993: 73 15)suggests tha theincompatbility beween pasard theothe “negat
ives”) theunavailability of negative atsorption, in his amalysis) is that, while the cher “negaives” are
quantifies, pasis nat. Given thatthe aralysis propaosed for the other “negatives’ in chagers4 and 5
does notake recourséo negaive absorpion, suchan gproachwill not work. It would also be dficult
to square suchanidea with the fads from Québécois, in which pasis perfectly compatible with the
othe “neaatives” apat fromplus. (See 10) and sed¢ion4.4.2.1 and se¢ion 5.5.2 for disausgon of Qué-
bécais.) Note, though, thatHaegeman (196b)usesa smilarapgproach to distinguish beween two sets
of negatve elementsm WFthat camot enter irio NC with ead other.

73. Seethe studes inJaeggland Safir (eds). (1989).

74. See also Pollock (1997a: chapter13, secton 21). Dupuis e d. (1992 suggest the relevant
feature is [+NUMBER]. See footnaote 75.
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an inherentor underlying property.” This would correspad to “strong AgrSE’.
Significantly, in such a language, AgrSE is not reliant upon its specifer for the
[AGR] feature; hence the null-subject nature of the language.”® In contrast, in
non-pro-drop languages, [AGR] would not be borne by AgrE undelyingly. In
this secondscenarb, AgrSE could be assigned the feaure only by association
with an osert specifier, by DA, which is perfecty in keepng with my “weak”
verdon of the spec-head raion based on cepatibility. This would correspad
to “weak AgrSE’. Consequently, subjects @annot be non-overt; overt subjects
have b raise fom SpecVP to SpecAgrSP, the language s non-pro-drop. Cyclic
diachraic fluctuaton beweenpro-drop andnon-pro-drop could thenbe agued
to be the resilt of an (abstac) “Agreement Cycle” running abngside the
familiar Negative Cycle. It seems to methat this is a potentially fruitful line of
inquiry that deserves atention. (See the comments in Déprez forthcoming.)
Summary

3.6.2

In the course of the preceding sectonsit wassuggeged hatthe patem oberved
by Jespersen and mfred to as the Negatve Cycle anounts to cyclic to-ing and
fro-ing of the overt reaizaton of senental negaion between he headand
specifier of NegP. It was further suggeged that the abstract redization of
senental negaton, thatis, the locus ofthe feaure [+NEgG], could aso fluctuate
in a $milar, if notthe same, oglic fashbn.

This conclusion led me to reconsider the nature of the spechead relationship.
Instead of assuming an obligabry two-way dynamic proces guaranteng that
the relevant feaures borneby specifier and lead ae idenical, it wassuggeded
that spec-head “agreement” shauld be interpretedas nothing more thana process
that makes sure that feaure incompadibility is excluded.While this intempretation
of spec-head agreement did not exclude the possihility, within NegP, of both
SpecNegP and MgE being pasitively specified for the feaure [ENEG], it did
make t possble b stisfy the Neg Criterion without specffier and head
necessaily both bearing the feaure [+NEG]. The importance of this move for my
purposeswas hatit allowed the Neg Qriterion to be satisfied without SpecNegP
bearng the feaure +NEG].

The crosslinguistic variation that this allowed Pbr pawd the way to an
acount of the (im)possbility of NC. In some languages SpecNegP & specified
[+NEgG]; in others, it isnot Theemprica observationto beacmuntedfor is that
NC is unavailable in the first group of languages yet available in the seond.

75. Rizzi (1982 131)cdlsthis feature [+PrRoNOUN] and suggedsthat it isoptionally borne by INFL
(my AgrSE) in apro-drop langiage suchasltalian. As analternaive, however, Rizzi (1982 176n16)
envisages the passibility that such a primitive feature may nat be necessary ard that rather, the
propetties attibuted toit could bea consejuenceof featurespeifications as peson and numbetthat
is, [AGR].

76. Plausbly, thefad thatpro-drop langiages tend o allow free inversion (andyzed as subjects
in situ in SpecVP) couldalso be attbuted to tte fact that a stong AgrSE would not needan overt
specifier to rage fran SpecVP toSpecAgrSP irorderfor AgrSEto beassociated with [AGR] features.
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The account provided for this generalizaton was a modified version of Progo-
vac’'s (1994) anaysis of NPI licensng, itsef based & ANbinding. In the
implemenation proposed,inherenly negaive polarity items ae sen as
ANanghorsthat need, following Principle A of BT, to be baind within agiven
domain. It is essumed, with Progovac, that the relevant domain is NegP, with
possibe extension to AgrSP. Capitalizing on Progovac’s Generalized Principle
A of BT, which guarantesthat binders ae XNcompatible with bindees, it is
concluded hatthe ANbinder of inherently negative NPIsis the polarity opeator
in SpecNegP, whose paition there is guaranteed l the Neg Criterion. In non-
NC languages that is, languages in which SpeNedP is spedfied [+NEG], co-
occurrenceof a negaitve markerand a negaive NPI leads to DN because the
former hasscope over the latter.
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4

Other Negative Adverbs

Having dealt with ne (chapterl) andthe core negatie markerpas (chapter 2)
and having concluded that Modern French is a ron-NC language (chapter 3), |
turn, in chapters 4 and 5, © what might be termed the periphery, or the
“negaive” elements ather hanpas which Muller (1991) labels seminégatons
After esablishing an nvenbry of the rlevant lexical items, | subdvide the
group into two, considering here just the adverbs (plus ‘no/any more/longer’,
jamais ‘(n)ever, and guére ‘hadly (eve)’), leaving the arguments for chaper 5
(rien ‘anything/nothing’ and personne‘anyoneho-one’).

In scion 41, | distinguish betveennegdive advebs and agumens. After
initial discusson of the dstribution andinterprettion of the adverbs,one feaure
of the data becames ckar, nanely the farreachhg paallels between he
distribution of these elements and that of pas With this doservation in mind, |
consider ome posdble caclusions about the syntactic properties of negaive
adverbs,drawing heauvly on those ma& in chaper 2 for pas In paticular, given
thatl analzed[y pas] in terms of Move-a, | assune, a priori, that it is probably
bed to appoachthe syntax of the negative advebsin terms of XP movemern as
well. In secton 42, | reconsder the data. Althoudh it seemed,at first glanae,
warranted to throw negative adverbs into the sane bag as pas it becomes
appaen that the distributional parallels are not total. First, the negative adwerbs
differ from pas in terms of their co-occurrence msshbilities gecton 4.2.1);
negative adwerbs can readily co-ocaur with each other but not) in the sandard
language, at least) with pas (with the relevant NC reading). Second, they differ
in terms of the postions they can occupy with resped to infinitives (section
4.2.2); negatve adrerbs have aréer dstibution thanpas These diferences ar
taken into account when | come to my conclusions in section 4.3. These exploit
the discussion in chapter 3, espedally section 35.1.1, and the ideathat Modern
French § a non-NC language | interpret this as ndicatng that the negate
adverbs (andas Ishall show, the negatve argumentsdiscus®din chager 5) are
not in fact themelves inherently negative. Rather, it is suggeded that they
appearcanaicaly in the scope ofthe non-overt operaor, Op, which, as has
been discussel in earlier chapters, is inherenty negatve. It will be agued that
an analysis of the negative adwerbsin terms of Op dlows a principled account of
the differences between the negative adwerbs and pas aswell as dlowing one to
maintain the conclusion that Modern French is a ron-NC language. Section 4.4
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shows howthe anaysis proposed acounts for the data. My conclusions are
summailized in sedion 4.5.

Inventory: negative adver bs

4.1
and arguments

The elemens thatwill be congleral in this chapter are plus ‘no/any moreflong-
er', jamais ‘(n)ever’, and guere ‘hardly (ever)'. | assume, on the basis d their
distributions, illustratedin (1c! e), thatthese demens, like pas are dl advebial
in nature!

(1) a. Paulsera riche
P. be-FuTrich
‘P. will berich.’

b. Paulnesera PAsriche
P. nebe+uTt pasrich
‘P. won’t berich.’

c. Paulnesera PLuUsTriche
P. nebe+uT plus rich
‘P. will nolonger be rich.’

d. Paulnesera JAMAISTriche
P. nebe+uT jamais rich
‘P. won't ever be rich.’

e. Paulnesera GUERETriche
P. nebe+uT guére rich
‘P. will hardly be rich.’

In assodation, optionally, with ne, these demens modify a postive utterance,
for example (1a), just like pasin (1b). One might assime, therebre, that the
negative adverbs share the properties attributed to pasin chaper 2, namely that
they are [tNEG] X Ps, base-generated in a relatively low position reflecting their
scope over the pedicae andsubsequenty raised nto SpecNegP to mark sn-
tental negaion (and hereby licerse ne). These assumptions ae explored in
more detal andpartially revised h secions4.2 and4.3.The data preented here
further illustrate the parallel between these advwe s and pas

(2) a. Mariereva PAS étre enretad.
b. Marereva JAMAIS étre enrefard.
M. negoespadjamais beiNF in lateress
‘M. won't (ever) be late’

1. As discussed i secion 1.2.4, pre-vebd neis opionally droppedin maost varieties ofspoken
French. Se chapterl, footnae 3, for references
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(3) a. JPn a pas lu deromansdepuisdes années.
b. JPn a pPLUS lu de romans depuis des années.
J-P ne has padplusread d novels since of-the years
‘J-P hasn't read any (more) novels for years.’

In (2), padjamais intervenes tetweenva (the finite form of aller ‘to go’) and
the infinitive étre ‘to be'. In (3), padplus intervenes bateena (the finite form
of avoir ‘to haw’) ard the pag patticiple lu ‘read.? Note further hat both pas
and plus license the pseudopatitive [y,me D [de romars]] in (3). (See sedion
2.2.1 for discussion of pseudopartitives.)

In a purey intuitive sens, the paralel behavior noted between pas and the
other advebs may be atributable o the factthatall these items have a paallel
function. Like pas the negate adrerbs ae predicat-modifying functors. In
terms of the distinction dravn by Di Sciulo and Williams (1986) between
different typesof modification, negative adverbs and pas modify the predicate
by a mechanism of “function compostion”. Crucially, negative adwerbs and pas
do not affect the » -structure of the verb or VP with which they are associated.
This contrags with the negates n the stingsin (4):

(4) a. Paulne mange ren.
P. needas rien
‘P. isn't eating anything.’

b. Persaine nre m écrit plus.
personnene me writesplus
‘N 0-one writes to me any more.’

In (4), rien and personne aborb a» -role assigned by the verb: the intemal
theme> -role of manger ‘to eat’ in (4a), the external agent » -role of écrire ‘to
write’ in (4b). Thes elements, therefore, contribute o saturating the » -grid of
the verb& predicate andare agumental in that sense.They bear D Sciulo and
Williams’s (1986) modifi cation relation of “> -role satisfaction”. This, | asume,
involves undenfing assciation with an Aposition. In contrag to the negate
adwems illustrated in (1c! €), personne and rien camot therefore fredy be
“added to a chu®e o neate it. For this rea®n, | distinguish betveenthe likes

2. Gaaone(1971 138 natesthat, with compound tenseforms suchas(3), theadverb jamaismay
exceptionaly follow the past participh. Helabeb tis “un efet destyle recheché”.

(i) Cdlecin’ avait ensuitecongu  JamaAIs qu’ Albertine pit me quitter
She  nehad then concdved jamais thatA. could-imP:suBJ me leae-NF
d’ elleméme. . .
of her sef
‘Shehad then neer considered that A might leavemeon herown initiative. . .’
(ii) Sibasquel et trainé JamAis " ingénieuxennemi,tout lien n’ éait pas
So low that him hadimp:suBJ dragged jamais theingeniousenemy all link newas pas
rompu ni tout &ho du dehas éouffé. . .

brokennor dl  echo from-the ouside deadered
‘As low asthe ingenious enemy might ever have dragged him, noties were ruptured and o
saunds fom outsideblockd . . .’
| assume tis is arelic from sone ealier sege in the cevelopmert of the larguage.
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of adverbial (funcion compositional) plus, jamais, and soon and argumental (> -
role saisfying) rien and personne dealing with the brmer here andpostponing
condderdion of thelatter until chapter 5.

The randations o the exanples n (1) show a cleainterpretative distinction
betweenpasand the negative adverbs. Whereas pas comrespondsto the Boolean
negative connective -, the negative adverbs ae interpreted as composite
elements comprising - plus sanething else In other words, the negatve adwerbs
are interpregd as containing pas The negative adverb in (1c), plus, is inter-
preted as equivalent to an unmarked adverb of duration, encore ‘still/yet’,
combined with pas In (1d), jamais is a lexicalized version of something like
toujours ‘always combined with pas In (1e), guére is a lexicalized equivalent
of an adierb o extent, intensty, or degree corhinedwith pas

This informal discussion suggeds two things. First, given my characterization
of the way pasis interpreted as -, it is not sumprising that it plays acentral role in
negation in Modern French. In contrast o the negative adverbs, pasis atomic, an
absolute negative. Pasis more eental for the simple rea®n thatit is more basc.
This is relevant later. Semnd, one fiould notbe surprised © not distributional
similarities between the syrtax of pas and the syntax of the negative adverbs,
given that the latter are interpreted as if they contain the former. Recall that, in
(1c! e), (2b), and (3b), the negatve adrerbs patern with pasin (1b), (2a), and
(3a), repecively. Tentatively, one mght asume thatthe negative advebs can
be generated in either of the same two configurations dscussal in chapter 2 in
the context of pas nanely in an agoined position or in SpecNumP within a
pseaudopartitive. However a drictly pamllel amalysis would lead oneto predct
that the distribution of pasisidenical to the distribution of the negative adverbs.
Y et, this prediction is na borne out by the data, asshown in section 4.2. It is
therefore not possible to caim that the negatve adwerbs and pas are
syntactcally idenical. A preci® syntacic charactrizaton of the negave
adverbs in question is proposedin setion 4.3, basal on the insght that these
negatves ae semantally complex, comprising —andanaherelement The syn-
tadic analysis exploits this complexity and suggeds that the two elementsenjoy
a cerain dggree ofautbnomy with repectto each oher.

Distribution of negative adverbs

4.2

In addtion to the semant properties dstinguishing pas from plus, jamais, and
guére discussed in the previous section, there are a number of distributional
differences that show that the parllel suggeged by the da@ in (1b! €), (2), and
(3) is not complete. In secton 4.2.1, | show hat co-occurrence pterns
distinguish pas from negaive adverbs (and argurens) (in the sandard
language); in secion 4.2.2, | show thatnegative adwerbs have a free distribution
thanpaswith respect to infinitives.
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421 Co-occurrencerestrictions

The first difference ktweenpasand the negative advebsthatl consderrelates
to co-ocaurrence possibilities As illustratedin (5a c), the negative advebs can
) a certain numberof lexica-item-spedfic redrictions notwithstanding (see (5d!
f))) co-ocaur in the same clause, as well as with the negative argumers to be
discusse in chapter 5 (see (6) and (7)), without leading to logical Double
Negaton (henceérth, DN).2

(5) a. Paulneverra plusjamak son pee.
P. neseefuT plusjamais his father
‘P. won't ever see his faher again.’

b. Paulneverra plusguére son pée.
P. nesee+uT plusguére his father
‘P. won't see much of his father any more.’

c. Paulneverra jamak plusson pee.
P. nesee+uT jamais plushis father
‘P. will never see his faher again.’

d. ' Paulneverra jamak guére on pée.
e. ' Paulneverra guére plusson pée.

f. ' Paulneverra guér jamak son pee.

(6) Paulnevera jamab peronne.
P. neseefuT jamais personne
‘P. will never see anyone.’

(7) a. Paulneverra plusjamais rien.
P. neseefuT plusjamaisrien
‘P. won't ever see anything again.’

3. Theungammaicdity of (5d)ard (5f) indicates thatjamais ard guereare mutually incompat
ible. This cauld bedueto the fad thatbath are adverbs of extent of onesort or andher. (See Zanttini
1997a and Cinge1995 1996 1998for anapprachto advebsas pecifiers of functionalprgections
Thisapproac eccountsfor ordering restrictionsamongadverbsard, under the asumption thatjamais
andguéereoccupy the specifier pasition of the same fundional projection, may provide someinsight
into the fad tha thetwo are mutudly incompatible.) Theungammaicdity of (5€) does nat indicae
mutud incompatibility beiween plus ard guére since (%) is acepable. SeeMuller (1991: 269) for
a tabuarrepresentaion of the co-occurrencepaossibilities of pairsof negative adverbgarguments Note
that Muller considers only pairs of negativeelements. Hedoes notconsder n-tuples where n>2 such
as my eamges in (7).

In (i), whose gramnticdity represats anapparent counterexamgeto the patten illusrated in (5e),
only guéreis interpreted in association with ne The éement plus is a positive ement, common in
comparatives | am grateful to Berredette Plunkett for providing the exanple.

(i) PauNE voit son pere GUERE PLUSQU’ il nevoit sa mere.
P. nesee his fathergu&e plus that he ne seeshis nother
‘P. doesn’t see his fathermuch moe than (hesess) his maher’
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b. Paulnevera plusguere peronne.
P. neseefuT plusguérepersonne
‘P. won't see much of anyone any more.’

c. Paulne vera jamais plusrien.
P. neseefuT jamais plusrien
‘P. will never see anything again.’

In sharp contrast, te distribution of pasis more restricted in tha it cannot (in
standard metropolitan Modern Frenchatleas) be a chusemate with anyof the
negatve adrerbs wth an NC reading®

(8) a. ' Paulneverra jamas passon pee.
b. ' Paulneverra pasplusson pée.
(9) [*]Paul ne voit pas rien.® (DN)

This state o affairs leaves onewith something of a problem. Given the
paralels between pas and the negative adverbs dready discusseal, one could
conclude hat like pas the elenents plus, jamais, guére, and so on are also
inherertly negative. The grammadica strings in (5)! (7) would then represent
examples of NC, familiar from chapter 3. However, given the syntactic nature of
the mincipal negative marker n (¢andard andnonsandard vareties o) Modern

4. Ofcourse pascan co-occur with “negatives’ to produce logical DN, asin (9). Theonly excep-
tionsto the generalization gven in thetext for sandard metropditanModern Frenchare strings of the
basc patern Pas wn(e)(seul(e) N ne VRasin (i) and(ii), in which a negtiveadveb maybeasscia-
ted with the verb:

(i) Pasune sule propostionn’ a JAMAIS éE acceptée.

pasa single suggestion ne hasjamais beenaccepted

‘Not a sinde sugyestion has &er been acceted.’
(i) Pasunsed étudiant ne désiepPLus venir me var.

pasa single student ne wantsplus come-NF me ®eNF

‘Nota sinde student wants tocomeand se me anymare.’
Nominal expressions with the stucturepas ur(e) Ncannot gererdly be reaedinthe sane way as oher
uses ofpas Indeel, Vikner (1978 88) istspas un(epsanegdive item dstinct from bare pas There-
fore, the aceptability of the exanples in (i) and (ii) is not entirely unexpected. See also chaper 2,
example (51

As mentiondd in footnae 3, theneaativeadveb plus has ahomograph that is ronnegaive. This ele-
mentis commonlyusedin comparaives aml can be negatedsing pas
(i) IN'y a pPaspLusd une ceraine ce persomes ala féte.

it nethere haspasplus of a hunded of people  atthe paty
‘There aran’t more than a hudred orsopeople at theparty’

5. [*] is the synbol used ty Moritz ard Valois (1994) to indicae that logical DN is the only
possible interpretation.

Thisrestriction did nat apgy in eadier stages of the langiage. Grevisse (1986 148 8§979) pants
out that, ‘& 'époqueclassiqué (rouchly the seventeenth century, pascould co-occur with personne
andrien, for exarmple, without pralucing bgical DN. See sections3.1.1, 3.1.2, and 3.5.2, aglas
section 43.2 for a dscussion o the synchronic development of the system of sentential negation in
French. Se alsochapter3, footnate 3 for references.

Québécais does nat show the restriction illustrated in text exarmple (9). This is relevantto our
discussion in sction 44.2.1.
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French, that is, pas which is as®ciated with SpecNegP rather than teing
generated under NegE, | concluded in the discussion of Jespersen's
Generaizaton in chapter 3 hat French § a na-NC language.As such, one
expects multiple occurrences o negative elements in thesame minimal clauseto
lead to logical DN. Yet, in the text examples gven here, the interpretation is
clearly not DN. In order to maintain the conclusions from chapter 3 and my
analysis o the diachronic development of sentetial neaation in French, | must
asaime that the negtive adverbs disussed eailer (@s wel asthe negatwe
arguments to be discussed in chapter 5) are not in fact inherently negative. This
conclusion is exploitedin intereging ways in section 4.3.2.

What can ;me coclude alout the syntactc naure of negatve adrerbs on the
bass of their distributions? Eploiting the informa idea hat the negaive
advebs are intempreted “asif” they “contain” pas it seems tha, when used in
isolation, a negave adrerb is interpreed negaively, that is, as - [ & ].°
However, when negative adverbs ae combined, the negative, that is, polarity-
reversng, content (=) is not repeated. Thus,when two co-occur, asin (5a),the
interpretation is samething along thelinesof:

(10) -[afa]]

When threeco-occur, as h (7a), theinterpretation is:
(11) -[afa[a&]]]

Crucially, the interpretation of (5a) is not:

(12) ~[a[-[a]]

since this would reailt in the unateded logica DN. Similary, the interpretation
of (7a)would presmably notbe:

(13) ~[a[-[a[-[a]]l]

The fad, then, that thee elemeits are semanticadly complex seems to be
reflected in syntactc structure Were this na the case, he interpretations ds-
cussal here could not be explained. If plus or jamais were syntactically atomic
negatives, one would expect their co-occurrence n a non-NC language ike
French to result in polarity reversal, contrary to fact. The nonnegative semantic
content of the adverbs theefore enjoys limited independence, which alows it to
“combhne” with another adverb. The single instance of negation then has scope
over al the lexicd adverbs preent. | explore a formal mechanism that can be
usedto account for thisin sedions 4.3.3 and 43.4.

Of course, what this does not explain is why the adverbs cannot co-occur with
the overt negaive markerpas (with the relevant intempretation), as indicated by
the ungrammaticality of (8). | address this redriction in secton 4.4.2 andreturn
to it in chager 5. Before | develop in dewil a g/ntactic anaysis of negaive

6. In this paramaph,4, &, and & represent the semantic content of each negative adverb minus the
negaion itsef.
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adverbs,| consider a secad distributional difference hat distinguishesnegaive
adverbsfrom pas Thatdifference cacernslinear orer.
Linear order

422

In addition to the co-ocaurrence redrictions illustrated in the previous sedion,
which suggest tha the distribution of pas is more resticted than hat of the
negatve adrerbs,there are dfferencesn linear oreér that once agan, show the
distribution of pas to be lessflexible than hat of the negative adrerbs. The
differences dicused here arenirelation to the posshble positions that negaive
advebs can occly with regpectto infinitives The data suppat the informal
conclusion reachedin the pevious secton, nanmely that negatve adrerbs are
both semantcaly and syntacticaly complex and that the nonnegative content of
theseitems enjoys alimited independence from the negation itsdf.

Reinforcing the examplesin (1)! (3), thedatin (14)! (19) show that where a
verb is finite, it must precede all negative adwerbs, irrepedive of the nature of
the adwverb orthe verb:

(14) Marc n’ estpas a la haueur de & tache. (copular étre + pag
M. neis pasattheheght of the task
‘M . isn't up to thejob.’

(15) Myriam neseait  JAMAISvenuesi. .. (auxiliary étre + jamais)
M. ne be-conD jamais come if
‘M . would never have come if . ..’

(16) Marie n aura PLUS vingt ans (possessive avoir + plus)
M. nehave+uT plus twentyyears
‘M . will nolonger be twenty yeas old.’

(17) Alain " a GUERE eu dedevoirs a faire depuis. ..
A. nehasguere hadof homework to doiNF since
‘A . has hardly had any homework to do since . ..’
(auxiliary avoir + guere)

(18) Elise ne pouvait PLUS marcher. (moda verb + plus)
E. necould plus walk-INF
‘E. could no longer walk.’

(19) Jean ne passeait JAMAIS pour un Francais. (lexical verb +jamais)
J.  nepassc€oNnD jamais for a Frenchman
‘J. would never pass fa a Frenchman.’

In my discussion of Verb Movement in section 1.1, | followed Polock (1989)
and Belletti (1990) in assuming that finite vebs in French move h the syntax
from their bas position t the highes functional head ermoding verbal
inflecional morphoogy, which | identified as AgrSE. The dat in (14)' (19)
show, therefore, that the canonical position(s) occupied by pasandthe negate
adverbs B/are bwer than AgrSE. In chapters 1 and 2, | followed Polock (1989)
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in assuming tha the S-structure position of pasis SpecNegP,which is indeed
below AgrSE.

Turning to negative adverbs, my null hypothesis is, of course that these
elements dso occupy SpecNegP. On the basis of the data with respect to finite
verb paradgms reviewedso far, | have no reasorotassime aherwise.However,
if 1 consider infinitives (which, following the discussion in sections 11.7.2!
1.1.7.4, | assume do not necessaily occupy AgrsE), | find evidence to suggest
that the null hypothesis is in fat wrong. In other words, theevidence suggests
that negative adverbs do not necessaily occupy SpeNegP at S-structure. The
evidence comes in the form of possibde orderings of infinitives with respect to
negative adwerbs and pas andthe pictureis quite complex. Before reviewingthe
data, | revisit the conclusions | drew about infinitival Verb Movement in
Modem French. These were summarked in scion 11.7.5, and ar repeaéd
here for converience:

(20) Overt Verb Movenentpaternsin French
a. All finite verbs nove o AgrSE
bN Infinitival auxiliaries @tre, avoir) fredy move to MoodE, TE, or
AgrSE
bQ Infinitival modal verbs (eg., pouvoir, devoir) move to MoodE or TE,
and only exceptionally to AgrSE.
b* . Infinitival lexical verbs move to MoodE or TE, butnot asfar asAgrSE.

Of relevance to my discussion are the movement pattems of infinitives in
(20bN! (20b").

In the case of the infinitival auxiliaries, étre and avoir, all negative adverbs
(pasand the negatve adwerbs) can either precedeor follow the ver, as in (21)
and(22), after Pollock (1989: 373 (15)).

(21) a. Ne PAS/PLUS ETRE heureux est ure condition pour . . .
b. N’'ETREPAS/PLUS heureux est ure condition pour . . .
ne (be) pas/plus (be) happy is a conditionfor
‘N ot/No longer being happy is a condition for . . .’

(22) a. Ne PASIGUERE AVOIR d’ enfance heureuseest ure condition . .
b. N’AVOIR PAS/IGUERE d’ enfance heureuseest ure condition . .
ne (have)padguere (have)of childhoodhappy is a condition
‘N ot/Hardly having a happy childhood is a @ndition . ..’

According to Grevisse (1986: 1488 §980), in “la langue odinaire”, the nom
is for the negatve adierb © precale the infinitival awiliary, as n (21a) and
(22a), while, in “la langue sainée”, the negawve adrerb may follow the
infinitival auxiliary, as in 1b) and (22b). Given my conclusion tha pas
ocaupies SpeNedP in (21) and (22), and my assumption in (20bN abaut the
movement of infinitival auxiiaries, it seens that there are tylistic implicatons
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associated with movement of an infinitival auxiliary from TE (over pag into
Agrse’

With regard ¢ the issue athand namelythe possble position(s) of negaitve
adverbs such as plus and guére in (21) and(22), given he fiexibility of the
infinitival auxiliaries thatis, the fad that they can fredy occupy MoodE, TE, or
AQrSE, no firm concusonscan be dawnon thebass of thes das.

In the case of infinitival modals, the siuation is more complex. Where an
infinitival modal is regated by pas the preferred order is for the adverb to
precede the verb, asin (23a)! (25a). Howewer, the reverse oderis notregaded
as ungrammaical. Pollock (1989: 375, 1997b) judges exampes (23b)l (25b)
(basedon Pollock’s 1989: 375 (20)) to be “somewhat marginal” and “more
exceptiona”, suggesting that they have “a very literary ring to them”. (Grevisse
1986: 1487 8980 also mentions the possihlity of pas following an nfinitive
when theinfinitive is itsdf followed by another infinitive, for example, a modal.)
Inded, the patem in (23)! (25) formed the basis & my conclusion, given in
(20b0O), that modal infinitives only exceptionally raise from TE (over pag to
AgrSE

(23) a. Jepensisne PAS POUVOIR dormir danscette chambre
b. ?Jepensis nePOUVOIR PAS dormir danscette chambre
I thought ne (be-able) pas(be-able)slegp in this room
‘I thought | couldn’t sleep in this bedroom.’

(24) a. Il edimaitne PAS DEVOIR donner suite a ma
b. ?Il edimait neDEVOIR PAS donner suite a ma
he thought ne (mus) pas (must) give continuationto my
demande.
demande.
request

‘H e thought he wouldn’t have to answer my request.’

(25) a. Il avatdit ne PAS VOULOIR donner suite a ma
b. ?Il avatdit nevouLoOIR PAS donner suite a ma
he had said ne(wan) pas(want) give continuationto my
demande.
demande.
request

‘He had sad hedidn’'t want to answer my request.’

What is interesting and sigrifi cant about negation and infinitival modals is tat,
if pasis remowed from the (b) examgesin (23)! (25) and repaced with a
negative adrerb, he judgnents change.While the adering modal infinitive +

7. In a simibr wvein to Grevissés comments, hut in reference to infitivals in ggenerl and not just
infinitival auxiliaries, Gagone (1971 138 suggests that jamais usualy precedes infinitivals ard
follows them only“dans lestyle littéraire”; healso claims (271: 149) that postinfinitival plusis less
commonthan pre-irfinitival plus.
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pasisjudged “somewhatmarginal’, “more excepional’, or “very literary’, the
ordering modal infinitive + plus/guére/jamais is na:

(26) a. Je pesais nepLUS POUVOIR dormir danscette chambre
b. Je pesais nepouvoIr PLUS dormir danscette chambre
‘I thought | would no longer be ale to sleep in this bedroom.’

(27) a. Il edimait neGUERE DEVOIR donne suite ama demande.
b. Il edimait neDEVOIR GUERE donne suite ama demande.
‘H e thought he would hardly have to answer my request.’

(28) a. Il disait neJamAIs vouLOIR donne suite ama demande.
b. Il disait nevouLoIR JAMAIS donne suite ama demande.
‘He sad he never wanted to answer my request.’

The important contrag is shown n (29), in which devoir stands for modl
infinitivesin gereral and plus stands for negative adverbs in general:

(29) a. ?ne devaipas
b. ne cevar plus

In other words, amodal infinitive followed by pasis “somewhat marginal”, is
“more excepional’, and hasa “very literary ring” to it, asindicatd by the
queston mark in (29a). The same is1ot true of sequences ofa modal infinitive
followed by a negative adverb. Whatis to bemadeof this contrag? In chapter 2,
| showed tha pas obligatorily occupies SpecNegP where that position is
avdlable and snental negaion is to be maked. This obligabry raising was
accounted for on the bads of Haegeman's (1995: 107) characterizaion of
negative clausesasclausesin which the feaure [+NEG] is borneby a functional
head. Failure of pas to raise b SpecNegP means hat the necessgrfeaure
specifi cation cannot be achieved and leads to fairly sharp ungrammaticality in
the moden language. Giventhatthe strings in (23b) (25b) ae meely somewhat
marginal and not ungrammatical as such, | assune that, in these examples, pas
occupies YecNegP as required. The position of pas in the structure is nd,
therefore, the reason for the marginal status of these strings. Their marginality is
then due to the position of the infinitival verb to theleft of pas thatis, in AgrSE,
asconcludedin (20b0.

As for (26b)l (28b), these examles ae not marginal, despite the factthatthe
infinitival modal precales he negate adveb. Consequentl, | assume that the
infinitival modal has mt raisedto AgrSE. Assume, for concreeness that the
verb occupies the immediately lower inflectional head position, namely TE
W here does this aalysis leave one with respect to the negative adverbs? Clearly
these cannot ocaupy SpecNedP. If they did, they would precedethe verb n TE,
which they do not So whee ae they? There ae wo possibilities First, they
could occupy alower position in the sameclause asillustatedin (30) (= (27b)),
for example, a lower specifi er position or an adjoined position. If this analysis is
along he right lines (as | ultimately corclude) this shows a mapr difference
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betweenpasand the negative advebs. While pasneedsto occupySpecNegP at
S-structure o mark senental negaion ard licerse ne, negative adverbs do not.

(30) [agrsp N€ [nege [1p [re devor | guere [yoopt [ve t [agree dOnner J11]]

DN) 9))- (= (27b))

The second posible postion for the negative adwers in (26b) (28b) to
occupy (assuming a biclausd structure) is SpecNegP in the lower clause This
would entail positing a chuse bandary between he infinitival modal and the
negative adwerb in (26b) (28b), as illustraed in (31), but would allow one to
maintain the generalization that negative adverbs and pasoccupy SpecNegP.

(31) [agrsp-1lnegpl mOEVOIr .. [agrepo2 - - - [negpOUETE [1o0gpdOnner VP J[1]]]
(= (27b))

An agumentin suppat of this seond serario could be advaoed f, in each
pair of examplkesin (26)! (28), there wae adifference in interpretation betveen
the (a) string and the (b) string, that is, if the negative took scope over the
infinitival modal verb in the (a) exanples whle taking sope over the
(embaded infinitival lexica verb only in the () examples (o were & least
ambiguous with reped to scopd. Thatisto say, for this second possibility to be
taken seriously, it would have to be possible to interpret (26b)! (28b) (repeaed
here & (32a)! (34a)for convenience) as being synonymous with (32b)! (34b), in
which the lower infinitival clause is negated:

(32) a. JepensaisNE POUVOIR PLUS DORMIR danscette chambre
b. JepensaisPOuvoIR NE PLUS DORMIR danscette chambre

(33) a. Il avait ediméNE DEVOIR GUERE DONNER suite ama demande.
b. Il avait ediméDEVOIR NE GUERE DONNER suite ama demande.

(34) a. Il avait dit NE VOULOIR JAMAIS DONNER suite ama demande.
b. Il avait dit VOULOIR NE JAM AIS DONNER suite ama demande.

However the neessary interpretations arenot available. The strings in (32a)!

(34a)are not synonymous with those in (32b) (34b), asillustrated, for example,
by the glosssto (34a,b) givenin (35a, b). This lack of synonymy is initial
eviderce undemining the plausibility of the second a priori possible scenario,
illusratedin (32).

(35) a. He sad hehad never wanted to answer my request.
b. He sad hehad wanted never to answer my request.

Further evidence b undemine he gausbility of the second anaysis of the
examplkesin (26b) (28b) comes from sertences sich as the one in (36). This
sentence contains the infinitival modal vouloir ‘to want with a finite CP
compkement. Crucially, the negative adverb jamais intervenes beateen vouloir
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and the complementizer, que ‘that, presunably headng CP. It is therebre
implausble o claim thattheadveb apmasin thelowerclaus g

(36) Il avdtdit nevouloir jamak qu’ elle pate.
he had said newant jamais thatshe leawe-suBJ
‘He had sdd he never wanted her to leave.’

With regectto interpretation, the string in (36) is admitedly ambiguous It can
be interpreted synonymously with (37), asif NEG-raising had taken place, that is,
asif thenegative adveb had beermas-geneaated in the lower dause and raised
into the higher claue ®

(37) Il avaitdit vouloir qu’ elle ne parte jamais.
hehad said want thatshe neleaw-suBJjamais
‘He had sdd tha hedidn’t want her ever to leave.’

Alternatively, (36) can be interpreted as if NEG-raising had not taken place, that
is, as if the negative adverb were base-generated in the higher clause. This am-
biguity is naot a problem; the important point for my purposes here is that, in
(36), the negative adverb occupies asuface position in the higher clause that is
crucially not SpecNegP, since t is to the iight of the infinitival modal in TE. |
am therefore obliged to accept the first of the two analyses gven earlier, namely
the one illustrated in (30), and to conclde hat unlike pas negative adwerbs do
not have to occupy SpecNegP at S-structure to mark sentential negation and li-
cerse ne.

Before moving on from infinitival modals andturning to lexica infinitives,
there are two final reasons to rejed the second anaysis, namely that, in (26b)!
(28b), the negative adverbs occupy SpecNegP in the embedded clause asin
(31). First, if the adwerbsin (26b) (28b) are h alower SpecNegP, there & no
reason to assume that sud a position cannot also be occupied by pas Yet the
judgmernts in (23b) (25b) show that this is mt possibe. Consequently, it is
unlikely to bethe casein (26b)! (28b).

Second, in section 1.2.5, | discussel the licensing conditions o pre-verbal ne.
| conduded hat“negtive” ne canbe licensed only by an S-structure spec-head
configuration with a negative opemtor in SpeNegdP. This too would undermine
the plausibility of the type of strucure in (31). If plusjamais/guere could

8. An dtermative approach to the example in (36) would be t assume an analysis dong the lines
of the ore sletched in sedion 1.2.2, for the pour ne pas quecorstruction, namelyin terms of a nll
light verb. In otherwords, one might conclude that the OP headed by queis nat in fact thecomplement
of vodoir. Onemight assume,instead thatthe complenentof voudoir is an infinitival clause readed
by a nulllight verb, v, which is negated by jamais and which, in turn, takesthe CP head by queasits
complement. This agproac is unlikely to be along the right lines since, in contrag to the contexts
discussedm secion 1.2.2, the pre-erbal marlernecamotappear o the left ofjamais, asshown in(i).
(i) Il avaitdit vouloir ne jamasqu’ elle parte.

hehad said want nejamaisthat she leave-suBJ

9. For dicussionof NEG-raising, seede Cormlier (1973, 1974), Daowst-Blais and Kemp (2979),
Fillmore (1963), Forest (1983, Horn (1978, b, 1989), drdanskaja (1986), dkoff (1969, Prince
(1976), ard SHonsky (1989).
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occupy anenmbedded SpecNegP position, one would not expect neto be icersed
in the matrix clause since no negative operator would occupy the matrix
SpecNegP h orderto satisfy thelicersing conditionsof the NegE.

I now turn to infinitival full lexical verbs. In such structures, pas must
precedethe verb, as in the grammdica examples (38a) and (39a), taken fom
Pollock (1989: 374 (16)), the revese orde in (38) and (39b) being
ungrammatical (outside literary language with adistinct archac flavor to it; see
Grevisse 1986: 1487 §980):

(38) a. Ne PAS SEMBLER heureux est ure condition pour . . .
b. ' NeSEMBLER PAS heureux est ure condition pour . . .
ne (seem) pas(seem) happy is a conditionfor
‘N ot appearing happy is a ondition for . . .’

(39) a. Ne PAS POSSEDERIe voiture en banlieue rend la vie
b. ' Ne POSSEDER PAS de voiture en banlieue rend la vie
ne (posesy pas (possess) of car in suburb makes thelife

difficile.

difficile.

difficult

‘N ot having a car (while living) in the suburbs makes life difficult.’

Maintaining my assumption that, in the grammatical (38a) and (39a), pas
occupks SpecNegP, the lexical infinitive mus occlpy a lower functional head
position in thee examples, éther MoodE or TE. The ungrammaica status of
(38b) and (39b) could be explained in either of two ways. Frst, with the verb in
TE or MoodE, it could be that pas has failed to raise to SpecNegP. Second, if
pas is indeed n SpecNegP, the verb would need to have raised from TE to
AgrSE, which | therefore assumeto beimpossible, asin (20b").

But what about contexts in which a negave adrerb is used @ negae the
lexical infinitive, instead of pas? Here,thedistribution is freer,andboth relative
orderings are accetable, although the adierb nore conmonly precales he
infinitive.

(40) a. Ne JAMAIS SBMBLER heureux est ure condition pour . . .
b. NeSEMBLER JAMAIS heureux est ure condition pour . . .
ne (seem) jamais (seem) happy is a conditionfor
‘N ever appearing happy is a ondition for . . .’

(41) a. Ne PLUS POSSEDERde voiture en banlieuerend la vie
b. NePOSSEDER PLUS de voiture en banlieuerend la vie
ne (posesy plus (possess) of car in suburb makes thelife
difficile.
difficile.
difficult

‘N o longer having a car (while living) in the suburbs makes life
difficult.’
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In (40a) and (41a), | asume that the adveb occupes SgcNegP and that the
verb occupies TE. Given my eardier conclusion that lexica infinitives cannot
raise from TE to AgrSE | further asume that in (40b) and (41b), the verb
occupies a position no hgher tan TE This being the ca®, the post-verbal
negative adverb cannot occupy SpecNegP in these ®ntences. Rathe, it must
ocaupy a lower postion. This is further evidenceto sugged that the syntax of
negative adverbs is les strid than the syntax of pas While the latter must
appear n SpecNegP at S-sstructure for reasons hat are by now amiliar, the
formerare not obligedto do ®.

The syntactic status of jamais, plus, guére

4.3

4.31 Preliminary remarks

In secton 2.1, | concludedthat where he operabr pasis usedio negate aclause
containing an ntranstive veb, [y, pas ] bearsthe feaure [+NEG], is generated
adjoined b VP, and thenraisesto SpedNegP n the syntax to mark senental
necation ard licerse ne. Maintaining my assaimption from section 1.2.4 tha neis
not inherenty negaive, | assume that DA transmits the feaure [+NEG] from the
negative operator in SpecNegP to the Neg head, asillustrated in (42). This is in
line with Haegenan’s (1995: 107) minimal assimption that negaive clausesare
charaterized by the resnce ¢ the feaure [+NEG] on a functonal headin the
extended domain of V.

(42) NegP
ei
Spec NegN
! fu
pas NegE
[+NEG] !
z--- --> ne
Dynamic
Agreenent

So what about the negative adwerbs? In what way does (42) have to be
modified in order to account for their syntax? Before considering this, it's
necessar to decide whatneed to remainconstant. First, sentences cataining a
negatve adrerb can appear wih ne, asl have ateads shown. Given that| have
not had to posit more than one kind of ne so far, | shal asume hatthe ne that
appeas with negdive advebs is the same ne | considered in sedions 1.2.2,
1.2.4, and 1.2.5, that is, the me that appearswith pas Recall that ne is not
inherenly negatve. In the ca®e of “expletive” ne, it is never assciated with
negative features and is licensed by indirect extended sdection from above; in
the cae of the ne that co-occurs with pas it is licensed and “acquires” its
“negativity”, via DA, in association with the inherently negative pas in
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SpecNegP at S-structure, asin (42). The null hypothesis theefore must be that,
in (1c! e), neis also licensed via DA by a negative operator in SpecNegP.

Further, there 5 no rea®n to suppose hat sentncescontaining negaive
adverbs are anyless “negatve” than ®ntences containing pas Under the
asumptions!| have made © far (Haegeman1995: 107), this meansthat one way
or anoher, a functional head within the exended domain of V will bear te
feaure [+NEG] at Sstructure. | assume that it is in fact NegkE that bears this
feature, that is, ne (with possble rasing o AgrSE) see Acquavva 1994). Since
(a) ne is na itsdf negative, (b) SpecNegP is na occupied by pas (c) as |
showed in secton 4.2.2, the negaive adverbs are not obliged to raise into
SpecNegP, and (d) | am assuming that ne needsto be icersed am sentnfal
negation marked at S-structure in Modem French, | can conclude only that, in
(26b)! (28b), (40b), and (41b), the nm-overt operabr, Op, occupies SgcNegP
at Ssstructure and, gien DA, transmisits [+NEG] feaure to NegE, thusensuing
that neis licensed and that the sentence is intepreted as being negative. Finally,
given the analysis of NPI licensing advocated in sections 3.4.2ff, Op
unsdectively ANbinds thenegative adverb(s). In other words, | conclude thét, in
the examples in (Db) and (41b)sentential negaion is maked in the same way
asin (43) and (44), discussedin section 1.2.4:

(43) a. Je n’osak venir.
| nedaed come
‘I didn't dare come.’

b. [agrspJ8 N'0SAS [Negp OP [negy- - -t - - - venir 111

(44) a. Jeannevoit que Marie.
J. nesesqueM.
‘J. can only see M.’

b.  [agrspJ€@N NEVOIL [Negp OP [negy- - -1 - - - queMarie ]]]

Before speailating further about possible syntadic charaderisations of
negatve adwerbs, it is insightful to consider how they relate to ne and pas
diachronically.

The development of sentatial negationin French

4.32

In order to undestand the mature of the rlationshp among ne, pas and the
negatve adrerbs,one must appreciate ssmething of the way he sytem of sen-
tental negaton in Modern French hagvoved (see sedons 3.1.1, 3.1.2, and
epedally 35.2). As discussed by Grevisse (1986: 1477 8§973) Harmis (1978:
23! 29), Posner (1996:302),Winters (1987: 28! 30, 33! 47), and in more recent
thearetical work, Pearce (190, 1991, 1993), the canonicdy post-verbd mark-
ers of negation in the modern language, that is, thenegative adverbs/arguments
and pas were not originally negative. Rather, they were nouns denoting small
amounts that came to reinforce non/ne; they were essetially emphatic elements
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(Posneg 1985a: 184). This devdopmenttook place during the Middle Frenc
period, from the welfth centiry on (Harris 1978: 25).

The development has been accounted for on both phonological and syntactic
grounds and, in both accounts, the trigger can be ®enastheinitial grammatic-
alization/weakening of nor/ne, that is, its (re)andysis as Nege On a
phonobgical levd, it has beensuggeged hat phonetc weakening of the pre-
verbal marker left it incapable of marking sentential negation on its own. Since it
had nd been possble o use non with a finite lexical verb since the early Old
French period (acording to Grevisse 1986: 1477 §973), amother strategy needed
to be developed to mark/reinforce £ntential negaton. On a yntactic level, the
immobility of the pre-verbal marker, the very fact that it was dways pre-verbal,
meantthat it was intemprefatively inflexible. Negaion exresed by the pre-
verbd marker abne was always interpreed asan instance ¢ absolute negaion.
In other words, the enire prgoositional conentof the chuse wadeing denied. It
could not be used ér local consttuent negaton (Grevisse 1986: 1482 §977),
that is, to negaé a subdusalunit, such asa purpse chuse.Since he post-
verbal maikers of negation were distributionally more flexible, their podtion
could indicate the patt of the propostion being negated.

French thus followed Jespersen’s Negative Cycle, with the erstwhile emphatic
pod-veral elements, and pasin paticular, losing their original (positive) value.
They then cane to carry clausalnegation albne, with the pe-verbd negatve
marker ne subsequently and increasingly often being absent from spoken
language, epecally in interrogaives by the sixteerth and ®venteerth cenuries
(Harris 1978: 26) and, accading to Price (193: 191), at least asearly asthe
thirteenth century. In fad, the tendercy for bipartite senertial negation to be
replacedby dngle (post-verbd) sentential negaton usng pasis now so stong
that as| arguedin chaper 1,in the modern languagethe metime exclsive
bearer of sentential negation, pre-verbal ne, has lost whatever inherent negativity
it had. Whatever negtve intempretation can be assigned to this element is now
due D its as®ociation with some ather ekment marked[+NEG], such as pas The
link beéweenne and negaton in Modern French istherebre indirect, to say the
least Of course, by virtue d (a) the licensng conditions assaimed for ne in
section 1.2.5, (b) the analysis of paspropo®din chaper 2, and (c) the nature of
the spechead relationship inherert in the Neg Criterion proposdin sedion 3.3,
| have he means by widh [+NEG] can be ransnitted from pasto ne: movement
of pasto SpecNegP followed by DA.

I claim tha pas is the mly overt postverbd “negatve” element in the
standard nodern language d be inherenty marked [+NEG]. (See sedion 3.5.2,
for my reasoning. In contrad, the adrerbs | have discus®d in this chaper are
not marked in this way; the elements plus, jamais, and guere are not inherently
negtive, and their co-occurrence doesnot therefore amount to NC. What | am
claiming with respect to negative adverbs is supported by a nunber o facs,
some o which have alead/ been revewed First, “negatve” adverbs sill have
some nonnegative uses. For example, jamais and plus (without ne, even in
registers not characterized by “ne-drop”) are stylistic variants of un jour/enun
tempsqudconque‘one day’/'some time or other or encore ‘still’, respectively
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(Gaabne 1971: 139, 151). In contrad, no positive use emains for the element
pas

(45) a. Jenecrois pasquecet homme revienne jamais.
I nebelievepasthatthisman returnsusJjamais
‘I don’t think that man is ewer coming back.’
b. A jamais
to jamais
‘For ever.’

c. Sijamais tu reviens a Paris, .. .
if jamais you return to P.
‘If you're ever back in Paris, . ..’

Second, asillustated earler, “negatves’ can ceoccur without negaton beng
canceled. Third, in the patternsof NC in earler varietiesof French dscusedin
secton 3.5.2 there is rea®n to bdieve hatthe mly items entering into NC are
ne and pas and notthe negative advebs discussed in this chapter or the nega-
tive argumerts analyzed in chapter5.

Instead of being lexically marked [#EG], | claim that the negatve
interpretation of the adrerbs Bto be atiributed to the factthattheyappear n the
scope of an inherently [+NEG] operabr. Of course, in gandad metropolitan
Modern French,this inherenty [+NEG] operabr canmot nomally be pas
othemwise, some dektion proces would need © be hvoked to make sure pas
does notsurface h the sytax igether with the adverb!® However, given he
acountof senenessuchas(43) and(44) propcsedin secion 1.2.4, and he AN
binding appioad to NPI licensing adoged and modified in section 3.4.2, the
non-overt counterpart of pas namdy Op, is an immedately obvious source of
the negae interpreation of theseadverbs!! To accaunt for the data in (43) and
(44) while maintaining the conclusion that ne is not inherenty negatve in the
modern language, | attributed the negate interpretion to a non-overt
inherently negative operator: Op. Pre-verbal ne thenaoquiresthe [+NEG] feaure
from Op asa cansequene o the mechansm by which ne is formally licensed,
namely DA. Op is, of course, identical to pas apart from the factthatit is non-
overt. In the nextsection, | exploit Op and flesh outan anay}sis of negaive
adverbs.

Structural analysis

433

Focusng atenion on conéxts without pssudoparitive direct object (but see
footnote 12), | asume hat negative advems are genegated in an adjoined
postion. This wasthe conclusion | came to in sedion 2.1, with regped to pas

10. A delgion-based adysis s infact proposel for Standard Modern Fenchin Esaire (194).
11. For furthe discussion of theinteradion between verb pasition and regative adverb pasition,
seeBelletti (1990, 1992, 1994a, b) ard Zaruttini (19%b, 1995).
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and | see m reason why the sane is not the case for the negative adverbs,
especially in view of my characterization of the negative adverbs with respect to
Di Sdullo and Williamss (1986) distinction between different types of
modifi cation; if pasproducesa mmposite function with the predicate by adjunc-
tion, it seems likely that the neative adverbs do ©o. (But see Cinque 1995,
1996, 1998 for an anaysis of adverbs basedn dstinct funcional projections
rather than adjoined positions.)

As mentioned, however, this is rot to claim that pasand the negative adwerbs
necessaily occupy identical surface positions. While the negate operabr pas
neessarily raisesovettly to SpecNegP n orderto licerse ne andto mark sn-
tental negaion, my claim is that this is crucially notthe case dr the negave
advebs. This is atiributable o the factthatthe negative advebs are ot in fact
negatve, that is, do not bear he feaure [+NEG]. They cannot therefore license
ne or mark sentntal negaion by raising to SpecNegP. Rather, the negate
adverbs coeoccur, in the rekvant contexts, with Op, the nm-overt negaive
operaor. It is therefore Op that crucially needs to raise to SpeNed at S-
structure o mark sentental negaton. Where the negative advebs themelves
raise o SpecNegP, it isin asens paadtic on movemenbf the operator, rather
than as aresult of any of their own inherent features. For corcreteness, | assume
the base structure in (46), in which Op and the negative adverbs ae adjoined to
VP .12

(46) VP
e i
XP VP
! 3
Op XP* VP
! 4
guere
plus
jamais

To mark senkental negaton, a negative operator hasto be h a speched
configuration with an appropriate functional head, such asNegE, at S-structure.

12. Thisis something of a smplification. Following Cinque(1995 1996,199), these dements
may attach hicher in clau® structure. Thishasnoimplicationsfor the amalysis proposed hee, which,
incidertally, differs from Rowlett (1996¢), sed¢ion 4.4.3. | do not make strong claims about the orcer
of the wwo VP-adjoinedelemersin (46). For exanple, givenits interpretation (“always-rot” as oposed
to “nat-always”), it may makesense to asume that jamais is base-generated above Op.

Asfor thelicenang of pseudgpattitives, asin (i), | asume that Op is generated in SoecNumP ard
subsequently raised to SpcNed, assuggestedn secton 22.4, for pas This is ilusrated in (ii).

(i) Julien’ a jamaislu deromans.
J. nehasjamaisreadof novels
‘J. has neer read anynowels.’
(i) ...naf,Op(..)jamais...u...[,...[yw.et[deromans]]]]
z-- m
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Failure of pasto raise n the relevant conexts was $iown in chager 2 b have
two consequences. Frst, ne becomesinavailable. Secand, the negation has local
soope. In contrast, in the sentences considered here, ne is available, and negation
has wide soope. | therefore assume that Op has rased to SpecNegP. This is
illustatedin (47):

47) NegP
e i
Spec NegN
! r y
Op; NegE
: ! y
Z-- ---- -_nhe VP
3
t VP
3
XP* VP
! 4
jamais
guere
plus

A further possibility, suggeged by the examplesin (40a)and (41a) would befor
Op to beaccompaned by the negative adverb (or adverbs) see sedion 43.4.4)
as it raises into SpecNegP. This is illustrated for (40a) very schematically in
(48):

(48) NegP
w o]
Spec NegN
6 r y
Op jamais NegE
: ! y
Z-- ----  ----  _ne VP
3
t VP

In the secondcase,the overt adverb in (46) parasitically raisesinto SpecNegP
while, in the first case, it remains in situ in its adjoined position. Given that TP
and MoodP intervene letween he baseVP-adjoined position of the negéive
adverb andSpecNegP, this analsis hasthe atracton of predicing that negaive
adverbs can dher preced o follow an nfinitive in TEEMoodE In both sce-
narios, crucially, Op appearsin SpecNegP (as required by the needto mark
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sentential negation). DA then ensures tha ne is licensedand endowed with the
feaure [+NEG]; negation ha wide <ope an thesenene is negative.
Examples

4.34

Some exemplification is perhaps in order at this point, especially since, unlike in

chapter 2, where | considered the syrtax of pas assumptions about the postion

of the necative adverbs interactin muc more complex fashion with the syntax

of infinitives. My asaimptions about Verb Movement patterns in Standard
French) motivated in chapger 1) were dvenin (20) and ar repeaéd hee:

(49) Overt Verb Movenentpaternsin French
a. All finite verbs nove b AgrSE
bN Infinitival auxiliaries @tre, avoir) fredy move to MoodE, TE, or
AgrSE
bQ Infinitival modal verbs (eg., pouvoir, devoir) move to MoodE or TE,
and only exceptionally to AgrSE.
b* . Infinitival lexical verbs move to MoodE or TE, butnot asfar asAgrSE.

Thus,while tensed verb alwaysappear n AgrSE at S-structure, infinitivals can,
dependng on he naure d the verb, appea either in AgrSE (auxiliaries excep-
tionally modals, but not lexical infinitiveg or in TEEMoodPE (auxiliaries mo-
dals, and lexica verbs). In example 1, the clauseis finite, ard the verb must
therefore nove to AgrSE. Examples 2 and 3 contain an auxiliary and a modal
infinitive, respectively. The two possible suface orderings of verb + adverb and
adverb + verb are discussed. Finally, in exampk 4, an infinitival lexica verb co-
occurs with two negative adverbs.
Exanple 1

4341

(50) Pierreneboit plus.
P. ne drinks plus
‘P. nolonger drinks.’

In this example, the clause contains a finite intransitive verb, boit ‘drinks’,
which, in line with (49), raisesto AgrSE. The preverbal paticle ne will move
along with the finite verb to AgrSE. Op raisesto SpecNegP b mark senental
negation. Depending on whether or not plus follows Op into SpecNegP, the
negative adverb will either remdn in situ, VP-adjoined, as in (52), or occupy
SpecNegP, asin (51). In either casethe adveb isin postverbd position.

(51) [Pierre L\grSNne boit [NegP[ Spepp plus] [TPt [MoodP[VP- . ]]]]]]
(52) [Pierre [geine it [yegel spe@P 1 [tpt PIUS [yooap [ ve - - - 111111
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4.342 Exanple 2

(53) ...afin de ne janais étre ans  argent
in-order of ne jamais be without money
. . .in order never to be without money’

Here, an infinitival claue mntaining an awiliary is introduced by a complex
complementiser afin de ‘in order to’, whose structure will not be nvedigatd
here. Following (49bN, | assume that the verb mowes at lead asfar as MoodE
Given its pre-verbd position, | assume that jamais occupies $ecNegP, that is,
that it has raised with Op to SpecNegP (asin (48)), and that the verb has not
raised above E

(54) ... ne[yegplspecOP jamais I[ neylrrmoasr €€ [vp t [ve SANS agent]]]]]
Exanple 3

4.343

(55) ... faire preuve de e vouloir guére quecela it le cas

do proof of newant gueérethatthatbesusJithecase
‘...provethatPRO hadly warts thatto be hecas’

In contrag to exanple 2, which contains a (honmodl) awiliary, the infinitival
clause n exampk 3 ®ntains the modé verb vouloir ‘to want’. Here, the nega
tive adwerb follows the verb, yet precedes the finite CP complement of the verb.
Given he natre of the canplement of the nodal, thatis, a finite CP, and the
postion of the negative adverb, it cannot be claimed that the negative is associa-
ted with the CP. (See footnote 8.) | conclude, then, that the “negative” is left-
VP-adjoined and that the modalhas rased either to MoodE or to TE, asin (56).
Sentential negation is marked and ne is licersed snce Op hasraised D Spec-
NegP.

(56) [agrsu€ Inegp OP [tpimaoar VOUIOIF [yp t [yp guére {p [cp - - - J11111]

Exanple 4

4344

(57) Disdui de neplusjamais venir.
say-him of ne plusjamais come
‘T ell him/her never to come again.’

In theinfinitival claue in example 4,whichis the complementof theimperative,
the verb is precededby two negative adwerbs, as in (5a c). However,although |
havwe discussed the possibility of negdive alvetb concagndion, | have not yet
proposed a g/ntactic anaysis of this phenomenon. Given he aproadc to the
examples discussel in section 4.3.3, it seems sensible to assume tha multiple
negative adverbs ae successively adjoined to VP, asin (58), and can both
subseqLently paradticaly raise with Op into SpeNedP, as haspresumably hap-
penedin (57), given heir preverbd position.
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(58) ... [Ive Op [yp Plus[yp jamas [yp . . . ]11]

Recdl that it was obsewved hat these advebs are rot polarity-revesing ele-
ments, thatis, notinherenky specified [+NEG]. In the stucture proposed in (46),
which, it wassuggeded, underlies the ge of a $Sngle regdive adveb, the struc-
ture receives its n@ative interpretation by virtue of the presence of Op. What is
charaderistic, of course, about the intempretation of the structuresin (5a ¢) and
exampk 4 here is that the appaent negativity of one adwverb does not cance out
thatof arnother. (Recdl also the discussion in secion 42.1 and theinformal cha-
racterization in (10)! (13) of multiple “negdives’ in Frendh.) | interpretthis fact
as suggesting that, in structures containing two or more adverbs, thae is only
one @, produchg a dngle instane of negdion, asin (58). Given thattherela-
tionshp between (p andthe lexical negaitve adrerb is unseéctive hinding, the
ability of two adverbs to “share” a singe operator becomes dear. Op can in
principle bind ary number of suitable items in this example, it bindstwo ne@-
tive adrerbs. The suface stucture n (57) & a reslt of shortor medium Verb
Movemet (to MoodE/TE) and mowement of both Op and the negative adwerbs
to SpecNegP, exactly as n previous examples.

The quegion then arises asto wheter it is possble for just one ofthe two
negtive advebsto follow Op into SpecNegP.The exampe in (59)suggeds that
thisis not ruled outby the gramnar.

(59) Elle éfait contente de ne plus avoir jamas a fairel’ amou avecson
she was happy of neplushawe-nF jamaisto do thelove with her
mari.
husband
‘She was dad she didn’t ever have to make love to her husband again.’

Here, while plus has raised with Op to SpecNegP, jamais can remah in dtu, as
shown by their position with respect to the infinitive. (Of course it is also
posdgble for jamais to raise wth plusto give the order [ne plus jamais avoir].)

Explanatory power

4.4

In secton 4.2,two distributional differencesbetweenpas and the negative ad-
verbs were discussel. In this setion, | demonstrae how the analysis proposed in
secton 4.3 alows an accant of those dfferencesd be given.

Lin ear ordering of infinitival verbs

441

Theunderlying strudure in (46) can beused in arelatively straightforward way
to explain why, in infinitival clauses, thedistribution of the negative adverbs is
more flexible than that of pas The table in (60) shows how the amalysis of
negative adverbs and pas proposed or defended here together with the assump-
tions in (20), can account for the orderings exemplified in the text. What is
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important to remember is that my analysis predicts tha pasmug appealin Spec-
NegP, since this is the only way in which pascan mak sentnial negaton, that
is, the only way it can ke in the requied canfiguraion with a siitable headand
the only way ne can be licensed. With respect to the negative adverbs, in
contrast, two possibilities are open. In the scenario illustrated in (47), lexical
guére, plus, and jamais appearin their ba® posiion at S-structure; senenftal
negation is marked, and neis licensed by Op alone rasing o SpecNegP. In the
scenario illustrated in (48), lexical guére, plus, and jamais appear in SpecNegP,
since they have raised with Op to SpecNegP. Hence, in the table in (60), pas
mug apper in the column headed SpecbigP,while the necative advebs can
appear either in the column headed SpecNegP or in the column headed VP-
adjoined.

(60)
PosiTioN
TexT AGRSE SPECNEGP T8 VP-ADJOINED
EX. MooDE
a. (1b) sera pas
b. (1c-e) sera plugjamas/guere
C. (1c-e) serm plusfamais/guéere
d. (21a) plusljazzfs//guére ere
€ (21b) ere plusljarzzfs//guére
f. (21b) (étre) (étre) plusfjamais/guere
g. (23a) pas pouvoir
h. (23b)  ?pouvoir pas
i. (26a) plusjamas/guere pouvoir
j- (26b) pouvoir plusfamais/guere
k. (38a) pas senbler
l. (38b) ' sembler pas
m. (38b) senbler ' pas
n. (40a) plus/jamaisguéere senbler

0. (40b) sember plusjamais/iguére
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In (604 c), in which the finite verb s in AgrSE, both pas andthe negate
adverbs follow the verb. Pas obligabrily occupies SgcNegP, (60a), while the
negative adverbs can appear either in SpecNegP, (60b), or, if Op aone raises to
SpecNegP, in stu, VP-adjoined, (60c).

In (60d f), the infinitive is an auxiliary. Following (20bN, the verb can
undergo either short, medium, or long Verh Movement and cantherefore occupy
either MoodE, TE, or AgrSE. Where the aderb is pre-verbal, as in (®d), it must
be in SpechNegP, and theverb camot have raised above E Where the adverb is
post-verbal, a nunber of possihilities exst If the adverb is pas it must be in
SpecNegP, andthe verb nusthave rgsento AgrSE, as in(60e). However,if the
negatve is an adrerb raher hanpas it can be m SpecNegP, in which case he
verb must have riseninto AgrSE, as in (60e), or in its base position, adoined to
VP, in which casehe verb cald bein AgrSE, TE, or MoodE, asin (60f).

In (60d! j), the infinitive is a modd. In (60gd! h), the verb is negated by pas
which mug occpy SpecNegP. The most naural order, according to Pollock
(1989: 375, 1997b), is for pasto precele heinfinitival modal. Thisis illustrated
in (60g), where the modal has undergone short or medium Verb Movement to
TE/MoodE The unnatiralnessof the revese ordeing is a cansequene o the
fact that, for such a string to be generated, the infinitival modal would need to
undergo long Verb Movement to AgrSE, which is exceptional in line with
(20b0O. The interesting contrast naed between (23b) and (26b) is illustrated in
the table in (60h) and (60j). For, athough infinitival modds cannot) without
marked stylistic dfects) precedepas they can aqiite naturally preceale negaive
adwems, not because long Verbh Movement becomes more natural when it co-
occurs with these aveibs but rather beause the advebs (unlike pag do ot
haveto raise o SpecNegP.Rater, they canreman VP-adjoined,ard the modal
can precede them without having to raise from TE to AgrSE.

Finally, the situation with repeda to full lexica vers is illustrated in (60k!
0). Where a lexical infinitive is negated by pas the verb nust follow the
negative, as n (60k). This is becawse pas must occupy SpecNegP andthe verb
cannd raise hgher han TE For the reverse order b be generagd, either he
verb wauld have b raise b AgrSE, asin (60l), or the negative would have to
remain VP-adoined, as n (60m). In each casethe sting is ungrammatcal. In
contrast, where the lexical infinitive co-occurs with a negative adverb, both
relatve orders are equaly possble. In each cae, the verb appears no higher
than TE. Where the adveb is pre-veral, it has raised with Op to SpecNegP,as
in (60n); where t is postverbd, it remairs VP-adjoined,as n (600).

With regped to (60n) (= (40a) and (600) (= (40b)), it wasnotedon page 151
that the most common order was for the adverb to precede the infinitive as in
(60n) (= (40a)). This suggess that for some reasonyet to be explored, the
posdbility of parastic movement, with Op, to SpecNegP, on the part of the
negatve adrerb, s a preferred gtion. | return o thisin the nextsection.
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4.42 Co-occurrencerestrictions
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Within the famework of the stucturesproposed n (46), the queston of why
pas cannot, in some varieties (including the standard), co-occur with the nega-
tive adwerbs (without leading to logicd DN) is redwed to a @nsideration of
why, on the bags of an undedying configuration such as (61a) the opemtor
bearng the feaure [+NEG] cannot be overt, tha is, pas Why, instead, must it
surfaceas Op, asin (61b)? And whatisit about the gramnar of cerain nonsan-
dard varieties that albws the operator, optionally, to surface as pas asin (61c)?

(61) a. Underspedfiedundetying configuration:

VP
e i
XP VP
! 3
[+NEG] XP VP
! 4
plus
jamais
guere
b. Standard:
VP
e i
XP VP
! 3
Op XP VP
! 4
plus
jamais
guére

c. Nonstandard (e.g, Québécois): ™

VP
e i

XP VP

! 3

pas XP VP

! 4

jamais
guere

It is possible to relate the phenomeron illustrated in (61b) to the emprica ten-
dencynoted with repectto (60n,0) in scton 44.1, namely that where anega-

13. The absnce ofplus from (619 follows as a cosequence of jugmentsfrom natve speakrs
(of Québécoisat leas) that the co-occurence ofpas plusis rot permitted. See (62b
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tive adverb suchasjamais co-occus with alexical infinitive, the preferred order
is for theadveb to precele heverb, that is, to rase o SpecNegP wth Op (even
though the opposite order, in which the adverb remains in situ, is grfectly

grammatical). In other words, while negative adverbs do not have to raise to
SpecNegP with Op, they have a ¢éndencyto do so anyway. | atiribute the €n-
dencyof the necative advebsto rase to SpechgP,aswell asthe non-ovett na

ture ofthe [+NEG] operabr, to an intimate assciation beween he gerabr and
the adverb, an as®ciation that can,in turn, probably be atributed to extensve
co-occurrence in structures swch as those illustrated in section 3.5.2, example

(72). (See McMahon1994: 164.) This seemsa plausble gpproach,giventhat as
| show in the next section and in section 5.5.2, it is precisely in those syntactic

configuratonsin which the “negatve” is increasngly distant from the negate
operaor that the latter is nore likely to surface aspasrather that Op. In secion
5.5.2, for examplk, | show that, in the standard language, there are constraints on
the necessgrintimacy between he “negatves” and he qeraor andthat where
thee mnstaints are ot met the negative oper#or is ovett. In paticular, when
certain kinds of clause bandary intervene beveen the surce andundelying
position of the negative operator, the operaor surfaces & pas Insedion4.4.2.1,

in which | consider Québéois and other nonstandard varietiesof French, | show
that negative argumerts are generlly more likely than negative adwerbs to be
accompanied by overt pas rather than by non-overt Op. This can pethaps be
attributed to the fact that the negative arguments cannot raise to SpecNegP with

Op. Further, negative arguments ae more likely to be accompanied by overt pas
than by non-overt Op when they are embedded within a PP, that is, synactically

more remote from the negative opemtor, which, as we saw in sedion 2.2.4.2,

crucially cannot be extracted from within the PP and must theefore originate
external to VP. Given tha the phenomenon illustrated in (61b) affects both

negatve adrerbs andarguments| return to it in secion 5.5.2.In the next
section, | consider varieties d French in which (61b) does not apply.

Québécais

4421

As suggeted earier with respet to (61c), the rehtionshp between he negate
operator and negative adverbs does not force the former to suface as Op in
some nastndard vareties of French,such as Q@ékécas. The exanples hee
(from Marie Claude personal communicaton [62] and Muller 191: 262 [63])
show how, in monoclausd contexts, pascan co-ocaur with negative advwerbs and,
especially, argumental rien and personne without inducing DN.

(62) a. Mariepleure pasjamais.
M. cries pasjamais
‘M. never cries.’



166

o

(63)

SENTENTIAL NEGATION IN FRENCH

"Ja  pasplusfaim.
| hawe pasplushunger
‘I am no longer hungry.’

Michel a pas rien fait.
M. has pasriendone
‘M . hasn't done anything.’

Jevois pasperonne.
| see paspersonne
‘l can’'t see anyone.’

Le samedi soir...,y a pasperonneenville a Québec
the Saturday evening there has paspersonnein town at Q.
‘Saturday evenings . .. , there’s no-one in the center of Quebec.’

J'ai pasparlé a peronne.
| hawe passpokento personne
‘I haven't spoken to anyone.’

Tu travaill es pas rien, tu risques pas grand-chose. ..
you work pasrien yourisk  pasmuch
‘If you do no work, you don’t risk much . .."’

Y m’' répond pasrien.
he me answerspasrien
‘H e doesn't answer me.’

Parsonnea pasl’ droit derienfaire pis deriendire.
personnehas pastheright of rien do then of rien say
‘N 0-one has theright to do nothing and say nothing.’

Peronnen’ estpasvenu.
pernneneis pascome
‘N 0-one came.’

Muller’s observation about the co-occurrence of pas and negative arguments is
confirmed byMoritz and Valois (1994) The following examplksare taken from
Daouwst-Blais and Kemp(1979:11! 12):

(64) a.

Jeconnas pasperonne.
I know paspersonne
‘I don’'t know anyone.’

J'ai  pasvu persnne.
| hawe passeenpersonne
‘I haven't seen anyone.’

Jevois pasrien.
| see pasrien
‘| can't see anything.’
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d. Jen ai pasvu aucun.
| of-themhawe passeenaucun
‘I haven't seen any of them.’

e. Jesas pasjamaisquandil va venir.
I know pasjamais when he goes come
‘I never know when h€ll come.’

167

Outside Quebe¢ Muller (1991: 261) motes a @mndruction in metopolitan
French that he suggeds is “populaire, dialectal, Moyen¥rancas, vieilli, rare”

andin which pascan co-occur with negatives:

(65) a. Toutela rouscailuren’y fera pasrien.
all themoaning nethere do-FuT pasrien
‘All the moaning won’'t make any diff erence.’

b. Jai pasrientrouvé.
| hawe pasrienfound
‘I haven’t found anything.’

c. Jeconnaspasauain homme.
I know pasaucunman
‘I don’'t know any men.’

d. Personnenesait pasce qu'il y a derriéere.
personnene knows paswhatthathe tere hadehind
‘N 0-one knows what’s behind it.’

e. ...unparfum qu’' auain attificeneparvent pasa donner
a perfumethat aucuntrick ne managespasto give
‘...asnell thatno trick could manag t produce’

Muller noes fwrther that this constuction is even nore frequet where he
negatve argumet is embedded within a AP (hencethe unavalabhility of negatve

adverbs,which canno, for independentreasonspccur in such positions).

66) a. Il fera pasd cadeau fpa personne ].
P
he do-FuT pasof gift to personne
‘He won't give anyone a present.’

b. Il nefait pas de doute [pppour personne] que. ..
it ne doespasof doubt for personne that
‘N o-one doubts tha . . .’

c. Jen’ai pasbesoin[ppd’ aucunepreuve ].
| nehave pasneed of aucune proof
‘I don't need any proof.’

How is one to deal with these data? @e possbility is that, unlike in Standard
French, pas has not become inherenly negatve in Québéwmis (and he other



168 SENTENTIAL NEGATION IN FRENCH

relevant varieties). If paswere dill what Muller (1991) terms asemi-négation,
that is, a noninherently negative NPI, its co-ocaurrence propeties would be
expeded. However this seemsunlikely. Denise Daoug-Blais, for exampe, has
argued that, in Québécois as in Sandard French, pas and not ne must be
considered the true negative marker (Daouwst-Blais 1975; Daouwst-Blais and
Kemp 1979: 11). Indeed, ne is generaly omitted in Québécois (Sankdf and
Vincent 1977). Such an approach is therefore implausible and unlikely to be
able to explain the contrast between the standard and nonstandard varieties. A
different approad is therefore neaded.

An aternative analysis, one tha has been advocated by Moritz and Valois
(1994: 679fn12), is to hold that, in Québécois, for example, pashas been reanal-
yzed asNegk. (Recall, for example, from the discussion of the Negative Cycle in
secton 3.1.1, especally footnote 6, thatthe negatve marker non, an adverb in
Latin, hasbeen reanalyzed asthe redization of a functional head in the modern
Romance languages) However as discussed in sction 31.2, | find this idea
implausible for a number of reasons. Frst, thee are no syrntactic respects in
which pasin Québécois behaves like a head. In all respects, nost importantly
concerning Verb Movement patternsacrossit, pasin Québéois behaeslike a
maximal projecion, a factadequagly reflected in the analysis of this elementas
the specifier of NegP. Second, there has been no major typological shift in
Québéois that might explain why spealers would begh to andyze pas as a
head rather than as amaximal projection. Third, Québécois is in fact more of a
paradigm cas of a negtive concod languagethanis Standad Frend. Given
the anaysis of the negawe adrerbs and arguents as noninherenty negatve
NPIs of one sort or another, | actualy expectthemto co-occur with a negave
XP operator. In such terms, it is the “weird” standard language that begsan
explanation, rather than the nonstandard varieties. | therefore reject the claim
that pasin Québéois has beenrearalyzed asNegE.

| return o the rehtionshp between he negate operabr and negatie
adverbs in setion 5.5.2, where | develop the approach to (61b, c) sketched in
sedion 4.4.2 for the standard and the nonstandard patterns.

Summary

4.5

In this chater, | hawe onsidered the syntax of the negative adverbs plus, ja-
mais, and guére. In linewith the concluson drawn atthe endof chapter 3, name-
ly that Modem Frendh is a mon-NC language | amalyzed hese demens as
nonnegaive. | treaed them asNPIs, in that their negatve interpretation is the
reault of their co-occurence with an opeator thatis inherenty negatve and hat
takesscopeover them. In the standard language, this opeator is non-overt: Op;
in some nonstandard varieties, sich as Québécois, it can be overt: pas By con-
cluding that the “negative” adverbs of French are not inherenty negative them-
selves, | was alle to provide an degant acount for the freer distributions these
elements witnessin comparison with pas Whereas pasmustraise b SpecNegP
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where this postion is accesible, since this is the only way in which sentental
negation can be marked, the “negative” adverbs do not since sentertial negation

can be marked if the non-overt Op raises (without taking the lexical adverb with
it).



5

Negative Arguments

In this chapter, | move away from negative advebs. My aim is to provide a
syntactic analysis of negative arguments, which show anumber of similarities
with the adrerbs disus®d in chapter 4. They co-occur with each ¢ther @ndthe
advebs) without producing DN; they license ne; and they have sertertial scope
(see (1)).In contrad to the ekments discussd in the previous chaper, though,
the ekmets of intered here are argumertal rather than adverbial and,
consequentl, are asociate with > -rolesand, presumably, A-positions Thetwo
elements | consder are personne ‘anyone/no-one’ and rien ‘anything/nothing’.
Examples ae given in (1)

1. While the presered pre-vebd neis gerrally optional (seesedion 1.2.4, and the refeences

in chapter 1, footnote 3 for discussionof thesocblinguisticsof “ne-drop™), Ashby (1976 123 1981:
679)notes intwo studieshat,wherethe gammati@l subject ispersonneorrien, pre-verbalneis rever
ddeted. Prince (1976 410 givesthesame judgment. A couple of conmentsare in order atthis pant.
First, Exure (1974 403 disagees with Ashby ard Prince, giving the following daa (her (3b) ard
(40)):
(i) Personnevient.

personnecomes

‘No-oneis caning’
(i) Personneveut rien.

personnewantsrien

‘No-onewants anthing.’
Escug's judgmentsarein no way maginal, myinformants asoaccet (i) and (i) Seond, thefactthat
personneand, in liaisn cantexts,rien bah end in an [n] makesit difficult to tell whether or nat nehas
been dropped. The contrastcauld bereduced to the presenceversusabenceof geminaion. Strong
caegorical claimsthat neis neer drgppedin thesecontexts needtherefae to be treted with care.
Furthe, Prince’s judgnent was base on accpted pesaiptivist views ratherthan obsevation persmal
communication) Morereliablecontetsin whichto test the hpothesis, that is, aviding phrasefinal
[n], are suggested (i) ard (iv):
(i) Riendu tout(™'?a é&é fait.

rien of-theall ne hasbeen dme

‘Nothingat al was dme!
(iv) Pesonned’ intéresant (?ri?)a é# invité a la féte.

personneof interesting ne hasbeen invited to the party

‘No-oneinterestingwas invted to theparty’
Finaly, in recent discussion, ard following further fieldwork of the type presented in Ashby (1976
1981), Bill Ashby (personal commmication) reports ththe hafound instancesof ne-dropin the pre-
sence opersonneard rien in subject pasition.





























































































































































































































































































