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Abstract 

Languages that are genealogically or areally related often exhibit similar typological features due to 

their affinity. Large scale typological studies aiming to explain universal patterns and structural 

variation tend to exclude data from genealogical and areally related languages not to compromise the 

validity of the results. This typological study investigates the micro- and the macro-typological 

relation by examining negation features as well as word order of negative markers in relation to the 

verb in a number of genealogically and areally related Romance languages. The hypothesis is that the 

selected languages, despite their close relatedness, will exhibit a high degree of variation in regards to 

negation features. Most likely, not all of the non-standard languages will exhibit the same negation 

features as their standard language. The results show no correlation between genealogical relatedness 

and negation features. Moreover, they show that standardization has no demonstrable effect on the 

negation constructions employed by non-standard languages and that language contact is relevant in 

regards to the position of the negative marker and a language’s position in Jespersen’s cycle. The 

results support the theory that the diachronic evolution of negation is governed by a language’s need to 

emphasize negation. 

Keywords 

Typology, negation, Romance languages, Jespersen’s cycle 

Sammanfattning 

Genetiskt närbesläktade språk eller språk som talas inom ett visst geografiskt område uppvisar ofta 

liknande typologiska särdrag på grund av deras släktskap. Storskaliga typologiska studier som syftar 

till att förklara universella mönster och strukturell variation tenderar att exkludera data från språk som 

är genetiskt besläktade eller geografiskt närliggande för att undvika att äventyra resultatens validitet. 

Den här typologiska studien undersöker den mikro- och makrotypologiska relationen samt de negativa 

markörernas ordföljd i förhållande till verbet genom att studera negationsdrag i ett antal genetiskt 

besläktade och geografiskt närliggande romanska språk. Hypotesen är att de utvalda språken, oavsett 



 

 

deras nära släktskap, kommer uppvisa en hög grad av variation när det gäller negationstyper. 

Resultaten visar ingen korrelation mellan genetisk släktskap och negationstyp. Resultaten visar även 

att standardisering inte har någon påvisbar effekt på de negativa konstruktioner som icke standard-

varianter av ett språk använder sig av samt att språkkontakt är relevant för negationsmarkörens 

position i satsen samt för språkets position i Jespersens cykel. Resultaten stöder teorin att negationens 

diakrona utveckling styrs av ett språks behov att förstärka negation. 

Nyckelord 

Typologi, negation, romanska språk, Jespersens cykel 
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Abbreviations 

1 first person 

2 second person 

3 third person 

ART article 

DET determiner 

FUT future 

INF infinitive 

NEG negation 

PL plural 

PRS present 

PST past 

PTCP participle 

SCL subject clitic 

SG singular 
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1. Introduction 

It is commonly assumed that related languages or languages spoken in the same geographical area 

often exhibit similar typological features due to their affinity. To avoid the unwanted effects that such 

relatedness might have on typological generalizations, researchers studying language typology from a 

macro perspective often use data from unrelated languages or languages spoken in different parts of 

the world. In recent years several researchers have argued that languages in the same geographical 

area, and even non-standard varieties of a single language, can exhibit a high degree of variation 

related to typological features despite relatedness. An investigation of a larger number of related 

languages could provide the macro-typological perspective with a complementary micro-typological 

perspective and vice versa. The idea behind the thesis is to investigate the micro- and the macro- 

typological relation by examining negation in a number of genealogically and areally related Romance 

languages to see how the typological features vary between the selected languages. 

2. Background 

2.1 Micro and macro 

William Labov discussed the complementary approach already in 1972 arguing that even remote 

speech communities exhibit systematic linguistic variation; variation which follows cross-linguistic 

patterns and thus potentially can provide a better understanding of the evolution of language (Labov 

1972:109). In recent years, several authors, e.g. Barbiers and Cornips (2002), Bisang (2004), 

Kortmann (2002, 2004), Miestamo (2011), Nevalainen, Klemola and Laitinen (2006), Seiler (2004), 

have debated what potential benefits such a closer interaction between typology and dialectology 

would have. Kortmann suggests that by including non-standard varieties in typological studies it 

would be possible to observe the similar type of variation in a single language (2002:193-194) since 

non-standard varieties often exhibit features and patterns that are not represented in the standard 

varieties of  languages (Kortmann ed. 2004:1). Miestamo suggests that typology and dialectology 

would both benefit from a closer interaction: typological studies could provide dialectologists with a 

broader cross-linguistic perspective in regards to micro variation. Dialectological studies, on the other 

hand, could provide typologists with a better understanding of the geographical distribution of 

linguistic features from a micro perspective (Miestamo 2011:83-84).  

The debate has comprised not only benefits with a closer interaction but also potential risks with 

separating typology and dialectology. Bisang (2002:14) argues that if it is impossible to determine to 

what extent the current situation is biased by previous distributions, typological studies aiming to 

discover a range of variation might risk missing it by overlooking the potential variation correlated to 

e.g. genealogical relatedness and geographical closeness. A consequence of excluding these factors 

from typological studies might be under- or overrepresentation of certain structural features. 

Historically there have been two distinct approaches to linguistic research: the synchronic and the 

diachronic perspective. While the former focuses on linguistic phenomena at a given, fixed point in 

time, the latter deals with the development of linguistic phenomena over time. During the 19th century 
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the diachronic perspective occupied a central position in linguistic research. This position is 

questioned by Saussure in Cours de linguistique générale (Saussure 1916). Saussure disputes the 

diachronic perspective’s relevance to the synchronic perspective which led to the prevailing opinion 

that the two perspectives are incompatible. This in turn laid the foundation for linguistic research 

focusing on either one of the perspectives. Typologists have described and tried to explain universal 

patterns and structural diversity from a synchronic point of view while dialectologists have studied 

linguistic variation based on geographic distribution and structural features, i.e. from a diachronic 

perspective. It should be noted that diachrony is not absent from macro-typology but that there is a 

distinction between the two viewpoints. 

Despite the clear separation between the two perspectives the thought of an interaction between 

them persisted as can be seen in e.g. Kortmann 2004 (Nevalainen, Klemola and Laitinen 2006). One of 

the pioneers in the work with integrating the two perspectives was Joseph Greenberg with his work 

Universals of human language (1978). Greenberg believed that it would be possible to find 

explanations for, or exceptions to, universals by examining languages from a diachronic perspective.  

2.2 Standard negation 

This thesis will focus on standard negation, a term first mentioned by John Payne in Negation in 1985 

and described by Miestamo (2011) as “the negation of declarative main clauses with a verbal 

predicate”. Payne being the first to mention the term, Östen Dahl was first with conducting a general 

typological survey on negation. In his work Typology of sentence negation, published in 1979 and 

based on a sample of 240 languages, Dahl argues that there is a distinction between morphological and 

syntactic negation. In addition, he observes that syntactic negation can be constructed with single as 

well as double negative markers. Another important work is Matti Miestamo’s Standard negation 

(2005), a typological study of clausal negation based on a sample of 297 languages, which examines 

and discusses standard negation structures. Miestamo makes a distinction between symmetric and 

asymmetric negation; in the former the only structural difference between the negative and the 

affirmative is the presence of the negative marker(s), in the latter there are several structural 

differences between the negative and the affirmative. The typology of standard negation is further 

examined and described by Matthew Dryer in several chapters in the World Atlas of Language 

Structures (WALS) database (Dryer 2011a, b, c). In chapter 112 the various types of negative 

morphemes employed are examined. Chapter 143 covers the order of negative morpheme and verb, 

while chapter 144 examines the order of negative word in relation to subject, object and verb. Standard 

negation can be constructed by the use of negative affixes, negative particles or negative auxiliary 

verbs; it is also possible to express negation with negative tone (Dryer 2011a). The most frequently 

used construction is negative particle, which 502 of 1159 languages in WALS display (Dryer 2011c). 

However, negative constructions involve more than negative markers; equally important is the 

position of the marker in relation to the subject, object and verb in a clause. The negative marker can 

be placed before the verb in preverbal position, or after the verb occupying a postverbal position. 

Constructions with both two and three negative markers, double and triple negation respectively, are 

also possible (Dryer 2011b).  

In English the standard negation construction involves a negative marker as well as placement: 

the negative marker not is placed after the auxiliary verb. The most frequently used construction of 

double negation is to place two different markers on each side of the verb. An example of this is 

French in which the discontinuous ne… pas is employed, placed on each side of the main verb in the 
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simple tense (1), or on each side of the auxiliary verb in the compound tense (2). Nevertheless, there 

are exceptions in regards to this construction, e.g. Afrikaans (3) which exhibits two identical 

postverbal negative markers (Dahl 2010:20) and Brazilian Portuguese (4) which displays two identical 

negative markers positioned on each side of the verb (van der Auwera 2009:80). 

 

(1)  

 

 

(2)  

 

 

(3)  

 

 

(4)  

 

 

Both Jespersen (1917) and Dahl (1979) concludes that preverbal negation is the most frequently used 

negation construction. Dryer’s results support this; among the languages included in WALS preverbal 

negation is most common followed by postverbal negation (Dryer 2011a) (Appendix I, Table 13). 

There are two distinct constructions related to double negation: obligatory and optional double 

negation respectively. The construction is the same regardless if the strategy is obligatory or optional: 

a postverbal negative marker is added to reinforce an often weakened preverbal negative marker. 

Languages using double negative markers are said to have, discontinuous negation, negative co-

occurrence or negative concord. Among the languages included in WALS 115 of 1326 employ 

obligatory double negation while 80 of 1326 employ optional double negation (Dryer 2011a) 

(Appendix I, Table 13).  

2.3 Jespersen’s cycle 

Central for modern research on the typology of negation is Otto Jespersen and his publication 

Negation in English and other languages (1917) in which the cyclic process outlining the diachronic 

development of the expression of negation is described. The process is commonly referred to as 

Jespersen’s cycle, a term coined by Dahl (1979:88), but the cyclical change of negation was discussed 

already by Meillet in 1912 (van der Auwera 2010). 

Jespersen’s cycle is commonly related to and exemplified by the French three-stage model. The 

model illustrates the diachronic evolution of negation in French in which old French (5) employing 

preverbal negation is an example of stage 1 in the cycle. Modern standard French (6) with double 

negation illustrates stage 2, while modern colloquial French (7) displaying postverbal negation 

exemplifies stage 3.  

Je ne sais pas. (French) 

1SG NEG know.PRS.1SG NEG 

‘I don’t know.’ (constructed example) 

Je n’ai pas parlé de toi. 
1SG NEG.have.PRS.1SG NEG talk.PST.PTCP of you 

’I didn’t talk about you.’ (Zanuttini 1997:5) 

Hy skryf nie ‘n brief nie. (Afrikaans) 
3SG write.PRS.3SG NEG art letter NEG 

‘He is not writing a letter.’ (Dahl 2010:20) 

Eu naõ quero naõ. (Brazilian Portuguese) 
1SG NEG want.PRS.1SG NEG 

’I don’t want to.’ (van der Auwera 2010:80) 
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In recent years the cycle has been much debated, e.g. by Dahl (1979), Zanuttini (1997), van der 

Auwera (2009, 2010) and Mosegaard Hansen and Visconti (2012). Scenarios involving three, four, or 

five stages have been suggested as well as a pluralization to Jespersen’s cycles (van der Auwera 2009). 

It has also been suggested that Jespersen’s cycle derives from languages’ needs to emphasize negative 

expressions (van der Auwera 2010:76). However, the cycle remains a relevant contribution to the 

work with describing diachronic change in languages employing one or more negative markers to 

express standard negation (Mosegaard Hansen and Visconti 2012:454). In its original form the process 

is described by Jespersen, as follows: 

…the original negative adverb is first weakened, then found insufficient and therefore strengthened, 

generally through some additional word, and this in its turn may be felt as the negative proper and may 

then in course of time be subject to the same development as the original word. (Jespersen 1917:4) 

 

Romance languages exhibit three types of clausal negation (8), corresponding to the three stages of 

Jespersen’s cycle: a preverbal negative marker, NEG1, co-occurrence of a preverbal and a postverbal 

negative marker, NEG2, and a postverbal negative marker, NEG3. Two of the types, the preverbal and 

the postverbal negative markers, are more frequently distributed (Bernini and Ramat 1996:17). 

 

(8)  

 

 

Jespersen’s cycle and negation in Romance languages has been the focus of many works over the 

years. Negation and clausal structure by Raffaella Zanuttini, published in 1997, provides an extensive 

description of the different negation constructions employed in the Romance languages. Contemporary 

with Zanuttini’s work is Negative sentences in the languages of Europe (1996) by Giuliano Bernini 

and Paolo Ramat describing the typology of negation not only in the Romance languages but in a 

majority of the languages of Europe. 

Jeo ne di. (Old French) 
1SG NEG say.PRS.1SG 

‘I do not say.’ (Jespersen 1917:7) 

Je ne dis pas. (Modern standard French) 
1SG NEG say.PRS.1SG NEG 

‘I do not say.’ (Jespersen 1917:7) 

Je dis pas. (Modern colloquial French) 
1SG say.PRS.1SG NEG 

‘I do not say.’ (Jespersen 1917:7) 

NEG1): NEG + Vb   

NEG2): NEG + Vb + NEG 

NEG3):   Vb + NEG 
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2.4 Languages 

The languages in this study are all genealogically related but belong to several different branches of 

the Romance language family, as can be seen in Figure 1. The figure is not a complete language 

family tree of the Romance languages; it includes only the branches of the sample languages. The 

classification in the table follows the Ethnologue (Lewis, Simons and Fennig eds. 2013). Together the 

sample languages constitute a Romance language continuum stretching from Spain to the northern 

parts of Italy via southern France. The geographical distribution can be seen in Figure 2. 

Spanish is a West Iberian language originating from the Castile region in Spain. Catalan, an East 

Iberian language, is spoken in the northeastern part of Spain and the adjoining parts of what is now 

France. Occitan, belonging to the Oc branch, is spoken in southern France, in the upper valleys of 

Italian Piedmont and in the Arran Valley in the Pyrenees. French and Franco-Provençal are both Oïl 

languages. Lombard, Piemontese and Venetian belong to the Gallo-Italian branch and are spoken in 

the northwestern, central and northeastern parts of Italy. Friulian and Ladin are Rhaeto-Romance 

languages spoken in the Dolomite Mountains in the northern and northeastern parts of Italy. Italian 

belongs to the Italo-Dalmatian branch. 

 

Romance 

- Italo-Western 

 - Italo-Dalmatian  

  Italian 

- Western 

  - Gallo-Romance 

    - Gallo-Italian 

     Lombard 

     Piemontese 

     Venetian 

    - Gallo-Rhaetian 

     - Oïl 

     French    

     Franco-Provençal 

 - Rhaetian 

     Friulian 

     Ladin 

  - Ibero-Romance 

    - East Iberian 

    Catalan 

    - Oc 

    Occitan 

    - West Iberian 

    Spanish 

 

Figure 1. The relationship between the Romance languages included in this study. 
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  Spain                                       France                                       Italy 

 

 

Figure 2. The geographical distribution of the sample languages. 

 

2.5 Aim of the study 

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the relation between the micro- and macro-typological 

perspectives with reference to negation in Romance languages. This is done by examining standard 

negation features and the word order relation between the negative marker and the verb in declarative 

main clauses. Focus of the investigation, as mentioned in section 2.2, is standard negation, described 

by Miestamo (2011) as “the negation of declarative main clauses with a verbal predicate”. The 

hypothesis is that the selected languages, despite their close genealogical and areal relatedness, will 

exhibit a high degree of variation in regards to negation features as well as in word order of negative 

markers in relation to the verb. Most likely, not all of the non-standard varieties will exhibit the same 

negation features as their standard language. A plausible explanation to this could be the Jespersen’s 

cycle hypothesis, describing the fluctuation of negation over time (Dahl 1979). 

3. Method 

To delimit the study a selection of 11 Romance languages have been examined: Catalan, Franco-

Provençal, French, Friulian, Italian, Ladin, Lombard, Occitan, Piemontese, Spanish and Venetian, see 

section 2.4. Selection criteria for the standard languages were the genealogical and areal relatedness 

between the languages and the personal background knowledge that they display interesting variation 

in regards to negation.  In addition to the standard languages non-standard varieties were included in 

the study to provide basis for a micro- and macro-typological comparison. The selection of the non-
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standard varieties was based on their close genetic and areal relatedness to the four standard languages 

as well as their mutual kinship. A limiting factor was the availability of grammatical descriptions of 

the non-standard varieties of the languages. 

Descriptive grammars of the selected languages have been studied with the purpose to identify the 

negative markers in each language. Once the negative markers had been identified, example sentences 

drawn from the sources were examined to determine the negation features of each language; a single 

constructed example sentence was used to illustrate French standard negation in simple tense (1) 

(section 2.2). A database was established into which the data was inserted, structured according to the 

negation related features in Chapter 143 in the World Atlas of Language Structures (WALS) database 

(Dryer 2011a, b) 

Negation features in the non-standard varieties were compared with the features in the standard 

varieties to identify patterns, similarities and differences, between the languages. In addition, the 

negation features of both the standard and the non-standard varieties were compared with the negation 

features in WALS to see whether the macro-typological diversity is reflected in the micro-typological 

perspective, and if any generalizations could be made. 

3.1 Data 

For the investigation of negation in Romance languages several sources have been used (Table 1). The 

sources related to the standard languages are extensive descriptive grammars, e.g. Gramàtica del 

català contemporani by Joan Solà et al, Le bon usage: grammaire française by Maurice Grevisse, A 

reference grammar of modern Italian by Martin Maiden and Cecilia Robustelli, and Modern Spanish 

grammar: A Practical Guide by Juan Kattán-Ibarra and Christopher J. Pountain.  

The sources in regards to the non-standard languages vary in scope; some are comprehensive such 

as Le Franco-Provençal Valdotain: Morphologie et syntaxe by Aimé Chenal, Gramatica dl ladin 

Standard by Erwin Valentini and Nadia Chiocchetti and Gramàtica occitana: segón los parlars 

lengadociens by Lois Alibert. Others are not equally extensive, e.g. Grammatica della lingua 

piemontese by Guido Griva and Friulan: Language and literature by Douglas Bartlett Gregor. 

Moreover several of the sources related to the non-standard varieties are written in each dialect which 

has added yet another dimension to the investigation. 

The selection of the descriptive grammars has been based on availability; hence the data for the 

study has been drawn from a limited number of sources. As a consequence data gathered from some of 

the sources has not been checked for accuracy and inconsistency by comparison with a second source. 

Another implication related to the availability factor is that not all of the sources are contemporary. All 

the before mentioned factors pose a potential risk for negative impact on the results of the comparison 

between the languages and consequently the credibility of the study.  
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Table 1. Inventory of the sources used per language. 

 Sources 

Catalan Solà 2002 

Franco-Provençal Chenal 1986 

French Wagner and Pinchon 1991, Arrivé, Gadet and Galmiche 1986, Grevisse 

1993 

Friulian Gregor 1975, Lamuela 2002 

Italian Spore 1975, Proudfoot and Cardo 1997, Maiden and Robustelli 2000 

Ladin Valentini and Chiochetti [eds.] 2001 

Lombard Zanetti 2004 

Occitan Alibert 1935, 1937, Salvat 1943 

Piemontese Griva 1980, Grosso 2002 

Spanish Fant, Hermerén and Österberg 2004, Kattán-Ibarra and Pountain 2004 

Venetian Belloni 2009 

4. Results 

4.1 Negative constructions 

This section presents the negative constructions per sample language. Each subsection begins with the 

negative construction employed, the identity of the negative marker together with its position in 

relation to the verb in both a simple and compound tense. Glossed example sentences drawn from the 

sources are provided together with a translation to illustrate the findings. The final subsection (4.1.12) 

presents a summary of the distribution. 

 

4.1.1 Catalan 

The most common way to negate a clause in Catalan is to employ the preverbal no (Solà et al. 2002). 

In the simple tense the negative marker is positioned before the verb (9), in the compound tense before 

both the auxiliary and main verb (10). To express emphasis no is strengthened with pas (9), positioned 

after the verb in the simple tense. In the compound tense pas is positioned either between the auxiliary 

and the main verb or after the main verb. The postverbal pas can be omitted (10), Catalan is thus said 

to exhibit optional double negation.  

 

(9)  

 

 

(10)  

 

 

Joan no menja pas peix. (Catalan) 

Joan NEG eat.PRS.3SG NEG fish 

‘John doesn’t eat fish.’ (Bernini and Ramat 1996:49) 

El Joan no ha trucat a sa mare. 

DET Joan NEG have.PRS.3SG call.PST.PTCP to 3SG mother 

‘John hasn’t called his mother.’ (Zanuttini 1997:3) 
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4.1.2 Franco-Provençal 

Franco-Provençal employs a postverbal negative marker, pa (11) (Chenal 1986:280). The negative 

marker succeeds the verb in the simple tense. In the compound tense the negative marker is positioned 

between the auxiliary and the past participle (12). 

 

(11)  

 

 

(12)  

 

 

4.1.3 French 

The standard construction to express negation in French is the discontinuous ne… pas (13) (Wagner 

and Pinchon 1991:420). Nevertheless, as mentioned in section 2.3 in modern colloquial French the 

preverbal ne is often omitted (7); hence French is said to employ optional double negation, cf the 

Catalan construction in which the postverbal negative marker can be omitted. In the simple tense the 

first negative marker precedes the verb while the second negative marker follows it (13). In the 

compound tense the first and the second negative marker are positioned on each side of the auxiliary 

(14). 

 

(13)  

 

 

(14)  

 

 

4.1.4 Friulian 

Friulian employs a preverbal negative marker, no (Gregor 1975:122). The negation marker precedes 

the verb in the simple tense (15). In the compound tense the negative marker precedes both the 

auxiliary and the main verb (16). 

 

(15)  

 

 

 

Dze si pa. (Franco-Provençal) 

1SG know.PRS.1SG NEG 

‘I don’t know.’ (Chenal 1986:280-281) 

T’a pa tsanzà. 

2SG.have.PRS.2SG NEG change.PST.PTCP 

‘You haven’t changed.’ (Chenal 1986:281) 

Je ne le connais pas. (French) 

1SG NEG him know.PRS.1SG NEG 

‘I don’t know him.’ (Wagner and Pinchon 1991:417) 

Je n’ai pas parlé. 

1SG NEG.have.PRS.1SG NEG talk.PST.PTCP 

‘I haven’t talked.’ (Zanuttini 1997:5) 

Giani nol mange pes. (Friulian) 

Giani NEG.SCL eat.PRS.3SG fish 

‘Giani doesn’t eat fish.’ (Bernini and Ramat 1996:101) 
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(16)  

 

 

4.1.5 Italian 

Italian employs a preverbal negative marker, non (Maiden and Robustelli 2000:401). In the simple 

tense the negative marker precedes the verb (17); in the compound tense it precedes both the auxiliary 

and the main verb (18). To express emphasis the negative statement non can be combined with a 

second negative marker mica, the reinforcing marker is then positioned after the verb (19) (Proudfoot 

and Cardo 1997:192-193). Since the postverbal mica is optional, Italian is said to exhibit optional 

double negation. 

 

(17)  

 

 

(18)  

 

 

(19)  

 

 

4.1.6 Ladin 

The basic structure for negation in Ladin is the use of the discontinuous ne… nia. The negation 

markers are positioned on each side of the verb in the simple tense (20) or on each side of the auxiliary 

in the compound tense (21). Nia not only functions as a negative particle (22) but also as a second 

negative pronoun (23). As a pronoun nia adopts final position in a clause in compound tense 

(Valentini and Chiochetti 2001:104) and transforming the neutral negation strategy into an emphatic 

non-standard strategy (23). 

 

(20)  

 

 

(21)  

 

 

Tu no tu mi às judât. 

2SG NEG SCL me have.PRS.2SG help.PST.PTCP 

‘You didn’t help me.’ (Gregor 1975:122) 

Maria non lavora qui. (Italian) 

Maria NEG work.PRS.3SG here 

‘Maria does not work here.’ (Zanuttini 1997:17) 

Non ha parlato. 

NEG have.PRS.3SG talk.PST.PTCP 

‘She hasn’t spoken.’ (Maiden and Robustelli 2000:401) 

Non fa mica freddo qui. 

NEG be.PRS.3SG at all cold here 

‘It’s not at all cold here.’ (Bernini and Ramat 1996:49) 

Ela ne vegn nia. (Ladin) 

3SG NEG come.PRS.3SG NEG 

‘She doesn’t come.’ (Valentini and Chiochetti eds. 2001:104) 

Ela ne é nia vegnuda. 

3SG NEG be.PRS.3SG NEG come.PST.PTCP 

‘She didn’t come.’ (Valentini and Chiochetti eds. 2001:104) 
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(22)  

 

 

(23)  

 

 

4.1.7 Lombard 

In Lombard the basic negation construction is the use of the two synonymous and interchangeable 

postverbal negative markers, mia/miga/minga and no (Zanetti 2004). Nevertheless, different Lombard 

subdialects display different strategies; while Eastern Lombard employs a single postverbal negative 

marker (24), Western Lombard exhibits double negation, no… miga (25) (Bernini and Ramat 1996), cf 

the Italian construction to reinforce a negative statement: non… mica (4.1.5). Moreover, Zanuttini 

(1997) claims that the Western Lombard subdialect Milanese exhibits two postverbal negative 

markers, minga and no. In the simple tense the negative marker follows the verb (24) and in the 

compound tense it precedes the part participle (26); no obligatory follows the past participle in the 

compound tense (27). Since the preverbal no can be omitted, Western Lombard is said to exhibit 

optional double negation. 

 

(24)  

 

 

(25)  

 

 

(26)  

 

 

(27)  

 

 

4.1.8 Occitan 

Alibert (1935) and Salvat (1943) both provide descriptions of the Occitan language but with focus on 

different subdialects; the former describes Languedocien, the latter Aranese. According to Alibert 

(1935:320) Languedocien employed the reinforced non… pas in ancient times but in modern times this 

construction was reduced to pas (28). Salvat (1943:131) claims that Aranese exhibits both double 

negation (29) and postverbal negation (30); Aranese is thus said to exhibit optional double negation. A 

Nos ne on nia vedù. 

1PL NEG have.PRS.1PL NEG see.PST.PTCP 

‘We didn’t see.’ (Valentini and Chiochetti eds. 2001:104) 

Nos ne on vedù nia. 

1PL NEG have.PRS.1PL see.PST.PTCP NEG 

‘We haven’t see anything.’ (Valentini and Chiochetti eds. 2001:104) 

Sta fomna la m pyaz mia. (Eastern Lombard) 

DET woman SCL me please.PRS.1SG NEG 

‘I don’t like this woman.’ (Bernini and Ramat 1996:19) 

Kwela funna li no me pyas miga (Western Lombard) 

DET woman SCL NEG me please.PRS.1SG NEG 

‘I don’t like that woman.’ (Bernini and Ramat 1996:18 

El l’ha minga scrivuu. 

3SG SCL.have.PRS.3SG NEG write.PST.PTCP 

‘He hasn’t written.’ (Zanuttini 1997:5) 

El l’ha scrivuu no. 

3SG SCL.have.PRS.3SG write.PST.PTCP NEG 

‘He hasn’t written.’ (Zanuttini 1997:5) 
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more recent observation by Zanuttini (1997) shows that Occitan in general employs a postverbal 

negative marker, i.e. pas (31), something which also is supported by Harris and Vincent (1988). In the 

simple tense the negation maker pas follows the verb (30); in the compound tense the negative marker 

is positioned between the auxiliary and the main verb (32). 

 

(28)  

 

 

(29)  

 

 

(30)  

 

 

(31)  

 

(32)  

 

 

4.1.9 Piemontese 

In Piemontese, as in Lombard, two postverbal negative markers are used, nen (33) and pa (34) (Griva 

1980:80). The negative markers are substantially synonymous and they can both be the sole negator in 

a clause but they are neither interchangeable, pa is employed to express emphasis while nen is not 

(Grosso 2002:111), nor can they co-occur in the same clause. In the simple tense the negative marker 

follows the verb (34); in the compound tense it is positioned between the auxiliary and the main verb 

(35) (Zanuttini 1997:4-5).  

 

(33)  

 

 

(34)  

 

 

 

Voli pas i anar. (Languedocien) 

want.PRS.1SG NEG there go.INF 

‘I don’t want to go there.’ (Alibert 1935:320) 

Vòli pas. (Aranese) 

want.PRS.1SG NEG 

‘I don’t want to.’ (Salvat 1943:131) 

Non vòli  pas. 

NEG want.PRS.1SG NEG 

‘I don’t want to.’ (Salvat 1943:131) 

Vôl pas venir. (Occitan) 

want.PRS.3SG NEG come.INF 

‘He doesn’t want to come.’ (Zanuttini 1997:4) 

Es pas venguda. (Aranese) 

be.PRS.3SG NEG come.PST.PTCP 

‘She didn’t come.’ (Salvat 1943:131) 

Maria a mangia nen. (Piemontese) 

Maria SCL eat.PRS.3SG NEG 

‘Maria doesn’t eat.’ (Zanuttini 1997:4) 

I parlo pa. 

1SG talk.PRS.1SG NEG 

‘I don’t talk.’ (Grosso 2002:111) 
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(35)  

 

 

4.1.10 Spanish 

Spanish expresses negation by the use of the preverbal no (Kattán-Ibarra and Pountain 2003). The 

negative marker precedes the verb in the simple tense (36) and the auxiliary verb in the compound 

tense (37).  

  

(36)  

 

 

(37)  

 

 

4.1.11 Venetian 

Venetian employs the preverbal no to express clausal negation (Belloni 2009:85). In the simple tense 

the negative marker precedes the verb (38), while in the compound tense the negation marker precedes 

both the auxiliary and the main verb (39). Like Italian, Venetian employs a strategy in which the 

preverbal no can be combined with another negative marker, i.e. miga, to express emphasis. When 

combined the first negative marker remains in preverbal position while the second negation marker 

adopts a postverbal position. Since the postverbal miga is optional, Venetian is said to exhibit optional 

double negation. 

 

(38)  

 

 

(39)  

 

 

4.1.12 Distribution of negative markers 

All three negative constructions in Romance languages (section 2.3), corresponding to the different 

stages of Jespersen’s cycle, have been identified for the sample languages. Friulian and Spanish 

exhibit preverbal negative markers. Aranese, Catalan, French, Italian, Ladin, Venetian and Western 

Lombard employ double negation. In Aranese, French and Western Lombard the first negative marker 

is optional, while the second negative marker is optional in Catalan, Italian and Venetian. Eastern 

Maria a l’ha nen parlà tant. 

Maria SCL SCL.have.PRS.3SG NEG talk.PST.PTCP much 

‘Maria hasn’t talked much.’ (Zanuttini 1997:5) 

No sé quantos tienen. (Spanish) 

NEG know.PRS.1SG many have.PRS.3PL 

‘I don’t know how many they’ve got.’ (Kattán-Ibarra and Pountain 2003:57) 

Juan no ha llamada a su madre. 

Juan NEG have.PRS.3SG call.PST.PTCP to his mother 

‘Juan hasn’t called his mother.’ (Zanuttini 1997:3) 

Mi no so. (Venetian) 

1SG NEG know.PRS.1SG 

‘I don’t know.’ (Belloni 2009:85) 

Piero no ‘l podarà vegnere doman. 

Piero NEG SCL can.FUT.3SG come.INF tomorrow 

‘Pietro can’t come tomorrow.’ (Belloni 2009:72) 
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Lombard, Franco-Provençal, Languedocien and Piemontese display negative markers in postverbal 

position. Double negation is the single most frequent construction, closely followed by pre- and 

postverbal negation. The complete distribution of standard negation markers and negative 

constructions can be seen in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. The distribution of standard negation markers and negative constructions in the sample 

languages. 

 Preverbal Double negation Postverbal 

Aranese  (non)… pas  

Catalan  no… (pas)  

Eastern Lombard   mia 

Franco-Provençal   pa 

French  (ne)… pas  

Friulian no   

Italian  no… (mica)  

Ladin  ne… nia  

Languedocien   pas 

Piemontese   nen, pa 

Spanish no   

Venetian  no… (miga)  

Western Lombard  (no)… miga/minga, no  

 

5. Discussion 

5.1 Diachrony 

As presented in the previous section the languages in this study exhibit a high degree of variation in 

regards to negation features as well as position in Jespersen’s cycle. The cycle is commonly associated 

with the three-stage model illustrating the diachronic evolution of negation in French but the cycle is 

valid for a number of languages employing one or more markers to express standard negation. In 

French, Old French employing the preverbal ne illustrates stage 1. Modern standard French with the 

double negative construction ne… pas illustrates stage 2 while Modern colloquial French employing 

the postverbal pas illustrates stage 3 (Jespersen 1917:7) (section 2.3). The French negative marker ne 

is a heritage from Latin which preverbal negative marker ne, through a series of phonetic and lexical 

weakening and strengthening processes e.g. univerbation (ne-oenum > non), has developed to the 

French ne (Latin ne > Latin ne-oenum > Latin non > French nen > French ne) (Zanuttini 1997:12). 

From Jespersen’s perspective the diachronic development of negation origins in the phonetic weakness 

of the initial negator and its need for phonetic strengthening rather than the availability of strategies to 

express semantic stress (van der Auwera 2010:76). In stage 1 the negative marker occupies preverbal 

position but gradually weakens (5). In stage 2 the weakened preverbal negative marker is 

complemented by a postverbal negative marker (6). In stage 3 the first preverbal negative marker 

disappears and is replaced by the second postverbal negative marker (7).  
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Recently Jespersen’s theory regarding the origin of the cycle has been questioned; instead it has 

been suggested that Jespersen’s cycle in fact derives from languages’ needs to emphasize or stress 

negative expressions semantically (van der Auwera 2010:76). Emphasis can be achieved either by 

adding a lexical word to the already existing negative marker to strengthen its meaning or by adding 

an adverb or a pronoun. An example of the former strategy is the French lexical word pas ‘step’; over 

time the word lost its meaning and transformed to a second negative marker, cf the original meaning 

of pas in (40) and the present meaning in (41).  

 

(40)  

 

 

(41)  

 

 

A consequence of constantly reinforcing the negative marker proper is the risk for emphatic loss 

which in turn creates a need for new strategies to emphasize negation. An emphatic negation is not a 

standard negation; hence the result of emphatic strengthening is a transformation from a standard 

negation construction to a non-standard negation construction. According to van der Auwera (2010) 

such a replacement presupposes the availability of two context-bound negation strategies, a neutral 

negation strategy and an emphatic negation strategy.  

Two of the sample languages, Italian and Venetian, exhibit context-bound strategies. They both 

employ a preverbal negative marker as a standard construction and add a second negative marker to 

strengthen the negation and to express emphasis. One sample language, Ladin, employs a basic 

discontinuous structure, ne… nia, to express standard negation; nia not only functions as a negative 

particle but also as a second negative pronoun. As a pronoun nia adopts final position in a clause in 

compound tense and transforms the neutral negation strategy into an emphatic non-standard strategy. 

This supports van der Auwera’s theory (2010) that the diachronic development and consequently 

Jespersen’s cycle are governed by a language’s capacity to emphasize negation. 

The sample languages occupy various positions in Jespersen’s cycle, exhibiting different rates of 

diachronic change. Some of the languages, e.g. Franco-Provençal and Languedocien, exhibit parallel 

diachronic change in regards to negation while the pace of the change seems to be slower in other 

languages, e.g. Aranese and Ladin. This diversity will be further discussed in the following sections. 

5.2 Genealogical relatedness 

As discussed in section 2.4 the languages included in this study are genealogically related but belong 

to different branches of the Romance language family (Figure 1). Nevertheless, the standard languages 

exhibit different behaviors in regards to negation. One of the standard languages, Spanish, displays 

preverbal negation. Catalan, French and Italian display optional double negation, but while the second 

negative marker in Catalan and Italian is optional, it is the first negative marker in French which is 

optional. To investigate the possibility of a correlation between the standard languages and the non-

standard languages in regards to negation a range of comparisons were done.  

Je ne bouge pas. 

1SG NEG move.PRS.1SG step 

‘I won’t move a step.’ (constructed example) 

Je ne bouge pas. (Modern standard French) 

1SG NEG move.PRS.1SG NEG 

‘I won’t move.’ (constructed example) 
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Eastern Lombard, Piemontese, Venetian and Western Lombard all belong to the Gallo-Italian 

branch but exhibit different stages in Jespersen’s cycle. Venetian and Western Lombard employ 

optional double negation, while Eastern Lombard and Piemontese exhibit postverbal negation. 

Aranese and Languedocien belong to the Oc branch, but despite this they exhibit different negation 

constructions. Aranese employs optional double negation and Languedocien postverbal negation. 

Franco-Provençal and French are both Oïl languages but nevertheless exhibit different stages in the 

cycle; French employs optional double negation and Franco-Provençal express negation by the use of 

a postverbal negative marker. Friulian and Ladin are Rhaeto-Romance languages but exhibit 

contrastive features; Friulian displays preverbal negation and Ladin double negation (Table 3). 

 

Table 3. Position of negative marker related to branch and sample language. 

Branch Language Position of negative marker 

East Iberian Catalan NegV(Neg) 

Gallo-Italian Eastern Lombard VNeg 

 Piemontese VNeg 

 Venetian NegV(Neg) 

 Western Lombard (Neg)VNeg 

Italo-Dalmatian Italian NegV(Neg) 

Oc Aranese (Neg)VNeg 

 Languedocien VNeg 

Oïl Franco-Provençal VNeg 

 French (Neg)VNeg 

Rhaeto-Romance Friulian NegV 

 Ladin NegVNeg 

West Iberian Spanish NegV 

 

The comparison between branch and which position the negative marker of each language occupies 

shows no correlation between these parameters. The conclusion is that languages, despite close 

genealogical relatedness, exhibit a high degree of variation in regards to negation features. 

5.3 Standardization 

The negation constructions of the standard languages were compared with the constructions of the 

non-standard languages. Several different combinations in regards to standard and non-standard 

language were compared. Aranese is spoken in northern Spain in the same area as Catalan but very 

close to the French border; consequently it was compared with the standard varieties Catalan, French 

and Spanish. Languedocien is spoken in France and was therefore compared with French. Franco-

Provençal is spoken in the eastern parts of France and in the northwestern parts of Italy; hence it was 

compared with both French and Italian. Eastern Lombard, Friulian, Ladin, Piemontese, Venetian and 

Western Lombard were compared with their standard language Italian.  

Spanish exhibits preverbal negation while Catalan and French display double negation. Like two 

of its potential standard languages Aranese exhibits optional double negation, but while the second 

negative marker is optional in Catalan the first negative marker is optional in both French and Aranese 

(Table 4). The comparison between French, Franco-Provençal and Languedocien shows that the two 

non-standard varieties both exhibit postverbal negation, while their potential standard language 

displays double negation. The comparison between Italian and its non-standard varieties shows that 
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two of the languages, Venetian and Western Lombard, share the same negation position as their 

standard language. The remaining non-standard varieties show non-conformity with Italian; Friulian 

employs preverbal negation and Ladin exhibits obligatory double negation, while Eastern Lombard, 

Franco-Provençal and Piemontese display postverbal negation. 

 

Table 4. Position of negative marker related to standard and non-standard sample language. 

Standard language Position of negative 

marker 

Non-standard 

language 

Position of negative 

marker 

Catalan NegV(Neg) Aranese (Neg)VNeg 

French (Neg)VNeg Aranese (Neg)VNeg 

  Franco-Provençal VNeg 

  Languedocien VNeg 

Italian NegV(Neg) Eastern Lombard VNeg 

  Franco-Provençal VNeg 

  Friulian NegV 

  Ladin NegVNeg 

  Piemontese VNeg 

  Venetian NegV(Neg) 

  Western Lombard (Neg)VNeg 

Spanish NegV Aranese (Neg)VNeg 

 

The comparison between the standard and non-standard languages shows correlation between two 

standard and non-standard varieties only, i.e. French and Aranese, and Italian and Venetian 

respectively; the remaining standard and non-standard languages lack correlation in regards to 

negation constructions. The conclusion is that the negation construction of a standard language has no 

demonstrable effect on the negation constructions of its non-standard varieties. 

5.4 Language contact 

To determine whether language contact could affect the position of negative markers and as a 

consequence a language’s position in Jespersen’s cycle, a comparison of the distribution of negation 

features between neighboring non-standard varieties was conducted. Since Aranese and Languedocien 

as well as Eastern and Western Lombard display different strategies in regards to negation they were 

compared separately with their neighboring languages.  

Languedocien, Franco-Provençal and Piemontese exhibit postverbal negation while Aranese, 

French and Catalan exhibit double negation. Italian, Ladin, Venetian and Western Lombard also 

display double negation, but have no language contact with Aranese, French and Catalan; hence these 

languages constitute two separate isoglosses (Figure 3), corresponding to stage 2 in Jespersen’s cycle.  

Eastern Lombard, Friulian and Spanish are islands, Eastern Lombard exhibits postverbal negation, 

while Friulian and Spanish display preverbal negation. The geographical distribution of the languages 

correlating to the isoglosses can be seen in Figure 2 (section 2.4). 
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Double negation                   Postverbal negation                  Double negation                                      

French                           Franco-Provençal                                          Ladin 

                      Western        Eastern                      Friulian 

  Piemontese        Lombard      Lombard             

  Languedocien          Venetian 

 Aranese                                                                                          Italian  

                  Catalan  

 

 Spanish 

 

Figure 3. The isoglosses related to negation features in the sample languages. 

 

A common opinion is that grammaticalization, such as Jespersen’s cycle, is a language-internal 

process in contrast to language contact which is areally confined and the result of historical events. 

Grammaticalization and contact-induced language change have been described as divergent and 

mutually exclusive phenomena, and it has been discussed whether the two are interrelated or not 

(Heine and Kuteva 2003:529-530).  

When comparing the negation features of the sample languages it is clear that the pace at which 

the languages enter and progress through the different stages of Jespersen’s cycle varies between the 

languages. Four languages occupy stage 3 while seven languages remain at stage 2; two languages 

employ preverbal negation and have thus not yet entered the cycle. As can be seen in Figure 3 the 

negation features cluster areally and create isoglosses, cf the geographical distribution of the languages 

in Figure 2 (section 2.4). Sociolinguistic or historical aspects correlated to language contact have not 

been included in the scope of this thesis, neither has the pace for each and every sample language. 

Nevertheless, what can be concluded is that despite the fact that all the sample languages derive from 

Latin and thus could be expected to occupy the same position in Jespersen’s cycle, they don’t. A 

plausible conclusion could be that Jespersen’s cycle is a language-internal process. However, the 

results of the comparison in this section indicate otherwise: language contact is relevant for the 

position of the negative marker and for a language’s position in Jespersen’s cycle. These findings 

support the hypothesis of Heine and Kuteva (2003) that “universal processes of grammatical change 

[lead to] areal diffusion of linguistic structures” (Heine and Kuteva 2003:530). 

From this perspective Jespersen’s cycle can’t be considered a purely language-internal process; 

instead it is interrelated with language contact. The conclusion is that language contact is relevant to 

the position of the negative marker and as a consequence to a language’s position in Jespersen’s cycle. 

5.5 The WALS features 

The following section discusses the results related to the negation features in WALS focusing on word 

order. Each section begins with a brief explanation of the map and the values identified in the sample 

languages. The data is presented in tables in accordance with the map number and the map heading 
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that each feature has been assigned in WALS. The tables display the type and the value assigned to 

each language followed by the number of languages sharing the value and the total number of 

languages exhibiting the feature in WALS. Moreover, the tables include the frequency of each 

negation feature displayed in percent for the sample languages and the WALS languages respectively. 

The percentage has statistically a very limited value since the sample languages are genealogically and 

areally related and thus are expected to display a different degree of variation than the rest of the 

languages in WALS. However, the percentage enables comparisons of the frequency of negation 

features between the selected languages and the WALS languages, i.e. comparisons between the 

micro- and the macro-typological perspectives. A complete list of all types and values per map 

included in this study is to be found in Appendix I. 

Map 143A examines the word order of negative marker and lexical verb for negative markers that 

code simple clausal negation. Type 1 NegV is a construction in which a negative marker precedes the 

verb. Type 2 VNeg is a construction in which a negative marker follows the verb. Type 14 Obligatory 

Double Negation is a construction in which both a preverbal and a postverbal negative marker are 

employed. In type 15 Optional Double Negation two negation markers are used simultaneously but in 

which it is possible to code negation using just one negation marker (Dryer 2011a).  

Type 15 OptDoubleNeg is the single most frequent construction in the Romance languages when 

it comes to expressing clausal negation, followed by VNeg (Table 6). Type 1 is employed by Friulian 

and Spanish, while type 2 is employed by Eastern Lombard, Franco-Provençal, Languedocien and 

Piemontese. Type 15, Optional double negation, is employed by six languages, Aranese, Catalan, 

French, Italian, Venetian and Western Lombard. One language exhibits obligatory double negation: 

Ladin. The sample languages do not exhibit the same frequency in regards to negation constructions as 

the rest of the languages in WALS. NegV is the most frequently employed construction in among the 

WALS languages but less frequent among the selected Romance languages. VNeg and Optional 

double negation are both more frequently distributed in the sample languages than in the WALS 

languages in general.  

 

Table 6. Order of negative morpheme and verb. 

Type and value Language Number of 

languages in 

WALS  

sharing the 

value/exhibiting 

the feature 

Sample 

languages 

exhibiting the 

feature in 

percent 

WALS 

languages 

exhibiting the 

feature in 

percent 

1 NegV Friulian 524/1326 15,4 % 39,5 % 

 Spanish    

2 VNeg Eastern Lombard 171/1326 30,8 % 12,8 % 

 Franco-Provençal    

 Languedocien    

 Piemontese    

14 ObligDoubleNeg Ladin 115/1326 7,7 % 8,6 % 

15 OptDoubleNeg Aranese 80/1326 46,1 % 6 % 

 Catalan    

 French    

 Italian    

 Venetian    
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 Western Lombard    

 

Map 143B examines the different constructions employed by languages exhibiting obligatory 

double negation. Type 1 NegVNeg is a construction in which the two negative markers placed on 

opposite sides of the verb are separate words (Dryer 2011a). One of the sample languages exhibits 

obligatory double negation: Ladin (Table 7); the feature is consequently marked as being not 

applicable (N/A) for the rest of the selected languages. Table 7 clearly shows that the NegVNeg 

construction is more frequent among the WALS languages than among the sample languages. 

 

Table 7. Distribution of obligatory double negation. 

Type and value Language Number of 

languages in 

WALS  

sharing the 

value/exhibiting 

the feature 

Sample 

languages 

exhibiting the 

feature in 

percent 

WALS 

languages 

exhibiting the 

feature in 

percent 

1 NegVNeg Ladin 36/120 7,7 % 30 % 

N/A Aranese    

 Catalan  92,3 %  

 Eastern Lombard    

 Franco-Provençal    

 French    

 Friulian    

 Italian    

 Languedocien    

 Piemontese    

 Spanish    

 Venetian    

 Western Lombard    

 

Map 143C displays languages that, depending on the context, employ either a single negative 

marker or two negative markers to express clause negation. In type 1 the second negative marker is 

optional in a certain context; in type 2 the first negative marker is sometimes optional (Dryer 2011a). 

As shown in Table 8 six of the selected languages exhibit optional double negation: Aranese, Catalan, 

French, Italian, Venetian and Western Lombard. The feature has thus been marked as being not 

applicable (N/A) for the rest of the sample languages. Whereas the second negative marker is optional 

in Catalan, Italian and Venetian, the first negative marker is optional in Aranese, French and Western 

Lombard. The sample languages exhibit a higher frequency than the rest of the WALS languages in 

regards to one type of optional double negation, the NegV(Neg) construction. 

 

Table 8. Distribution of optional double negation. 

Type and value Language Number of 

languages in 

WALS  

sharing the 

value/exhibiting 

Sample 

languages 

exhibiting the 

feature in 

percent 

WALS 

languages 

exhibiting the 

feature in 

percent 
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the feature 

1 NegV(Neg) Catalan 11/81  23 % 13,6 % 

 Italian    

 Venetian    

2 (Neg)VNeg Aranese 20/81 23,1% 24,7 % 

 French    

 Western Lombard    

N/A Eastern Lombard  53,8 %  

 Franco-Provençal    

 Friulian    

 Ladin    

 Languedocien    

 Piemontese    

 Spanish    

 

Map 143E displays languages that allow preverbal negative markers. Type 1 represents languages 

that employ a preverbal negative marker, regardless if the marker can function as the sole negator of a 

clause or not. Type 4 represents languages in which no preverbal negation marker is used (Dryer 

2011a). As can be seen in Table 9 a majority of the sample languages employ a preverbal negative 

marker. Four of the languages, i.e. Eastern Lombard, Franco-Provençal, Languedocien and 

Piemontese, do not exhibit a preverbal negative marker. NegV is the most frequent preverbal 

construction among the WALS languages; 682 of 1326 languages exhibit this feature (Appendix I, 

Table 16). Nevertheless, the sample languages exhibit a higher degree of type 1 NegV than the rest of 

the WALS languages.  

 

Table 9. Distribution of preverbal negative morphemes. 

Type and value Language Number of 

languages in 

WALS  

sharing the 

value/exhibiting 

the feature 

Sample 

languages 

exhibiting the 

feature in 

percent 

WALS 

languages 

exhibiting the 

feature in 

percent 

1 NegV Aranese 682/1326 69,2 % 51,4 % 

 Catalan    

 French    

 Friulian    

 Italian    

 Ladin    

 Spanish    

 Venetian    

 Western Lombard    

4 None Eastern Lombard 391/1326 30,8 % 29,5 % 

 Franco-Provençal    

 Languedocien    

 Piemontese    

 

Map 143F is analogous to map 143E but displays languages that allow postverbal negative 

markers. Type 1 represents languages that employ a postverbal negative marker, regardless if the 
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marker can function as the sole negator of a clause or not. Type 4 represents languages in which no 

postverbal negation marker is used (Dryer 2011a). A majority of the selected Romance languages 

employ a postverbal negative morpheme, as can be seen in Table 10. This result is not representative 

for the rest of the languages included in WALS for which it is more common not to employ a 

postverbal negative morpheme. Two languages, i.e. Friulian and Spanish, do not employ a postverbal 

negative marker. 

 

Table 10. Distribution of postverbal negative morphemes. 

Type and value Language Number of 

languages in 

WALS  

sharing the 

value/exhibiting 

the feature 

Sample 

languages 

exhibiting the 

feature in 

percent 

WALS 

languages 

exhibiting the 

feature in 

percent 

1 VNeg Aranese 289/1326 84,6 % 21,8 % 

 Catalan    

 Eastern Lombard    

 Franco-Provençal    

 French    

 Italian    

 Ladin    

 Languedocien    

 Piemontese    

 Venetian    

 Western Lombard    

None Friulian 711/1326 15,4 % 53,6 % 

 Spanish    

 

Given that the sample languages are genealogically and areally related it is not surprising that they 

display a different degree of variation than the rest of the languages included in WALS. However, 

considering the tendency to avoid including related languages in macro-typological studies due to the 

expectation that they will exhibit similar typological features, the sample languages would be expected 

to display a more homogeneous distribution of negative features.  

As discussed the variation related to the distribution of negation features depends on several 

factors: diachronic development of negative constructions and strategies, genealogical relatedness and 

language contact; what can be concluded is that languages despite genealogical and areal relatedness 

exhibit a high degree of variation in regards to negation features. To determine whether this diversity 

is historically, politically and/or socially conditioned further studies are required. 

The benefits with integrating the micro- and the macro-typological perspectives are several; for 

example would it not have been possible to explain the languages’ negation constructions and 

strategies without relating them to the diachronic development in Jespersen’s cycle. Neither would it 

have been possible to identify the context-bound negation strategies of Ladin and Venetian, and to 

compare them to each other. The interaction between the two perspectives was a prerequisite for the 

genealogical comparison of the sample languages as well as for the identification of the variation in 

negation constructions between the standard and the non-standard languages and the examination of 

the language contact relation. Without integrating the two perspectives the comparison between the 
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negation features observed in the sample languages and the negation features of the WALS languages 

would not have been possible.  

6. Conclusion 

This thesis has investigated the micro- and macro-typological relation by examining negation in a 

number of genealogically and areally related Romance languages to see if and how typological 

features vary between the selected languages. The hypothesis was that the selected languages, despite 

genetic and geographic relatedness, would exhibit a high degree of variation in regards to negation 

features as well as in word order of negative marker in relation to the verb. Moreover, an expectation 

was that not all of the non-standard languages would exhibit the same negation features as their 

standard language. As expected, the selected languages exhibit a high degree of variation in regards to 

both negation features and word order of negative marker in relation to the verb. In addition, the non-

standard varieties exhibit a high degree of variation when compared to their standard languages.  

Summarized conclusions: 

- languages exhibit a high degree of variation in regards to negation features despite close 

genealogical relatedness 

- a standard language’s negation construction has a no demonstrable effect on the negation 

constructions of its non-standard varieties 

- language contact is relevant in regards to the position of the negative marker and to a 

language’s position in Jespersen’s cycle 

- the results supports the theory that the diachronic evolution of negation is governed by a 

language’s capacity to emphasize negation  
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Appendix I 

The tables in this appendix display the distribution of types and values per WALS map. 

 

Table 13. Distribution of types and values for map 143A. 

Type and value Number of languages in WALS  

sharing the value/exhibiting the feature 

1 NegV 524/1326 

2 VNeg 171/1326 

3 [Neg-V] 162/1326 

4 [V-Neg] 203/1326 

5 Negative tone 1/1326 

6 Type 1/Type 2 22/1326 

7 Type 1/Type 3 9/1326 

8 Type 1/Type 4 12/1326 

9 Type 2/Type 3 2/1326 

10 Type 2/Type 4 9/1326 

11 Type 3/Type 4 8/1326 

12 Type 3/Negative infix 1/1326 

13 OptSingleNeg 1/1326 

14 ObligDoubleNeg 115/1326 

15 OptDoubleNeg 80/1326 

16 OptTripleNeg&ObligDoubleNeg 5/1326 

17 OptTripleNeg&OptDoubleNeg 1/1326 

 

Table 14. Distribution of types and values for map 143B. 

Type and value Number of languages in WALS  

sharing the value/exhibiting the feature 

1 NegVNeg 36/120 

2 Neg[V-Neg] 28/120 

3 [Neg-V]Neg 9/120 

4 [Neg-V-Neg] 27/120 

5 Negative tone & VNeg 1/120 

6 Negative tone & [Neg-V] 2/120 

7 NegNegV 2/120 

8 Neg[Neg-V] 2/120 

9 VNegNeg 2/120 

10 Type 1/Type 2 1/120 

11 Type 1/Type 3 1/120 

12 Type 1/Type 5 1/120 

13 Type 1/Type 7 1/120 

14 Type 1/Type 9 1/120 

15 Type 2/Type 4 1/120 

16 ObligDoubleNeg&OptTripleNeg 5/120 
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Table 15. Distribution of types and values for map 143C. 

Type and value Number of languages in WALS  

sharing the value/exhibiting the feature 

1 NegV(Neg) 11/81 

2 (Neg)VNeg 20/81 

3 Neg[V(-Neg)] 5/81 

4 (Neg)[V-Neg] 5/81 

5 [Neg-V](Neg) 3/81 

6 [(Neg-)V]Neg 2/81 

7 [Neg-V(-Neg)] 5/81 

8 [(Neg-)V-Neg] 6/81 

9 V(Neg)Neg 2/81 

10 [V-Neg](Neg) 2/81 

11 Neg(Neg)V 1/81 

12 Neg[(Neg)]V 3/81 

13 NegV&OptChangeVerbStem 1/81 

14 NegV/[Neg-V-Neg] 2/81 

15 VNeg/[Neg-V-Neg] 1/81 

16 [Neg-V]/NegVNeg 1/81 

17 NegV or NegativeTone&VNeg 1/81 

18 NegV/[V-Neg]/Neg[V-Neg] 4/81 

19 NegV/VNeg/NegVNeg 2/81 

20 NegV/[V-Neg]/[Neg-V-Neg] 1/81 

21 [NegV]/VNeg/[Neg-V-Neg] 1/81 

22 NegV/[Neg-V]/Neg[Neg-V] 1/81 

23 OptDoubleNeg&OptTripleNeg 1/81 

 

Table 16. Distribution of types and values for map 143E. 

Type and value Number of languages in WALS  

sharing the value/exhibiting the feature 

1 NegV 682/1326 

2 [Neg-V] 230/1326 

3 NegV&[Neg-V] 23/1326 

4 None 391/1326 

 

Table 17. Distribution of types and values for map 143F. 

Type and value Number of languages in WALS  

sharing the value/exhibiting the feature 

1 VNeg 289/1326 

2 [V-Neg] 308/1326 

3 VNeg&[V-Neg] 18/1326 

4 None 711/1326 

 

  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

                                                        


