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Polynesian languages exhibit the rare phenomenon of predicate negation, in which a negative
word is a matrix predicate that selects a positive declarative clause as its complement. However,
there are claims that there is particle negation in many Polynesian languages in addition to,
or instead of, predicate negation. Evidence to support particle negation is lacking; usually the
absence of any data supporting predicate negation is taken to indicate particle negation. This
article rejects this methodology as inconclusive and instead presents a novel diagnostic that
clearly illuminates predicate negation or systematically rules it out. Apparent raising, the process
by which an argument in a subordinate clause may raise to a matrix clause, serves this purpose
in two Polynesian languages, Tokelauan and Samoan. It is proposed that this diagnostic may be
used across the Polynesian language family, allowing us to better establish the properties of
predicate and non-predicate negation.

Keywords: negation; predicate negation; Polynesian; apparent raising; Tokelauan; Samoan

Syntactic Theory and Research is a peer-reviewed open access journal published by the Open Library of Humanities.
© 2025 The Author(s). This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
40 International License (CC-BY 4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided the original author and source are credited. See http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

3OPEN ACCESS



mailto:john.middleton@usp.ac.fj
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.16995/star.17387

1 Introduction

Every language has a way to negate a declarative sentence (Dahl 1979, Payne 1985,
and Dryer 2005). For sentential negation, three main types are attested: morphological
negatives, negative particles, and negative verbs (auxiliary or matrix).! Negative
particles are understood as being within a negative phrase, or NegP, and can be heads
or adverbs (Pollock 1989 and Zanuttini 1997). NegP appears in the clausal spine and
selects either a TP or VP complement (Ouhalla 1990). In contrast, negative verbs are
themselves predicates, have their own tense/aspect markers, and take a sentential
complement (Zanuttini 2001).

It has been argued that Polynesian languages have predicate negation, with a
negative predicate followed by a subordinate declarative clause. Most famously
detailed by Chung 1970, this analysis has been adopted for Maori (Hohepa 1969, Chung
1978, Waite 1987, and Chung 2021), Niuean (Clemens 2018), Tongan (Broschart 1999,
Custis 2004, and Ball 2008), Tahitian (Lazard & Peltzer 1999, Potsdam & Polinsky
2012, and Potsdam & Polinsky 2017), East Futunan (Moyse-Faurie 1999), Tokelauan
(Hooper 1993 and Vonen 1999), and Samoan (Mosel & Hovdhaugen 1992). Examples

of negation from these languages are the following.*

(1)  Maori negation
Kaahore taatou e haere ana aapoopoo.
NEG 1PLINCL TAM move TAM tOomorrow
‘We are not going tomorrow.
(Bauer 2005: 139, (605a))

(2)  Niuean negation
Ai  kia kitia e koe e la kua tokoluga?
NEG Q see ERG 2SG ABS sun PRF high
‘Didn’t you see the sun high up?’
(Seiter 1980: 26, (69))

! As we are not examining morphological negatives or auxiliary negatives in this article, I will not discuss them any further.
I will refer to matrix negative verbs simply as negative verbs.

2 In this article, some original glossing has been altered to follow the Leipzig Glossing Rules. Additional abbreviations used
in glosses: ANP = anaphoric particle; ASP = aspect; CIA = agentive verbal suffix; CONJ = conjunction; DIR = directional
particle; INACP = unaccomplished aspect; INT = intensifier; MID = middle object marker; PERS = person marker; TAM =
tense/aspect/modal particle.



(3)  Tongan negation

Na‘e ‘ikai ke ‘alu ‘a  Siale.
PST NEG COMP go ABS Charlie
‘Charlie did not go.’

(Churchward 1953: 56, my glosses)

(4)  Tahitian negation
Aita oe i taio i terd puta.
NEG 2SG ASP read ACC DEM book
“You didn’t read that book.

(Potsdam & Polinsky 2012: 69, (37b))

(5)  East Futunan negation
E se lalama a ia.
INACP NEG torch.fish.at.night ABS 3sSG
‘She doesn’t torch-fish at night.’
(Henderson 2022: 21, (7))

(6)  Tokelauan negation
E he ko tana galuega tena.
NPST NEG PRED DEF.SG.3SG.GEN work  DEM
‘That is not his work.
(Hooper 1993: 103, (291))

(7)  Samoan negation
‘Ou te le ‘0 alu.
1SG TAM NEG PROG go
‘T am not going.’
(Mosel & Hovdhaugen 1992: 376, (7.245))

However, there are also claims that Polynesian languages exhibit particle
negation instead. Some authors suggest that some Polynesian languages contain
both predicate and non-predicate negation (e.g., Hooper 1993, Hovdhaugen & Mosel
1999, Vonen 1999, Custis 2004, and Ball 2008) while others argue for exclusively
particle negation (Collins 2017 and Middleton 2023). For some languages, there are
conflicting claims on the category of certain negative words, such as Niuean nakai



(Clemens 2018 vs. Massam 2020), Tongan ‘kai (Broschart 1999 vs. Custis 2004), and
Samoan lé and le‘i (Chung 1970 vs. Collins 2017).? It is clear from this that negative
structures in Polynesian languages continue to be debated. Consequently, diagnostics
that can differentiate between particle and predicate negation are vital for a fuller
understanding of negation strategies in these languages and for a comprehensive

description of the negative predicate category proposed by Payne 1985.

There are several diagnostics that have been employed to determine whether a
language has predicate negation, including secondary tense/aspect/modal (TAM)
particles, a subordinating complementizer, the presence of predicate modifiers next to
the negative, and raising of an argument from the verb to the negative (Hohepa 1969,
Chung 1970, Chung 1978, Bauer 1997, Pearce 1997, Custis 2004, Ball 2008, Potsdam
& Polinsky 2012, Potsdam & Polinsky 2017, Clemens 2018, and Chung 2021). These
are briefly illustrated below.

In Maori, as shown in (8), negatives are followed by a second TAM particle, in
addition to the preceding one. Note that in this article, square brackets always denote
clause boundaries.

(8)  Maori negation with two TAM particles
a. ... |kua kore te wananga [e mahi-a ki nga  wakal] ...
TAM NEG the sacred.vessel TAM make-PASS to the.PL canoe
‘... a sacred vessel was no longer made for canoes ...’
b. [Kaore ano [kia whiti te rall.
TAM.NEG yet TAM shine DEF sun

‘The sun hasn’t risen yet.’
(Chung 2021: 156, (17), (16b))

It is argued that the first TAM particle is for the negative predicate while the second
is for the subordinate verbal clause. In fact, only some TAM particles are ever used to
introduce subordinate clauses, and it is only these TAM particles that are ever seen
following negatives (Chung 2021).

* The proposed location of particle negation is also varied; Massam 2020 proposes a NegP above TP for Niuean, while Collins
2017 argues for a NegP below TP for Samoan.



Instead of a secondary TAM particle, Tongan has a complementizer particle, ke,
that follows certain negative particles, as in (9b). Like in Maori, this indicates that the
negative is followed by a subordinate clause.

(9)  Tongan negation with a complementizer
a. [Na'e alu ‘a Sione].
PST go ABS John
‘John went.*

b. [Na'e ‘ikai [ke alu ‘a  Sionel].
PST NEG COMP go ABS John
‘John didn’t go.

(Custis 2004: 82, (6), 112, (38))

Maori negatives may also be followed by verbal particles, indicating that they are
verbal predicates. For example, a negative can be followed by manner and directional
particles, such as noa ‘freely’ and ake ‘away, as in (10a). These are not simply

modifying the verb to the right, since the verb itself can be concurrently modified by
such particles, as in (10b).

(10) Maori negation with verbal particles
a. [Kthai noa ake |[i rongol].
PST.NEG freely away TAM hear
‘They were never heard of again.

b. [Kahore kau he tangata o te iwi nei [i noho noal].
TAM.NEG EXCL a person of the tribe this TAM sit freely
‘Not a single one of the men of the tribe just sat.’

(Chung 2021: 156, (18a), 157, (19))

In Tahitian, negative predicates are raising verbs. The subject of a verb must
obligatorily raise to the negative predicate, raising above the verb’s TAM particle and

into the higher clause. This can be observed with the second person singular pronoun
in (11b).

* The original gloss appears to be erroneous. It has been corrected.



(11) Tahitian negation is a raising verb
a. ['Ua taio ‘oe ’i  tera putal.
PFV read 2SG ACC DEM book

“You read that book.

b. [Aita ‘oe, [i taio __ i tera putal].
NEG 2SG ASP read ACC DEM book
“You didn’t read that book.

(Potsdam & Polinsky 2012: 69, (37a), (37b))

An additional example, from Maori, is seen in (10b), with the subject he tangata o te

iwi nei ‘a man of the tribe’ raising from the verb noho ‘sit.’

Together, these pieces of evidence support the analysis of negatives in these
languages as predicates. However, these diagnostics are unidirectional; the presence
of these particles/processes provides evidence for negative predicates, but the absence
of them does not provide evidence against predicate negation. In spite of this, the
absence of these particles/processes has often been taken as evidence for particle
negation in Polynesian (e.g., Massam 2000 and Custis 2004).

It is clear that we do not have adequate diagnostics for negation in Polynesian
languages and that there is a need for diagnostics that argue for or against predicate
negation. This article proposes that apparent raising (Otsuka 2000, Polinsky 2016,
Otsuka 2018, and Otsuka 2021) can be employed to identify predicate negation
or rule it out. To illustrate this diagnostic, I turn to Tokelauan and Samoan (both
Polynesian, Samoic).” Raising verbs in these two languages allow an argument
from a subordinate clause to raise up to the matrix clause. Only certain verbs allow
this movement; non-raising verbs do not. An example of apparent raising, from
Tokelauan, is the following.

(12) Raising in Tokelauan
a. [E mafai  [oi olo uma na tamaiti ki Fenuafalal]].
NPST possible coMP go.PL all DEF.PL child to Fenuafala
‘All the children can go to Fenuafala.’

> The novel data in this squib is from a native Tokelauan speaker born in Tokelau now living in New Zealand and from a

native Samoan speaker brought up in a Samoan-speaking household in New Zealand.



b. [E mafai e na tamaiti; [oi olo uma __ ki
NPST possible ERG DEF.PL child coMP go.pL  all to
Fenuafalal].

Fenuafala
‘All the children can go to Fenuafala.’

(Hooper 1993: 303, (160b), 304, (161))

A string of raising verbs allows long distance raising of an argument from the lowest
clause to the highest:

(13) Tokelauan long distance raising

Ko au ka fano fakatau, [vagana kitatou, [e mafai [ke
TOP 1SG FUT go.SG buy unless 1PL.INCL NPST able COMP
matamata __ ki te  TV]]].

watch MID DEF TV

‘T will go shopping, unless we are able to watch the TV’

However, if a non-raising verb intervenes in this string of raising verbs, the argument
is blocked from raising past it. In (14), although vagana ‘unless’ is a raising verb, the
non-raising verb lea ‘say’ blocks raising from that clause.

(14) Tokelauan non-raising verb blocking raising to the matrix clause
a. [e vagana |e lea mai te tino [kua teka te vakal]]
NPST unless NPST say DIR DEF person PRF depart DEF boat
‘unless the man tells me that the boat has left’

b. *[e vagana te vaka, [e lea mai te tino [kua
NPST unless DEF boat NPST say DIR DEF person PRF
teka __]]]
depart

Intended: ‘unless the man tells me that the boat has left’
(Hooper 1993: 306, (167))

Iargue that if negation is a predicate, it will either be a raising predicate and therefore
allow raising to it or will be a non-raising predicate and therefore block raising past it.
If negation neither allows raising nor blocks it, as I illustrate is the case in Tokelauan
and Samoan, it cannot logically be a predicate and therefore must be a particle instead.



This article is ordered as follows. Section 2 introduces Tokelauan and Samoan
morphosyntax. Section 3 discusses negation in Polynesian and in particular
the absence of diagnostics for particle negation. Apparent raising is discussed
in section 4, where the pattern of long distance raising is illustrated in more
detail along with the blocking of long distance raising by an intervening non-
raising predicate. Section 5 demonstrates that apparent raising can be employed
as a diagnostic for particle negation: this diagnostic shows that Tokelauan and
Samoan negatives can neither be raising predicates nor non-raising predicates.
Section 6 concludes.

2 Tokelauan and Samoan morphosyntax

This article will examine Tokelauan and Samoan, both of which fall in the Samoic
subgroup of Polynesian (Hovdhaugen et al. 1989). Tokelauan has 3,900 speakers,
while Samoan is spoken by 400,000 people (Simons & Fennig 2017).

Both languages are predicate-initial and have an unmarked VSO word order,
with a VOS order also possible for both (Mosel & Hovdhaugen 1992 and Middleton
2024).° They have ergative—absolutive case alignment and the same case markers;
e is obligatory for ergative arguments while absolutive arguments are unmarked,
except R-expressions, which are preceded by the absolutive marker ia. These facts
are illustrated in (15) and (16).

(15) VSO order
a. Tokelauan
Na tuki e John ia Rangi.
PST hit ERG John ABS Rangi
‘John hit Rangi.’

b. Samoan
Sa ‘ai e le tamaloa le ia.
PST eat ERG DEF man DEF fish
‘The man was eating the fish’
(Collins 2014: 95, (32))

¢ There is little research about the difference between the two orders in these languages; however, for Tongan it has been
argued that the VSO-VOS choice is determined by pragmatic factors (see Custis 2004, Otsuka 2005a, Otsuka 2005b, and
Polinsky & Potsdam 2021).



(16) VOS order
a. Tokelauan
Na tuki ia Rangi e John.
PST hit ABS Rangi ERG John
‘John hit Rangi.

b. Samoan
Sa ‘ai le ia e le tamaloa.
PST eat DEF fish ERG DEF man
‘The man was eating the fish.
(Collins 2014: 95, (3b))

Verbs are usually preceded by a TAM particle, as (17) illustrates, although
complementizers can replace the TAM in subordinate clauses, as in (18). Imperatives,
as (19) illustrates, have no TAM or complementizer. Pre-verbal pronoun clitics are
sometimes seen preceding verbs, as in (17b).

(17) TAM particle preceding verb
a. Tokelauan
E manatua nei te faigata...
NPST remember now DEF difficult.thing
‘We know how difficult it is ...”
(Simona 1986: 216, my glosses)

b. Samoan
‘Ou te  manatua ai pea ‘oe.
1SG TAM remember ANP continually 2SG
‘Then I will still remember you.’

(Mosel & Hovdhaugen 1992: 389, (7.339))

(18) Complementizer preceding verb
a. Tokelauan
Kua fai e ni tino na fakatuha o  tagata takutakua
PRF make ERG INDF.PL people DEF.PL statue =~ GEN man famous
0 na aho kua mavae ke manatua ai.
GEN DEF.PL day PRF pass COMP remember ANP
‘Some people have made statues of famous men of the past to remember
them by’
(Simona 1986: 106, my glosses)
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b. Samoan
‘Ua siliga ona taunu‘u mai le tama.
PRF too.late COMP arrive DIR DET man
‘The man was overdue coming back.” (Lit. ‘It was too late that the man
came back.’)
(Collins 2017: 30, (532))

(19) Imperatives have no TAM/complementizer
a. Tokelauan
Manatua ke lafo taku tuhi.
remember COMP send DEF.SG.1SG.GEN letter
‘Remember to post my letter.”
(Simona 1986: 216, my glosses)

b. Samoan
Manatua le fuia ma le lupe ‘ua ‘ai e Tuiatamai.
remember DEF starling and DEF pigeon PRF eat ERG Tuiatamai
‘Remember the starling and the pigeon that Tuiatamai has eaten.”
(Mosel & Hovdhaugen 1992: 592, (15.24))

Negatives in Tokelauan differ depending on aspectual distinctions; heki is used
for events and he for states. Negatives follow the TAM particle and precede the main
predicate constituent, as in (20). Negation triggers the -CIA suffix on transitive verbs,
as (20a) illustrates.

(20) Tokelauan negation

a. E heki velo-a e ia te ika.
NPST NEG spear-CIA ERG 3SG DEF fish
‘He didn’t spear the fish.

b. Kua he ata tele te tavale.
PRF NEG can move DEF car
‘The car can’t move.”®

7 The original translation, ‘Remember Tuiatamai had eaten the starling and the pigeon, appears to be erroneous. It has been
corrected based on a native Samoan speaker’s translation.

8 In this example, I consider ata ‘can’ an auxiliary verb (Seiter 1980 and Sperlich 1997) or a vP layer pre-verb (Massam 2020),
rather than a matrix predicate.



As (21) shows, Samoan also has two negative particles, which precede the verb: lé
(which has an allomorph le) ‘not’ and le‘i ‘not yet’ (Mosel & Hovdhaugen 1992: 142).

(21) Samoan negation
a. Ua le fiafia le tama.
PRF NEG happy DEF boy
‘The boy is not happy.”

b. E lei maua ni 0 la  suafa.
TAM NEG get INDF.PL GEN 2DU nhame
‘They had not yet gotten any names.’

(Mosel & Hovdhaugen 1992: 477, (10.127), 263, (6.65))

Both languages exhibit apparent raising (Otsuka 2000, Polinsky 2016, Otsuka
2018, and Otsuka 2021), a process where an argument from a subordinate clause
may optionally raise to the matrix clause, sometimes (though not always) exhibiting

a different morphological case marking:

(22) Tokelauan apparent raising'®

a. [E mahani  [ona  kakai ia fafine i te  piho]].
NPST customary COMP eat.PL ABS woman MID DEF head
‘Women usually eat the head.

b. [E mahani  ia  fafine, [oi kakai __ i te  pihol].
NPST customary ABS woman COMP eat.PL MID DEF head
‘Women usually eat the head.’

(Hooper 1993: 304, (163))

(23) Samoan apparent raising
a. [E  mafai [ona tautala le pepel]].
TAM can comP talk  DEF baby
‘The baby can talk’

° The original English translation, ‘The boy is unhappy, appears to be imprecise. A Samoan native speaker provided the
translation shown, which seems to more accurately reflect the sentence meaning.

10 These sentences show a middle verb in the subordinate clause, with an absolutive-marked subject and an i-marked object.
The term middle verb is used in the Polynesianist sense, meaning a transitive verb without the ergative-absolutive pattern
usually found in these languages (Chung 1978 and Seiter 1978a). This contrasts with another use of the term middle verb,

for intransitive variants of transitive verbs (Williams 1981).

1



b. [E  mafai e le pepe, [ona tautala __]].
TAM can ERG DEF baby comP talk
‘The baby can talk.

(Cook 1991: 89)

Apparent raising will be discussed in detail in section 4.

3 Negation in Polynesian

There is much evidence to support a predicate analysis of negation in Polynesian
languages. Among the diagnostics are the presence of two TAM particles in the
sentence, the presence of a subordinating complementizer following the negative,
verbal modifiers on the negative, and the ability of an argument to raise from
the verbal clause to the negative clause (Hohepa 1969, Chung 1970, Chung 1978,
Chung 2021, Bauer 1997, Pearce 1997, Custis 2004, Ball 2008, Potsdam & Polinsky
2012, Potsdam & Polinsky 2017, and Clemens 2018). Examples were given in the
introduction (8-11).

However, there is an absence of empirical support for a non-predicative analysis
of Polynesian negation, despite the many authors who propose just that (Hooper
1993, Hovdhaugen & Mosel 1999, Vonen 1999, Massam 2000, Custis 2004, Ball 2008,
Collins 2017, and Massam 2020). The evidence presented for particle negation has
usually been a lack of evidence for predicate negation: if a negative word does not
exhibit clear signs of being predicative, it is assumed that this negative word is a
particle in NegP.

For example, Tongan has both negation followed by a complementizer ke, as in
(24a), and negation followed directly by the verb with no complementizer, as in (24b).

(24) Two types of negation in Tongan

a. Nd'e 'ikai [ke '‘alu 'a  Sione].
PST NEG COMP go ABS John
‘John didn’t go.

b. Na'e ‘ikai 'alu 'a  Sione.
PST NEG go ABS John
‘John didn’t go.

(Custis 2004: 112, (38), (37))



Custis 2004 proposes that these are different forms of negation: that the former is a
predicate while the latter is a non-predicative particle. This is based predominantly
on the lack of the complementizer in (24b). Ball 2008 takes an opposing view and
claims that both forms are predicates but that the first selects a TP complement while
the second takes a vP complement.!! I suggest that both proposals are fundamentally
the same: (24a) contains a matrix negative predicate with a subordinate verbal clause,
while (24b) has something more akin to a negative auxiliary or NegP, which slots into
the clause below TP and above vP. Crucially for this article, the diagnostic for the

latter is simply the absence of lexical material, rather than anything more substantial.

Massam 2000 proposes that the Niuean negative nakai is a particle (cf. Clemens
2018), but the reasons are equally unsatisfactory. Massam claims that the complement
of nakai takes what appears to be a VP complement, not a CP complement, as it is
not followed by either a complementizer or TAM particle. In addition, nakai cannot
host a full range of post-verbal particles as would be expected of a verb. Both of these
diagnostics are simply the absence of certain things expected with predicate negation.

In order to gain a better understanding of negation in Polynesian, clear diagnostics
are needed that can determine the syntactic category of negation. This article employs
apparent raising as a diagnostic for both predicate negation and non-predicate
negation.

4 Apparent raising

Apparent raising is a process where an argument in a subordinate clause is optionally
raised to the matrix clause (Chung 1978, Seiter 1978b, Chung & Seiter 1980, Besnier
1988, Otsuka 2000, Polinsky 2016, Otsuka 2018, and Otsuka 2021). The verb of
the higher clause is called a raising verb. Raising verbs are often (but not always)
intransitive, and only certain verbs can trigger raising. Apparent raising differs from
true raising (in the sense of Postal 1974) in that non-subjects can undergo raising and
raised arguments can “skip” a clause and raise to the highest clause of a multi-clause
sentence (Polinsky 2016)."?

I Clemens 2018 adopts the same proposal for nakai in Niuean.

12 Apparent raising has also been observed in many Polynesian languages besides Tokelauan and Samoan, including Maori
(Bauer 2005), Cook Islands Maori (Nicholas 2016), Tuvaluan (Besnier 1988), Pukapukan (Salisbury 2002), Niuean (Chung
& Seiter 1980), Tongan (Otsuka 2000), and Rapa Nui (Kieviet 2017).

13
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In both Tokelauan and Samoan, apparent raising appears to be A-movement,
allowing unbounded movement across multiple clauses, as long as each higher clause
contains a raising verb. In (25), the Tokelauan verbs vagana ‘unless’ and mafai ‘to be
able’ are raising predicates."* Consequently, the subject of the verb matamata ‘watch,
namely ki tatou ‘we (INCL), is able to raise from its position in the lowest clause, seen
in (25a), to the second clause, as in (25b), and then again to the third clause, as in
(25¢). The interpretation of all three sentences is identical. In each case, ki tatou ‘we

(INCL)’ moves to a position above the complementizer or TAM particle.

(25) Tokelauan raising across clauses
a. Ko au ka fano fakatau, [vagana [e mafai [ke matamata
TOP 1SG FUT go0.SG buy unless NPST able  coMP watch
kitatou ki te TV]]].
1PL.INCL MID DEF TV
‘T will go shopping, unless we are able to watch the TV.

b. Ko au ka fano fakatau, [vagana [e mafai ki tatou, [ke
TOP 1SG FUT g0.SG buy unless NPST able 1PL.INCL COMP
matamata __ ki te  TV]]].
watch MID DEF TV

‘I will go shopping, unless we are able to watch the TV’

c. Ko au ka fano fakatau, [vagana kitatou, [e mafai [ke
TOP 1SG FUT g0.SG buy unless 1PL.INCL NPST able = COMP
matamata __ ki te  TV]]].
watch MID DEF TV

‘I will go shopping, unless we are able to watch the TV’

In a similar fashion, manatua ‘remember’ and masani ‘to be usual’ are raising verbs
in Samoan, which allows the subject of the verb tagi ‘cry’ in (26), namely le pepe ‘the
baby, to raise from the lowest clause, where it is found in (26a), to the second clause,
as in (26b), as well as to the highest clause, as in (26¢)."* Again, interpretations are
identical.

13 Hooper 1993 describes vagana ‘unless’ as an adverbial predicate, which is not preceded by a TAM particle. Its predicative
quality is shown by the possibility of modification by verbal intensifiers lava and [a, as well as its ability to trigger raising.

4 Note that the complementizer ga is not recorded in Mosel & Hovdhaugen 1992. However, my speaker uses it productively,
and it appears to be used with various verbs.
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(26) Samoan raising across clauses

a. [Manatua e masani [ga tagi le  pepel]].
remember TAM usual COMP cry DEF baby
‘Remember that the baby usually cries.’

b. [Manatua e masani le  pepe, [ga tagi __ 111
remember TAM usual DEF baby COMP cry
‘Remember that the baby usually cries.’

c. [Manatua le pepe, [e masani [ga tagi __1]1.
remember DEF baby TAM usual COMP cry
‘Remember that the baby usually cries.’

Note, however, that successive raising can only occur if all the higher verbs are raising
verbs, such as in (25), where both vagana ‘unless’ and mafai ‘to be able’ are raising verbs,
and in (26), where manatua ‘remember’ and masani ‘to be usual’ are raising verbs. In
both Tokelauan and Samoan, a non-raising predicate will block raising, even if a higher
raising verb dominates the non-raising verb. In Tokelauan, mahani ‘to be usual’ is a
raising predicate, but lea ‘say, tell’ is not. In (27), the presence of the non-raising predicate
lea ‘say, tell’ blocks the subject of the lowest clause (te vaka ‘the boat’) from raising to the
highest clause, even though the highest clause has a raising predicate.

(27) Tokelauan non-raising predicates block raising

a. [E mahani lava [oi lea mai te tino [kua teka te
NPST usually INT COMP say DIR DEF person PRF depart DEF
vakal]].
boat
‘It is usual that someone tells me the boat has departed.’

b. *E mahani lava te vaka, [oi lea mai te tino [kua
NPST usually INT DEF boat COMP say DIR DEF person PRF
teka  __]]I.
depart

Intended: ‘It is usual that someone tells me the boat has departed.’

Similarly, in Samoan, mafai ‘to be able’ is a raising predicate, but in (28) the non-
raising predicate ta‘u ‘tell’ blocks the subject of the lowest clause (le pepe ‘the baby’)
from raising to the highest clause.



(28) Samoan non-raising predicates block raising
a. [E  mafai|ga tau mai e  sesi [pe tagi le pepel]|.
TAM able COMP tell DIR ERG someone COMP cry DEF baby
‘Someone is able to tell me that the baby is crying.’

b. *[E mafai le  pepe, [ga tau mai e  sesi [pe
TAM able DEF baby coMP tell DIR ERG someone COMP
tagi ]Il
cry

Intended: ‘Someone is able to tell me that the baby is crying.’

Raised arguments may have different case marking compared with the non-
raised variant. Hooper 1993 observes that ergative, absolutive, and occasionally
prepositional nominals can be raised in Tokelauan, with the raised argument taking
ergative, absolutive, or oblique morphological case, not necessarily the same case
as in the non-raised version. Similarly, Samoan exhibits S-to-A, A-to-A, S-to-O, and
O-to-O raising, where S is an intransitive subject, A is a transitive subject, and O is
a direct object (Mosel & Hovdhaugen 1992).)> An example of ergative-to-absolutive
(A-to-0) raising in Tokelauan is given in (29), and an example of S-to-A raising in
Samoan is given in (30).

(29) Tokelauan A-to-O raising
a. [Kua tuku e au [ke tuli e te maile te puhi]].
PRF let ERG 1SG COMP chase ERG DEF dog DEF cat
‘Twill let the dog chase the cat.

b. [Kua tuku e au te maile, [ke tuli __, te puhi]].
PRF let ERG 1SG DEF dog COMP chase DEF cat
‘Twill let the dog chase the cat.

(30) Samoan S-to-A raising
a. [E mafai [ona tautala le pepel]].
TAM can CcoNJ talk  ART baby
‘The baby can talk.

5 Mosel & Hovdhaugen 1992: 712 notes that the absence of A-to-O raising may just be a gap in the Samoan data obtained.



b. [E mafai e le pepe, [ona tautala __]].
TAM can ERG ART baby CON7J talk
‘The baby can talk.

(Cook 1991: 89)

Apparent raising has been analyzed in two ways. In one model, advocated by
Otsuka 2000 and Polinsky 2016, the raised argument is base-generated in the matrix
clause and co-indexed with a null operator in the subordinate clause; this can explain
the A-movement properties, such as long distance dependency (which true raising
does not exhibit). The other analysis, advocated by Otsuka 2018 and Otsuka 2021, has
the argument raised to the embedded specCP above the complementizer and assigned
case from the matrix verb, with no null operator involved; when an argument raises
to specCP, Otsuka proposes that the noun’s previously assigned case value is erased
and the matrix verb instead assigns case to the raised noun. I remain agnostic about
an analysis of apparent raising.' In this article I use raising as a descriptive diagnostic,
one that is therefore theory-neutral. Consequently, in what follows I will simply use the
term raising to mean that there is apparent movement of a noun from a subordinate
clause to the matrix clause, without committing to an analysis of how this occurs.

5 Apparent raising as a diagnostic for negation

Negation in many Polynesian languages has been argued to be predicative. If negation
is a predicate, there are two options: negation is a raising predicate, or negation is
not a raising predicate. The diagnostic discussed in this section hinges on proving
that negation in Tokelauan and Samoan does not exhibit characteristics of raising
predicates nor characteristics of non-raising predicates; it is thus proposed that
negation is non-predicative and instead must be a particle found in the clausal spine.

16 Evidence makes it clear that the raised noun either originates in the subordinate clause or is co-indexed with a null operator
in the lower clause. For example, in Tokelauan, some intransitive verbs agree with their subject, such as fano ‘go.SG’ and olo
‘go.PL.’” A subordinate verb like this will agree with its subject, even if the subject is raised to the matrix clause. Additionally,
Tokelauan exhibits quantifier float, in which the quantifier uma ‘all’ surfaces directly after the verb. A floated quantifier
will remain adjacent to the subordinate verb, even if the associated noun is raised to the matrix clause. An example of both
of these facts is the following.

(i) [E mafai e na tamaiti; [oi olo uma __ ki Fenuafalal].
TAM possible ERG DEF.PL child COMP go.PL all to Fenuafala
‘All the children can go to Fenuafala.’

(Hooper 1993: 304, (161))

See Besnier 1988 for similar arguments in Tuvaluan.
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The ability of an argument to raise up to the negative verb has been used as a
diagnostic for predicate negation (Hohepa 1969, Chung 1970, Chung 1978, Bauer 1997,
and Chung 2021). For example, in Cook Islands Maori, the subject of a negated stative
verb can appear following the verb, as in (31a), or raise to the negative predicate, as
in (31b) (see also (11) for a Tahitian example, as well as (10b) for a Maori example)."”

(31) Cook Islands Maori raising to negative predicate
a. [Kare [i matiti te  reo ‘eal].
NEG TAM strong DEF language ch
‘The language was not strong, eh.’
(Nicholas 2016: 373, (551a))

b. [Kare a Taipiro, [i moe ana __]I.
NEG PERS Taipiro TAM sleep PFV
‘Taipiro didn’t sleep.’

(Simiona 1979: 34)

I propose that raising can also be used to rule out predicate negation. If negation is a
predicate, it must either be a raising predicate or a non-raising predicate. If negation
in Tokelauan and Samoan is a raising predicate, we would expect an argument to be
able to raise from a position following the verb to a position directly following the
negative. This is ungrammatical:

(32) Tokelauan negation cannot trigger raising

a. [E  mahanilava [oi he |[fano te fafine ki tona
NPST usually INT COMP NEG go0.SG DEF lady to DEF.SG.3SG.GEN
faifeau]]].

church.minister
‘The lady usually does not go to her Church Minister.’

b. *E mahani lava [oi he te fafine, [fano __ ki
NPST usually INT COMP NEG DEF lady go.SG to
tona faifeaul]].

DEF.SG.3SG.GEN church.minister
Intended: ‘The lady usually does not go to her Church Minister.’

17 Similar evidence for Niuean is given by Seiter 1980.



(33) Samoan negation cannot trigger raising
a. [E mafai [ga le [tagi le pepel]]l.
TAM able COMP NEG cry DEF baby
‘The baby is not able to cry.’
b. *[E  mafai [ga le le pepe, [tagi __]]].
TAM able COMP NEG DEF baby cry
Intended: ‘The baby is not able to cry’

Consequently, we can categorically state that negation in these languages is not a
raising predicate, if it is indeed predicative. Recall that in this article, square brackets
denote clause boundaries; in (32, 33), the square brackets reflect the assumption that

negatives are predicates.

Having established that if negation is a predicate, it cannot be a raising predicate,
we can now check whether negation is a non-raising predicate instead. Recall
that in a three clause sentence, an argument from the lowest clause may be raised
to the highest clause only if both higher verbs are raising verbs. A non-raising
predicate, which we now assume negation to be, is expected to block movement of
an argument from the lowest clause to a matrix clause with a raising predicate—
but, as (34) demonstrates, this does not happen. In the Tokelauan example (34a),
the subject of the lowest clause (e fafine ‘the lady’) is able to raise above the lowest
verb fano ‘to go’ and the negative hé into the highest clause, which contains the
raising predicate mahani ‘to be usual.’ Equivalently, in the Samoan example (34b),
the subject of the lowest verb tagi ‘to cry’ (le pepe ‘the baby’) is able to raise above
the verb and the negative le to the clause containing the raising predicate mafai ‘to
be able.*®

18 Tt could be suggested that it is the presence of a subject in the middle clause with a non-raising verb that blocks the raising
of the argument from the lowest clause; the sentences in (27b) and (28b) would thus only be ungrammatical due to the overt
subject already in the middle clause. If we adopt this hypothesis, we cannot use raising above negation (34) as evidence that
negation is a non-raising predicate; the difference between (27b, 28b) and (34) is just the presence/absence of an interven-
ing argument. However, I reject this idea on the grounds that an argument already in a raising verb clause does not block
raising. This is seen in (29), where the raising verb tuku ‘to let’ has the subject au ‘I’ but allows the raising of the subordinate
subject te maile ‘the dog’ to the matrix clause.



(34) Raising above negation
a. Tokelauan

[E mahani lava te  fafine, [oi he fano __ ki
NPST usually INT DEF lady  COMP NEG g0.SG to
tona faifeaul]].

DEF.SG.3SG.GEN church.minister
‘The lady usually does not go to her Church Minister.’

b. Samoan
[E mafai le  pepe, [ga le tagi __]I.
TAM able DEF baby COMP NEG cry
‘The baby is not able to cry.

This is evidence that if negation is a predicate, it does not act like a non-raising
predicate, which would block raising past it. We now come to an impasse: negation
does not behave like a raising predicate, nor does it behave like a non-raising
predicate. Consequently, with no alternatives, negation cannot be a predicate. We
may therefore conclude that Tokelauan and Samoan negation is a particle and that
the NegP proposal, as in Custis 2004, Collins 2017, and Massam 2020, is more suitable
for these two languages."

6 Conclusion

This article provides a diagnostic that can be employed to identify predicate negation
versus non-predicate negation (i.e., particle negation). While particle negation has
been proposed for many Polynesian languages (Hooper 1993, Hovdhaugen & Mosel
1999, Vonen 1999, Massam 2000, Custis 2004, Ball 2008, Collins 2017, and Massam
2020), evidence for this analysis has been thin. The main argument provided is the
absence of particles usually seen in predicate negation: for example, the lack of a TAM
particle or complementizer following the negative word might be taken to indicate
non-predicate negation. Unlike those diagnostics, this article proposes a diagnostic
that either supports a negative predicate analysis or systematically rules it out. With

differences in how negation has been analyzed in many Polynesian languages,

19 Note that our diagnostic does not exclude the possibility of a negative auxiliary (Dahl 1979). Negative auxiliaries are simple
auxiliary verbs that dominate vP and take over all inflectional categories from the main verb. However, negative auxiliaries
are an XP within the clausal spine, so I treat them as particle negation, as distinct from negative predicates.



diagnostics like these are vital for syntactic and typological research into negation in

this family of languages.

While the diagnostic in this article is only illustrated for two languages, other
Polynesian languages exhibit many of the same properties, which should allow the
diagnostic to be used further afield. For example, apparent raising is also attested
in Maori (Bauer 2005), Cook Islands Maori (Nicholas 2016), Tuvaluan (Besnier
1988), Pukapukan (Salisbury 2002), Niuean (Chung & Seiter 1980), Tongan (Otsuka
2000), and Rapa Nui (Kieviet 2017). The category of negation is debated in several of
these languages, including Niuean (Clemens 2018 and Massam 2020) and Tongan
(Broschart 1999, Custis 2004, and Ball 2008), and is unanalyzed in several of the others.
I therefore hope that the present diagnostic has use across the language family and
is able to better illuminate the complexities of predicate and non-predicate negation.

In addition to presenting this diagnostic, I have also proposed that Tokelauan and
Samoan do not have predicate negation. This itself is noteworthy, since Samoan was
one of the earliest languages to be analyzed as having predicate negation (Chung
1970) and the results from this article indicate the opposite. Further development
in this topic will clarify the extent of predicate negation, which may be restricted to
fewer languages than first imagined.

The diagnostic set out in this article makes a typological prediction of three
options. Firstly, negative predicates in some languages may license apparent
raising. In these languages, the raising negative predicate allows an argument in a
subordinate clause to raise to the negative predicate clause, as shown in (35). This
occurs in Tahitian (see (11)), Cook Islands Maori (see (31)), Maori (see (10b)), and
Niuean (Seiter 1980).

(35) Negative is a raising predicate

[CP [PredP NEGraising ARGUMENTi [CP [VP VERB —1]]]]

Secondly, negation may be a particle, which will not interact with raising at all (as
this article argues is the case for Tokelauan and Samoan). In these languages, an
argument is able to raise above a negative to a clause containing a raising verb:

(36) Negative is a particle

[cp VERB,;  ARGUMENT, [, NEG [, VERB __[]]

21
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A third theoretical possibility is that negation is a predicate but does not license
raising. In such a language, an argument from a deeply embedded clause should
not be able to raise to the negative predicate clause nor to a superordinate clause
containing a raising verb:

(37) Negative is a non-raising predicate
VERB (*ARGUMENT) [, [,,..» NEG (*ARGUMENT,)

[CP raising PredP non-raising

[ [, VERB __]]]1]

While we have no examples of a language of this third type, the diagnostic from this
article predicts that such a language should be able to occur in the set of natural
languages. I leave this for further research.
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