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The goal of this thesis is to provide a syntactic account of the diachronic development
of the adverb anymore from a polarity sensitive aspectual adverb in Late Middle Scots
(approximately 1550 to 1700), shown in (1); to a non-polarity-sensitive aspectual adverb
(2); to a deictic temporal adverb in North America which I argue developed there in the

eighteenth or nineteenth century (3).

(1) T assuir zou I will not anie moir intertein it
‘T assure you I will not any more entertain it.” (ScotsCorr, William Douglas[1627],

Lothian|Southeast]|/London, text ID 1378)

(2) T'll be getting six or seven days’ holiday anymore. (West Donegal, Ulster, Northern
Ireland: 1981, Milroy 1981: 4)

(3) Anymore I just say ‘no’. (Washington, USA: 2018)

I follow Montgomery (2006b) and others who argue, based on migration patterns (Scotland
> Ireland > North America) and the geographical distribution of PosA (precisely where
these immigrants settled), that PosA was most likely innovated in Scotland and taken to

Ulster (Ireland), then North America.



Using evidence from a historical corpus study that I carried out, I propose that polarity
sensitive anymore in Middle Scots is a ‘continuative’ aspectual adverb adjoined to AspP.
These features provide an interpretation of the continuation of an imperfective event. It has
uninterpretable polarity features [uVer: nonver| that Agree with a nonveridical licensor. 1
propose that post-change, PosA is an aspectual ‘inceptive’ adverb with a [boundary| feature.
It also adjoins to AspP. It requires non-episodic, non-past events, which in my analysis is
due to a [non-specific/indefinite| feature. I show that the reanalysis likely happened in a
future irrealis context that also contained negation. This was a transitional context where a
language acquirer could interpret anymore as polarity sensitive or as requiring non-episodic
contexts. I argue that there was one additional condition in the reanalysis: it happened
in contexts where anymore was fronted and took scope over negation, in order to produce
the ‘inceptive’ meaning of PosA. Previous accounts have proposed that PosA is the result
of language contact with Irish or Scottish Gaelic. T propose instead that any influence from
language contact was in addition to language-internal factors, which were the main stimulus

of the change.

The second change considered in this thesis is the change from this non-polarity-sensitive,
or ‘positive’ anymore (PosA) in the British Isles to North American PosA. I build on pre-
vious research and use evidence from a synchronic grammaticality judgment study and a
diachronic corpus study of North American PosA to provide a thorough analysis of North
American PosA. It is restricted to present tense, imperfective (but not in-progress progres-
sive) contexts. I propose that North American PosA is a present tense deictic temporal
adverb adjoined to TP. It has [Tpcsent| features that constrain it to present tense contexts.
Like British Isles PosA, it has [boundary| features that account for its meaning of contrasting
of a state of affairs at speech time with the absence of this state of affairs during a period
prior to speech time. Also like British Isles PosA, it has [indefinite /non-specific| features that

render it compatible with states or habitual or generic events only. I demonstrate that the



surface realization of a present tense clause with British Isles aspectual PosA in AspP is also
compatible with a structure in which PosA is a TP-adjoined temporal adverb with slightly
different features and a slightly different interpretation. I propose that since British Isles-
type PosA did not appear in past contexts, language acquirers likely encountered PosA often
in present contexts and came to see present tense as part of the adverb’s featural makeup.
Furthermore, I propose that Late Merge (van Gelderen 2004, 2011) acts as a catalyst for

anymore to wait to Merge in a higher position, adjoined to TP instead of AspP.
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Chapter 1

GOALS OF STUDY, THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS AND
BACKGROUND ON POLARITY SENSITIVITY

1.1 Goals of the study

The goal of this thesis is to provide a syntactic account of the diachronic development
of the adverb anymore! from a polarity sensitive aspectual adverb in Late Middle Scots
(approximately 1550 to 1700), shown in (4); to a non-polarity-sensitive aspectual adverb (5);
to a non-polarity-sensitive deictic temporal adverb in North America which T argue developed

there in the eighteenth or nineteenth century (6).

(4) T assuir \zou I will not anie moir inter\tein it
‘T assure you I will not any more entertain it.” (ScotsCorr, William Douglas|1627],

Lothian[Southeast]/London, text ID 1378)

(5) T'll be getting six or seven days’ holiday anymore. (West Donegal, Ulster, Northern
Ireland: 1981, Milroy 1981: 4)

(6) Anymore I just say ‘no’. (Washington, USA: 2018)

In most present-day and historical dialects of English and Scots, the adverb anymore
(and orthographic variants) is an affective polarity item (API): it is restricted to contexts that
are nonveridical (Giannakidou 1998). In nonveridical contexts the truth of the proposition
is not entailed. Such contexts include the scope of negation, as in (4), polar questions (7),

and in clauses embedded under adversative predicates (8).

(7) Does Suze eat raw chicken anymore, or has she started eating cooked meat?

! The aspectual adverb anymore is spelled without a space between any and more in North America, but
with a space in many other parts of the English speaking world. I spell it without a space in this thesis
for the sake of consistency.



(8) I doubt that she eats raw chicken anymore.

A version of anymore that is not restricted to API contexts has been attested in some areas
in twentieth century and present-day North America, Northern Ireland, and Scotland. It is
referred to in the literature as ‘positive’ or ‘affirmative’ anymore. I will use the term ‘positive’
anymore, abbreviated as PosA. There are differences between the PosAs in North America
and the British Isles. The North American PosA is usually translated as ‘nowadays’ and is
generally restricted to present tense, imperfective (but not in-progress progressive) contexts,
as can be seen in (6). The Scottish and Irish PosA has a freer distribution. It occurs most
often in future contexts, with the modal auxiliary verb will or ‘Il with a meaning like ‘from
now on’, as seen in (5). It is also common in other modal contexts and in present tense,

imperfective contexts (9), but never past tense or in-progress present.
(9) He fights a lot any more (Crystal, 338, cited in Dolan 2006: 9)

This dissertation sets out to answer the following research questions. First, are the
British Isles and North American versions of non-polarity sensitive anymore related histor-
ically? If so, what was the development from one to the other?” Second, when and where
did the loss of polarity sensitivity of the British Isles and North American anymore(s) take
place? Third, why and how did the change occur? In response to the first question, I will
follow Montgomery (2006b) and others who argue, based on migration patterns (Scotland >
Ireland > North America) and the geographical distribution of PosA (precisely where these
immigrants settled), that PosA was most likely innovated in Scotland and taken to Ulster,
then North America. I provide evidence that the changes undergone from the British Isles
to North American PosA are expected according to theories of language change. 1 argue
that British Isles PosA is an ‘inceptive’ (‘now and not previously; from now on’) aspectual
adverb with |[boundary| features that is adjoined to AspP. I propose that it has [indefi-
nite /nonspecific| features that require that it be in contexts with non-episodic, non-past
events, i.e., present and future tense, imperfective contexts but not in-progress present. I

propose that North American PosA on the other hand is a present tense deictic temporal



adverb adjoined to TP. It has [T, csent| features that constrain it to present tense contexts.
Like British Isles PosA, it has [boundary]| features that account for its meaning of a contrast
of a state of affairs at speech time with the absence of this state of affairs during a period
prior to speech time. Also like British Isles PosA, it has [indefinite /non-specific| features
that make it only compatible with states or habitual or generic events. I will demonstrate
that the surface realization of a present tense sentence with British Isles aspectual PosA in
AspP is also compatible with a structure in which PosA is a TP-adjoined temporal adverb
with slightly different features and a slightly different interpretation. I propose that since
British Isles-type PosA did not appear in past contexts, language acquirers likely encoun-
tered PosA often in present contexts and came to see present tense as part of the adverb’s
featural makeup. Furthermore, I propose that Late Merge (van Gelderen 2004, 2011) acts
as a catalyst for anymore to wait to Merge in a higher position, adjoined to TP instead of
AspP.

Regarding the second research question, I argue that the British Isles PosA emerged in
Late Middle Scots (between 1550 and 1700), before large-scale migrations to Ulster, Ireland
in the early seventeenth century. The North American change occurred, I propose, in the
eighteenth or nineteenth century, after migrations from Ulster, Ireland that began in the

early eighteenth century.

My response to the third research question about how anymore lost polarity sensitivity
is the following. Polarity sensitive anymore in Middle Scots is a ‘continuative’ aspectual
adverb adjoined to AspP. These features provide an interpretation of the continuation of an
imperfective event. It has uninterpretable polarity features [uVer: nonver| that Agree with a
nonveridical licensor. I propose that post-change, British Isles PosA (as described above) is
an aspectual ‘inceptive’ adverb with a [boundary| feature. It also adjoins to AspP. It requires
non-episodic, non-past events, which in my analysis is due to a [non-specific/indefinite| fea-
ture. The reanalysis likely happened in a future irrealis context that also contained negation.
This was a transitional context where a language acquirer could interpret anymore as polar-

ity sensitive or as requiring non-episodic contexts. I will argue that there was one additional



condition in the reanalysis: it happened in contexts where anymore was fronted and took
scope over negation, in order to produce the ‘inceptive’ (‘now and not previously; from now
on’) meaning of PosA. Previous accounts have proposed that PosA is the result of language
contact with Irish or Scottish Gaelic. I propose instead that any influence from language
contact was in addition to language-internal factors, which were the main stimulus of the
change.

A hope of the current study is to combine the strengths of diachronic generative syntax
with those of variationist sociolinguistics (Labov 1963, 1966, 1972a, 1994, 2001, Weinreich,
Labov & Herzog 1968). Much work in variationist sociolinguistics relies on quantitative
analysis to uncover the underlying grammar of the speaker and his or her speech community.
I have used variationist methods in data collection and quantitative analysis of the data.
Variationists assume that informal speech best reflects a speaker’s native dialect. While
recordings of speech are not available for historical language varieties, work in the growing
field of historical sociolinguistics has shown that some genres of written text such as personal
correspondence may be closer to language users’ most natural speech than others (Nevalainen
1999). I have made an effort to use corpora of ‘speech-like’ texts when possible, for example
the Corpus of Scottish Correspondence (1540-1750, Meurman-Solin 2017).

I adopt a version of the Minimalist Program (MP; Chomsky 1995, 2000, 2001, 2005,
2004, 2008) as a framework in my syntactic analysis. For the diachronic syntactic develop-
ment I adopt the theories in Roberts (1997), Roberts & Roussou (2003), Roberts (2007),
van Gelderen (2004, 2011).

I provide below a summary of the chapters in this dissertation. In the remainder of this
chapter I will lay out the theoretical assumptions that I adopt in the following chapters.

In Chapter 2, I introduce the reader to the previous literature on any and the more
descriptive work about (or that can be applied to) Scottish/Irish PosA. After arguing that
PosA was most likely innovated between the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries in Scotland and
providing the historical social context for the original change, I describe polarity sensitive

aspectual adverb anymore and related words and phrases in Scots and Scottish English



during this time period using results from a historical corpus study that I conducted.

In Chapter 3, T will propose that the present-day PosA in Scots/Scottish English and
Irish English comes from a reanalysis of aspectual API anymore that occurred in sixteenth to
early eighteenth century Scotland. I provide a formal description of the pre- and post-change
version of anymore before providing an analysis of the change.

Chapter 4 provides a description of PosA in North America, including both linguistic and
social factors. 1 review previous literature on PosA, as well as a synchronic grammaticality
judgment study and a diachronic corpus study of North American PosA that I carried out.
I will also argue in this chapter that the migration patterns from Ulster, Ireland to parts of
North America match the distribution of PosA.

In Chapter 5 I will present a formal analysis of the syntactic changes that I propose
that North American PosA has undergone since its arrival from Ireland. I provide a formal
description of the post-change version of anymore, and offer an analysis of the change that

resulted in a present tense temporal adverb.

1.2 Theoretical frameworks, Part I: Generative syntax

1.2.1 The Minimalist Program

I adopt a version of the Minimalist Program (MP; Chomsky 1995, 2000, 2001, 2005, 2004,
2008) as a framework in my formal analysis. In this framework, Narrow Syntax links sound
(or the sensory-motor [SM| component) to meaning (the cognitive-intentional |C-I| compo-
nent) (Chomsky 2008). A syntactic derivation begins with a Lexical Array, which is a set
of feature bundles. According to theories of Distributed Morphology, only morphosyntactic
features on functional heads participate in operations in the Narrow Syntax; phonological
features are inserted later, during the mapping to Phonological Form (Distributed Morphol-
ogy will be discussed in more detail in the next subsection). I nevertheless represent heads
and lexical items as words in the example of a syntactic derivation below for ease of exposi-

tion. Successive operations of Merge join items in the derivation, two at a time, extending



the structure from the bottom up. The steps in (10) show a standard Minimalist syntactic

derivation.

(10) Syntactic derivation of she reads a book

a. Step 1: First, a book Merges with the V(erb) read, forming a VP. This VP in
turn Merges with little v. This head has been argued to verbalize the head of
its complement (Marantz 1997), in this case V, which in Distributed Morphology
approaches is in fact a root without a category. The lexical verb read moves from
V to v (see Larson 1988 for the motivation behind little v). Little v is a light
verb, with a meaning such as ‘do’ or ‘cause’, depending on the construction; the
verb must move to this head position to form a complex head with the light verb.
Little v introduces the external argument, the agent she, which is Merged in the
Spec(ifier) of vP. Agents are always externally Merged here crosslinguistically,

although they may later undergo further movement operations (Baker 1988).

vP
she
v’
[uTense: |
[¢:3pSg] /\
v VP
read /\
v DP
<read> A
a book

b. Step 2: Next, the functional head T(ense) is Merged. In English, I assume that
T has interpretable, valued Tense features (here, present), but uninterpretable,
unvalued ¢ features (English ¢ features include person and number). Nouns and
pronouns have interpretable, valued ¢ features (she has the features third per-

son, singular) but uninterpretable, unvalued structural case. Pesetsky & Torrego



(2007) argue that structural case is actually uninterpretable Tense (represented
here as [uTense|).

TP

/N

T’

T
[Tense: pres|

[ug:__]

she
‘77

[uTense: __|
[#:3pSg] /\

v VP

read /\

v DP

<read> A

a book

c. Step 3: The last element to (externally) Merge is a phonologically null C(omplementizer)
head . Every clause is assumed to have a C, whether null or overt (e.g., that): it
determines the clause type (declarative, question, subjunctive, for example). It
also plays a role in questions and information structure, such as focus and topic

(Rizzi 1997 gives a proposal for the detailed structure of the CP layer).



CP
Cc TP
she
[uTense: nom] T
[¢:3pSg]
T
vP
[Tense: pres] /\
[ug: 3pSg o, o,
\% VP
read + § /\
v DP
<read> A

a book

In the course of a derivation, unvalued features on a Probe search for a Goal with match-
ing valued features. The T probes into its c-command domain and Agrees with the closest
item with ¢ features, she (or rather, the bundle of ¢ features valued ‘third person, singular’),
valuing its unvalued ¢ features and simultaneously valuing the argument’s unvalued, unin-
terpretable Tense feature. According to Pesetsky & Torrego (2007), uninterpretable Tense
on a DP is nominative case. She moves to the specifier of T due to a property of T’s [ug|
feature in English called the Extended Projection Principle (EPP) property. Movement, or
Internal Merge, is thus a reflex of Agree triggered by unvalued features searching for a valued
counterpart. I assume that the tense and number of T is spelled out as an agreement suffix

(in the derivation of she reads a book above, -s) on the verb post-syntactically.

Following Pesetsky & Torrego (2007), features are interpreted on the element with the



interpretable feature. An example from my version of a syntactic derivation (different in some
ways from Pesetsky and Torrego’s) is the following: she has the semantically transparent
interpretable ¢ features of third person, singular, but T does not. All uninterpretable features
delete after being valued and before reaching the SM and C-I interfaces.

Transfer to the interfaces does not happen all at once; it happens in stages, which
Chomsky (2001, 2004, 2008) calls ‘phases’. This lightens the computational load by reducing
derivations to smaller segments. Once a phase is built up and the phase head is Merged (phase
heads are generally agreed to include at least little v and C), any relevant Agree and Move
operations occur. This includes adjunction to the edge of a phase for further (successive
cyclic) movement, as in the case of wh-words that originate in the complement of vP or a
subordinate clause (e.g., ‘Where do you think that he lives [where|?’); they would be unable
to move further if they were shipped to the interfaces. The Narrow Syntax then transfers
the derivation of the complement of the head to the SM and C-I interfaces (the interfaces are
also called PHON and SEM, respectively, to distinguish them from the actual external SM
and C-I systems); there must be no remaining unvalued features at this point. After Transfer
happens, only the phase head and its specifier(s), including adjuncts, are available for further
syntactic operations. This is the Phase Impenetrability Condition, or PIC (Chomsky 2000,
2001, 2004). Finally, mapping of the syntactic derivation to the SM and C-I systems is called
Spell-out (Chomsky 2008). Pronunciation happens in the external SM system.

1.2.2  Distributed Morphology

Distributed Morphology (DM) is a theory within generative linguistics that was first in-
troduced in Halle & Marantz (1993) and developed in much later work (including Halle &
Marantz 1994, Halle 1997, Marantz 1997, Harley & Noyer 1998). It is a response to the Lexi-
calist Hypothesis (beginning in Chomsky 1970) that words enter the derivation fully inflected
from the Lexicon and proceed to check features and move if applicable. DM rejects the tra-
ditional division between the generation of sentences and the generation of complex words;

instead, the syntax generates sound-meaning correspondences for both. In this approach,
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the generation of morphology is distributed throughout components of the grammar.

One of the basic properties of DM is Late Insertion, which is the hypothesis that syntac-
tic objects do not have phonological content. Interpretable and uninterpretable features such
as [singular|, |[feminine|, [past| enter the derivation in Narrow Syntax where they are manip-
ulated by operations such as Agree, Merge, and Move. Phonological realization is inserted
post-syntactically (i.e., after the syntactic structure has been formed) during the mapping
to Phonological Form. Vocabulary Items can be thought of as instructions for the contexts

in which phonological strings can be inserted. For example, a Vocabulary item relates the

Russian affix /i/ to the context [ __ _, +plural], shown in the following example.
(11) /i/ —>|___ _, +plural] (Halle 1997) Russian affix
The syntax sends the features [, +plural] to be mapped to PF (‘ 7 indicates that

a word precedes the features, i.e., /y/ is a suffix). They are mapped to /i/ according to the
Vocabulary Item in (11).

DM distinguishes between two types of morpheme, f-morphemes and l-morphemes,
which correspond roughly to functional and lexical categories (Harley & Noyer 1998: 4).
F-morphemes are inserted for a grammatical purpose, e.g., gender or case. There is nor-
mally no choice involved in Vocabulary insertion; the feature bundles are said to determine
the phonological realization (Harley & Noyer 1998). L-morphemes on the other hand involve
choice at spell-out. For example, any noun can be inserted into terminal nodes that require
a noun.

According to a hypothesis related to DM (Marantz 1997, Harley & Noyer 1998, Embick
1997, 1998, a.o0.), lexical categories such as verb, noun, and adjective are determined by a
categorizing head such as v or n which selects an l-node. L-nodes are category-neutral Roots
(the term Root in this sense is attributed to Pesetsky 1995) which lack syntactico-semantic
features. Roots cannot be bare; they must be selected by a categorizing head. An example
is the following. The Root v'love is a verb when selected by the categorizer v (12), and a
noun when selected by n (13).
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(12) T love popcorn. vP
V/\\/P
V' love

(13) Love is blind. np

>

v love

1.3 Theoretical frameworks, Part II: Syntactic change

1.8.1 Grammaticalization

Grammaticalization is the reanalysis of lexical material (e.g., verbs or nouns) to more func-
tional material (e.g., tense or mood markers) (cf Lehman 1985). The term grammaticalization
was first used by Meillet 1912 although the phenomenon was noticed much earlier. It has
received much attention by linguists, especially in functional frameworks (lehman 1985,
Hopper & Traugott 2003, among many others). Recent theories of grammaticalization in
generative syntax include Roberts (1997), Roberts & Roussou (2003), Roberts (2007), van
Gelderen (2004, 2011). I give overviews of these approaches in the following subsections in
order to introduce the framework I will use in my analyses in later chapters. I then provide
an overview of the smaller field of degrammaticalization, which is relevant to the loss of

polarity sensitivity of anymore.

1.3.1.1 Grammaticalization as parameter resetting and upward reanalysis

The framework of diachronic syntax proposed in Roberts (1997), Roberts & Roussou (2003),
Roberts (2007) is based on the position that syntactic change, and in particular grammat-
icalization, is due to parameter resetting (Lightfoot 1991, 1999) in the process of language

acquisition by children. Grammaticalization is therefore epiphenomenal, due to other princi-
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ples of language change. They adopt the Chomsky-Borer Conjecture, attributed to Chomsky

(2001) and Borer (1984), that is generally formulated in a manner similar to the following:

(14) Chomsky-Borer Conjecture: All parameters of variation are attributable to differ-
ences in features of particular items (e.g. the functional heads) in the lexicon. (Baker

2008)

Earlier work on parameters did not have an explanation for the apparently unidirectional
(or at least largely so) direction of grammaticalization, from less to more functional material.
Roberts & Roussou (2003) argue that grammaticalization tends to involve reanalysis of lexical
items as merging higher in the syntactic tree. They argue that this upward reanalysis involves
loss of movement. They assume that there is a universal order of functional heads (following
Cinque 1999, a.o.) and that these heads are present in every language but are not overtly
realized morphophonologically in all of them. If functional heads are overtly realized in a
language, this may be done in one of two ways: by (base) merging an item in the projection
of the functional head, or by movement to the projection from a location lower in the tree.
This parameter setting, realization of a functional head by Move vs. Merge, is subject to
variation and change. Change happens when the cues (often morphophonological) for a

parameter are obscured. In this case, a string is ambiguous, or P-ambiguous (Roberts 2007).

(15) P-ambiguity: A substring of the input text S is strongly P-ambiguous with respect
to a parameter p; just in case a grammar can have p; set to either value and assign

a well-formed representation to S.

(16) A strongly P-ambiguous string may express either value of p; and therefore trigger

either value of p,.

(17) A weakly P-ambiguous string expresses neither value of p; and therefore triggers
neither value of p;. (originally Clark and Roberts 1993, reformulated in Roberts
2007: 133)

Given an ambiguous input string, a child acquiring a language chooses the less marked syn-

tactic structure unless there is evidence in the child’s input for the marked version. Less
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marked means less complex, which generally means less movement: movement means that
features of more than one head are associated with a single lexical item. They argue that
grammaticalization therefore does not involve structural change. Instead, it involves reanal-
ysis of the overt realization of features related to functional heads.

To see how this proposal operates, I will summarize Roberts & Roussou’s (2003) analysis
of the development of English modal auxiliaries. The authors discuss the well-known case
of grammaticalization of English modals such as the future tense modal well that developed
from the cognate lexical verb meaning ‘to want’ (a form of which is still in use today as
well, not uncommon in syntactic change). Before the sixteenth century, English modals as
we know them did not exist. The cognates of Present Day English modals in older English
(‘premodals’) behave like lexical verbs do at that time. For example, the premodals have
finite and non-finite forms, unlike Present Day English modals (“*To can swim is useful”,
Roberts & Roussou 2003: 36); and they can take complements including clausal comple-

ments, as shown in (18) and its corresponding structure according to Roberts and Roussou

in (19).

(18)  Sone hit mei ilimpen
soon it may happen
(a1225 (?al1200): Lay. Brut 2250; Denison 1993:299 cited in Roberts & Roussou
2003: 40)

(19) [Tp Sone [Tp hit maei [VP th [Tp T [VP 111m1pen]]]]] (Roberts & Roussou 2003: 40)

(20) |rp Soon |rp it may |y p happen||] (Roberts & Roussou 2003: 41)

Older English had V-to-T raising, as is well known. This is shown in (19), where the
premodal mei Merges in V and moves to T. Roberts & Roussou propose that this structure
was reanalyzed as the one in (20) in the early sixteenth century. The second structure is
simpler: a biclausal structure is reduced to a single one. They argue that it is also simpler

according to the following “simplicity metric™:

(21) A structural representation R for a substring of input text S is simpler than an
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alternative representation R’ iff R contains fewer formal feature syncretisms than R’.

(Roberts & Roussou 2003: 201)

Roberts & Roussou argue that feature syncretisms occur when the features of multiple heads
are morphophonologically realized in a single structural position, i.e., when a single lexical
item realizes the features of more than one functional head, as when premodal mei in T
instantiates both V and T. Feature syncretism, they say, is often due to head movement or
Agree of formal features. Simplicity in their framework has to do with the phonological real-
ization of features of functional heads. Ideally, each functional head has its own phonological
realization, and each phonological realization that represents a single functional head only
represents a single one. Roberts & Roussou adopt the view that there is a universal hier-
archy of functional heads, so the features of these heads are always present whether or not
they are pronounced. The universal features cannot be lost, but their morphophonological
realization is subject to change. In the case of the English premodals, they are reanalyzed
as only instantiating [T] instead of [T V]. Feature syncretism is thus reduced because only
T is pronounced on T. Instead of moving to T from V, the premodals are merged directly in
T. This is a parametric change for Roberts & Roussou because T is now realized via Merge

instead of Move.

According to Roberts & Roussou, this change was set in motion when infinitival mor-
pheme —(e)n was lost from English. This also occurred around the beginning of the sixteenth
century. This ending was evidence for T in a lower clause. Once —(e)n was lost (likely due
to phonological erosion), the evidence for movement of the modal in the higher clause was
lost. Erosion of morphology that signals movement gives language acquirers no reason to
choose the marked (moved) structure, so they choose the unmarked structure where modals
merge directly in T. Later in the sixteenth century, main verbs lose V-to-T movement, and

only modals and auxiliaries are possible in T.

Roberts & Roussou consider a different simplicity metric than the one in (21), based on

number of features or copies. In the case of the development of English modals such as may,
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they say, this would yield the correct result: the premodal mei leaves a copy in its base
position in V, while modal may does not. Premodal mei (in their analysis, where they are
only concerned with interpretable features on functional heads) instantiates both [V] and [T],
while modal may only realizes |T|. They reject these measures of simplicity however because
they argue that they do not explain other cases of grammaticalization that they consider,

which for the sake of space I will not review here.

1.3.1.2  Grammaticalization and economy principles

van Gelderen (2004, 2011) is another approach to generative diachronic syntax. She focuses
on principles of economy in the spirit of Minimalism to motivate changes that occur during
grammaticalization. These principles are not unique to language; they exist in some form
in other biological systems. van Gelderen (2011) looks in detail at the cyclical nature of
grammaticalization, using a large and varied set of cross-linguistic examples. She concen-
trates in turn on grammaticalization in different parts of the clause and types of grammatical
relations.

One of the economy principles responsible for grammaticalization according to van
Gelderen is the Late Merge Principle (LMP): “Merge as late as possible” (van Gelderen
2004: 12). She moves away from this principle in later work (van Gelderen 2008), since
Move comes to be understood in Minimalism as simply a different type of Merge (Internal
Merge, as opposed to External Merge, i.e., Merge). Move (Internal Merge) is therefore no
longer necessarily more costly than Merge (External Merge). Late Merge is still present in
van Gelderen (2011) however as it is necessary to explain some phenomena, for example the
reanalysis of adverbs from being merged in the lower layers of the clause to being merged
higher. According to van Gelderen (2004: 130), adverbs merge late in the derivation and so
they can merge in the VP, TP, or CP layer. She explains that some items are more likely
to be reanalyzed with the LMP, such as non-theta-marked items that do not have to merge
(externally) in the VP, but can wait until later (she cites Chomsky 1995: 314-315).

She also appeals to the Head Preference Principle (HPP), which states, “Be a head,
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rather than a phrase” (van Gelderen 2004: 11). In other words, a minimal projection is
preferable to a maximal one. If a learner has evidence for a structure that could be either
(22) or (23), they will choose the simpler one in (23) where the lexical item is a head (trees
from van Gelderen 2011: 13.

(22) FP

/N

item B’

AN
(23) FP

AN

item

Feature Economy, in (24), also drives the process of grammaticalization and language

cycles (van Gelderen 2011: 20).

(24) Feature Economy

Minimize the semantic and interpretable features in the derivation, for example:
Adjunct Specifier Head 0

semantic > [iF] > |uF] > -
According to van Gelderen, during grammaticalization, a lexical item will have semantic
features that are reanalyzed as interpretable syntactic features, then later uninterpretable
features, until eventually it becomes too ‘weak’ (phonologically or semantically) and needs
reinforcement from a new lexical item with semantic features, beginning the cycle anew.
Uninterpretable features are preferable to interpretable ones because they keep “the deriva-
tion going” (van Gelderen 2011: 20). This is a difference from Roberts & Roussou (2003),
discussed above, who argue that movement is not economical because it results in feature

syncretism. As van Gelderen points out, their definition of simplicity essentially means that



17

uninterpretable features should be avoided, since uninterpretable features link two structural
positions via Agree (which may or may not results in movement).

Phonological weakening is common in grammaticalization, and can render paradigms
opaque, leading to loss of morphemes altogether. Van Gelderen says that this reanalysis of
morphemes as ‘zero’ (as in (24) is due most often to “feature syncretism (where one word
has two functions)” (van Gelderen 2011: 19). For example, the heads will and not undergo
phonological change and form a single word won’t, which can be eventually reanalyzed as
only having one feature. A final stage in the linguistic cycle is one of renewal: the head with
uninterpretable features searches for a probe, and finds one in adverbs, emphatic pronouns,
etc., thus starting the cycle over again.

In this thesis I adopt elements from the frameworks in Roberts (1997) Roberts & Rous-
sou 2003, Roberts (2007) and van Gelderen (2004, 2008, 2011) to explain the changes that
anymore has undergone, from polarity sensitive aspectual adverb to non-polarity-sensitive
aspectual adverb to non-polarity-sensitive temporal adverb. In particular, I will adapt the
idea of simplication in featural makeup, drawing on Roberts and Roussou’s (2003) proposal
that more features realized in a single structural position is dispreferred. I will suggest that
uninterpretable features can be lost if it simplifies the overall featural makeup of a lexical
item. This is somewhat in opposition with van Gelderen’s work in which uninterpretable
features are preferred because they keep ‘the derivation going’. I do however adopt van
Gelderen’s Late Merge Principle (LMP), “Merge as late as possible”, to explain the upward
reanalysis of anymore, as I argue that it changed from an adverb in Asp to one in T. It is

not obvious how Roberts and Roussou’s framework can account for this.

1.5.2  Degrammoaticalization

While language change tends to involve the reanalysis of less to more functional and abstract,
the opposite direction of change is also attested in limited instances and under certain cir-
cumstances. Willis (2016) discusses indefinite pronouns in South Slavic and Goidelic Celtic.

He argues that many instances of degrammaticalization involve “obsolescent morphological
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categories or other items that are isolated from their paradigms” (p. 201). This makes them
morphologically opaque because they do not resemble other members of the paradigm. They

are therefore difficult for children to acquire.

Willis cites Norde (2009: 133), who identifies three types of degrammaticalization. Willis

illustrates each type with examples from the syntactic literature.

(25) Norde’s (2009: 133) three types of grammaticalization, with examples (in Willis 2016:
200-201)

a. Content-level degrammaticalizations involve a shift from grammatical to lexical
content, ‘degrammation’; e.g. reanalyses P > V Welsh ndl ‘after’ > ‘fetch’ (Willis
2007), D > N Bulgarian nesto ‘something’ > ‘thing’ (Willis 2007), Aux > V

Pennsylvania German wotte ‘want (to)’ > ‘wish’ (Burridge 1998);

b. content-syntactic degrammaticalizations involve a shift from ‘more grammatical’
to ‘less grammatical’ or movement out of a paradigm, ‘deinflectionalization’ e.g.
English /Swedish possessive -s (Allen 2003, 2008, Bérjars 2003, Delsing 1999,
2001, Norde 1998, 2001b, 2006);

c. morphosyntactic degrammaticalizations involve a shift from bound to free mor-

pheme, ‘debonding’ e.g. English to-infinitive, Trish muid ‘we’ (Doyle 2002).

The first two types will be relevant to the changes that anymore has undergone that I will

discuss in this thesis.

Jager (2010), which will be discussed in more detail later in this chapter, addresses the
‘Negative Cycle’, one of the most well-studied types of grammaticalization in which lexical
items tend to become more negative and /or confined to contexts that are more negative. This
is a robust cross-linguistic trend. Jager shows however that this trend is not unidirectional,
and proposes that changes in both directions (to more or less negative) occur due to the loss
or introduction of a plus-valued negative and/or affective feature in the lexical entry of the

item.
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1.3.83  Variationist sociolinguistics

A hope of the current study is to combine the strengths of generative syntax with those
of variationist sociolinguistics. One goal of variationist sociolinguistics is to understand
how language changes over time. Many (though certainly not all) studies in this tradition
investigate synchronic linguistic variation across social groups, ages, and geographical space
in order to illuminate how language varies diachronically. William Labov, considered the
father of variationist sociolinguistics, states that “the sporadic character of language change
can only be explained by correlations with the social structure of the speech community in
which it takes place” (Labov 1994, following Meillet 1926, p. 17). Variationists assume that
informal speech best reflects a speaker’s native dialect, and rely when possible on spoken
(production) data collected in a naturalistic setting. There is an emphasis on scientific
experimental methods: formulating hypotheses, collecting linguistic data to test them, and
statistical analysis of results. Tagliamonte (2007 and other work) is one proponent of the
quantitative paradigm. She says that quantitative analysis helps to look at “the recurrent
choices an individual makes in the course of linguistic performance” (Tagliamonte 2007: 190)
which are manifestations of the underlying grammar of the speaker and his or her speech

community.

“Empirical Foundations for a Theory of Language Change” (Weinreich, Labov & Herzog
1968; from here on WLH) is one of the foundational texts in variationist sociolinguistics.
WLH set forth a set of problems that they argue should be addressed in a theory of language
change. This was in response to several issues they saw with the state of research on lan-
guage change at the time. The Neogrammarian Hermann Paul (1880) was the first to study
language change in individuals, and to separate it from the speech community. Despite great
advances, WLH argue, Paul and those who followed him in the Neogrammarian, structural-
ist, and generative traditions constrained the study of language change and separated the
study of language structure from language history. One way in which they did this was to

see languages as internally homogenous, to assume that an unnecessarily idealized language
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state existed in the minds of speakers. Because heterogeneity was seen as unstructured and
chaotic, it was not possible to study it in a systematic way; structure equaled homogeneity,

and heterogeneity was absence of structure.

Structuralists, in the tradition of Saussure, followed Paul in assuming that an indi-
vidual’s idiolect (their competence) was homogenous, and this was the only valid object of
linguistic study. Heterogeneity belonged to performance only, and was not worthy of scien-
tific study, being unpredictable. Generative linguists likewise assumed that languages were
internally homogenous and permitted no real variation. Language change was (and for many
still is) seen as the change from one self-contained state in the mind of a speaker to a dif-
ferent state, and this was passed on from parent to child. Thus, an older generation might
have Form A, while the next generation has Form B. One problem with this view that WLH
demonstrate is that for many changes, Generation B might have both Form A and Form
B in different registers; thus the two systems are not as separate within and across gener-
ations and idiolects as had previously been suggested, but coexist in communities and in
the individual’s idiolect synchronically, until at some point one form may disappear entirely
(but crucially, not immediately). Generativists explained this fact by saying that a speaker
may speak more than one dialect, but the grammars are still separate. WLH say, however,
that “nativelike command of heterogeneous structures is not a matter of multidialectalism
or ‘mere’ performance, but is part of unilingual linguistic competence” (Weinreich, Labov &
Herzog 1968: 101), and that this is the norm, not anomalous; as such, a theory of language
change must make this a central part of the theory. One of WLH’s goals is therefore “to rec-
oncile the observed facts of linguistic heterogeneity with the theoretical desiderata of finding
order and structure” (p. 99). In this work they introduce the idea of “orderly heterogeneity”,
and demonstrate that order does not have to be homogenous as most linguists assumed at
the time. WLH also introduce the idea of the linguistic variable for the first time: a variable
may have several variants, with constraints that favor the choice of one variant over another.
These constraints on a variable can help explain how a change happened. WLH argue that

any theory of language change must have empirical foundations, and must be able to relate
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empirical evidence to the theory. This was not the practice at the time, and is not the
practice in all of generative linguistics now, although this is changing.

WLH identify five problems that must be addressed if we are to understand language
change. The constraints problem refers to the possible and impossible changes that languages
may undergo. Advances in linguistic theory (for example, in syntactic theory) help to illu-
minate the answer to this problem. Knowing what are possible linguistic structures allows
one to determine what are possible changes. For example, a basic assumption in Minimalist

theory is that there is a universal hierarchy of functional heads, shown in the example below.
(26) |CP [TP |VP]]]

Any change that would result in a different ordering of these functional heads is not possible.
The constraints problem also refers to possible directions for change. For example, Roberts
& Roussou (2003) argue that only changes that result in simplification in the structure in
question are possible, and that change tends to be upward in the syntactic tree.

The transition problem concerns “the route by which a linguistic change is proceeding
to completion” (p. 100). It is the problem of the stages between Form A and Form B. One
question to be answered in solving the transition problem is the following: what intermediate
forms arise in the transition between Form A and Form B, if any? For example, does a new
use or sense of anymore occur in more of a certain semantic context or syntactic environment
as it takes hold in a community? This problem also has a social aspect, concerning how an
innovation spreads through a speech community. WLH remark that “A close study of the
transition problem inevitably leads us to consider the transference of a linguistic form or
rule from one person to another — more specifically, from one linguistic system to another”
(p. 155), and that “All of the changes submitted to careful empirical scrutiny so far have
shown continuous distribution through successive age levels of the popula