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DIACHRONIC DIALECTS VERSUS MODERN LANGUAGES;
NEGATIVE STRATEGIES IN SUNDRY LANGUAGES!

FRITS BEUKEEMA AMD OLGA MISESEA TOMIC

0. Introduction

In a paper presented at the ESSE Conference in Bordeaux, in Septembe;
1993 (Beukema & Tomi¢ forthcoming), we discussed negation in English and
argued that in the various stages of its development it has shown the strucure: (a)
of the present-day Slavic languages, (b) of the present-day Romance languages,
French in particular; and (c) that of the present-day Germanic V2 languages. In
OE, negation was expressed by a negative marker of affixal nature, as in the
modern Slavic languages. The principal ME strategy was periphrastic, with a
negative particle preceding the finite verb and a negative adverb following it; this
strategy is encountered in modern French. In one of the negative strategies
present in Elizabethan English, a negative adverb follows the VP; this possibility
15 attested in the modern V2 languages.

In this paper, we will examine the negative strategies of Dutch and several
Slavic languages, in the light of the diachronic development of the strategy of
negation in English. We will do this against the background of some recent work
on negation in generative grammar (Ems 1992; Haegeman and Zanuttini 1991
and Ouhala 1990, in particular).

In section 1 we will summarize the development of sentential negation from
Old English to present-day English. In sections 2 and 3 we will sketch our model
of clause structure. In sections 4 we will accommodate the facts from English,
summarized in section 1, in the clause structure presented in 3 and 4. In sections
5, 6 and 7 we will look into the clause structures of South Slavic, West and East
Slavic and Dutch, respectively. In section 8 we will draw some general conclusions
on the factors responsible for variation of the position of the negation marker
relative to the verb. Throughout, the discussion will focus on finite negative
clauses, and will consistently disregard constituent negation, i.e. negation of
constituents smaller than the clause.

1. The Development of Negation in English

The development of sentential negation from Old English to present-day
English has gone through the following stages:

! The paper is an extended version of a paper presented at the 27th SLE Conference, Florence,
September 1994, The names of the authors are alphabetically ordered.
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(a) In the ,classical” OE period we have negation with one-member negative
marker of affixal nature: [ne + V]
X {b‘}I From late OE to late ME, the sentential negative particle ne is
increasingly reinforced by the adverb not, so that at the end of the ME period we
!:f.ve a imgative particle preceding the VP and a negative adverb following it: [ne
e MM
_ (¢) From late ME onwards, we have two parallel developments: (c;) Ne is
omitted in favour of not, which was placed after the finite verb [(ne) Vy, not);

(c;) Following the introduction of do in negative declarative scentences, the :

order [nor V] becomes ,moderately common” (Denison 1993:449),

(d) From the 17th century onwards, the order [V, not] is only found for
those finite verbs which are categorized as finite auxiliaries: [V, not Vi) After
1800 [V, not] is uncommon; sentences with lexical verbs are negated by means of
the dummy auxiliary do.

Within the framework od the Government and Binding theory, we can access
the variation of the position of the negation marker relative to the verb by
assuming that the verb either moves from its launch-site past the negation to a
position where its inflectional features can be checked, or that it stays in its base

position.

2. The Structure of the Clause

To make sense of this, we must first sketch our model of clause structure,
which is built on the ,Split Infl” hypothesis — the hypothesis that inflectional
features are represented as functional heads which define/project full phrasal
functional categories, which always associate with lexical projections (for a recent
exposition, sec Hornstein 1994). The order of the more central functional
categories — Complement (C), Subject Agreement (AgrS), Tense (T), Object
Agreement (AgrO) and Verb (V) — is given in (1):

(1) C—AgrS — T — AgriQD = V

The diagnostics for movement of the verb is its position vis-4-vis negation,
adverbs and clitics. Suppose then that a verb moves from the V-position in (1) to
the very left, to C, which happens in interrogative structures. It is a head
movement and the Head Movement Constraint requires the moved constituent to
have pass through every intervening head on its way up. Such a movement would
by itself not reveal anything about the functional positions through which the
constituent has passed, however; only the interaction of verb order and particular
adverb positions or negation would reveal the functional position of the verb. It is
T.herﬂfﬂrc necessary to first identify the nature and position of negation and
incorporate this in (1).

The phrasal projection of the negation marker, NegP, has been postulated as
a separate category (c.f Pollock 1989), but this postulation has met with a host of
alternatives, a persistent one of which is to see the sentence negator as a VP
adjunct:

DIACHRONIC DIALECTS VERSUS MODERN LANGUAGES: NEGATIVE STRATEGIES IM ... 9

(@) lvenot [ve...]]

Kayne’s recent paper on the antisymmetry of syntax (Kayne 1993) provides
arguments to dismiss the VP-adjunct view, however. According to Kayne, specifi-
ers are adjuncts, which makes the X' level superfluous and excludes the possibility
of the occurrence of more than two identical XPs over each other. If we follow
Kayne's theoretical argument, NegP 15 the only available option for the accommo-

dation of the negation marker.?
Belletti (1994) incorporates in the clause structure a NegP with the structure

(3):

(3) NegP

Meg®
She orders the NegP after AgrS:
(4) CF — AgrS — [negeNeg] — TP —AgrO — VP

To illustrate the interaction of V-movement and negation, Belletti Tites the
following French and Italian sentences:

[5)a. Gianni ha deciso {di non tomare mai]
b. *ean a décidé [de ne rentrer jamais]
[+ Jean a décidé [de ne jarnais rentrer]
"Jean has decided [never to retum]’

The French counterpart of the Italian sentence (5)a, given in (5)b, is
ungrammatical because in French the verb moves no further than T", and only the
clitic negation marker ne, generated in Neg®, left-adjoins to AgrS.

We propose a clause structure along the lines of the one proposed by Beletti,
with the proviso that the position of NegP may vary across languages.

3. A Miniralist Reinterpretation

Within a minimalist framework — the most recent version of Govermment
and Binding theory (¢f Chomsky 1992), the analysis we have sketched is
maintained in outline, although the implementation differs. There is now a
feature-matching mechanism that matches the features associated with the inflec-
tional morphology of lexical categories with the features represented in the

i A practical argument for the adoption of the NegP would be that languages with periphrastic
sentence negation can easily be accommodated in an approach featuring a MegP.
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functional heads® Checking matching features results in licensing the inflected
element and moving the lexical category to the functional domain.*

Mot all of the features checked are visible in overt syntax. Only strong
features are visible, while the weak ones are invisible. Ultimately, the strong/weak
distinction is what is responsible for parametric variation among languages; this
distinction squarely locates parametric variation in the domain of functional
categories.

4. Minimalism and the Development of Negation in English

Let us see how the facts from English presented in Section 1 can be
accommodated in the theory we sketched. From the earliest times onward the
V-feature of AgrS is strong, resulting in overt V-movement of all verbs to AgrS, a
node which, according to Pollock (1989), is ©-transparent®. Ne does not block this
movement, in either OE or ME; it actually clusters with the moved verb. Not, in
its turn, is in the specifier of NegP, from its initial appearance onwards. This
situation persists till the 17th century (and for a number of verbs till well into the
I8th century). Already at the beginning of the 15th century, however, the strength
of the V-feature in AgrS begins to diminish, with the result that, in addition to
V-movement to AgrS (I say not), two parallel strategies emerge: do-support and
the I not say construction. These strategies are typical instances of grammars in
which the V-feature of AgrS is weak and V does not move to AgrS in overt
syntax.

I say not and I not say can be viewed as alternants characteristically found in
a bilingual situation, which is a plausible stage in language change. How do we
accommodate that in our framework? Coextensive with the diminution of the
strength of the V-feature in AgrS, somewhere in the functional domain a
functional head becomes ©-opaque, with the consequence that thematic verbs can
no longer raise to AgrS, neither in the overt syntax nor at the level of Logical
Form (LF). Instead, obligatory raising of do takes place. The ©-transparent and
the @-opaque grammars coexist for a long time, giving rise to a grammar in which
wc:{g;cnunwr the three possibilities of expressing sentential negation that we see
n i

(6)a. { say not (strong V-feature; F-heads transparent)
b. I not say (weak V-feature; F-heads transparent)
[ I do not say (strongiwek V-feature; F-head(s) opagque)

Note that the occurrence of [ nor say sentences makes it clear that the
parameter that determines the strong/weak nature of the V-feature is independent
of the transparent/fopaque parameter: if a weak V-feature of AgrS correlated with
the @-opacity of that node, I not say could not exist, since the inflectional features

3 Obviously, V features of functional heads are relevant for ehecking features of heads, while N-
-features of functional heads are instrumental in checking features of specifiers.

* Tense and Agreement are the inflectional features that operate in V-movement, while Case is
the relevant feature in NP-movement.

* @ stands for thematic and refers to verbs have lexically expressed arguments.
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of the finite V say must be checked. And they are — in LF. As a matter of fact,
V raises to have its V-features checked not in the overt syntax, but at LF. In the
I do not say sentences, however do must raise to AgrS in the overt syntax, since
the semantic emptiness of do does not make it amenable to treatment by LF
rules.

In Modern English, the variants in (6)a and (6)b are not found. Clearly, in
the development of English, thematic main verbs have lost their ability to climb to
AgrS. In a grammar in which say is not welcome at AgrS, not at any moment of
the derivation, 1.e. neither in the overt syntax nor at LF, [ not saythe not says must
be ungrammatical, as the inflectional features of the finite verb cannot be checked
against the V-features of AgrS, leading to a straightforward violation of Full
Interpretation. How can a language help itself out of this predicament? It needs
to have auxiharies in all sentences. If there 15 no aspectual or modal auxiliary,
there is a last-resort option — the insertion of the dummy de, which is
semantically empty, like all other auxiliaries, and thus needs to climb up to AgrS
in the overt syntax. The difference between (6)b and (6)c is then that in (6)b the
lexical verb i1s still allowed to raise out of VP, although the raising is at the level
of Logical Form, while in (6)c say is not welcome in AgrS.

Let us remind ourselves that the dummy deo is found only in sentences that
display the NICE properties® (see Roberts 1993 for an insightful discussion). It
would seem reasonable to assume that these sentences are characterized by having
B-opaque functional heads. Accordingly, we may assume that the Neg heads of
the negative sentences have become ©-opaque in the history of English.

5. Negation in South Slavic

In the Slavic languages, negation 15 marked by the negative particle ne. In
South Slavic, this marker behaves exactly as it does in OE: it precedes the tensed
verb, irrespective of whether the verb is lexical or auxiliary, and irrespective of
whether the subject precedes the verb, follows it or 1s dropped. This can be
observed in the Serbo-Croatian, Slovenian, Bulgarian and Macedonian sentences
in (7):

(Na. 5C  [fa} ne e Laraa,

I not  go-15G  there

81 (fa) me grem [T
|

not  go-15G  there

B (Az) me onvam mm
1 not  go-15G  there
odam  famo,

(Jas) ne
| not  go-15G  there
T am not going there”.

(Ti) isi bila e,
your-5G  not+are-25G-AUX-CL.  been-F-5G there
Sl (TH) rrisi bla fam.

you-3G- not+are-28G-AUX-CL  been-F-53G  there

6 The NICE properties are Negation, Interrogativization, Code and Emphasis.
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B (T ne = bila farm.

you-5G not are-2SG-AUX-CL been-F-3G  there

M T me o5 bila ferra,

you-5G not are-25G-AUX-CL been-F-5G  there
"You haven't beenwere not there”,

& S0 Ne* dolaxi  Petar
ot  comes  Peter
S1 Ne prihgia Per
not comes  Peler
B MNe (dwa Petar.
not  comes  Peter
M MNe dogda Peter
"Peter s not comming'.

As observed in (7)b, in Serbo-Croatian and Slovenian, the auxiliary (clitic)
verbs are incorporated in the negative particle, which shows conclusively that
raising of the verb to the Neg head takes place.” Let us, in keeping with the
previous discussion, for the moment assume that the examples in (7)a and (7)c,
which involve lexical verbs, also point to raising of the lexical verb to AgrS, in
order to have its inflectional features checked there.

‘ Not only when the verb incorporates into it, but also when the verb adjoins
to it, the negative particle in Serbo-Croatian and Slovenian raises along with the
latter. This can be exemplified by the Serbo-Croatian sentences (8)a and (8)b,
respectively:

(8)a. Nisam i Y] gl dala?
not+am-AUX-CL  INTER-CL  him-DAT-CL it-ACC-CL given-F-SG
'Haven't 1 given it to him?/Didn't [ give it to him?'

b. Ne  dadok if L ga?
not  gave-15G INTER-CL.  him-DAT-CL  it-ACC-CL
"Didn't 1 give it to him?*

Tl'us ~joint” movement ocecurs in Bulgarian and Macedonian, as well. In
Macedonian, a raised tensed verb trails along not only the negative particle, but

ﬂ]‘.ﬁl} any modal and pronominal clitics that may precede or follow it, as well as the
lexical non-tensed verb, if any:

(9. MNe Ke i go dades ii
not  will-MOD-CL. me-DAT-CL it-ACC-CL give-25G  INTER-CL
plstnoio?

letter+the-NEUT-5G-CL
"Won't you give me the letter™

b. Ne sum e go dal (1]
not am-AUX-CL  him-DAT-CL it-ACC-CL given-M-5G INTER-CL
plsmoto?

letter+the-NEUT-5G-CL
'Dioes hefthey say that 1 haven't given him the letter?

" The incorporation incurs morphonological changes,

S ——
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In Bulgarian, in turn, the negative particle climbs along with the first element
to its right, be it a tensed verb, a tensed auxiliary clitic, or a pronominal clitic:

(10)a. Ne  dojde ?
niok came-330G INTER-CL
"Didn't (s)he come?
b. Ne sdm I mu o dal’?

not  am-AUX-CL INTER-CL  him-DAT-CL
"Haven't I given it to him?"

it-tACC-CL  given-M-5G

(= Ne  go [} vidia?
not  himfit-ACC-CL. INTER-CL saw-2356G
Dhidn't youf(sthe see him/it?"

The data in (7)—(10) do not in themselves reveal that in the South Slavic
languages the Negl® is higher than AgrSP. They may also be taken to indicate that
the NegP, as part of the functional complex, is ©-transparent and therefore no
blocking category for the raised element, as we saw above was the case in English.
Yet, since tense and agreement are in these languages overtly represented by
portmanteau morphemes, we assume that they are both dominated by Negl' and
posit the following D-structure:

SF";:‘."“ C-
| ‘1‘-"'-.._____-‘-1

T

Pl MegP
Smﬂis
N-lg" Tensc/AgrP
nel SptT-‘HTI‘:;‘s:!Mp'
T:ns:i.fﬁ.m" VP
S v
v e

If we accept the D-structure in (11), in Serbo-Croatian and Slovenian, the
verb following the negative particle climbs to Neg®, whether it is an auxiliary clitic
generated in Tense/Agr®, or a lexical verb which moves to Tense/Agr®, to acquire
tense and agreement. In Bulgarian, the first element to the right of the negative
particle moves to Neg®, be it (a) an auxiliary clitic, which is generated in
Tense/AGR"; (b) a lexical verb, which has moved to Tense/AGR"® to acquire tense
and agreement; or (¢) a pronominal clitic, which has climbed to Tense/AGR®
pigey-back riding on the lexical verb. In Macedonian, there is no movement to
MNeg®; in this language the negative particle actually acquires clitic-like properties
and, as exemplified in (8)b, in interrogative sentences, when the Verb raises 1o C°,
not only the clhitics, but also the negative particle piggy-backs with it.
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The structure in (11) diverges from the structure we assumed for OE (cf
Beukema & Tomié forthcoming) in an important aspect: the Tense and AGR
nodes are not hierarchically ordered, and are both dominated by NegP, whereas
for OE (and English in general) we assumed that AgrP dominated NegP, which,
in turn, dominated TenseP. This divergence, imposed by the generation of the
clitic auxiliaries (which embody exponents of tense and agreement) raises the
question of the position of the subject in the S-structure of negative sentences.®
Since in Slavic, not only a subject NP, but any NP can precede the tensed
auxiliary of a simple sentence, the solution to this question should be sought
within a broader framework of the analysis of the site of focused NPs. Plausible
candidates for this site would be functional projections higher than the NegP.?
Zwart (1993: 242) proposes the D-structure in (12), in which WhP and TopP are
distinct functional projections (replacing CP):

(12) WhP
..--"""'.’.H
Spec Wh'
| --‘-"'"--.._____-_-‘-‘-
Wh? TopP
|
Spec Top'
I -‘\‘\‘N-..
Top® AgrsP

A unification of the D-structures in (11) and (13) would bring about the
desired result here.1®

6. Negation in West and East Slavic

In the West Slavic languages, negation is also marked by the negative
elemente ne, which is generated in the head position of a NegP; the position of
the NegP, relative to Tense/AgrP is different from that in the South Slavic
languages, however. Compare the Serbo-Croatian sentence in (13) to its Czech
counterpart:

(13)SC &« o nisam dala.
I you-25G-DAT-CL  it-ACC-CC  pot+am-AUX-CL  given-F-8G
Cz Ja  jremm i Fria nedala.

I  am-AUX-CL  you-25G-DAT-CL
1 did not give/have not given it to.'

itACC-CL.  not+given-F-5G

While in SC the negative particle has incorporated the auxiliary clitic, in its
Czech counterpart it has incorporated the non-tensed lexical verb (which carries

# In positive declarative sentences it is now widely taken to be the specifier of Tense/AgrP,
more specifically of AgrsP.
r % While arguing that the Bulgarian Topic constituents are adjoined to CP, rather than landing
in [Spec CP), Rudin (1993) leaves the position of the Focus constituents relative to IP open for
discussion. The structure of the South Slavic negative sentences indicates that they should be adjoined
ta IP, rather than landing in [Spec IP].

10 The relative ordering of WhP and TopP may differ across languages.

MACHRONIC DMALECTS VERSUS MODERN LARGUAGES; NEGATIVE STRATEGIES IN ... 15

markers for person and number, however). This may indicates that if in Czech the
negative particle me behaves as it does in SC, NegP has to be dominated by at
least TenseP and possibly by AgrP, as well. The position of NegP in Slovak and
Polish, in which the negative particle also incorporates in non-tensed verbs, should
be analogous. Accordingly, the D-structure of West Slavic negative sentences
could be (14)a or (14)b:

(7) a. TenscP

'r..__,..-'"" |
Spec  Tense'
| ‘-----'"'I-._-_-_‘_.-‘

Tense®

The Czech example in (13)Cz does not provide a ground for making a choice
between (14)a and (14)b. An analysis of the Slovak sentence (15), however, speaks
in favour of (14)a:

(15) fa by L0071 nebol mapizal fisi
|  would-MOD-CL am-AUX-CL not+been-M-5G  written-M-5G  letter
'T would not have written the letter.”

MNotice that in this sentence the negative particle does not incorporate the
lexical participle, but rather the first participle. This could only be possible if
NegP dominates AgrP. In sentences with tensed lexical verbs the verb would pick
up the ne particle and then raise to AgrP and T; in sentences with one participle,
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the participle would pick up agreement and then proceed to NegP, incorporating
into the negative particle; in sentences with two participles, the first participle
would pick up agreement and proceed to NegP, while the second one vould land
up in AgrP.1

Though in Russian and the other East Slavic languages the negative particle
can immediately precedes the participle, its D-structure appears to be closer to
that of the South Slavic languages, given in (11), than to that of the West Slavic
ones, given in (14)a. Consider the Russian negative sentences in (16):

(16})a, Ja ne  prifdi

I not  come-15G
'l am not coming.”

b Je  ne prifle
I ot come-PARTIC-F-5G
T did not/have not come.'

The position of ne in the sentence with a participle is the same as in the one
with a tensed verb. As a matter of fact, the position of the negative particle in the
D-structures of (16)a and (16)b are the same; in (16)b the clitic tensed auxiliaries
have been deleted, however. For the East Slavic languages, the following scenario
may be suggested: In sentences with tensed verbs the Verb raises to Tense/AgrP
to acquire tense and agreement and lands up next to the negative particle. In
sentences with participles, the latter raise to AgrP; since the auxiliary clitics are
deleted, the negative particle appears to their immediate left,

Let us summarize what we have seen so far in our discussion of Slavic
negative sentences. It seems that we have the following set-up: In the East and
South Slavic languages the older stage of development of negative sentences that
was also found in Old English, is preserved (though in the East Slavic languages
the auxiliary verbs have been deleted). In the West Slavic languages, the evidence
seems to point to the NegP occupying a lower place in the functional structure of
the clause. Thus, while in the development of English we see a shift in
lexicalization — from the head of NegP to the specifier of NegP, in the Slavic
languages the head of NegP persists as the marker of negation, but the position
of NegP seems to be variable in functional structure.

1. Duich

Let us finally look at negative sentences in Dutch. Klooster (1993: 126)
sketches the S-structure in (18) for a sentence like (17):

(17 Jan  koopt  dat  schilderii  nier
Jan buys that painting not
‘Jan is not bying that painting.’

1 Rivero (1992) derives the auxiliary clitic in an AspP which is dominated by TP and itself
dominates the NegP, and the participle which incorporates the negative particle — in an AuxP
dominated by the NegP.
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This may look a little forbidding; however, what has happened is that the V
has been raised from its VP to Neg, then to AgrO, to T, to AgrS and finally to a
C. The object has been moved to [Spec AgrOP] and then to [Spec CP]. This
analysis embodies the classical idea that V2 languages ultimately choose C as the
landing site of the moved V. Work in the generative paradigm has standardly
assumed that Dutch is underlyingly SOV, with the verb moving to C in main
clauses, but staying in VP in embedded clauses. The classical underlying structure
in DButch, in which the IP is head-final, is given in (19):
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The traditional analysis of V2 main clauses involves the following steps: the
verb stem moves from its base position in V° to I° to combine with the inflectional
morphemes, and in main clauses the tensed verb moves on to C° The subject
occupies [Spec IP] at S-stricture in embedded clauses and may move to [Spec CP]
in main clauses, if there is no other constituent that fills this position.”

Finite verbs in Dutch show tense and number agreement, which non-finite
verbs do not: Dutch V-movement is thus clearly in function of checking the
inflectional features of the verb. Suppose that the V-feature of AgrS is strong.
Then the V carrying these inflectional features moves to T and AgrS in main
clauses. What happens in cases like (20), i.e. in embedded clauses, in which the
verb does not move?

(20 *..dar Jan  koopt dat schilderdj niet
.that  Jan buys that painting not
"...that Jan do¢s not buy the painting’

The strong V-feature of AgrS must be checked: if this does not happen, the
derivation would crash. Zwart (1933: 92) has an ingenious suggestion in this
connection: the subject can only be in [Spec AgrSP), since the inflectional features
of the subject NP (Case, Person and Number) are checked off against the
N-features of AgrS (under Spechead agreement). So the subject is in the Spec
position of AgrS in both main and embedded clauses. This has repercussions for
V-movement in embedded clauses, as well: V-movement becomes a last-resort
option (probably making it necessary to regard the V-features of AgrS and/or T as

12 Fwart (1993) has called this analysis info questign, but we have no time to deal with his
tounter-aguments here.







