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1. Introduction

In this work | aim at accounting for a complex sgt phenomena and empirical
generalizations which have been observed in wonkected to the ASIS project (Atlante Sintattico
dell'ltalia Settentrionale ‘Syntactic Atlas of Nbdrn Italy’) by means of a unitary framework
which stems from the cartographic approach initidig Rizzi (1997) for the CP layer and Cinque
(1999) for the IP.

The first set of data | will discuss in sectionsZzhe one described in Zanuttini (1997), who
discovered that the NIDs (Northern Italian dialgcthsplay four distinct positions where a
sentential negative marker can occur, as theyiffexahtly distributed with respect to the infledte
verb and past participle and with respect to loadrerbs. She adopts Cinque’s theory according to
which adverbs are located in the specifiers otfimmal projections in the IP and cannot be moved
unless they are focalized. Given that focalizahas clear interpretive and phonological properties,
it is easy to control for this variable; hence, teatial adverbs have become in the cartographic
approach the most reliable test to determine wlegiven DP (or QP, pronoun etc.) is exactly
located. Her work constitutes a starting point forther questions we can ask ourselves. If
syntactic structure were the direct reflection @hantics, we would expect all languages to encode
sentential negation in the same position, whichukhbe a very high one in the clause structure, as
it encodes the truth value of the whole propositiOn the one hand, such a high position is not
realized in any of the dialects examined by Zanutr present in the ASIS data base. On the other
hand, one could hypothesize that sentential nagatm be realized in any position in the IP, but
again on 150 dialects only four positions are found

Furthermore, | will show that there exists a palddetween the syntactic distribution of the
types of negation and their etymological origin,iethis uniform for each type of negation.

This fact also deserves an explanation which gegerm the historical accident.
A third set of data comes from the observation tha&ome syntactic contexts it is possible to have
doubling or tripling of negative markers. This wikk presented in section 3. The whole geographic

domain presents all logical combinations of doublivegative markers, as we will see. It is worth
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noticing that in all cases, there is no double tfgrle) negation reading, but one of negative
concord, a fact which needs to be integrated imogeneral framework.

In section 5 | also deal with facts that are knoas exceptions to well known descriptive

generalizations on negation formulated in thedit@re. A general framework of negation should be
flexible enough to explain even exceptional cases.

The theoretical proposal | intend to put forthlisstrated in section 4 and can be seen as an
extension of the cartographic approach to the gyofanegation: | will hypothesize that what is
commonly referred to as a single functional progectNegP is a complex set of projections, a
“circuit”, each with its own semantic value and lwi distinct element lexicalizing it., They all
contribute to the interpretation of the clause egative. The whole complex (which | will still refe
to as NegP, much in the way we refer to IP or GRerlalthough we know they are made up by
several projections) containing all the n-wordsnidun the clause originates in the specifier
position of a very low projection located on top the VP, as some negative markers show
sensitivity to Aspect, which is located quite lawthe IP. The general idea behind this hypothesis
is that Italian dialects do not mark negation ayrtactic counterpart of the formulaP’ but do it
rather in a compositional way by means of sevesaltagtic projections whose activation
contributes to the meaning of the sentence as inegdthis proposal has been made by several
authors for sentence typing, and | apply it heredgation.

Furthermore, | will propose that each projectioreinal to the NegP has its own counterpart
in the IP where unvalued features require eithevement or agree of the corresponding
interpretable feature located inside the NegP.mbkehanism is the standard one for the evaluation
of features in the minimalist framework, namelyheit movement or agree. Therefore, the
mechanism according to which each element locatgide the NegP moves to check its position in
IP is similar to the one found in doubling conteatsording to the theory put forth for DP doubling
by authors like Kayne (1975), Uriagereka (1991} arore recently updated by Belletti (2004) and
Poletto (2007): the relevant projection inside cbeplex NegP is moved to its target in the IP. The
IP-projections in the clause which host negativam&nts correspond to the four NegPs found by
Zanuttini in her survey. However, far from beinglépendent they all host elements coming from

the same complex NegP.

2.  Thedistribution of negative markers

2.1  The internal structure of NegP
Zanuttini (1997) provides evidence for at leastrfpositions for negative markers in the

clause structure:
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(1) [NegPl non [I'Pl V+Agr [NegPZmica [TPZ [Ava already:l [\legP3 niente [Asp perf. Vpast part[Asp gen/progr
[aavealways] fegra NOTIII]

She establishes the position of the negative mankéh respect to the position of the verb
and to (low) adverbs located in TPs and AspPsvioilg Cinque’s hierarchy of adverbs. The results
of ordering tests concerning the relative positddmegative markers and the adverbs indicated in
(1) provide the above structure. Moreover, Zanustiwork shows that negative markers located in
distinct positions have different properties. Ilwgillmmarize them here: the first element taken into
account is the preverbal negative marker (NegPZamuttini’s terms) corresponding to standard
Italian non, which | will refer to as the “scalar” negative rkar, as it displays scalar properties, as
as shown in a very convincing way in Roorick (2008)

Scalar negative markers (defined by their positimiher than the inflected verb) are always
heads and often also display clitic propertiesth@y occur in positions inside the clitic field and
interspersed with object or different subject céti In all dialects, they are obligatory with
postverbal negative quantifiers (sometimes alst pieverbal negative quantifierslhis type of
phenomenon is also referred to as negative condtrere are reasons to believe that the negative
concord phenomenon found in cases of negative dmubke the one in (2) are different from the
negative concord phenomenon which occurs betwessgative marker and a negative quantifier
exemplified in (3). For the sake of clarity, | wikfer to cases like (2) as negative doubling and
cases like (3) as negative concord

(2) No la go miga magnada NO!
Not it have not eaten not

‘| really did not eat it’

3) a No 'l € luganogugn
No the is come nobody
‘No one came’
b Nisun no vien piu casa miaVenice

Nobody not comes more my home

! Note incidentally that the case in which the prbaénegative marker cooccurs with a preverbal tieg@uantifier is
also a counterexample to the empirical generatinatiat the head is always higher than the XPigdase the
negative quantifier precedes the negative marker.
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‘No one ever comes to my place’

Moreover, scalar negation cannot occur with trupanative forms, only with ambiguous
ones or suppletive forms (which are generally itifias, but Zanuttini reports cases of Southern

Italian dialects where a gerund is used and in Spamsubjunctive form is used)

4) *no va
not go+imperative

‘Don’t go’

This type of negative marker also induces a blookVoto C movement, as the following
example
shows: subject clitic inversion is blocked in neégatontexts, which are only grammatical when a
postverbal negative marker is inserted (see Zam\(ft97):68)

(5) *No vienlo? Padova

Not comes-he?

(6) No vienlo miga?
Not comes-he not?

‘Isn’t he coming?’

The second type of negative morphemes, those bhéatdlegP2 according to Zanuttini’s
work, are referred to as “minimizers” here, asrtle¢ymological source is uniform in the sense that
they all derive from elements originally indicatirg small quantity. They are also often
phonologically reduced, but they are probably wpedhouns, not clitics, as they do not interfere
with verb movement in interrogative clauses anchatooccur inside the clitic field:

(7 Magnelo mina? S. Anna (VE)
Eat-it not

‘Isn’t he eating?’

2 they derive from the word meaning “stgmd, “crumble” brisa, mina/miga/minga“morsel” bucca
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The pattern of negative concord and minimal negatsvaried: in the majority of the
dialects this type of negation does not allow fegative concord, but in some dialects this is
possible, though generally not obligatory. | reduete a case of two very close dialects spoken in
the same village which illustrate the point (foretensive examination of minimizer negation in

Emilian dialects, see Colombini (2007))

(8) a Eh m’a briza / miavestendsun(Zocca 1)
SCL not me has not/not seen nobody
b E’n m’a vestentsun(Zocca 2)
SCL not mne has seen nobody

‘Nobody saw me’

In the first example the negative quantifier coosowith scalar and minimizer negation, in
the second example only scalar negation is found.

Moreover, minimizers are perfectly compatible withe imperative forms, as the following test

shows:

9) Movat mia! S. Antonino (CH)
Move not!
‘Don’t movel’

It is worth noticing that in some dialects this @ypf negative marker also requires an

infinitival form, though it is not preverbal:

(10) Movrat mia! Albinea (Emilian)

Move-infinit.yourself not!  ‘Don’t move!

This phenomenon will be discussed in section 5.
The distribution of the third type of negation, tim@rphemes located in Neg3 in Zanuttini’'s work

lower than the adverb ‘already’ but higher thanvays’ is the following:

(11) ATavia gia nen volu ‘ntluraPiemontes€Zanuttini (1997) 3:(29))
He it had already not wanted then

Already at that time he had not wanted to
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(12) A T'hanen dine sempre tut (Zanuttini (1987)32))
He he has not said-us always everything

“He did not always tell us all”

I will term this type of markers “quantifier negat”, because the negative marker is
originally the negative quantifier meaning ‘nothin@his type of negative markers are always
compatible with true imperative forms, i.e. there ao recorded cases similar to (10) in which the
negative marker still changes the verbal form aifffoit is not scalar negation. They can be
compatible with negative quantifiers, although éhare restrictions, they can also be found in the

CP layer followed by a complementizer

(13) A parla nen cun gnun (Zanuttini (1997) 3: |55)
He speaks not with nobody
‘he does not speak with anybody’

(14) Parla nen! (Zanuttini (1997) 4: (20b))
Talk not!
‘Do not talk’

(15) par nen ch’a s stofeissa
so not that he himself get-tired

‘in order for him not to get tired’

The last type of negative marker is the one | Wwitm Focus negation, because it is always
stressed and has the same form of the negativeemadicating a pro-sentence negation ‘no’. This
type of elements, which are always located righthatend of the clause, never undergo negative

concord with a negative quantifier and can be us@peratives:

(16) a Su no Milan
(1) know not
‘I do not know’
b L'e riva nisun

It is come nobody
‘No one came’
c Piof pu

Rains more
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‘It stopped raining’
d L’a mangia no
he has eaten not

‘He is not eating’

a7) Vusa no!
Shout+imp not

‘Don’t shout’

These four types of negative markers are etymaoddigiciniform across dialects, this does
not mean that they all derive from the same itent that their development is similar: for instance
all dialects which have developed minimizer negata it by means of words originally indicating
a small amount, likérisa, mica ‘crumble’ pa(s) ‘step’ “morselbucca Similarly, all dialects that
have developed quantifier negation formed it thtodlge negative quantifier corresponding to
‘nothing’.

(18) each negative marker singled out by Zanutiomresponds to an “etymological type” in the
sense that all elements found in a given positereldeveloped from homogeneous classes.

Scalar negation, namely preverlya(n) (which can be either a clitic or an independent
head) which all derives from Latimon (which was originally a complex item). Minima¢gation
derives from polarity items indicating a minimalamtity like Frenchpas (Lat. passum ‘step’)
Emilian brisa 'crumble’, Lombardminga‘crumble’, Northern Lombarducca‘morsel’. The class
of postverbal negative markers including Piedmantesh and Rhaetoromanada derives from
(and in some dialects still are homophonous withg thegative quantifier corresponding to
‘nothing’.

The postverbal negative markidiO, which corresponds to pro-CP negation in all disle
that have this form.

The distribution of the four types of sententiabaton and the descriptive generalization
formulated in (18) give rise to a number of questiowhich | will try to provide an answer for in
this work:

a) why do we have four types and not three or fivgust one?

b) why just these etymological types and not others?
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c) why are those types distributed in the way theyimtée structure of the clause? One could
postulate out that either there is only one pasifar sentential negation or that each FP of
the clausal structure hosts a NegP at the tofhdratter case, NegP is then interpreted in a

given position (perhaps in CP?) in all languages

The basic idea that should account for at leadtqdathe data seen above is a development
of the Pollock’s (1989) idea that NegP is compPRallock placesiein the head angasin the Spec
position of a NegP, thus assuming that NegP hastamal layering. | would like to push this idea
even further and assume that NegP has an intamnefiénal structure and | would like to use the
generalization in (18) on the etymological originnegative markers to identify what the structure
of NegP is. The second ingredient of the analysihé assumption that the structure of the clause
contains NegP positions which corresponds to thosated in the internal structure of the NegP
and which need checking by the negative marker(s).

If all negative markers found in the NIDs are angly part of a single constituent, the internal

layering of NegP is the following:

(19) [NEGP [rocusioperatoNO [scalarpnON fuing Mica e Niente Eyistentiale 1]

Thus, in order to maintain Pollock’s original irttan that negative markers start out as a unit and
integrate the data coming from the observation Ieid\the structure of NegP has to be enriched as
shown above: thus, NegP is not a simple syntaatogegtion, but needs various layers: an
existential one, a minimizer, a scalar one, anderator of some sort (see below).

Notice that the idea that all elements that we is¢erspersed in the sentence form a unit is

independent from the idea that negation is comjoosik.

2.2 Doubling and Tripling

I will now examine the features and position ofreat these elements, represented in the
structure above by standard Italian morphemes.

Although the NegP starts out as a complex unithetm contained in it moves to a
different projection located at a different heightthe sentence structure. In other words, what |
propose here is that double (or triple) negativekera are instances of doubling in a technical
sense: as clitic doubling has been proposed taibdala splitting procedure of a unit made of a DP

and a clitic, usually referred to as “big DP” (see. Belletti (2004)), the phenomenon of double
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negative markers located in different points of #yatactic tree is due to the splitting of the
complex NegP illustrated above.

If this is so, we expect to find all possible comdiions of negative markers in some
dialects, and even cases of tripling or quadrupling

This is in fact the case, although in the majoofythe dialects doubling or tripling has
semantic import in the sense that it expressespeaker’s attitude towards the event not taking
place.

There are also dialects where the combination ofrtegative markers does not give rise to
any special reading, (as it is the case of stanBeedch)® The combination of scalar negation with
a minimizer, similar to French, is attested in Hrailian area, rather in the central part of Nonther

Italy.

(20) A nmagnmengala cherna (Carpi)
SCL note at not the meat ‘I do not eat meat’

The combination between scalar negation and quemtifegation is attested in the

Rhaetoromance area (in the Badia valley).

(21) Dytaurela n el nia gny(S. Leonardo di Badia)

Yet not is- he not come ‘He has not come yet’

The combination between scalar negation and foegation is attested in the Trentino area
(although this type of negation is going back &ystem where only preverbal negation is found, or
focus negation is only used in special contexts)l i& known to have existed in Milanese in the
XVI century (see Vai (1996)), which has nowadayky ¢giocus negation.

As far as | know, there are no dialects where passible to combine minimizers and quantifier
negation, minimizers and focus negation or quastifand focus negation without any special

semantics (i.e. without giving rise to non standaegjation). This might be due to a historical

3 The geographical distribution of standard negati@n non presuppositional negation) is the folloyv

In the Eastern Area standard negation is provijea preverbal negative marker of the(n)type. This area includes
Veneto, Friuli, Trentino and partly Romagnolo, dhd Rhaetoromance dialects of the Fassa ValleyCantina.

In the Western area standard negation is provigeal postverbal negative marker of different tyfied. ombard
Focus negation , in Piedmont quantifier negatiowpept for the Ligurian area which pattern with Eeest.

Emilian dialects display doubling negation withaarination of scalar and minimizer negation ofstendard French
type, (which is also a stage attested in all dialevhich nowadays have postverbal negation (thidions Jespersen’s
cycle). Some Rhaetoromance dialects (Badia andgBajdhlso display discontinuous negation but otype scalar+
guantifier negation type. Hence, there is no heahogeneous trend from East to West, althoughshise rough
situation at first sight.
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accident, as all dialects started out with a “hi¢ype of negation, the scalar one, or it might be a
meaningful lack in the paradigm. With the data based here, it is not possible to make a choice
between these two options, because other langypge should be taken into accofint.

However, the combinations which are not found fiandard negation are all attested in
different dialects when a special attitude of tpeaker is signalled, which | will refer to as “non
standard negation® Even dialects that are considered to have onlygsbal negation display all
the types of negation, in special pragmatic costéwhich | will not analyze heré@).

I will illustrate the point with Veneto dialectscalar negation can be combined with any

other type provided the right context is given

(22) a Nol me piaze

Not-it me likes ‘I do not like it’

b Nol me piaze miga scalar + minimizer
Not-it me likes not

c Nol me piaze gninte scalar + quantifier
Not-it me likes nothing

d Nol me piaze NO scalar + focus
Not-it me likes no

The sentences in (22) show that doubling is alvpmgsible with preverbal negation with all
other negation types. Tripling obtained either by tombination of scalar, minimizer and focus
negation or by scalar quantifier and focus is alsested:

(23) No la go miga magnada NO!

Not it have not eaten not * | did not eat it’
(24) No-I me piaze gninte NO!

Not-it me likes not NOT ‘I do not like it at all’

* For instance some Dutch dialects display the aeage of what seems to be quantified and focustitegas
standard negation. Therefore, the lack in the pgnaavould be accidental and due to the fact thatmeelooking at
languages which are all undergoing a similar diawctr process.

® | will make use of the distinction between standagdation and non standard negation, meaning by&uative
markers that can only occur under certain pragntaticlitions related to the speakers or addresqeectations.

® Incidentally, non standard negation is the key the different stages of Jespersen’s cycle, ia togill not undergo
here.
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Notice however that in Veneto, the combination afimizer and quantifier negation is not
possible, probably due to the different implicatutiee two types of negative markers instantiate in

these dialects:

(25) *Nol me piaze miga gninte
Not-it me likes not NOT

Therefore, Veneto dialects do not display quadngptiases either:

(26) *Nol me piaze miga gninte NO
Not-it me likes not not NOT

However, the combination between minimizers andntfiear negation is by no means
impossible in other dialects. In Piedmontese, whggrantifier negation is the standard negative
marker, the combination with minimizer negationirideed possible, so there is no a priori ban
against this combination, it just depends on thelizature they are associated with in the relevant

dialect.

(27) Fapa nen suli (Zanuttini (1997:46))
Do not not that ‘Don’t do that’

The conclusion we can draw is that any type of neganarkers is compatible with any

other, in some cases the combination gives ris¢atodard negation, but in no case do we find .

2.3  Negative splitting

Having seen that all possible combinations arestte we can ask how doubling is to be
explained. If we pursue the idea that negative tioghs analogous to DP doubling, then our
analysis should consist of two parts a) the intelaygering of the original unit, in our case NegP,
which has already been illustrated above b) atsmglitprocedure of the complex NegP with
different pieces moving to different projectionstie clause structure (corresponding to the feature
of the projection they are merged in). In receotkM have proposed that the mechanism of DP

doubling works as follows:

(28) [[KP [K°cl] [DP]] =

67



(29)  [Ixp DP [ [k [k l] [BF]] 2
(30) [P [cIP kp [k cl] [BP]... [VPV [[xp DP [x {xetr-cH{BRH]]]

The first step is a complex structure which corgathe two (or more) pieces, here
represented by a clitic and a DP (however, as Bie{R004) proposed, the doublers of a DP could
also be a quantifier or a tonic focussed pronotlihg second step is movement of the lower portion
of the structure out of the big DP, probably firebving through the specifier of the highest
projection in the DP and then to a Specifier priogecin the IP (labelled as XP in (29) and (30));
the third step is movement of the remnant contgitire clitic to the position attracting clitics time
IP, as in (30).

Originating the two “pieces”, the clitic/tonic/qui#frer and the DP, as one single item solves
the problem of a single thematic role and casewhbat is now a discontinuous constituent.
Moreover, if this view is correct, clitics are noads, but XPs, which include the trace/copy of the
(small) moved DP.

The same type of mechanism can be applied to NegfRus just try to illustrate one case,
namely the most widespread one of discontinuousti@y which has a scalar and a minimizer

negative marker:

(31) NEGP: [Focus/OperatoNO [ScalarPnon |i\/|inQ mica [QP no [ExistentiaIPthing ]]]]]

Here the only two projections occupied by lexidahgents inside the complex unit labelled as
NegP are ScalarP and MinP. The derivation procasdsllows:

a) movement of MinP to the highest specifier of Negéré XP as in (26)),
[XP[[MinQ mica [QP [ExistentiaIP ]] [ Focus/Operator[ScalarPnon‘MﬂQ-m'iea—[QP—[ExistemialP—}]

b) movement of MinP out of NegP in the IP projectioimene minimizers occur (namely higher
than TanteriorP where adverbs like ‘already’ areated, but lower than TP where the
inflected verb occurs).

[Finp...[scalarp[TP- - [minP [[Ming Mica [gp [existentiar 11-..[Tanteriorp-.-.[... NEGH[ Ming-FRI€A—]gP

{'ExlsteaﬂalP—}] [ Focus/Operator[ScalarPnon‘EAMQm'iea—[QP—[ExistemialP—}- . -[VP]

" Here both MinP and TanteriorP are signalled irdbol
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C) movement of the remnant containing the scaknkar to a higher position in the IP located
above TP

[FinP---[ScaJarP [---NEGP[ Focus/Operator [ScalarPnon ‘[WnQ—m'}ea—[QP_[EmstenaalP ]]]]]] [TP--- [MinP
[[ming Mica [op [existentiaip ]]-- - [Tanteriorh [ .. [NnecHTmMing PRIEA—Tor—TExisientiar—TH-Fosusiopetor
[scalarrPOR{uing PiCa—{or{existentiar - - - [vP]

The derivation is thus entirely parallel to the @fi®Ps: in both cases a complex unit is split
and the two pieces move to different projectiofArio check the feature they have in a position of
the same type indicated by the same label. Asencdse of DPs and clitics sharing one case and
one thematic role, making the hypothesis that Wweriegative markers originate as one single unit
solves a very major interpretive problem, as theesece is interpreted as having only one negation
and not two as it might be expecte8o, negative doubling, which is often considerebé a case
of negative concord, is doubling in a technicalss2fNotice that what | have termed here ScalarP
and MinimizerP correspond entirely to NegP1 and Regn Zanuttini’'s work. However, this is
more than a notational variant: what is meant ethat these two positions do not have the same
features, although both contribute to mark as #wtence as negative. In order to render the
analysis more precise, we also have to investitpgeposition of the other two negative markers,
which have received much less attention in theditee, probably due to the fact that they do not
occur in standard Romance languages (though Pa&s$egmight have a negative marker similar to

focus negation NO).

3. The highest negative marker NO

The highest element in the internal structure efdbmplex NegP above is the pro-sentence
negative marker NO, which | will claim is locateda very high position in the clause structure.
Zanuttini (1997) already reports that NO is relai@drocus in Pavese and Milanese. It is definitely
related to Focus in the North-Eastern dialects,revfitecan occur either at the end of the clause (in

some dialects even after an embedded clause)toe &eginning:

8 Here both ScalarP and TP are signalled in bold

° This should be the structure of languages hawdatjdouble negation, the two negative markers aramalyzed as
part of one single unit.

19 do not think that negative concord with negatijumntifiers is the same type of phenomenon, bedhese are
dialects where negative doubling is possible whégative concord with quantifiers is not. One stase is Milanese,
see Vai (1996).
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(32) No ghe sonda NO

Not there are gone NOT ‘I did not go there’
(33) NO che no ghe so nda

NOT that not there are gone ‘I did not go there’

Notice that when NO occurs at the beginning of ¢leaise, a complementizer is present,
while this is not the case if it occurs at the ehgropose that the two sentences above are
connected by movement in the following way: NO hwagys moved from within the NegP to a
Focus position, which, following standard assummion the structure of the clause in lItalian is
located low in the CP area. When NO is in firstipos, the sentence follows it, when NO is in
sentence final position, this is the result of avement of the whole CP to a position, GroundP,
which is located in the Topic field, higher thancks (again following standard assumptions on the
CP layer)

(34) [croundp [cprocus NO [rine [Fine Che ...[p N0 ghe so nda]]]
(35)  [specGrounadip NO ghe so Nda] glouna [cprocus NOJ [Fine [1p RO-ghe-so-rdl [ rin- [ip RE-ghe-so
Aed]]

In favour of the idea that in both cases NO ocau@ieeft peripheral position there are
several arguments: the first is that NO occursentence final position and only right dislocated

items can occur after it:

(36) No ghe so nda NO, al cinema
Not there am gone NOT, to the cinema
‘| really did not go to the cinema’

(37)  *No ghe so nda NO, da nisuna parte
Not there am gone NOT, to no place
‘| really did not go anywhere’

(38) *Non mi ha detto NO su
Not me has told NO off

‘He did not tell me off’
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According to the hypothesis formulated in (35)stls due to the fact that the whole IP has
to be moved, hence all IP-internal material hascur before NO, and only elements which can be
right dislocated (like definite PPs, but unlike Qtified PPs or verbal particles) can be found ® th
right of the negative marker.

The second argument is that NO is incompatible widments whose position is typically

associated to the lower portion of the CP lay&g Wh-items:

(39) *Dove non sei andato NO?
Where not are gone NO?
‘Where didn’t you go?’
(40) *ll ragazzo a cui non ho telefonato NO, eria
The boy to whom not have phoned NO, is John
‘The boy | did not phone is John’

NO is both incompatible with interrogative wh-itermasd with relative pronouns, which is
expected if the two types of elements are bannea mjnimality effect.
The third argument in favour of the idea that N@bsated in the CP layer has to do with structures

like the following:

(41) Gianni si che *(I)’ho visto
Gianni YES that (him)have seen
‘| saw Gianni indeed’
(42) A Gianni NO che non lo darei
To Gianni NO that it not would-give

‘I would never give it to Gianni’

Here we see that the whole clause has not moveat, mds moved is a DP, or a PP hence
movement to Ground is optional and GroundP can thffsrent types of elements, the IP, a DP or
a PP, as expected by a projection of this sort.

Notice that when NO is sentence initial, a completizer appears, while this is not the case
when the sentence is moved to SpecGroundP. In ¢odekplain this asymmetry, | will simply
propose that CP projections are subject to the Qolilked comp filter, according to which the
head and the specifier of the same projection daoedoth occupied at the same time. In the case

of sentence final NO, the IP has moved to the Spepbsition before moving to SpecGround,
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hence the ban against the occurrence of the coneplierer. If the sentence does not move, FinP
has to be realized, and this is done by means ofrginge a complementizer.

Therefore, | will assume that NO is moved fromirtternal position inside the NegP to a Focus
position in the CP layer. From there, the senteman XP can be moved to a position in the Topic

field yielding the sentence final or second positxd NO.

4, Quantifier negation

The other type of negative marker which has recklitde attention in the literature, apart
from Zanuttini’'s work, is quantifier negation. Asemtioned above quantifier negation can be the
standard negative marker in dialects like Piednsmtnd Badia Rhaetoromance. In this case it is
compatible with any verb type.

In the dialects in which quantifier negation ist tloe standard negative marker, but is a
negative marker roughly meaning ‘at all’, the elam@mothing’ seems prima facia incompatible

with a direct object of transitive verbs and witmee inaccusative subjects:

(43) a Nol lavora gnente
Not-he works nothing
b Nol dorme gnente
Not-he sleeps nothing
C *Nol leze gnente ilibri
Not-he reads nothing the books
d *Nol magna gnente la me torta
Not-he eats  nothing my cake
e *Nol riva gnente

Not-he arrives nothing

This set of data might at first sight lead the obseto the conclusion that, though quantifier
negation is not an object but a sort of adverdeient, it is still merged in object position atdst
is the reason why it is incompatible with objeabs {haccusative subjects). This is actually the
hypothesis formulated by Bayer (2008) fochtsin German varieties arothingin spoken English.
However, a closer look at the phenomenon in thesN\i&veals a more complex picture, as some
inaccusative verbs are indeed compatible with gii@ntegation, and the same is true of subjects
of psych-verbs (which, according to Belletti andzRi(1988), should be parallel to inaccusative

subjects in being generated in the object position)
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(44) a No la crese gnente
Not she grows nothing
b Nol me piaze gninte

Not-it me likes nothing

Moreover, some types of objects are also compatiitt quantifier negation, as the

following contrast shows:

(45) a *Nol leze gnente i libri
Not-he reads nothing the books
b Nol leze gnente libri, solo giornai

Not-he reads nothing books, only newpapers

On the other hand, even some intransitive verbsnaampatible with quantifier negation,

or require a special reading (as illustrated byttheslations in the following examples)

(46) a %Nol salta gnente
Not-he jumps nothing
*It does not explode
Ok (said of a long jump athlete) He does not jumych
b %Nol impara gnente

He learns nothing (only object interpretation)

Hence, we cannot conclude that the relevant prpperbanning quantifier negation is the
presence of an object. Rather, it is some typespéctual distinction (or better Aktionsart), which
can be activated by the presence of a definitecgobpe be intrinsic to the type of verb or required
by the presence of some verb modifiers. The folhmapair is particularly clear: whileolar ‘fly’ is
atelic, zolar via‘fly away’ is telic, and quantifier negation is lgrcompatible with the first verb,

though in neither of the two cases is there anabbje

(47) No-l zola gnente, sto aereo di carta
Not-it flies nothing, this plane of paper ‘This gayplane cannot fly at all’

(48) *Nol zola via gnente, sto aereo de carta
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Not-it flies away nothing, this plane of paper ‘$igaper plane cannot fly away at all’

One could conclude that telicity is the relevantiororequired here to distinguish the subset
of verbs which are compatible with quantifier négmat

However, the fact thatienteis incompatible with telic verbs seems to be amlyyproduct
of a deeper property of the negative marker, asafloatelic verbs allow fomiente to occur.

Cercare'to look for’ is for instance atelic, but it isikincompatible with the negative quantifier.

(49) *Non cerca niente libri
Not looks nothing books ‘He does not look for boaksll’

In his work on adverbs, Cinque (1999) notes thatantjiers like tutto/tutti
‘everything/everybody’ occupy a Specifier positiah aspectual projections. Apparently, the
element ‘nothing’ does the same, it is locatechmlbw position above the vP, a position where the
relevant aspectual distinction is marked, so a eotion to some aspectual feature must be
somehow involved in the explanation.

One additional side which might shed some lighttlo® puzzle and which needs to be
further investigated is the fact that we do notifcases of “nobody” or other negative words which
can be reanalyzed as the sentential negative mdrkam the one hand, the fact that ‘nothing’ is
selected among the negative quantifiers to bectraenégative marker is part of a more general
process which has to do with grammaticalizationl@s of lexical features by the element
becoming functional. On the other, this quantifraust have some syntactic/semantic special
property which singles it out in the domain of naga quantifiers. Notice that the same type of
process can be seen with wh-items, where the elebsmoming a wh-clitic (as the interrogative
wh-item que in French, see Poletto and Pollock (2004)) or emmlementizer is always the
semantically (and syntactically) barest operatorthie sense that it has the smallest set of feature
because its lexical restrictor is virtually nonsent (see Obenauer (199%))So, while a wh-.item
like ‘who’ or ‘where’ contain a lexical restrictavhich is respectively [+human] and [+place] the
element corresponding to ‘what’ has no lexical rresdr, and thus it is the barest and more

functional element, in a sense the ‘purest’ operatal most functional one due to lack of semantic

" There seems to be cases of sentential negatioretbwith no+ever in the Germanic languages. Ibisdver a fact
that in Romance the corresponding elenmeat‘never’ has not become a negative marker in arth@flialects present
in the ASIS data base. The difference between #hen@nic and its Romance counterpart, if a true stileremains
obscure.

12 Notice that however, the element correspondirthédnanimate object is not the only one which lsacome a clitic,
or a complementizer (see for instance cases @f wllts corresponding to ‘where’ or complementidées Bavarianwo
‘where’), it is only the most frequent one.
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features and consequently to a different intertraiciure with no lexical restrictor. Hence, while
elements like ‘noone’ etc. have a Q projectiondasiollowed by an existential one and a restrjctor
‘niente’ lacks the restrictdr

But, if ‘niente’ has no lexical restrictor to qudntover in its internal structure, this means
that it must be parasitic on the external struc(mamely IP) to find a restrictor. Given that the
position of niente is inside the aspectual fielsl gready shown by Zanuttini (1997)), | proposé tha
the restrictor is provided by the event itself.

| would like to propose thatienteis a scalar element and that the scale is provigethe
event itself . In this senseienteis parasitic on the predicate for a scale to qgfyaatver, hence only
predicates which can be scalar are compatible mghte In order to be compatible with the type
of scale required bgiiente the predicate must first be apt to be split iatset of discrete smaller
events, which can then be placed onto the scal@vi#ycverbs can be interpreted as a set of
different but similar events and thus are indeechmatible with a scalar interpretation. Punctual
verbs or verbs indicating a single process whichnoa be split into smaller entities is not
compatible wittnientebecause they cannot convey scalarity.

Therefore, the link between quantifier negation #mel direct object needs not be a direct
link in the sense that quantifier negation and ebgct compete for the same position, but an
indirect one, due to the fact that the presence refferential object somehow prevents the relevant
type of uniform scalarity necessary foenteto be interpreted.

Notice furthermore that there is a distinction begw niente ‘nothing’ and per niente ‘at
all', though they seem at first sight to be vemnigar, as per niente’ is compatible also with non
scalar predicates.

(50) Non e malato per niente

Noti s sick at all ‘He is not sick at all’

Hence, if scalarity is necessary for the licenaigquantifier negation, what is the link to
telicity noted at the beginning of the section?dgmse that telicity, describing an event as bodnde
requires a single event and not a scale. The @ambe split into subevents, but they are not ef th

type which can build a uniform scale. Thereforeteérbs and ‘niente’ are incompatible.

13 A similar type of process is also reported forfibrenation of object clitics in Beninca and Polgt2®05): direct
object clitics are always the most frequent clibegn in languages which do not have any other ¢fgédative,
nominative, partitive or locative) clitic.
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The distinction between dialects where quantifiegation is the standard marker for
negation and those where it is a special marketdds exactly with the fact that in those dialects
(and languages) where nothing has a non stand&ud,uaenforces a scalar reading, while in the
dialects where it is standard negation it doesrequire it. Anyhow, the position of quantifier
negation seems to be the same in all dialects.

It seems to be a general fact that non-standardstamitiard negation occupy the same
position, so the position is not determined bysii@tus (standard/non-standard). If it were so, we
would expect to find a change in the position efris which are realized as standard negative
markers. On the contrary, the position of negathagkers coincides with their etymological type.
This, as originally pointed out by Zanuttini (1998hows that sentence negation is not related to a
single position in the sentence. However, it folgddads to the following question: how can
elements located in different points of the strratdttree still license the same reading? The answer
put forth here is that negation is a complex phesrmon and involves the activation of several
projections in the clause structure. Each of therwhecked by a different type of element, a scalar,

a minimizer a quantifier or a focus one. The preseaf only one of these elements can “re-
construe” all the others. In other words, what vaé blegP is a complex set of projections, the

lexicalization of just one element is enough tavaté the whole NegP. This in turn implies that,

although according to the analysis put forth héwerd are at least four projections in the clause
which have to be checked by elements located infabe corresponding projections inside the

complex NegP, only one of these projections neeaxsbe lexicalized, the others can be

phonologically silent, but still be there. In th@léwing section | show that there are clear cades

silent negative markers which still have a viskyatactic effect.

5. Negative ghosts

Given the above, we are forced to assume that leneeat belonging to the complex NegP
is sufficient to trigger the interpretation of semmtial negation, because it renders the wholePNeg
visible in the syntax, though each negative markaintains the same position when it is alone as
well as when it is doubled or tripled. A legitimatjuestion is then what happens to the other
projections inside the complex NegP, are they liotampty or is there any phonetically null
element occupying them?

| think that both answers are correct: in some £ésere is syntactic evidence that an empty
negative marker associated to the lexical one.lll agisume that only in these cases the visible
negative marker has invisible companions, whereeth® not syntactic evidence for postulating
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them | will simply assume that the other projecsiomternal to the NegP are present (and participate
into the interpretation of the clause as negating)contain nothing.

Notice that the very idea of extending a doublipgraach to negation provides us with the
possibility of generating null negative markersidesthe complex NegP structure and then raise
them to the projection where we usually see thedrtocounterpart in other dialects.

This means that in some dialects there should bee sghosts” of preverbal or postverbal
negations although we do not see any overt oni \ell known that there are exceptions to
Zanuttini's generalizations presented above, namabgs of negative markers of one type acting
like negative markers of another type. | will gmessome of these cases and interpret them in the
light of the idea that covert doubling exists nolydor DPs (in the case of clitics doubling prbit
also for negative markers.

The first case concerns imperative clauses:a digtim first noted by Beninca (1992) and
then developed in Zanuttini (1997) is the one betw@reverbal and postverbal negation in
imperative contexts: while all postverbal types n#fgative markers (the minimizer, quantifier
negation and Focus negation) can negate a morgballyg unambiguous imperative forms,
preverbal negation cannot and the imperative founstrbe changed into an infinitival one in order
to get a negative imperative. In Beninca and Rolg2004) we notice that an exception to this
generalization is the one found in Emilian dialegthere there also exist some cases of postverbal
negation that is not compatible with a true impgeatorm (Emilianmia, Rhaeto-Romanckuca

cf. AIS VIII, 1647): (the following example is frommilian)

(51) Movrat mia! Albinea (Emilian)

Move-infinit.yourself not!  ‘Don’t move!

Here the infinitive substitutes for the true impgem even if the negative marker is
postverbal. It seems that the generalization comtgrthe compatibility between postverbal
negative markers and a true imperative form islehged. However, these cases are not very
frequent, and the generalization is correct for Wast majority of the dialects. How can we
accommodate for these facts without discardinggeeeralization? The idea put forth in Beninca
and Poletto, which | will follow here, is that tleas a null preverbal negative marker which doubles
the postverbal one, which originates inside the mlemnNegP and is then moved to the preverbal
NegP within the clause. It is this null companibattprovokes the change in the morphology of the

verb, not the visible postverbal negative marker.
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Another case in which a silent negative markerdbaar syntactic effects is the one of [ to C
contexts in yes/no interrogative clauses. Beninoa ¥anelli (1982) and Zanuttini (1997) note
preverbal negation blocks V to C movement in materrogative clauses in Veneto, while this is
not the case when a postverbal negative markeldeda Hence, cases of double negation do not

block I to C, while cases of real preverbal negato:

(52) a *No vien-l0? Paduan (from Beninca and ®0l004:37))
not comes.he? ‘Isn’t he coming?’
b No vien-lo miga? Paduan
not comes.he not? ‘Isn’t he coming?’
c Vien-lo miga? S. Anna di Chioggia

comes.he not? ‘Isn’t he coming?’

This effect is really a puzzle for the theory, awdll not attempt to explain it here, but only
use it to show how the doubling hypothesis workkh@ugh the pattern illustrated above is the
usual one, there is a set of Friulian (and Cemteetoromance) dialects where a simple preverbal

negative marker does not block V to C.

(53) a No mangeta al meil? Barcis (Friulian)

b No magneste | pom (de elber) Campitello di F§Rémetoromance, Fassa Valley)

Whatever the explanation for the ‘deblocking effectpostverbal negation is, the doubling
system can account for it by assuming that thebMspreverbal negative marker has a null
postverbal doubler generated in the complex NegRleitly, this means that there must be other
empirical evidence for the presence of a silentyawbal negative marker in these dialects, a topic
which | leave to future research.

One additional case of silent doubling which caratidressed in this perspective are cases
of negative concord between low negations and dfiexst As already discussed in section 2, it is
well known that scalar negation requires negatosgcord when the negative quantifier is located in
postverbal position in all languages that possash a negative marker, moreover, there are few
dialects where negative concord is also found whemegative quantifier is preverbal (as it is the
case in several Slavic languages). As for Focuatiay | have not found dialects where NO is the

one only negative marker which require negativecoocth The only cases of negative concord
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where NO occurs are cases where also scalar negatmwesent and can therefore be interpreted as
deriving from the presence of scalar negation. Afeformulate the following generalization:

(54) a Scalar negation always requires negativearonwith the NegQP is postverbal

b Focus negation never requires negative concord

The generalization is illustrated on the basiswb tialects which display respectively

scalar and focus negation:

(65) a No vien nisun Paduan and Venetian
not comes nobody ‘Nobody is coming’
b *A I'a vist no nisun Milanese

cl cl has seen not nobody ‘He has seen nobody’

However, in some of the dialects where minimizedt gnantifier negation are the standard

negative marker, it is possible to find cases gfatiee concord:

(56) a A I'a nen vist gnun Turinese (Zanuttini )
cl cl has not seen nobody  ‘He has seen nobody’
b L'é ca ruat nigu Albosaggia (Sondrio)

cl is not come nobody ‘Nobody came’

Interestingly, negative concord with minimize andqgtifier negation seems to undergo the
same restrictions as negative concord with scadgaition: if the negative quantifier is preverbal,

the majority of the dialects does not display negatoncord:

(57) Nigu I'é ruat a tep Albosaggia

Nobody cl is come on time ‘Nobody came on time’

One might think that the phenomenon of negativecaahis not triggered by minimizer or
guantifier negation, but by a silent scalar negativarker associated with the visible one. Maybe
this is the correct analysis for some dialects, éaaw, this cannot be true in all dialects. Thet firs
argument showing that the two types of negativecomh are not the same has to do with

optionality versus obligatoriness of negative caodcavith scalar negation negative concord is
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always instantiated when the negative quantifigrastverbal (see above) but this is not always the

case for minimizer negation:

(58) Al me capis la nigu
CL me understands there no one ‘noone understagts

We could still salvage the hypothesis that negatmecord is due to a null scalar negative
marker by saying that the null element is only apdil, and it is only contained in the derivation of
(56b), but not in the derivation of (58). A stremgargument showing that the two type of negative
concord are different is
Consider the following example in the dialect obé$aggia which | have used to illustrate the

point up to now:

(59) Al cumpra mai nient Albosaggia

Cl buys never nothing

Here negative concord is not present when the eleowresponding to ‘never’ is present.
This is not the case for scalar negation, which r€iquires negative concord even when never is

present:

(60) *(No)l compra mai gnente Venetian
Not-cl buys never nothing

Therefore, there is at least one different betwten two types of concord. Instead of
assimilating negative concord to the cases of s{leralar) negative markers, | adopt the solution
already proposed in Brugger and Poletto (1995) mndHaegeman (1995), who propose that
negative quantifiers are moved to a negative fielcated between minimizer and quantifier
negation. The negative feature is interestinglp &sind on adverbs, which in some dialects agree
with negation: Veneto gnancora (which is also foumcegional Italian in the form of ‘neancora’) is
a case of this type: the adverb ancora meaninll ‘sti ‘again’ has a nasal palatal consonant
represented by ‘gn’ in negative contexts. The semeie of Piedmontese piugn, where the nasal is
found on the adverb meaning ‘(any)more’.

That negative concord is triggered by movement efative quantifiers to a set of positions is

shown by dialects like Bavarian, where the limitshee Negative field are clearly visible (the data
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from Brugger and Poletto (1995)). The constrasivbeh (61) and (62) shows that negative
guantifiers can only precede the negative markiefwhich | analyze as being of the same type as

guantifier negation):

(61) a. daf da Hons koa Buach (nit) glesn hot

that the H. no book(acc) not read has
H. did not read any book

b. daf} da Hons koan Freind (nit) ghoifn hot
that the H. no friend(dat) not helped has
H. did not help any friend

c. dalR eam koa Mensch (nit) gseng hot
that him no man(nom) not seen has

nobody saw him

(62) a. *dal3 da Hons nit koa Buach glesn hot
that the H. not no book(acc) read has
b. *dald da Hons nit koan Freind ghoifn hot
that the H. not no freind(dat) helped has
c. *dalR eam nit koa Mensch gseng hot

that him not no man(nom) seen has

Notice that this is also true of PPs, which domote because of case:

(63) a. daf daHons auf koan Freind nit gwoat hot
that the H. for no friend not waited has
H. did not wait for any friend
b. *dald da Hons nit auf koan Freind gwoat hot

(64) a. dafl3 Hans nicht auf den Berg gestiegen ist
that H. not on the mountain climbed is
H did not climb on the mountain

b. *dald Hans auf den Berg nicht gestiegen ist
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(65) a. daf da Hons auf koan Berg nit gstiegn is
that the H. on no mountain not climbed is
H. did not climb on any mountain

b. *dald da Hons nit auf koan Berg gstiegn is

As (66) shows, it is possible to have more tham megative preceding the negative marker.

(66) a. dald woi neamt koa Buch nit glesn hot
that probably nobody no book not read has
nobody probably read any book
b. dafl} neamt koan Madl koa Bussl nit gem not
that nobody no girl(dat) no kiss(acc) given has
nobody gave any girl a kiss

Interestingly, negative quantifiers respect thenarked word order, just as positive nominal
arguments. In (67), the nominative negative quentifas to precede the accusative one; in (68), the
dative negative quantifier has to precede the atmgsone.

(67) a. #dal koa Buch neamt nit glesn hot
that no book(acc) nobody(nom) not read has
b. dafl} neamt koa Buach nit glesn hot
that nobody(nom) no book(acc) not read has
nobody read any book
(68) a. dal} da Hons neamt koa Bussl nit gem hot
that the H. nobody(dat) no kiss(acc) not given has
H. did not give a kiss to anybody

b. *dal da Hons koan Bussl neamt nit gem hot

(69) shows that multiple negative quantifiers asyatrically c-command each other.
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(69) a. dal koa Madl koan Freind von si nit busstt
that no girl no friend of herself not kissed has
no girl kissed any friend of herself

b. *dal3 koan Freind von si koa Madl nit busslt hot
that no friend of herself no girl not kissed has
no friend of herself kissed any girl

As the lower limit of the negative field is the gative marker nit, corresponding to
guantifier negation, the upper limit of the fieklin Bavarian the position of the negative quaettifi

corresponding to ‘never’:

(70) a. daf da Hons nia koa Madl nit busslt hot
that the H. never no girl not kissed has
H. never kissed any girl
b. dafld mi nia neamt nit angruafn hot
that me never nobody called has
Nobody ever called me
(71) a. #dald da Hons koa Madl nia nit busslt hot
that the H. no girl never not kissed has
b. #dald mi koa Mensch nia nit angruafn hot
that me no man never not called has

Nobody ever called me

The sentences in (71) are possible but not undeading of negative concord. Therefore,
we can conclude that negative concord is due tathegquantifiers entering a field in IP located
between quantifier negation and the position ofatieerb ‘never’, and that negative concord is not

necessarily connected only to scalar negation.

5.  Conclusion

In this work | have tried to discuss some of theeital arguments in favour of two main
points: negation is a compositional process inNtBs and all negative markers start out as a
complex NegP which is then split in order to chebk corresponding features inside the IP
structure.
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| have exploited etymology to look into the intdretucture of NegP and derive a complex
distribution of the four negative markers singlagt by Zanuttini by proposing that the internal
layering of NegP contains a FocusP, a ScalarP,nemiierP and an ExistentialQP. The doubling
analysis which allows movement of the differenttipms of the NegP to different projections in the
clausal structure explains why the different pieckthe NegP are found at different heights in the
IP structure. Notice that this work makes a cleeedtion of which lexical items can be
grammaticalized and used as possible negative msamket only in Romance, but more generally.

This framework also integrates cases of triplingl @ren quadrupling, which are in fact
attested in some dialects. Addressing such comgiesstions obviously leaves a lot of open
guestions which cannot be solved in a single artielowever, | hope | have provided a general
overview of the picture which now has to be madeenwecise by investigating each phenomenon

in the light of the theory outlined here.
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