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Introduction: the NegP hypothesis (origin. Pollock (1989))
1) a Charles.F] [ve never knows]. b. *Charlest[] [nege NOt knows].
(2)  Charles|[does] [ege NOt know]. (obligatorydo) (No affix lowering)
(3) HMC (Head Movement Constraint): Movement of a head ¥estricted to the position of
a head Y with no other head Z interveningorigin. Travis (1984); Rizzi (1990))
(4) *Charles [knows ] fegenott ]. (No main V raising in present-day English)
Analyses of Not
Not isa head
(5) Pollock (1989): (6) Jalon (1990):
TP Per(son)P
/\ /\
T NegP Per NegP
Neg/>g< mn@P
ntlt Agr VP n<|)t Num/ TP
T VP
(7)  Ouhalla (1990): (8) latridou (1990):  (9) Laka (1994):
AgrP TP TP
Agr/\TP T/\NegP T/\EP
T~
T Asp(ect)P Neg VP ) A(spect)P
Asp NegP n|ot not/s|rélff A VP
Neg/\ VP
a



(10)  Zanuttini (1991):

AgrP
Agr NegP-1 (sentential)
Neg TP\
-n‘t/|not T/ NegP-2
Neg VP
i

(12) Pollock (1997):

M(ood)P
M NegP
Neg TP
n<|)t T/\AgrP

2.2. Notisaspecifier

(14) Rizzi (1990):

K

17)

Agr TP
/\
NegP T
| /\
not T VP
(16) Ernst (1992):
TP
PN
T VP
/\
AdvP v’

/\

not V[+AUX] VP

(11) Ghsky (1995); Beukema (1998):

/Aggp\

Agr NegP

Neg TP

| N

not T AgrP

Agr VP

(13)  Gire (1999):

TP

N

T NegP

/\
|Neg AseP

-nt/not  Asp ASpoP

PN

Voice PV
(15) B¢t (1990); Rizzi (1996):
AgrP
Spec Neg’
n|ot Neg/\ P
Nomura (390 g T VP

TP

N

NegP
/\

Spec Neg’

| T~

not [NE] w

M \%



(18) Roberts (1992); Haegeman (1995): (1% rnst (2002):
AgrP TP
T~
Agr NegP {\UAP
Spec/\ Neg’ Q\ Aux’
n|ot N{\ TP n(|)t Aux \VoiceP
-rl‘t T/\VP Voice PredP
Pred VP
(20) Radford (2004): (21) Zeijlstra (2004):
TP TP
T~
T NegP {\ NegP
S[:{\ Neg’ ®eg’
notj|-n’t Neg/\AuxP n|ot Neg/\ vP
| S | T~
10) Aux VP -n't \Y; VP
2.3. Nether: Notisan adverb
(22) C.L. Baker (1991): TP
T AgrP
\Agr’
A(\Agr’
not Agr/\\/P
(23) Kim (2000):
a. VP b. VP
/l\
V[+{X]\VP V[+AUX] A|dv VP
Adv VP[base] not
o



(24)  Murakami (1992; 1995; 1998; 2002; 2007)diori Radford (1988)):
IP

DP I

I Adv Adv VP

PN

The President could not not ratify tieaty.

3. Discussion of Not on the basis of English subjunctives
(25) VPE Licensing Condition: An elided VP mubke the complement of a
morphologically realized head. (origin. Lobeck 959

(26) a. Il try the guacamole ice cream ihust .
b. Ababy llama will go anywhere its mothes ¢ .
(27) John didn't leave but Maq,: did ¢.
&.

(28) a. Mary wants to go to the fashion showhar husband mightot ¢ .
b. Some of the guests tried the appetizetrsnost dichot ¢ .

Before concluding thatotis a head, let's examine English subjunctive clawgi¢h an empty I:
(29) | asked that he [ ] not take the medicine.

3.1. NegPin English subjunctives. Potsdam (1996; 1997)
(30) a. *Kim needn’t be there but it is impévatthat the other organize{w.
absolutelg .
b. *Ted didn’t want to vacation in Hawaii but his agenggested that he

{ ®.
definitely ¢.
c. *We think that Sam should present her case todhentittee and we ask that Bill

[0) too.
{ certainly ¢ }
(31) a. Kim needs to be there but it is betiat the other organizef ngt.

*never ¢ .
b.  Ted hoped to vacation in Liberia bt &gent recommended that he ot
*nevero .
c.  We think that Sam should present hee ¢a the committee but we will ask that
Bill ~not ¢.
{ *nevero .



(32)  Potsdam (1996; 1997): IP

/\

I NegP

\
Neg
/\

Neg VP

not

3.2.  Notisan adverb in English subjunctives, too: M urakami (1998; 2002; 2007)
HMC (3) : (33) Dianafwas ] noty t] happy.

Cf. Lasnik (1999: 108): “The first ... possibility .s that Neg and V are heads of different
sorts (A vs. A) and that relativized minimality &en more relativized than in the original

proposal of Rizzi (1990). If a head only blockswament of a head of the same type, Neg
would then not block movement of V. The secondsitility is that Neg is not a head, but

a modifier.” (We adopt the latter possibility.)

I-to-C movement  (34) [ Could not] the Presidentt[] ratify the treaty?

the strict adjacency afot (35)a.  Rich people often do not contributeharity.
todo b. Rich people do not oftemtribute to charity.
*Rich people do often not cdmtite to charity.
d. Rich people will often not cobtite to charity.
the strict adjacency afot (36) a.  John told Mary not to take the medi@ften.
toto b. ?John told Mary to not take medicine often.
c. ??John told Mary not to ofteketthe medicine.
d. 7?7?John told Mary often to ndetshe medicine.
e *John told Mary not often t&éahe medicine.
f.  *John told Mary to often nokéathe medicine.

(37) Murakami (1995; 1998; 2002; 2007):
a. finite/ IP b. infinitive:  IP

subjunctive: \ \

VP I VP
TN
Adv Adv | Adv
|
not n|ot to n|ot



There are two layers of the head | in structure)37 In the subjunctive, the lower | is invisible,
but the upper | (circled), namely the lower | plost is visible and overt because of the
existence ohot This means that the complex | is partially fillend the partial fulfilment is
sufficient for this head to be seen as morpholdlyiceealized in the subjunctive context,
thereby satisfying the VPE Licensing Condition25), and also its final version:

(38) VPE Licensing Condition (final versiodn elided VP must be c-commanded by an
overt, non-affixal, inflectional head within thensa s-projection.*

*Potsdam (1998: 74-75): “The s(emantic)-projectiba bead, ... is an extended path along
which the head’s descriptive content is passedTbat is, in the typical case it will be a

c(ategory)-projection plus any functional c-projens that dominate it. The maximal
c[sic]-projection of \? is CP, that of% CP as well.”
(39) The case famever:

N

I/\VP
A

Adv VP

A

*Ted hoped to vacation in Liberia but his agenbramended that he newgrnever ¢.
(Never has to be either one of the two; neither can becqart of I.)

4. Thehigtorical development of Not
4.1. Thenegativecycle: Jespersen (1917)
(40)i.  Negation is expressed by one negatigeker.
ii. The negative marker is combined with a negatidverb or noun phrase.
iii. The second element in Stage (ii) takaghe function of expressing negation by
itself; the original negative marker becomes aylo
iv.  The original negative marker becomes extinct.

(41)i. He ne andwyrde dam wife eetfruman AGHomll, 8.68.45)
he not answered the woman at first

Ne saede na ure Drihten baet he mid cynehelme odde .AELE(Martin) 762)
not said not ourlLord thathe with diadeor

iii. Yet ne wolde henat answare sodeynly (Chaubéelibee1032/2222)
yet notwanted he not answer suddenly

iv. Thou attend’stot (Shakespediee Tempedtii.87)



4.2 Explanation in theformat of NegP: van Kemenade (1998); Fischer et al. (2000)

(42) NegP i. nebecomes a proclitic on V when V has
/\ moved up to Neg, to form the complex net+V
Spec Neg’ ii. naappears in the specifier of NegP
| /\ iii. nais spelled likenoht, nauhtgetc. in ME, andhe
na Neg gradually becomes optiona
| iv. necompletely disappears andt (origin. na)
ne shifts from spec to head of NegP

4.3 Explanation without NegP: Murakami (2002)
(43) I i. neis a proclitic on V from the beginning, and
the complex raises together
I VP ii. naarises as a post-adverb of |
/\ \ iii. nais spelled likenoht, nauhtetc. in ME, andhe
I Adv \Y, gradually becomegtional
| | iv. nebecomes extinct

na nevV
(44) CP
C P
I DP I
I Adv I VP
I Adv Vv
(42) ii. Nesaede na ure Drihten t t
ili. Yetnewolde he t nat t
4.4. The"l not say” word order
Nakao & Koma (1990): (45) a. ¢ he secge OE Stage (i)
b. | ne seye not EME - 15c Stages (ii) (iii)
c. Isaynot afd4c—EModE Stage (iv)
d. Inotsay 15¢ EModE
e. | do not say 16eend of 17c¢ established, after

V no longer raises
Cf. lyeiri (2005: 86): “[T]he hot + finite verb’ form of negation goes back to thiel@nd
Middle English periods, although it is often regadidas typical of early Modern English. ... It
arises from not ne+ finite verb’ with the obliteration of the adveri® The process is the
same as the occurrence of ‘finite verhat from ‘ne + finite verb +not.”



OE: (46) ... and he wurde geseelig gififaene syngode  (fESuppleHon1/94)

ME : (47) a. Vp she stirte amdbuth ne sat Havelok567)
b. that yeot mysdoo Reynand the Fox08/19)
c. | may noght wel maght ne schal
Of veine gloire excuse me (Confessio Amanti$10/2722-3)
d. And if that heoght maypar aventure ThHe Shipman’s Tal&5)

e. Whan Troyens dede this trespgdesgelaus at homeot was
(ca. 140Q,aud Troy Book3092)
EModE: (48) ... Shenot deniest (Shakespeanduch Ado about Nothinfj836)

Murakami (2009) In the*“l not say” constructionnotmay premodify I, just as in the infinitival
word ordemot ta

(49) CP
C IP
DP I
I
Adv I VP
\Y
(46) gif he na symgode t
(47) a. nouth e sat t
b. that vye not yswoo t
C. l... noght sehal t?
d. ifthat he noght may t?
e. Menelaus at home not was t
(48) she not eniks t it
5. Conclusion
(50) a. XP b. X' C. X'
Adv  XP Adv Adv X' Adv X
Spec X X Adv X Adv

In this argumentation, English sentential negaiiiostrates (50c).
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