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Parameters in possessives:
the Franco-Provencal dialect of

Celle di San Vito (Apulia) as a case study*

Benedetta Baldi and Leonardo M. Savoia

Universita degli Studi di Firenze
(<benedetta.baldi@unifi.it>, <lsavoia@unifi.it>)

Abstract:

The aim of this article is to propose an account of morpho-syntactic and
interpretive properties of possessives looked at from the point of view sug-
gested by the interplay between contact systems with prenominal and post-
nominal possessives. Thus, we will begin with briefly presenting the minority
Franco-Provencal language of Celle di San Vito in Apulia and its linguistic
position. Subsequently, we will dwell on the nature of possessive relation and
its treatment in the literature, also taking account of the suggestions coming
from cross-linguistic considerations (Albanian). Next, the data of Celle and the
possessive systems of Southern Italian and Franco-Provencal varieties will be
provided and compared. The final section illustrates some proposals concerning
different possessive structures, specifically with regard to the distribution of
possessive elements and the interaction with the definite article.

Keywords: Franco-Provencal, linguistic contact, morpho-syntax of possessives,
Southern Italian dialects

1. Franco-Provengal in Apulia

Celle and Faeto villages' in North Apulia preserve a Fran-
co-Provengal dialect dating to 13™ century. Although the Fran-

“The present work re-elaborates and widens some of the points discussed
in the Iralian version published in the book of Festschrift for Paola Desideri.

The data we discuss in this article were collected through field investiga-
tions with native speakers. We especially thank Agnesina Minutillo of Celle,
Donata Agriesti and Raffaella Manetti of Castelluccio, Stefania Roullet of
Sarre, Maura Tonda of Coazze.

!'The Apulian villages in which Franco-Provengal is spoken are Celle San
Vito and Faeto. In this work, we will analyze data collected with informants

from Celle.

ISSN 2421-7220 (online)
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10 BENEDETTA BALDI, LEONARDO M. SAVOIA

co-Provengal morpho-syntactic properties are overall preserved (Manzini and Savoia 2005),
the contact with Apulian dialects has nevertheless led to some changes in morpho-syntactic
organization, as in the case of possessives. Southern Italian and Franco-Provencal dialects
show very different possessive systems. More precisely, in Southern Italian varieties posses-
sives follow the noun preceded by the article, in predicative contexts are introduced by the
definite article and with kinship terms select enclitic 19/2"Y/3" singular possessor forms; in
Franco-Provencal/Occitan-type varieties possessives precede the noun and generally exclude
the article (for Occitan see Oliviéri and Sauzet 2016). Celle’s Franco-Provengal possessives
are characterized by the overlapping, so to say, of the two systems, showing the distribution
of Southern Italian dialects, except with kinship terms, where the prenominal position is
retained with singular person possessors.

From the historical point of view (cf. Telmon 1992), the ancient testimonies on the
origin of these colonies are not univocal, insofar as the documented resettlements range from
13 to 14" century and the designation used is ‘Provengals’. Favre (2010: 4) summarizes the
reconstruction of the origin of these populations and their dialects:

According to the most accredited hypothesis, the origin of these two colonies would be led back
to the allocation of French troops on the part of the Angevins. In 1269, Charles I of Anjou sent a
detachment of soldiers to guard the fortified town of Crepacore and granted them to settle in the near
farmhouse of Crepacore and in the surrounding territory. [Translation of the authors]

The identification of these dialects as Franco-Provengal varieties was proposed by Morosi
(1890) taking into account the palatalization of original stressed *#, based on the classification
criteria fixed in Ascoli (1878). Indeed, in the varieties of Celle and Faeto palatalization of
the original stressed *# has the same distribution as in Franco-Provencal/ Southern-French
varieties, i.e. only if it is preceded by palatal consonants, like in [¢fin] ‘dog’. However, this
outcome is not generalized, excluding participles and other verbal forms, as in the schema
in (1), where CIS (Clitic Subject) designates the obligatory clitic subject pronouns occurring
in these varieties.

(1) 2vpl vo cam'ma vo min'dzijo

CIS call.2rL CIS eat.2rL
‘you call.’ ‘you eat.’

infinitive cam'ma min'd3ijo
call.INE €at.INF
‘to call” ‘to eat.

past participle  d3 e cam'ma ds e man'dza
CIS  have called CIS have eaten
‘I have called.’ ‘T have eaten.’ Celle

The attested distribution of stressed *a palatalization in South France induces Melillo
(1959) to conclude that the original site of these varieties is placed in the Departements of Ain
and Is¢re, east of Lion.
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2. Some general points

The nature and specifically the common relational properties underlying genitive, dative
and locative in many languages undergo various types of syncretism whereby the same exponent
lexicalizes all or a subset of them (Franco ez 4/ 2015, Manzini and Savoia 2018, Baldi and
Savoia in press). By way of example, the oblique can encompass dative and genitive, as in some
of Latin declensions, or in Albanian and in Romanian where the indirect case lexicalizes both
the stative possession (genitive) and the resultative possession (dative). This type of syncretism
is illustrated by the Italo-Albanian examples in (2) from San Costantino Albanese, where Lkr
(Linker) designates the prenominal article occurring in genitive contexts. Genitive in (2a) and
dative in (2b) are characterized by the same oblique inflection, here —i-z.

(2) a. ki libr-i oft i burr-i-t
this book-mMsG  is Lkr.MsG man-OBL.MSG-DEF
‘this is of the man.’
b. ja Je burr-i-t
to.him-it [.gave man-OBL-DEF

‘I gave it to the man.’
San Costantino

Moreover, in many languages the same oblique morphology is selected for locative contexts.
The key idea is that in all of these contexts the conceptual property of ‘inclusion’ is involved, in
the sense initially discussed in Manzini and Savoia (2011b, 2014) whereby all types of posses-
sion, including inalienable and psych state possession, fall under the same basic relation. Their
proposal as to the nature of this relation resumes that proposed by Belvin and den Dikken
(1997: 170) according to whom “entities have various zones associated with them, such that
an object or eventuality may be included in a zone associated with an entity without being
physically contained in that entity... The type of zones which may be associated with an entity
will vary with the entity”.

A complementary question concerns the relation between cases and prepositions. Spe-
cifically Fillmore (1968) treats cases as the inflectional equivalent of prepositions, so that the
elementary introducers such as Italian di/a or English of/to would be equivalent to the genitive
and the dative respectively. According to Manzini ez al. (2019, forthcoming), Savoia e al. in
press, an oblique case, on a par with a preposition, is a predicate introducing a relation between
the argument it selects and another argument. This means that we assign a relational content
to cases, with the effect that the oblique case or prepositions are endowed with interpretable
properties. This solution contrasts with the more traditional view that is prepositions like ‘of” or
‘to’ are devoid of interpretive content, or, in minimalist terms, uninterpretable. Our conclusion
is that oblique case and prepositions like ‘of” or ‘to’ may be thought as elementary part/whole
relators; in other words, a single property, namely inclusion/superset-of, formalized as [C], is
associated with the conceptual cluster underlying oblique and/or of/to-like prepositions. Let
us consider the Italian examples in (3a,b).

(3) a. il libro di Gianni
the book of Gianni
b. Ho dato il libro a Gianni

Lhave given the book to Gianni
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The preposition di in (3a) is taken to introduce the possession relation between ‘Gianni’
and ‘the book’. So, if we adopt the insight of Belvin and den Dikken (1997), the possession
relation in (3a) can be understood as the lexicalization of an inclusion relation, in (4a). The idea
is that the dative in (3b) is the possessor of the argument ‘libro’, essentially like in the genitive,
although in this case the predictive relation between possessor and possessum is introduced by
an agentive v, as in (4b).

(4) a. ... [y, illibro [, di/C [, Gianni]]] ‘the book of Gianni.’
b. [CAUSE [CP [, il libro [,, di/C [, Gianni]]] ‘(I have given) the book to Gianni.’

Manzini et al. (2019, forthcoming) assimilate dative to a possession relation introduced
by an agentive predicate, where, again, the argument surfacing ad the object of give is the ex-
ternal argument of the inclusion relation lexicalized by the dative preposition a. The semantic
proximity between the Romance prepositions di and a is manifested by the possessive uses of a
(for French cf. Kayne 1977, Cardinaletti 1998), for instance in some Southern Italian dialects,
where a can introduce the possessor, as in (5), for the north-Apulian variety of Castelluccio
Vallemaggiore (Foggia):

(5) € fhgo a mme/ essd
(s)he.is son to me / her
‘(s)he is my/ her son.’
Castelluccio

It is interesting to compare this characterization of genitive/ partitive with the one pro-
vided for di ‘of” in Zamparelli (2008: 319), where the predicative 4i is identified with an
operator called ‘residue’ selecting two arguments. The specifier [a copy of NP inside DP] and
the complement [a full DP], that ‘returns the denotation of its specifier minus the denotation
of its complement’. In a word, di/of identifies the specifier as the residue from the whole spec-
ifier+complement. If we are on the right track, the similarity between partitive and genitive
interpretation is reflected by the syncretism on di/of Hence, we are induced to conclude that
ofl oblique case are the externalization of the elementary predicate connecting two arguments
(possessor and possessum) in a part/whole relation, ad in (6):

6) ofloblique: [possessum] [

P/Oblique C [possessor]]

The lexical content in (6) allows us to account for the usual syncretism between partitive
and genitive interpretation, whereby the same preposition or case expresses different types of
part-whole relation. We can bring back to this framework the analysis of the possessive pro-
nouns, that, it is of note, in many languages are expressed by means of genitival forms, as, for
instance, English 4is/ her(s). In other words we may assume that possessives in turn implement
the inclusion relation between the possessum, the head noun, and the possessor introduced
by the possessive element. The conceptualization of the possession relation as being a relation
introduced by an operator/predicate with two arguments is formalized in Cornilescu and Nico-
lac’s (2011) by assuming a prepositional small clause of which the possessum and possessor are
the arguments. The small clause is headed by the abstract predicate [BELONG], lexicalized by

an overt preposition or the morphology of case.
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What precedes implies a model of the internal structure and, more generally, of the inflec-
tional properties of noun. The categories we address are gender, number and inflectional class.
In the literature (Picallo 2008; Déchaine et /. 2014 on Bantu; Fassi Fehri 2015 on Arabic,
Kramer 2015) at least two functional projections are required — roughly gender and number.
Following Manzini and Savoia (2014, 2018), Savoia ez 4. (2019), the internal organization of
noun includes a category-less lexical root N (Marantz 1997), that, in keeping with Higginbotham
(1985), is understood as a predicate. The root merges with the inflectional elements endowed
with interpretive content (gender, number, etc.), that restrict the properties associated to the
argument x open at the predicate. Thus, inflectional structure is based on the same computa-
tional mechanisms underlying syntax (Chomsky 2005; Manzini and Savoia 2005, 2011b, to
appear). Inflected nouns are analysed as the result of a Merge operation that combines a lexical
root with Class (gender feminine/masculine) and other classificatory properties, including
number and case, that contribute to specifying the argument introduced by the lexical root.
This model is illustrated in (7) for Albanian burr-i-t ‘of / to the man’ in (2a), where number
and case specifications, i.e. -i-#, add to Class. The case paradigm of Albanian shows some types
of syncretism discussed in Manzini and Savoia (2011b). Following these authors we adopt a
morphological segmentation in which the morpheme i, occurring as masculine singular oblique
and nominative, is tentatively characterized as a definiteness exponent lexicalizing the relation
[S] between a singleton and a set including it, in the sense of the analysis of determiners in

Chierchia (1997). In (7) the label OBL is used.

@) Def burr-i-t ‘off/to the man’
o b
G ob
\ Class l
burr- [masc]

The idea we pursue implies a privative treatment of the morphological properties in lexical
elements excluding manipulation or insertion of new material, as usually in DM framework,
by assuming that morphological terminals have interpretive lexical content. In other words, we
adopt a lexicalist model in which, as opposed to the canonical generative approach, all phi-fea-
ture sets are interpretable and valued. This means that the rule of Agree is not triggered by the
need for a probe to interpret/value its features (cf. Chomsky ez /. 2019). Rather it creates an
identity relation between two or more referential feature sets lexicalizing the same argument,
(Manzini and Savoia 2005, 2007, 2011a,b, 2018; Savoia et 2/ 2019) and all lexical material is
interpreted at the Conceptual-Intentional (C-I) interface.

In cartographic literature possessives originate in a low position inside the NP from where
they may move to higher positions. Consistently with the idea that prenominal and postnominal
(or thematic) position of possessives can be ‘transformationally related, as initially proposed in
Kayne (1977), Cardinaletti (1998: 18) assumes that the same basic structure underlies pre- and
postnominal possessives, as reported in (8).

(8) [op [y .- [y casa [, sua [t ... ‘his/her house’
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If the base position of possessives is inside NP, as in (8), the postnominal order is derived
by the movement of N to a functional head ‘between N and D’ (Cinque 1994). The prenom-
inal order is obtained by moving in turn the possessive element to the inflectional domain of
the DP, as in (8’).

(8) (op la [, sua, ... [, casa [, t [t ...

The idea of Cardinaletti (1998) is that these two positions do not involve the same lexical
element, but imply two different alternants, to the effect that postnominal position would host
a focalized element endowed with complete referential features, differently from prenominal
possessives, lacking such interpretive properties. This difference is traced back to the deficient/
strong opposition (Cardinaletti and Starke 1994), separating strong and deficient pronouns,
where deficient elements are devoid of the XP functional layer, specifically including case fea-
tures, for instance being lexicalized by the preposition in Romance DPs. As a result, deficient
elements must be licensed by a functional head, that in the case of pronominal clitics is the
inflectional head of the sentence. Extending this analysis to possessives, Cardinaletti (1998: 20)
proposes that prenominal possessives are devoid of the functional layer so that they need to be
licensed in a functional domain, namely the domain of the Agreement head (AGRS), of the DP.

This proposal would seem to fit in with the morphological differences between prenominal
and postnominal elements. Indeed, there are languages in which prenominal possessives have
a reduced morphology, devoid of agreement inflection, while postnominal elements present i,
like in Spanish mi libro ‘my book’ vs el libro mio ‘the book (of) mine’. In Spanish prenominal
possessive is a clitic, a reduced weak form, that can adjoin to D, excluding the determiner. In a
language like Italian, where there is no morphological difference between pre- and postnominal
possessives, Cardinaletti concludes that the syntactic behavior of prenominal forms and the
fact that they combine with definite articles suggest that they are deficient/weak forms. French
prenominal possessives are in turn deficient clitic elements, showing the same type of nominal
inflection of clitic pronouns. Italian postnominal and predicative possessives would be strong,
differently from French, devoid of strong possessives, i.e. simple possessives in copular contexts.
As to pronominal forms preceded by the article the idea of the author is that they, in Italian
as well as in French, are elliptical forms including a weak possessive and an empty noun. Not
substantially different is the proposal in Kayne (2018, § 3) whereby possessives include a silent
personal pronoun, whereby, by way of an example, /o letto il suo libro ‘T have read his/ her book’
corresponds to the representation in (9).

9) ho letto il DP(POSS) suo libro

Assuming possessives to be a D element with a phi-incomplete NP restriction is the cru-
cial point of Cornilescu and Nicolae’s (2011) proposal (cf. Cornilescu 1995). In other words,
possessives are a sort of genitive structure but defective for the features referring to the pos-
sessor, except the person. Following the authors, the phi-incompleteness forces the possessive
element to search a licenser, valuing its uninterpretable features, specifically its case. Through
Agreement with the possessee N, case bearing, the possessive is in turn case licensed. In gen-
itive structures, it is the element #+/, including the preposition a followed by the definiteness
element /, that licenses the following noun in genitive case. As to possessives, in Romanian
they are ‘immediately preceded either by the definite article [on the noun] or by the genitival
particle @/’ (Dobrovie-Sorin and Giurgea 2013: 347). Hence, in predicative contexts the pos-
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sessive element requires the genitive particle a+l as its licensor. Interestingly, Cornilescu and
Nicolae separate person and definiteness properties concluding that person does not necessarily
imply definiteness. This can explain some differences in the distribution of possessives, that in
some languages combine with the article (Romanian, Italian, Albanian) and in others exclude
it (French, Spanish, English). The authors conclude that in languages like French, possessives
are able to raise up to DP projection where they lexicalize the definiteness properties of D.
Hence, the analysis suggests the same underlying representation for genitives and possessives,
the latter being defective for the phi-features of possessor. In this approach, the contrast between
postnominal or prenominal position in different languages does not result in different basic
structures, however including a sort of concealed genitive.

The preceding analyses agree on assuming a low structural position for possessives and
connecting their surface position with the movement induced by licensing mechanism. A
common point also concerns the defective nature of possessives inside the DP. However, it is
evident that an analysis based on hypothetical categories, as an empty noun, or on the trans-
lation of C-I interpretive level into the structural organization is very costly. The same is true
for separating homophonous forms by assigning them different structural representations, as
in the case of the pre- vs postnominal occurrences of Italian possessives. Generally speaking,
we may wonder on the basis of what parametric view we should expect that languages hide, as
in the case of syncretism, what they intend to mean.

Descriptively, we see the following syntactic alternatives, i.e. presence/absence of article,
pre-/ postnominal occurrence and a morphological difference between complete/reduce in-
flection. Our idea is that the distribution of possessives can be explained as being due to their
inherent interpretive properties. Indeed, many of the differences” noticed by Cardinaletti (1998)
as regards the referential properties of possessives and their deictic force, may be related to the
referential properties of different nominal classes and different scope domains. On the other
hand, in many languages there is no difference between different positions of possessives, as in
the case of Albanian, irrespective of the fact that possessives externalize the usual interpretive
properties depending on the position in the sentence, as, for example, the focalized interpretation.

2.1 The internal structure of possessives

In order to provide a more thorough examination of the nature and properties of possessive
elements we will take account of Albanian possessive system, as attested by Arbéresh varieties.
They, indeed, may help us to highlight the internal structure of possessives.® The data come
from the Italo-Albanian variety of San Costantino Albanese (Potenza). In Albanian, possessives
follow the noun (except in the case of kinship terms) and are preceded by a D element, the
same one introducing also adjectives and genitives (cf. (2a)), that Manzini ez a/. (2014) identify
as a Linker. Possessives agree in gender/ number with the possessum (subject/head noun), and
the Linker (where it occurs), that may alternate according to the case of the possessum. (10a)
illustrates predicative contexts, (10b) DP internal contexts, (10b’) kinship terms. Possessives

?Indeed, as an Italian native speaker it seems to me that a part of evidence concerning the difference between
pre- and post-nominal Italian possessives are very questionable, and possibly connectable to differences in the
interpretive role of the possessive element, independently of structural aspects. As to ‘loro’ see Manzini (2014).

3'The morphemic segmentation of Albanian possessive forms is not very transparent and in many cases only
conjectural, as noted in Mann (1977) and Demiraj (1986). In this sense, the proposed analysis is substantially tentative.
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has the same syntax as adjectives, insofar as both are preceded by the D element, as in (10c)
for adjectives. For the sake of exposition, the morphemic segmentation in (10) characterizes
as DEr(INITE) or OBL(I1QUE) according its proposed interpretation, « as F/PL, -t as PL/DEF (cf.
Manzini and Savoia 2011b).

(10) a. ki libor ot i i-t-i
this.ms book s Lkr.msG OsBL-2prs-DEr
‘this book is yours.’
kjo komif oft ¢ i-m-i-a /€ i-o-t-i-a

this.rsG shirt  is  Lkr. 'sc OBL-1ps-DEr-¢/pPL / Lkr.rsG OBL-F-2Ps-DEF-F/PL
‘this shirt is yours.’

kt-o kmif jan to m- i- a-t / to tu-a-t
these-F shirt are Lkr.rr 1prs-OBL-F/PL-PL / Lkr.pL 2pPs-F/PL-PL
‘these books/ shirts are yours.’
b. libr-i i- m i- ot
book-Der  Obl-1ps /  Obl-2ps
‘my book.’
kmif-a i-m- ¢ [ i- ot- & | ¢ S a-i
shirt-p/pL OBL-1Ps-FsG ~ /  OBL-F-2rs- FsG /  Lkr FSG.OBL-F/PL-DEF
‘my/ your/ her shirt.’
libr- a-t £ tu:
book- F/PL-DEF Lkr.rsG 2ps
‘your books.’
kmif-t € tu-a  / € m- i- a
shirt-DEF Lkr.rsG 2ps-F/pL / Lkr.FsG 2ps- OBL-F/PL
‘your/ my shirts.’
b. i-m vla / i-m-¢ motor
OBL-1prsG brother / OBL-1ps- FsG sister
‘my brother/ my sister.’
aft i /e bukur
is  Lkr.msG/FsG tall
‘(s)he is beautiful.’

San Costantino

According to Manzini and Savoia (2014, 2015, 2018), Franco ez al. (2015), the linker
contributes to saturating the argument of the adjectival predicate, or, in the case of genitives
and possessives, the argument of the binary relation that connects possessor and possessum in
genitive phrases. Taking into account the preceding discussion and the structure in (7), Alba-
nian genitive/dative inflection can be analyzed as the exponent externalizing the basic relation
of part-whole inclusion [C], equivalent to the relation lexicalized by the preposition di in
(6). What Albanian possessives highlight is that, at least in some of their forms, the inclusion
relation is expressed by a specialized case morpheme in the interior of the word, a sort of the
internal inflection.

In (11a), corresponding to (10a), the Linker ¢ agrees with the subject &jo kami/ ‘that
shirt’, namely the possessum. The oblique specifications i of 7-m-i- lexicalizes the inclusion/
possessive relation (Manzini and Savoia 2017); - is treated as the definite feminine inflection
externalizing the Class specification that we descriptively characterize as [feminine, Definite].
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The definiteness properties contribute to identifying the same argument x, associated by the
subscript with the agreeing elements, in turn agreeing with the subject of the copular struc-
ture. In (11b) (cf. (10b)) the structure of the possessive DP structure is provided, where the D
element ¢ agrees with the plural inflection of the possessed noun, the head of the phrase, and
the plural inflection of the possessive element.

(11) a. DP
/\
D Infl/C
SX /\
- Infl
/\ ax
c c
\ c
m i
b DP
/\
N D
kumif-a-t. __— T~
D Infl/C
SX /\
C Infl
/\ ax
V Obl/c
m- i-

It can be interesting to compare the structure in (11b) with the structure proposed by
Cornilescu and Nicolae (2011: 133) for the Romanian possessive adjective, reproduced in (11°).

(11)

(iii) oP
///_\
NP [0}
T T~ /\

N DP 0] TP

[+M] /\ /\

[i+sg] T ) DP T

[Nom] I | T T T~

D NP T tnp

A L [+M] |
[iT] [*M]  [+sg] |

[+sg]  [Nom] |
[Nom] [P3] (<]
-

biiatul AL s(d)u
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As seen in section 2, i (11°) the phi-defectiveness forces the possessive pronoun to search of
a licenser, valuing its uninterpretable features, specifically its case. Agreement with the possessee
N, case bearing, is a means of case licensing the possessive. In genitive structures, the element
a+l licenses, i.e. values the following noun in genitive case. As we can expect, (11b) and (11b’)
include a substantially similar type of information, at least insofar as they provide a genitive
category associated with the preposition or incorporated in the possessive element.

Coming back to (10a,b) for Albanian, it is of note that in the context inside the DP the pos-
sessive element is less complex, lacking both the initial morpheme 7- and the definiteness element
-1, otherwise occurring in predicative contexts such as (11a). This distribution reflect the contrast
between the occurrence inside the DP, where the noun contribute to specifying the possessum referred
to, and the predicative context, where it is the possessive alone that has to introduce the reference
to possessum. In this case, it presents a richer referential morphology. A further insight comes from
the pronominal occurrences of Albanian possessives, illustrated in (12a), where, as in nominalized
adjectives in (12b), we find the preadjectival article and the internal inflection of the possessive:

(12)  a. € i- m- i- a oft £ bukur
Lkr OBL-1ps-DEF-FsG is Lkr.rsc fine
‘mine is fine.’
i i- m-i aft i bukur
Lkr  Osr-1ps-DEr  is Lkr.msg fine
‘mine is fine.’
b. erd i mad-i

(s)he.came Lkr big-msG
‘the big one came.’
San Costantino

As evidenced by comparison with internal DP forms, we see that pronominal/ predica-
tive possessives show the complete agreement inflection concerning the possessum preceded
by the definite determiner. In other words, the possessive element is able to lexicalize the two
arguments of the possession relation.

We are now in a position to address the main topic of this article, i.e. possessives, that we
will investigate focusing on some South Italian and Franco-Provencal type dialects and, as the
main test bench, the Franco-Provencal contact system of Celle di San Vito in Apulia.

3. Possessives in Southern Italian dialects

In Southern Italian dialects possessives are postnominal and require the article, both inside
DPs and in predicative or pronominal occurrences (Rohlfs 1968 [1949], Ledgeway 2009). Fur-
ther, a part of Southern Italian dialects introduces obligatorily or optionally the preposition da
/ di ‘of” (a sort of linker) before the article both in predicative contexts and within DPs where
it is generally favoured with indefinite DPs (Baldi and Savoia in press). Here, Apulian varieties
are exemplified for Gravina in (13) and Castelluccio Vallemaggiore in (14), the municipality
bordering the territory of Celle. Hence, it provides the contact linguistic context of the Fran-
co-Provencal of Celle. These varieties show the postnominal position of possessives, in (13a)-
(14a) and the occurrence of article before possessive in predicative and pronominal contexts,
in (13¢)-(14c). With kinship terms possessives occur as enclitics on the noun excluding the
article, in (13b)-(14b); enclitic forms typically characterize singular referents. (14d) illustrates
the structure with the introducer 4 preceding the postnominal possessive in indefinite forms.
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(14)
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l-a kammis-a ma(jo)

the-rsG shirt-FsG 1psG(F)

‘my shirt.’

u kono  mi

the.MsG dog  lpsc.MsG

‘my dog.’

SOro-mo

sister-my

‘my sister.”

lo figg-o ma(ja)

the.pL  daughter 1prsG-(r)

‘my daughters.’

je l-a ma(jo)

it.is the-FsG 1rsG-(F)

‘it is mine.’

) l-o tawo

they.are the-pL  2psG-(F)

‘they are yours.’

l-a kammis-a / l-u libbre mi-s / tuj-o
the-rsG shirt / the-msc book 1prsG / 2psG
‘my/ your shirt/ book.’

l-i kammisa mejo I tjo
the-FrL shirts 1PSG.FPL |/ 2PSG.FPL
‘my/your shirts.”

l-i libbro misjo  / tuoje

the-mpL book  1psc.mMPL / 2PSG.MPL

‘my/ your books.’

figyo-mo / frato-ta

son-1PsG |/ brother-2psG

‘my son / my brother.”

£ l-a mi-a /[ lu mi-2
is the-rsG 1psG-rsG  /  the-MsG 1PsG.MsG
‘it is mine.’

$0 l-i $9j-0 sSuoj-o

are the-pL  3psGg-rPL [/ 3PSG.MPL

‘they are hers/ his.’

ajju vista l-u mijo

I-have seen the-MsG 1PsG.MsG

‘T have seen mine.’

n-u fife do l-u mio
the-MsG son of the-MsGc  1psc.MsG

‘a son of mine.’

n-a kammis-a do l-a mijo

the-FsG shirt-rsG N of the-FsG  1PsG.FsG

‘a shirt of mine.’

l-u kano  do l-u tujo
the-mMsG dog  of the-MsG 2PSG.MSG
‘my dog.’

19

Gravina

Castelluccio Vallemaggiore
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In North Calabrian dialects (here Morano) possessives follow the noun and are preceded by
the prepositional introducer 4 followed by the definite article, both within DP and in predicative
contexts, agreeing with the possessum (cf. Rohlfs 1968 [1949]). In indefinite DPs, in (15a),
the introducer followed by the definite article is usually lexicalized. In definite DPs, in (15b),
the introducer and the article are not lexicalized. (15¢) illustrates the pronominal occurrence
of possessive, where the introducer seems to be however marginally admitted.

(15)  a n-u figz-u T u mej-u

a-MSG  SON-MSG of MSG 1PSG-MSG
‘a son of mine.’
rona-mo n-u libbr-u (t u) mej-u
give-me a-MsG  thing-MsG of MSG  1PSG-MSG
‘give me a book of mine.’

b. a seddz-a mi-a
ESG chair-rsG 1PSG-FSG
‘my chair.

C. ajju  vist-u () u mej-u
Lhave seen-mscG of MSG 1PSG-MSG

‘T have seen the mine.’
Morano

The combination preposition di-article-possessive regularly occurs in copular contexts, in
(15’a), and in other predicative environment, in (15°b). It is of note that in copular/predica-
tivecontexts Southern Italian dialects generally require a phrase including the definite deter-
miner and the possessive (see also Ledgeway 2009 for Old Neapolitan). In all cases, article and
possessive agree with the noun in subject position, as in (15).

(15)  a kwiss-u je dd u mej-u/ toj-u
this-mMsG is of MsG 1PSG-MSG / 2PSG-MSG
‘this is mine/ yours.’
ss-a kammis-a je dd a mi-a/ tuj-a
this-FsG shirt-rsG is of ESG 1PSG-FSG/ 2PSG-FSG
‘this shirt is mine/ yours.’

b. mi parunu (t) i mej-o

to.me they.seem of PL 1psG-pPL

‘they seem mine to me.’
Morano

Ledgeway (2009) connects this construction in old Neapolitan with an original partitive
construction. Nevertheless, the partitive reading is now excluded.

We conclude that in Southern Italian varieties the article is necessary for lexicalizing the
interpretation of the possessum. Agreeing properties of the possessive element, although en-
dowed with referential force, are doubled by the article in fixing the reference to the possessed
argument of the possession relation. This is confirmed by the fact that definite article occurs also
within indefinite DPs in the dialects where it is preceded by the preposition 47 in other words,
the definite article occurs also in DPs introduced by an indefinite quantifier and in predicative
structure. Thus suggests that in these dialects possessive structures however require possessive



PARAMETERS IN POSSESSIVES: THE FRANCO-PROVENCAL OF CELLE 21

elements to combine with the independent lexicalization of nominal agreement features. In the
case of articles, in DPs and predicative contexts, we obtain the usual linker structure. Moreover,
in many dialects, the prepositional introducer completes the possessive structure, by lexicalizing
the inclusion relation independently of the lexical content of the possessive. The result is that the
structure introducer-definite article-possessive lexicalizes part-whole relation and definiteness both
by means of independent morphological elements and of the possessive pronoun, substantially
similarly to what we have seen for Albanian.

In short, data seen so far from Albanian in section 2.1 and from Southern Italian dialects
show the following distributional properties: Summing up, the comparison with the distribu-
tion of possessives in the contact dialects highlights the changes emerging in the possessives
syntax of the Celle dialect:

- Albanian varieties show postnominal possessives introduced by a D element (Linker)
agreeing with the definite inflected possessed noun; possessives precede kinship terms.

- In Albamian possessives require Linker in any context, including predicative and
pronominal ones.

- In Southern Italian varieties possessives follow the noun preceded by the definite
article; kinship terms require clitic possessive forms.

- Possessive require the article in all contexts, predicative and pronominal.

- Many Southern Italian varieties also present a possessive structure where the possessive
element is introduced by the preposition 5 ‘of’, both within DPs and in predicative contexts.

4. Possessives in Franco-Provengal varieties

Franco-Provencal varieties document the somehow opposite distribution, in which posses-
sives occur in prenominal position and exclude the determiner both in DPs and in predicative
contexts, apart from the pronominal use. This distribution is illustrated by the data of some
Franco-Provencal varieties spoken in Aosta Valley, Sarre in (16), and in Western Piedmont,
Coazze (Susa Valley) in (17). In the Franco-Provengal dialect of Cantoira (Val Grande di Lanzo)
in (18), possessives are preceded by the article, except with kinship terms. A similar distribu-
tion characterizes also Occitan dialects, such as the one of Acceglio (Western Piedmont), in
(19) (for Occitan, see Oliviéri and Sauzet 2016).The data regarding Southern French varieties
(Forez) presented in (20) attest the generalized occurrence of the prenominal possessive and
the absence of the article. As shown by the data, at least in some dialects the occurrence of the
article inside DPs is not totally excluded, but it may variably occur as in Sarre, as illustrated in
(16¢). The examples in (a) refer to the combination possessive-common noun, while the data in
(b) to kinship terms.

(16) a. m-a /s-a tsomize
1PSG-FSG/ 3PSG-FSG shirt
‘my shirt.’
m-o/ s-@ tsomizg
1PSG-FPL/ 3PSG-FPL shirt
‘my shirts.’
m-on / t-on livr-o
1PSG-MSG / 2PSG-MSG book
‘my book.’
m-o livico / l-o mo-1 livr-o
1PSG-PL books / the-pL 1PSG-M books

‘my books.’
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(17)

(18)

a.
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t-on fri
2PSG-MSG brother
< b

your brother.

t-0 fri
2PSG-MPL brothers
‘your brothers.’

t-a si'au
2PSG-FSG sorella

‘your sister.’

nutro/ vutro  fri
1/2ppPL brother
‘our/your brother.’

l-o m-oy [/ t-op livr-o
THE-MSG 1PSG-MSG/ 2PSG-MSG book
‘my/ your book.’
Sarre

m-a tfamiz-i
1PSG-FSG shirt
‘my shirt.’
m-un /t-ug tfip
1PsG-MsG/ 2psG-MsG ~ dog
‘my/ your dog.’
me-i / te-i tfamiz-e / tfin
1PSG-PL/2PSG-PL shirts/ dogs
‘my/ your shirts/ dogs.’
t-a / noht-a sollrg
2PSG-FSG / 1PL-FSG sister
‘your/ our sister.’
t-up / noht-u frare
2PSG-MSG / 1PPL-MSG brother
‘your/ our brother.’
t--i so're [/ frare
2PSG-PL sisters / brothers
‘your sisters/ brothers.’

Coazze
l-a mi-'a tfymiz-i
the-FsG PSG-FSG shirt-rsG
‘my shirt.’
l-u m-ip tfin
the-mMsG 1PSG-MSG dog
‘my/ your dog.’
al mi-a-s tfymiz-o-s
the.FPL 1PSG-FPL shirt-rrL
‘my shirts.’
l-i m-je amis
the-mpL 1PSG-MPL friend

‘my friends.’
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b. m-ip fij
1PSG-MSG son
‘my son.’
mi-'a fi-i
1PSG-FSG daughter-rsc
‘my daughter.’
Cantoira
(19)  a mi-o mizun
1PSG-FSG house
‘my house.’
b. (I-v) ti-u frair-e
the-MsG 2PSG-MSG brother-msac
‘your brother.’
i tie-s fraire-s
the-mrL 2PSG-MPL brother-mpL
‘your brothers.’
Acceglio
(20) ma meéson
my house
mon  avoncllo
my uncle

(Escoffier online, v. 6)

(16’a) for Sarre, (17’°a) for Coazze and (18’a) for Cantoira illustrate the predicative occur-
rence of simple possessives. The dialect of Sarre utilizes the combination da+personal pronoun,
whereas the ones of Coazze and Cantoira present the possessive form without the article, as in
the Occitan variety of Acceglio in (19°). All of the varieties show the pronominal occurrence of
the possessive preceded by the article, both in copular and in argumental slots as in (16’b,c)-
(18i,ii’b,c); (20°) shows pronominal forms of the varieties spoken in Forez (Escoffier online)
where pronominal alternants are preceded by the article.

(16)) a. 1 e dome/dote /doly
CIS is of me / of you / of his

‘it is mine/ yours/ his.’

b. 1 e l-o m-ay / t-an
CIS is the-MsG 1PSG-MSG | 2PSG-MSG
‘it is mine/ yours.’

c. bakAs-me l-o m-an / l-a mi-a
give-me the-Msc 1PsG-MsG / the-FSG-FsG

‘give me mine.’
Sarre
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a7y  a u est me-] / to-1
CIS is 1PSG-MSG / 2PSG-MSG
‘hef/it is mine/ yours.’
i est tje
CIS is 2PSG.F
‘she is yours.’
i sunt  to-i / tje
CIS are 2PSG-PL / 2PSG.F
‘they are yours.’
b. al € l-u me-| /1 mig-i  /la mje
CIS is the-MsG 1pPsG-MsG / the-MsG 1PSG-MPL/ the-FSG 1PSG-FSG
‘it is mine.’
c. da-me l-a tje /l-u to-1
give-me the-FsG 2prsG-FsG  /the-MsG 2PSG-MSG
‘give me yours.’
Coazze
(18) a. sit-a i z mi-'a
this-FsG CIS is 1PSG-FSG
‘it is mine (fsg).’
s-u si € m-in
this-msg is 1PSG-MSG
‘she is yours.’
b. sit-a i z l-a mi-'a
this-fsg CIS s the-FSG 1PSG-FsG
‘it is mine.’
C. da-me l-u m-ip
give-me the-mMsG 1PSG-MSG
‘give me yours.’
Cantoira
(19) 1 e ti-u
SClsg is your-MsG
‘it is yours.”
Acceglio
20) < lo mino (Escofhier online, v. 6)

the mine

In predicative contexts of Coazze dialect in (18’b) the combination D+possessive is introduced
by the 3prsG of ‘be’ and an expletive subject clitic 2 /, occurring in impersonal and post-verbal
subject constructions (cf. Manzini and Savoia 2005).4

*The examples in (18°b) show the verb in the 3" singular and the CIS 4/, displaying the particular agreement that
characterizes constructions with post-verbal subject correlate with partial agreement, like 2 j oz amny li mei T na “The boys
came, lit. CIS Loc has come the boys’, a type of syntax largely documented in Northern Italian dialects (cf. Manzini
and Savoia 2005: § 2.8). According to Manzini and Savoia the expletive nature of the CIS corresponds to the fact that
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4.1. The dialect of Celle

The data from Celle in (21a) illustrates the possessives in postnominal positions with
common nouns, (21b) the kinship terms with singular possessors and (21b’) plural possessors,
with 1%, 2™, 3" person forms in postnominal position, except the 2™ person form of respect.
(21¢) illustrates the predicative contexts where the possessive is lexicalized as a pronominal
element preceded by the article. 3pL possessives are lexicalized by the same element as the sin-
gular; alternatively we find the postnominal form /zurs and the article. 1pL and 2PL possessives
are postnominal 702/ voto in turn combining with the article. The 2p is lexicalized also by the
specialized alternant vuruy, vuta, vuto, vuta, which precedes the noun and excludes the article,
as in (21b”); it occurs as a respect form regarding a singular interlocutor’. Prenominal sy can
combine with postnominal nofa / laura, as in (21¢), in kinship terms contexts. (21d) exemplifies
the contexts where the noun is introduced by an indefinite element with postnominal posses-
sive. (21e) and (21¢’) illustrate the pronominal constructions D+possessive, in predicative and
argumental contexts. Finally, in (21f) possessive constructions with partitive introducer of the
type considered in (13)-(14) for Morano and (16d) for Castelluccio are presented.

21)  a. lu /1o tfigno mi-nno  / ti-nno / si-nno / noto  / voto [/ lauro
the-msG / the-mpL  dog  1psG-m/ 2prsG-M / 3psG-m/ 1ppL-M/ 2PPL-M/ 3PPL-M
‘my / your / his / her / our / your / their dog / dogs.’
l-a tfommis-a mi-a [/ ti-a / si-'a /I nota  / vota / laurs
the-FsG shirt-rsG ~ 1PSG-FSG / 2PSG-FSG / 3PSG-FSG / 1PPL-ESG / 2PPL-FSG / 3PPL-FSG
‘my / your / his / her / our / your / their shirt.’
l-o fommiso mij-o  / tij-o Isij-o /nots  /voto  /laure
the-fpl shirts 1psG-FpL / 2PSG-FPL / 3PSG-FPL / 1PPL-FPL / 2PPL-FPL / 3PPL-FPL
‘my / your / his / her / our / your / their shirts.”

b. m-a / ta / s-a sorawo / fikK-o
1psG- ESG [/ 2PSG-FSG / 3PSG-ESG sister/ daughter
‘my / your / her / his sister / daughter.’

m-d / t-2 / s-2 fikks
1psG- FPL  / 2PSG- FPL / 3PsG- FPL daughters
‘my/ your/ her/his daughters.’

m-uy / t-up / s-up frara/ fiawa

1PsG-MSG / 2PsG-MsSG/ 3PsG-MSG  brother/ son

‘my/ your/ her/his brother/son.’

m-o / 0 / s-o fraro / fiawo

1psG- MPL / 2PSG-MPL / 3PSG-MPL  brothers / sons
‘my/your/her/his brothers/sons.’

in these constructions ‘there is a more complete specification of the denotational content of the argument’, i.e. the
post-verbal subject. This special syntax is systematically associated with the focalized reading of the post-verbal subject;
in other words, the partial agreement makes the structure operator-variable underlying focalized clauses manifest, in
which the 3 singular CIS/ verbal agreement lexicalizes a partial specification, in turn being completed for number by
the correlate. As known, 1* and 2™ subjects, inherently deictic, do not allow this syntactic organization. Coming back to
the examples of Coazze, we conclude that possessive pronouns in predicative contexts are treated as post-verbal subjects.

>In Franco-Provencal dialects 1ppL/2PP present a morphology which is analogical on the singular (Hasselrot
1938). Escoffier (online) gives the example Noutron paire ‘our father’ for the Forez variety.
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b. 1o nnijo no:to / vo:to / laurs

the-mpL grandchildren  1ppr/ 2PPL/ 3PPL
‘our/your/their grandchildren.’
l-a sorawa nnots/ vots / laure
the-FsG sister  1pPL/ 2PPL/ 3PPL
‘our/your/their sister.’

b”. vut-up nijo / frara

2ppL-MsG  grandchild / brother
‘your grandchild/brother.’

vut-a soraw-o

2PPL-FSG  sister

‘your sister.’

c. s-up pajo/fiawa noto/laurs
3psG-mMsG  father/son 1rpL/3pPL
‘our/ their  father/son.’

d. dz e viawa  up fiawo  ti-nno / n-afikk-a ti-'a
CIS have seen a son 2PSG-MSG / a daughter 2psG-rsG
‘I have seen a son of yours/ a daughter of mine.’

e. sa tfommis-a i etto l-a mi'a / la vota
this-FsG shirt-rsG CIS is the-FsG 1PsG-FsG / the-FsG 2ppL.
‘this shirt is mine/ours.’
s-i liv,e i etto l-u ti-nne  / l-u nots
this-msc ~ book CIS is the-mMsG 2psG-M / the-FsG 1ppL
‘this book is yours/ours.’

€. dens-mo l-u  td-ggo /1o ti-gno /l-a ti-a  /lo ti-jo

give-me the-MsG 2PsG-M / the-MPL 2psG-M / the-FsG 2Ps-FsG / the-FPL 2PPL-FPL
‘give me yours.’

f. deno-mo up livra ds l-u ti-nna
give-me a book of the-mMsG 2psG-m

‘give me a book of yours.’
Celle

As shown by the data we have reviewed in (21) contact with Apulian dialects has affect-
ed the possessive system of the Franco-Provencal of Celle. In the Southern Italian systems,
including the neighbouring North Apulian dialects, possessives follow the noun, in turn
preceded by the definite article, which precedes the possessive element also in predicative/
pronominal occurrences. Enclitic 1psG/ 2PsG / 3PsG forms characterize kinship terms. By
contrast, Franco-Provencal and Occitan place possessives before the noun excluding definite
article. In Apulian Franco-Provencal possessives have the same distribution of Southern Italian
dialects both inside the DP sand in predicative contexts. However, kinship terms preserve the
prenominal possessive. In the same way as the French-type varieties, prenominal possessives,
for instance in the case of the first person forms present a specialized morphology, illustrated
in (22a), which is different from the one associated with postnominal or predicative/ pro-
nominal possessives, in (22b).
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(22) singular plural
a. prenominal m-up  1PMsG m-o  lpmprL
m-a 1PFSG m-o(s) 1pFPL
b. postnominal/pronominal mi-nno  1PMSG mi-nno  1pmp
mi-a  1PFsSG mi-jo  1pPFPL

Summing up, the comparison with the distribution of possessives in the contact dialects
highlights the changes emerging in the possessives syntax of the Celle dialect:

- Contact has changed the distribution of possessives, favouring the postnominal position

and the occurrence of the definite introducer in predicative contexts

- Kinship terms retain prenominal occurrence of singular possessors, selecting specialized

forms, while plural possessors are expressed by postnominal forms, substantially like in

Southern Italian dialects.

- The structure introduced by the preposition da ‘of” appears in indefinite DPs, in (21f)

and (13)/(16d), which is unknown to Gallo-Romance languages.

4.2. External mechanisms: A note

According to Favre (2010), the ability to use Franco-Provencal in Apulian colonies seems
to concern two-thirds of the population notwithstanding the intense pressure of the contact
varieties and the diffusion of Standard Italian.® It should be noted that the experimental
teaching of Franco-Provengal in the primary school of Celle and Faeto lasted until 2007;
successively the primary school classes were transferred to a neighbouring center, stopping,
therefore, an important instrument for the heritage Franco-Provengal to be appreciated and
estimated in the collective imaginary of this small community. Naturally, the preservation of
an alloglot use for several centuries in a situation of contact with different morpho-syntac-
tic, phonological and lexical systems involves code-switching and mixing processes and the
production of mixed sentences and borrowings (Myers-Scotton 1992, Bakker and Muysken
1994). Indeed, Melillo (1959) notes that these varieties show a wide range of lexical bases
of Apulian origin together with cases of syntactic hybridization or reorganization. In this
framework, Apulian Franco-Provencal is characterized by an extended relexification in bi-
lingualism conditions with local dialects and by processes of code-switching both with local
dialects and regional Italian.

In the literature the acquisition of loans into a language is connected with functional
generalizations, implicationally ordered like the one in (23), from Romaine (1995: 64).

(23)  Hierarchy of borrowing Ease of borrowing
Lexical items High
Derivational morphology
Inflectional morphology
Syntax Low

¢ A detailed analysis of phonological contact and lexical borrowing in Faeto variety is provided in Nagy (1996).
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The tendency to prefer nouns is related by authors to the wider autonomy that nouns
have in the discourse (Romaine 1995). On the contrary, verbs need to be integrated in the
morpho-syntactic system of the host language. Another generalization concerns the fact that
loan processes and interference would tend to spare the nuclear lexicon — nouns denoting body
parts, numbers, personal pronouns, conjunctions, etc. (Romaine 1995, Muysken 2000), i.e.
the lexicon precociously acquired, in turn revealing the crucial role played by genetically de-
termined conceptual primitives. By contrast, artefacts involve properties like imageability and
frequency of use of the relevant lexical elements, entailing external socio-cultural and pragmatic
factors. Hence, cognitive fundamental categories of linguistic structure are relevant in driving
the acquisition of borrowings.

On the other hand, lexical borrowing is traditionally seen as the effect of external factors,
pragmatic and cultural mechanisms, that do not directly involve the grammatical system. Nev-
ertheless, empirical data shows that borrowed or re-interpreted items are able to trigger a new
syntactic organization reflecting their semantic and syntactic properties. The point is that, as in
other kinds of code-switching and bilingual contexts (Baldi and Savoia 2019), lexical borrowing
and contact exclude non-natural results but operate in compliance with the constraints inherent
to language as a specialized system of knowledge and its interface systems.

5. The syntax of possessives

In what follows we discuss some of the morpho-syntactic properties of possessives. The
specialized alternants occurring with kinship terms and the contrast between singular and
plural possessors involve the possessives ability to satisfy definiteness requirements in the DP.
The ability of possessives to contribute to fixing denotation of the possessum by means of
the referential content of possessor is, naturally, highlighted in the literature: thus possessive
DPs can be interpreted as ‘a function from individuals to individuals’ of which the output is
the individual denoted by the ‘overall possessive DP’ (Dobrovie-Sorin 2013: 327).

With this in mind, let us first consider possessives in the Southern varieties surrounding
Celle and Faeto. The fact that possessives require the definite article possibly introduced by
di, as in (21f), is noted by Rohlfs (1968 [1949]), Sornicola (1997), Ledgeway (2009). Ledge-
way explains constructions with 47 in Old Neapolitan as deriving from an original partitive.
However, currently these constructions do not induce the partitive reading. A crucial property
that separates these constructions from partitives is the fact that the article and the inflection
of possessive agree with the possessum, subject or the head noun in DD, differently from the
partitives contexts proper. In copular contexts, Southern dialects prepose the definite article
to possessive (cf. Ledgeway 2009 for Old Neapolitan). As a consequence, what shows up is
that in all of these dialects possessives need to be combined with the determiner or the noun,
i.e. a lexical content contributing to fixing the reference to possessor (Baldi and Savoia in
press). Hence, the possessive element requires that agreeing properties are doubled also by
the article, as confirmed by the fact that definite article occurs also within indefinite DPs in
the dialects where it is preceded by the preposition di. As we saw, the structure introduced by
di is borrowed by the variety of Celle limited to the indefinite contexts exemplified in (21f).

In copular contexts the dialect of Celle presents the postnominal forms illustrated in
(22b) preceded by the article, analogously to the Franco-Provencal varieties in (17°) and
(18’), as in (24).
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(24) Py i etts la mi'a ‘it is mine’ Celle

We may suppose that the phrase D-possessive-agreement inflection externalizes the argumental
structure of inclusion relation, whereby inflection, clitic subject and determiner identify the pos-
sessum, as in (24), i.e. the external argument of the predicative relation with the possessor. The
Agreement inflection — of the determiner /-2 and possessive double the external argument of the
possessive relation, the subject of the copular. More precisely, in these dialects article is required
for definite interpretation of the possessive element to be lexicalized in all contexts, inside the
DP and in pronominal/ predicative occurrences (cf. Baldi and Savoia in press). As to agreement,
the analysis we adopt assumes agreement to establish an identity relation between argumental
slots, i.e. between two (or more) clusters of referential features identifying the same referent. In
our case, D and the possessive’s inflection are involved. As seen in section 2, our approach assigns
an interpretable content to the lexical material, including inflectional formatives (Manzini and
Savoia 2015, 2018, Baldi and Savoia 2018).

In languages that insert possessives in prenominal position to the exclusion of the article,
the referential content of the possessive element is sufficient to satisfy the definiteness properties
generally associated with the article. According to the idea formulated in Savoia ez al. (2019),
generally, Romance languages included, D lexicalizes deictic/referential interpretations, frequently
requiring specialized inflections or lexical elements. Thus, in many varieties possessives are able
to lexicalize these special properties by inserting in prenominal position, in place of the element
D, as in (25), or combining with the latter.

(25) T ma tfamizi ‘my shirt Coazze
Infl/C Infl/N
/\ /\
c Infl Class Infl
Py -a_ P -1
v (€] \ Class
m tfamiz [fem]

In fact, possessives introduce the deictic link to the participants in the speech act (1+/2"
person) or the usual definiteness specifications anaphoric to discourse in the 3" person, so that in
many languages this interpretive content is able to subsume D. Cornilescu and Nicolae (2011)
argue for separating definiteness and person. In their treatment, the adjectival possessive deletes
its uninterpretable [u+def] feature in the Spec, DP configuration. Ultimately, nevertheless, it
is the task of the possessive to lexicalize definiteness once its feature is made interpretable. In
other languages, the article is nevertheless necessary, such as in Italian and North Italian dialects,
independently of possessives being in prenominal position.
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In the Apulian Franco-Provencal prenominal possessives are retained only in conjunction
with kinship nouns. As well known in the literature kinship nouns give rise to specialized con-
structions in many languages. An example is provided by Southern Italian dialects, that, along
with Romanian, select enclitic possessives on kinship terms excluding definite article. In other
varieties, such as Standard Italian, kinship terms exclude article when combining with possessives,
as in Standard Italian at least for a sub-set of these terms. Syntactic solutions proposed in the
generative literature connect the lack of article to the high position inside DP, substatially in D
(cf. Longobardi 1995, 1996). This specifically applies to contexts where the kinship noun rules
out or precedes the possessive, as in the case of the terms for mother/ father in some varieties,
or, more generally, in the case of enclisis. According to Longobardi (1996) at least the cases like
casa mia ‘my house, lit. house my’ or mamma mia ‘my mother, lit. mum my’, entails that the
noun moves to D excluding article. Cardinaletti (1998), rather, associates the possessive with
D, whereas the movement of the kinship term to D is assumed in correspondence of enclisis.

In all these proposals, such nouns favour a different distribution within the DP, which in
Italian is visible at least if the kinship noun precedes the possessive element and excludes the
article. Independently of the formal machinery, the crucial idea is that in these languages ‘the
lexical content of a kinship noun is sufficient to specify the reference to an individual, hence
subsuming Definiteness properties, which with the other classes of nouns are lexicalized by the
article’ (Manzini and Savoia 2005: 721). We may think of the kinship terms as being relational
in nature (Croft 1991, Dobrovie-Sorin 2013, Giusti 2016) and implying an inherent internal
argument (a sort of possessor). These conclusions account for the enclisis on kinship terms
in Southern Italian dialects, as in (26) (cf. (13b)), where the undersigned y and x indicate the
two arguments of the relation introduced by the kinship term. In (26) its inherent referential
properties allow the noun 507 ‘sister’ to lexicalize the definiteness properties of the DP. This
explains why usually enclisis is restricted to singular nouns, as far as plural forms are not able
to satisfy the required definiteness and specificity properties.

(26) T Gravina
DP

N Infl/C
sor-a,_ g
[kinship <] Infl
relation] "~ o
J

The left domain of noun in Romance varieties is occupied by different types of determin-
ers, deictic elements and quantifiers contributing to identifying the individuals the DP refers
to. Possessives may in turn occur in this position as far as the possessor they introduce is able
to circumscribe the referent in relation to the participant in the discourse. This capability is
exploited in languages where the possessive element is sufficient to externalize the definiteness
properties of the DP alone. In the Franco-Provencal of Celle and Faeto this reading is limited to
the kinship nouns. This restriction, as we saw, depends on the special meaning of these terms,
inherently able to constrain the set of possible referents. It is of note that in the prenominal
context the possessive form is different from the one occurring in postnominal position as well
as from pronominal form. Four distinct agreement inflections emerge: -uy MsG, -» MPL, -4
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FSG, -2 EPL, corresponding to the endings of the definite article. This means that the referential
properties introduced by the possessive are richer and more differentiated than the postnominal
possessive forms, as in (27).

(27) T tuy fraro ‘her/hisbrother  Celle
Infl/[C] Class/N

/\/\

- Inl Class
P fraro,  [masc]
\/ (] [kinship
t relation]

Y

A second distributional constraint is that plural possessor forms exclude the prenominal alter-
nant, except for 2" plural person, distinguishing both the postnominal and prenominal alternant.
Actually, the latter has the same inflectional paradigm as the singular possessor forms, confirming
that it lexicalizes the respect 2™ singular possessor form. In any case, in the Franco-Provengal dia-
lects 1st/2nd person possessives with a morphology coinciding with the one of singular persons is
attested (Hasselrot 1938). The dialect of Celle seems to preserve this morphology only in order to
refer to a single recipient/possessor. The prenominal occurrence satisfies definiteness requirements
only if it implies singular referents, included, therefore, the 2ppL of respect; on the contrary, the
referential properties of plural possessors are not sufficient to subsume definiteness properties of
the noun, so that we find the postnominal possessives in conjunction with the prenominal article.

In the other contexts possessives follow the noun preceded by the determiner, as in (28).

(28) g b tfiyga migpo ‘my dogs Celle
D NP
I_QX /\
N Infl/ C

/\ /\
N Class (- Infl

tfinno, [masc] _— >~ nno,
N
mi-

The comparison between (26) and (27) highlights allows us to better understand the reor-
dering mechanism underlying the contrast between pre- and postnominal position of possessives.
Let us come back to (6), repeated here, schematizing the possession relation:

(6) [possessum)] [ C [possessor]]”

P/Oblique

7Chomsky ez al. (2019: 243) point out that surface order is the result of mapping syntactic objects constructed
in narrow syntax to phonetic interface, the externalization. Although ‘linear order plausibly plays no role in the
syntactic and semantic processes [...] EXT is necessarily much more complex than the mapping to SEM, in that
hierarchical objects must be translated into an altogether distinct, sequential format’. We can expect regularities
in the correspondence between syntactic and interpretative properties and surface order in different languages, as
generally highlighted in typological studies. In the case of predicative structures we know that in many Romance
languages the right position is associated with the internal argument, the new information.
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Substantially, what appears is that the postnominal occurrence of possessives externalize
the argumental structure of inclusion by aligning the possessee as the external argument outside
of the possessor phrase, as in (26). The reverse order, i.e. prenominal order, where the posses-
sor precedes the possessum can be connected with the referential scope of possessor. Indeed,
possessives are able to behave like determiners. According to Chierchia (1997), determiners
like the definite article denotes a sub-set including only one individual in the circumstances
of emission of the sentence, whereby determinative article denotes ‘the relation be a sub-set of,
but restricted to singletons for the first relatum [possessum]’ (Chierchia 1997: 78). We could
extend this interpretation to the possessive as far as it contributes to identifying the referent.
In this perspective, the referential force of possessives accounts for both the alternation with
determiners and their distribution in the DP. Interestingly, this analysis seems to be confirmed
by the fact that with kinship terms the possessive of 3" singular sup/sa can occur in place of
the definite determiner doubling the postnominal plural persons possessives, as illustrated by
structures like sup frawo nota/ laurs ‘our/ their son’ in (29).

(29) T suy frawa laurs ‘her/his son’ Celle
Infl/ [C] NP
/\ /\
c Infl Class/ N cP
/\ -un, /\ /\ -

v (<] v Class (=

s, fawa,  [masc] lalur;)y
[kinshlyp
relation]

As the result, the prenominal possessive externalizes the scope of determiner while the
postnominal one introduces the person of the possessor.

All of varieties require determiner to be realized if the possessed noun is absent, giving rise
to pronominal-type occurrences. Our analysis of the combination D+possessive, as (da-me) lu
1o/ ‘give me yours’ Coazze (cf. (18’c)) or, naturally, (dena-ma) lu tipya ‘give me yours’ for Celle
in (21¢’), replicates the representation in (24), as in (30). Our idea is that no silent or empty
noun is present, but agreement features are able to introduce the reference to the possessed
argument, as, after all, they do also inside DP with lexicalized Ns, where determiner, alone or
together with the gender/number inflection of the noun, fixes the reference (in this case, to
the possessum).

(30) T Coazze/ Celle

D Infl/ [C]
1_ux /\
C Infl
T L /0o,
v (€]
to- / ti-

In other words, possessives may dispense with the article only if the possessum is independently
lexicalized, included the verbal inflection of the copula. Let us briefly dwell on the latter context,
where in many Romance varieties, possessive can occur without the article, as in (31) for Coazze.
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(31) Py u est -1 ‘it is yours’ Coazze

Hence, Italian and in general Northern Italian dialects admit structures as (31), where
the possessum is lexicalized as the subject of the copular clause. Southern Italian dialects,
including Apulian Franco-Provencal, exclude this type of structures where the possessum is
not independently lexicalized, at least by the determiner. Similarly, we saw that also Albanian
possessive generally require a definite introducer. There are languages, such as French and
other Franco-Provencal dialects, which select the prepositional phrase of+person pronoun
in copular contexts, as / e da me ‘it is mine’ in (17°a) for Sarre. This matter is worth briefly
discussing. In the terms of Cardinaletti (1998) a possessive occurring alone in copular con-
texts realizes a strong form, namely a form endowed with the entire functional structure.
As made clear, we find inadequate the treatment of syncretism, whereby one form, i.e. the
possessive, is associated with separate lexical entries according to their distribution. On the
contrary, the fact that possessives can occur in predicative contexts without being introduced
by the determiner simply confirms that inflectional properties of possessives are sufficient in
many languages for the possessum to be fully identified and the possession relation correctly
lexicalized. This does not exclude that the same form can co-occur with the determiner, so
inducing the doubling of the possessum inflection. Some languages, like Southern Italian
dialects obligatorily require the latter solution; others admit both, like Italian, but with slightly
different interpretations between questo é mio and questo é il mio ‘this is mine’.

As alast point, we consider the structures in (21f) for Celle, (15a) for Morano and (14d)
for Castelluccio, where the preposition i ‘of” introduces the string D-possessive with agree-
ment with the possessum. By analogy with the analysis of other types of linker in different
languages, such as Albanian and Indo-Arian ones (Manzini and Savoia 2014, 2015, 2018,
Franco et al. 2015), we identify di with a type of linker that independently lexicalizes the
possessive relation, doubling the interpretive content of the possessive element (Baldi and
Savoia in press), as in (32).*

8In treating pseudopartitives introduced by the preposition di/de ‘of” in Italian and French, Manzini (2019)
suggests that in these contexts the preposition does not embed the DP, as in usual PPs, but is inserted inside the DP
and the probe is the case feature K of DP. This analysis could be extended to di introducing possessives. Our idea is
that syncretisms are preferably analysed by assuming the same category. If the question is agreement, we only note
that no Phase boundary separates the noun and the PP introduced by d:.
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(32) g Castelluccio

D NP
n-ax /\
N Y
kammis-a_ T
c/P DP
dg /\
D Infl/[C]
l-a

mij-

The variety of Celle borrows this particular structure from contact dialects, limited to DP
internal contexts with indefinite quantification (cf. Baldi and Savoia in press).

Summing up the points of our analysis, we note what follows:

- In many languages possessives require an independent lexicalization of the agreement

properties of the possessum by means of a D element (Linker).

- More generally, possessives favour or trigger a definite or, at least, specific reading of the

possessum, insofar as the possessor is able to fix the referential properties of the possessed

argument, substantially circumscribing the set of individuals that can be referred to.

- Some languages (may) require a possessive preposition of the kind of ‘of” that inde-

pendently lexicalizes the possessive relation.

- By virtue of their interpretive properties, possessives can subsume the deictic/referential

force of determiners, so that in many languages possessives and articles are incompatible

when the possessed noun is present. If the possessum is a kinship term, this type of syntax

is favoured.

5. 1. Possessives in vocatives

Responding to the suggestion of an anonymous reviewer, we have briefly explored the
combination of possessives and nouns in vocative contexts, i.e. in contexts where the nominal
expression is not an argument of the verb in a sentence. Hill (2007) analyses vocatives as implying
a predicative relation involving the two participants to Speech Act, Speaker and Hearer/Addressee.
These are identified with the pragmatic-roles assigned by the Speech Act head. Specifically, the
crucial property of vocatives is their deictic force, i.e., descriptively, the featural specifications that
define the vocative phrase functional head (Espinal 2013, Hill 2013). Although with differences,
in Espinal (2013) and in Hill (2013), 2™ person pronouns or nominal expressions identifying
the addressee are licensed by the head, eventually combined with a vocative particle. It is of note
that possessive expressions require anyway, both in Southern Italian type dialects and in Fran-
co-Provengal ones, the postnominal occurrence of possessive, as exemplified in (33).

(33) i fiawo  mi-nyo / fikko mi-'a,  ando to va?
son my / daughter my, where you go
‘My son/ my daughter where do you go?’
Celle
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ii. fizjo  mi, vina  ddo
son my, come here
‘My son, come here!’

iii. ajgo visto a fhygo-mo
Lhave seen  at son-my
‘I have seen my son.’
Gravina
iv. fij min/ fik-i mi-'a, koza t fei ?
son my/ daughter my, what you make?
‘my son/ my daughter, what do you make?’
Cantoira

The reordering with respect to noun involves also Albanian possessives in combination
with kinship terms. In (10b’) for the Arbéresh of San Costantino, when serving as arguments in
a sentence, kinship terms are preceded by the possessive element. On the contrary, in vocative
contexts, the noun precedes the possessive and is endowed with the definite inflection, like in
the case of common nouns, as illustrated in (34).

(34) ku vete? (i) vla-u i-m / motr-a i-m-g!
where you.go you  brother-msc ~ Osr-1ps / daughter-Fsc  OBL-1Ps-FsG
‘my brother/ my daughter, where are you going?’
San Costantino

Taking into account the proposals of Hill (2013) and Espinal (2013), in vocatives the
deictic property of the head requires to be externalized by the lexical element pragmatically
associated with addressee, as in (35i), possibly combining with the 2™ person pronoun, as in
(35ii) (cf. Espinal 2013). Deictic interpretation characterizes the noun and, naturally, other
addressee’s markers. In the case of kinship terms as in (33)-(34), the relational between the
speaker and the addressee, as in (35), is exploited by the pragmatic role assignment imple-
mented by vocatives.

(35) i. Vocative
DP
T
N Infl/[C]
ﬁawex!y
[deictic] <] Infl
0o,

\ [C]
mi-

Celle
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ii. Vocative
[deictic] DP
tix /\
N Infl/[C]

motr-a Py
Xy

[deictic] [C] Infl
T

San Costantino

Possessives are located after the noun, irrespective of the fact that argumental DPs require
prenominal or postnominal position. In Southern Italian dialects with enclisis on kinship terms,
as in (34iii), in vocatives the non-clitic postnominal form occurs, as in the (34ii). Similarly, in
varieties with prenominal possessives with kinship terms, in vocatives the possessive element
follows the noun. Our proposal was that the postnominal order brings out the part-whole re-
lation between possessee, as the external argument, and possessor (see discussion around (28)).
In the varieties with postnominal occurrence, the noun is able to fix the reference, generally
combining with the article. In vocatives, the noun subsumes the deictic force associated with
the pragmatic interpretation induced by the vocative context insofar as it lexicalizes the ad-
dressee (Hill 2007, 2013). The result is that possessive is not preminent in fixing definiteness
and specificity properties of the DD, as they are satisfied by the vocative noun. Not by chance,
possessive is in the usual position in which it occurs if referential features are independently
lexicalized by noun and/or determiner. All in all, the close connection between the mutual dis-
tribution of noun and possessive, on the one hand, and the lexicalization of referential content,
on the other, appears to be confirmed. Generally, the scope position of possessive islinked to
subsuming definiteness and specificity properties.

6. Concluding remarks

The ability of possessives to contribute to fixing denotation of the possessum by means of
the referential content of possessor is, as we saw, highlighted in the literature (Dobrovie-Sorin
2013: 327). Possessives cross-linguistically are often in complementary distribution with Ds.
In other words, they can subsume the definiteness properties of D. In keeping with Manzini ez
al. in press: 199 (cf. references contained here) we see that D as the referential category of the
DP (and Phase head) is expected to externalize definiteness properties (gender and number) as
generally in Romance languages, as in (36) (assuming DP to be a Phase).

(36) If ®-feature (set) F is externalized at phase XD, it is externalized on phase head X.

Actually, the implementation of (36) may involve different externalizations of inflectional
properties and different distributions inside the DP. Specifically, we are induced to conclude
that possessives are a sort of instantiation of D. In this conceptual framework, we can relate the
complementary distribution of D and possessive on the basis of an Externalization Parameter
(cf. Manzini et al. in press: 193) depending on whether possessive is able to subsume (a sub-set
of) the @-features associated with D and specifying possessum, giving rise to the asymmetry
between possessive vs. non-possessive DPs, as in (37):
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(37)  Externalization parameter:
o-features externalized (i) uniformly (on D and possessive)
(ii) on possessive
(iii) on D with uninflected possessive (typically in enclisis)

In the case of kinship terms, we must think that their referential properties favour or
force a specialized externalization of D, whereby either possessive or possessive+N subsume
the definiteness content. Southern Italian dialects (like Standard Italian) select (37i), while
Franco-Provengal varieties (like French) select (37ii). Finally, some Romance varieties admit
also (37iii) showing proclitic or enclitic possessive forms which do not agree for number and/
or gender (Manzini and Savoia 2005). Interestingly, this possibility is not connected with the
presence of article, but may characterize both systems with complementary distribution and
systems which combine article and possessive. As to different orders between pre-nominal and
post-nominal position, we concluded that they reflect different ways to linearize the argumental
structure of inclusion, as discussed around (28).

We see that the change due to contact with Apulian varieties in Franco-Provencal of Celle
is in tune with the idea that linguistic variation is not arbitrary bur obeys the general design
of the language faculty. Specifically, we take a weak approach to parameterization, whereby
parameters are nothing but ‘categorial splits’, for instance, as in the case of Celle, the external-
ization of nominal properties:

the proposal we are putting forward is that lexicons are merely ways of partitioning an
abstract categorial space [...] Let us assume that there is a universal inventory of concepts, and
that the lexicon represents a way of realizing it. (Manzini and Savoia 2011: 7, 8)

We see that the conceptual forces shaping the new system of Celle are inspired by cate-
gorial properties regarding the nominal domain: (differential) lexicalization of the ¢-features
of DP, 1st/2nd/3rd singular vs plural, kinship terms vs other nouns, externalization order.

The crucial notion for the analysis of possessives we have proposed, is the inclusion re-
lation between possessum and possessor, understood as the interpretive property underlying
any possessive structure. This relation is lexicalized in more ways in the Romance linguistic
domain; specifically, in the Franco-Provengal of Celle, the contact with Apulian surrounding
dialects has favoured a system including both pre- and postnominal possessives distributed
on the base of the referential properties of the possessed noun. Actually, the distribution
of possessives in the Franco-Provencal of Celle not only reflects the Apulian systems but
introduces a new rule, whereby the original prenominal possessive is preserved with kinship
terms. This split is absent in the original system and, however, is implemented differently
from the enclisis attested in Southern varieties. Our conclusion is that the transfer from
contact dialects and the reorganization of the system of Celle reshape the morpho-syntax of
possessives strictly reflecting conceptual properties and structural principles in the range of
the basic properties of the language faculty.
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Abstract:

In this paper we investigate the distribution of overt subject pronouns in the
Italian of three dubbed films. Previous studies have shown that audiovisual
translations into Italian exhibit a certain amount of ‘novel’ solutions in language
usage at interface levels due to interference from the source language. This paper
focuses on one particular area of interference, i.e. the distribution of overt subject
pronouns in pragmatically marked and unmarked contexts, which is observed in
a corpus of two full-length films and an episode of a television series, all dubbed
from Finnish into Italian. The results show that in dubbed Italian overt subject
pronouns are also used in contexts in which they would not be expected. We
identify four main categories of overuse of subject pronouns which are presented
taking into account the properties of the source language with respect to the
so-called null subject parameter and to discourse information properties.

Keywords: dubbing, interference, subject pronouns, translation

1. Introduzione

Il presente contributo prende in esame 'interferenza lingui-
stica osservabile in traduzione e, in particolare, verra discussa la
possibile interferenza del sistema pronominale finlandese sull’ita-
liano osservando I'uso inatteso di pronomi soggetto espliciti nella
traduzione audiovisiva per il doppiaggio. Esamineremo I'uso
dei pronomi espliciti per verificarne la distribuzione, coerente o
meno, dal punto di vista dell’interfaccia sintassi-pragmatica. I
risultati mostrano un uso inatteso di pronomi soggetto espliciti
in italiano, che verranno discussi in termini di interferenza della
lingua d’origine, una lingua a soggetto parzialmente nullo. Tale
esito ci permette di individuare quattro categorie principali
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di uso inatteso dovuto a questa interferenza: (i) I'interferenza diretta dalla lingua di partenza alla
lingua di arrivo (esplicito — esplicito), (ii) I'enfasi inappropriata, (iii) I'interferenza indiretta dal
sistema della lingua di partenza (nullo — esplicito), (iv) I'utilizzo produttivo di pronomi espliciti.

Pur concordando con Pavesi (2005, 2009) che il doppiaggio ¢ un sistema linguistico
autonomo che fa riferimento tanto alle norme delle lingue di partenza e arrivo quanto alle
convenzioni legate al linguaggio filmico e del cinema, riteniamo che sia questa la lingua che,
per la sua natura orale tende maggiormente ad avvicinarsi alla lingua parlata, rispetto sia alla
traduzione per i sottotitoli, che devono rispettare specifiche esigenze di spazio, sia alla traduzione
letteraria. Consideriamo la traduzione un ambito specifico di contatto linguistico tra la lingua
sorgente e la lingua di arrivo (si veda a riguardo anche Cardinaletti 2004, 2005; Mauranen e
Kujamiki 2004; Pavesi 2016) e quindi terreno fertile per osservazioni riguardanti la possibile
interferenza di una lingua sull’altra. Come ben noto in letteratura, in particolare negli studi di
ambito psicolinguistico riguardanti 'acquisizione L2, bilingue e L1 sotto attrito, tale influen-
za non ¢ tuttavia casuale ma ¢ osservabile in specifiche aree linguistiche e ci riferiamo qui in
particolare alle cosiddette aree di interfaccia (cf. Serratrice, Sorace e Paoli 2004; Tsimpli ez al.
2004; Sorace 2005; Sorace e Serratrice 2009). Si noti che la produzione non target nella L2 o
nella L1 di parlanti sotto attrito coinvolge tipicamente fenomeni che si situano all’'interfaccia
tra due aree, ad esempio sintassi-pragmatica o sintassi-semantica, mentre i fenomeni puramente
sintattici, che fanno parte della grammatica strictu sensu (solitamente definita narrow syntax
in termini chomskyani)' non vengono generalmente coinvolti (si veda White 2011 per una
discussione su questa bipartizione). Un fenomeno ampiamente studiato in questo filone di
ricerca ¢ proprio la produzione (e comprensione) dei pronomi soggetto in lingue a soggetto
nullo come l'italiano quando I'altra lingua ¢ una lingua a soggetto non nullo come l'inglese.
Infatti, come vedremo meglio nella sezione 3, 'uso di pronomi soggetto espliciti in italiano
non ¢ grammaticalmente scorretto ma pragmaticamente inadeguato, fatta eccezione per alcuni
contesti specifici, e pud quindi essere soggetto a interferenza dall’inglese, lingua in cui invece i
pronomi non possono mai essere omessi.

Nell'ambito della traduzione, del doppiaggio audiovisivo nel nostro caso, ¢ la lingua di
partenza, quella da cui si traduce che presentando caratteristiche strutturali divergenti dalla
lingua di arrivo, quella verso cui si traduce, puo essere fattore di interferenza e quindi far si che
nella traduzione emergano usi pragmaticamente non corretti di alcune strutture linguistiche.
Pur con tutte le dovute differenze rispetto a un parlante L2, bilingue o sotto attrito, il tradut-
tore, che si presume abbia conoscenza quasi nativa o comunque molto avanzata della lingua di
origine, si trova in una condizione di contatto linguistico in cui passa costantemente da una
all’altra, e in cui I'interlingua puo presentare caratteristiche divergenti sia dalla L1 che dalla L2.2

! Con narrow syntax si fa riferimento alla facolta del linguaggio in senso stretto, ovvero alla componente com-
putazionale della sintassi, la lingua-I (I-language) che si differenzia dalle condizioni di interfaccia, di cui fa parte la
struttura informazionale, che sono esterne a questo sistema computazionale centrale e che possono essere soggette
a vincoli di natura cognitiva o biologica (si veda Chomsky 1995; Hauser ez /. 2002 tra gli altri). Nell'ambito degli
studi di acquisizione di una seconda lingua, in numerosi studi ¢ stato riscontrato che mentre le proprietd puramente
sintattiche possono essere acquisite con un certo grado di completezza, 'acquisizione di aspetti relativi alle interfacce
rimane pit facilmente incompleta e presenta opzionalita (si veda tra gli altri Sorace 2005; Sorace e Filiaci 20006).

211 concetto di interlingua ¢ stato adottato a partire dagli anni *70 (cfr. Selinker 1972) negli studi di acquisi-
zione L2 (second language acquisition) per definire la lingua di un parlante L2 che presenta produzioni non target in
maniera tutt’altro che casuale ma piuttosto sistematica e governata da regole soggiacenti alla grammatica universale
(cfr. White 2003). Questa grammatica dell’interlingua si differenzia sia dalla L1 che dalla L2, nel nostro caso corri-
spondenti a lingua d’origine e lingua di arrivo.
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E una situazione quindi in cui si ¢ tendenzialmente piti inclini ad accettare strutture/costruzioni
linguistiche pragmaticamente non adeguate nella lingua di arrivo (ricordiamo, diverso ¢ invece
il caso di strutture puramente sintattiche, che sarebbero grammaticalmente scorrette). Per la
direzionalita in cui avviene 'interferenza da una lingua all’altra (L2 — L1) possiamo quindi
dire, come proposto in Cardinaletti (2005), che la lingua del traduttore si avvicina a quella del
parlante sotto attrito.

I risultati di fenomeni di contatto sopra descritti sono stati osservati, ad esempio, in vari
studi sulla traduzione dall’inglese e dal tedesco verso l'italiano per quanto riguarda, tra gli altri,
sia I'uso dei pronomi soggetto sia la posizione del soggetto nella frase (preverbale o postverbale)
(Cardinaletti 2004, 2005; Garzone 2005; Giusti 2005).

Il presente studio vuole contribuire alla ricerca in questo ambito arricchendo la discussione
in corso con dati provenienti dalla traduzione e dall’adattamento per il doppiaggio analizzando i
doppiaggi dal finlandese verso 'italiano di due lungometraggi e un mediometraggio.> Andremo
quindi ad analizzare principalmente la distribuzione dei pronomi soggetto in italiano tenendo
conto delle differenze tra le due lingue in particolare relativamente al cosiddetto parametro del
soggetto nullo. Il finlandese e 'italiano si differenziano per quanto riguarda il cosiddetto para-
metro del soggetto nullo (Rizzi 1982), il finlandese ¢ infatti una lingua classificata a soggetto
nullo parziale (partial pro-drop) mentre l'italiano ¢ una lingua a soggetto nullo (consistent null
subject language), come descriveremo pit in dettaglio nelle sezioni 2 e 3, rispettivamente. Inol-
tre, 'ordine base dei costituenti nella frase ¢ in entrambe le lingue SVO ma I'italiano permette
I'inversione verbo-soggetto in cui il soggetto postverbale pud essere interpretato come nuova
informazione (Belletti 2001, 2004) mentre il finlandese non ammette questo tipo di inversione.

1l presente contributo & organizzato come segue: la sezione 2 presenta i pronomi soggetto,
lordine dei costituenti nella frase e le relative implicazioni a livello informazionale per il finlan-
dese e Iitaliano. Nella sezione 3 presentiamo il nostro studio, il corpus e I'analisi dei pronomi
soggetto. A questa segue la discussione nella sezione 4 in cui cercheremo di motivare la presenza
inattesa dei pronomi espliciti. Infine, la sezione 5 riporta le conclusioni dello studio.

2. Proprieta rilevanti dell’italiano e del finlandese

2.1 Il sistema pronominale in finlandese

Il finlandese ha due varieta principali: la varieta standard e la varieta colloquiale.* In questa
sede le presenteremo brevemente entrambe dato che entrambe sono rappresentate nel corpus
utilizzato nel presente studio. Si noti che nella varieta colloquiale, naturalmente in continua
trasformazione, possiamo trovare anche forme non ridotte e nulle. Schematizziamo nella Ta-
bella 1 i pronomi soggetto per la varieta standard e colloquiale. Come vediamo, le forme di

31 due lungometraggi sono: Mies vailla menneisyytti (MVM) ‘Luomo senza passato’ (USP) (I'anno della
produzione 2002) e Laitakaupungin valor (LV) ‘Le luci della sera’ (LS) (2006), mentre il mediometraggio consiste
di una puntata della serie Karppi nell originale, Deadwind (DW) nella versione italiana (2018). Si veda la sezione 3
per la descrizione del materiale utilizzato per la creazione del corpus analizzato.

#La varieta standard consiste nel registro formale, sia orale che scritto, mentre con varietd colloquiale ci ri-
feriamo al registro informale, sia parlato che scritto, che si differenzia sotto numerosi aspetti morfosintattici dalla
varieta standard e di cui prendiamo qui in considerazione la distribuzione dei pronomi. La realizzazione morfofo-
nologica dei pronomi nei film analizzati fa riferimento alla varieta del registro non formale parlata nella zona sud e
sud-occidentale della Finlandia.
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prima e seconda persona in finlandese standard hanno sia la forma esplicita sia la forma nulla
mentre in finlandese colloquiale non si hanno forme nulle. La differenza principale della varieta
colloquiale rispetto alla varieta standard risiede nelle forme foneticamente ridotte e nella terza
persona singolare e plurale i cui unici pronomi sono se/ze che assumono il tratto [+umano].

Varieta standard Varieta colloquiale
persona e tratti forma esplicita forma nulla forma esplicita forma nulla
1sG [+umano] mind (%) mi _
258G [+umano] sind (%) sd _
3sG [+umano] hin — se _
3sG [-umano] se — se _
1rL [+umano] me (%] me —
2pL [+umano] te (%] te —
3pL [+umano] he — ne _
3pL [~umano] ne — ne _

Tabella 1: Pronomi soggetto in finlandese standard e colloquiale

Il finlandese ha quindi due possibili serie di realizzazione dei pronomi, nulli ed espliciti.
In finlandese standard i pronomi espliciti introducono un nuovo referente, si trovano nella
coordinazione, o realizzano una funzione discorsiva ‘marcata’, mentre i pronomi soggetto nulli
vengono tipicamente usati per il mantenimento della catena topicale,” similmente a quanto
osserviamo in lingue a soggetto nullo come l'italiano (sulle catene topicali si veda Frascarelli
2018). Nella lingua colloquiale, invece, tutti i pronomi sono generalmente realizzati e quin-
di seguono piuttosto, almeno a livello di realizzazione superficiale, il modello delle lingue a
soggetto non nullo come l'inglese. I pronomi nulli sono marginalmente utilizzati e quando
usati sembrano piuttosto far parte di un registro ibrido tra le varieta standard e colloquiale (sul
finlandese colloquiale si veda tra gli altri Hakulinen ez /. 2004; Karlsson 2013). Questo tipo
di suddivisione ricorda la classificazione in pronomi forti e deboli proposta in Cardinaletti
(1998) e Cardinaletti e Starke (1999), per cui anche il finlandese sembrerebbe avere due serie di
pronomi.® Tuttavia, questa classificazione non ¢ affatto scevra di criticitd concettuali e teoriche
(cfr. tra gli altri Manzini 2014; Pescarini 2018), in primis relativamente alla natura del pronome
nullo finlandese, sintatticamente diverso da quello di lingue a soggetto nullo consistente (cfr.
tra gli altri Holmberg 2005; Holmberg 2010; Holmberg e Roberts 2014). Volendo tuttavia
adottare la classificazione in due serie, che, per semplificazione espositiva e senza addentrarci
in un’analisi piti approfondita che certamente meriterebbe uno spazio apposito, chiameremo
qui forti e deboli a la Cardinaletti e Starke (1999), proponiamo che, 1) nella lingua standard,

> Questo vale, come vedremo piti avanti, per la prima e seconda persona mentre la terza persona deve essere
generalmente realizzata.

¢1l finlandese non presenta pronomi clitici, presenti invece nella classica tripartizione in forti, deboli, clitici,
come menzioneremo piti avanti in 2.3.
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i pronomi espliciti di prima e seconda persona sono forti, e quelli nulli sono deboli, mentre i
pronomi di terza persona (che sono tendenzialmente sempre realizzati) possono essere sia forti
che deboli, a seconda del contesto discorsivo; 2) nella lingua colloquiale, invece, tutti i pronomi
sono tendenzialmente sempre realizzati, per cui possono essere sia forti che deboli, a seconda
del contesto discorsivo. Le forme esplicite se/ne di terza persona singolare e plurale con il trat-
to [~umano] sono deboli in entrambe le varieta, data I'impossibilita di tali pronomi di essere
focalizzati, coordinati e di apparire in isolamento (tali test permettono di distinguere tra le due
categorie di pronomi, secondo Cardinaletti 1998; Cardinaletti e Starke 1999).

I contesti sopra esposti, che ammettono solo pronomi forti, sono illustrati di seguito. In
(1a) si ha il pronome di seconda persona nella variante lunga e porta la particella discorsiva
-hAn, nell'esempio (1b) si hanno due pronomi della varieta colloquiale coordinati e in (1¢) si
ha il pronome di prima persona nella variante lunga in isolamento.” In ciascuno di questi casi
sarebbe stato possibile usare qualsiasi altro pronome forte. Indichiamo la prosodia marcata con
il carattere maiuscolo.®

(1) a. Sini-hin se-n tiedi-t.
28G-PRT 35G-AcC sapere-2sG
‘TU lo sai.
b. Mai ja se seurustel-tiin pari  vuot-ta.
IsG CONG  3sG frequentarsi-psT.PASS paio  anni-PART
‘To e lui/lei ci siamo frequentati per un paio d’anni.’
c. — Kuka sielli?  — (Se ole-n) mini.
chi la? 3sG essere-1sc  1sG

‘~ Chi & — (Sono) io.’

Il finlandese ¢ una lingua a soggetto nullo parziale: un soggetto nullo ¢ ammesso in con-
dizioni piu ristrette rispetto a una lingua a soggetto nullo consistente come l'italiano (si veda
tra gli altri Vainikka e Levy 1995; Holmberg 2005; Frascarelli 2007; Holmberg ez a/. 2009;
Holmberg 2010; Roberts e Holmberg 2010; Holmberg e Roberts 2014). In linea generale in
finlandese standard, i pronomi di prima e seconda persona tendono a essere fonologicamente
non espressi, e un pronome esplicito viene interpretato come portatore di un valore discorsivo
aggiuntivo, in linea con I'assunzione generale che ogni frase predicativa debba avere (almeno)
un topic (cfr. Kuroda 1964) e con I’Avoid Pronoun Principle come riformulato in Frascarelli
(2007). Per la terza persona, invece, ¢ di norma necessario un pronome esplicito tranne alcuni
casi specifici (Holmberg e# al. 2009, si veda anche la discussione sulla realizzazione nulla della
terza persona in termini di catene topicali in Frascarelli 2018).

2) a. (Mini) lu-i-n kirja-n. (standard)
Isc  leggere-pst-1sG libro-acc
‘To ho letto il/un libro.’

7 La vocale maiuscola indica l'arcifonema, che ha realizzazioni diverse a seconda del contesto vocalico della
parola al fine di rispettare le regole della cosiddetta armonia vocalica.

8 Le abbreviazioni utilizzate in questo lavoro sono elencate qui di seguito: Acc (caso accusativo), Foc (focus),
GEN (caso genitivo), INE (caso inessivo), comp (completivo), CONG (congiunzione), CONTR (contrastivo), INT (in-
terrogativo), NEG (negazione), 0 (oggetto), Pass (passivo), PART (caso partitivo), PL (plurale), PRT (particella clitica
discorsiva), PST (passato), PTC (participio), PX (suffisso possessivo), s (soggetto), sG (singolare), ToP (topic), v (verbo).
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b. *(Hin) luk-i kirja-n.
3s¢  leggere-psT.3sG libro-acc
‘Lui/lei ha letto il/un libro.”

Mentre in finlandese standard ¢ generalmente comune omettere la prima e la seconda
persona, in finlandese colloquiale le forme esplicite sono generalmente preferite.

(3) 2(Mi) lu-i-n kirja-n. (colloquiale)
Isc  leggere-pst-1sG libro-acc
‘(Io) ho letto il/un libro.’

Un pronome soggetto nullo ¢ ammesso in una frase subordinata quando ¢ coreferente con
il soggetto della frase principale, come mostra |’ esempio (4).

4) Leo,  sano-i, ettd  pro/hin, ol-i nah-nyt professori-n.
Leo dire-psT.35G COMP pro/3sG  essere-PST.3SG vedere-PST.PTC professore-ACC
‘Leo ha detto che (lui)), aveva visto il professore.’

I pronomi soggetto generici, corrispondenti ad esempio all’inglese oze, e i soggetti non
tematici, per esempio con i verbi meteorologici, sono generalmente nulli, come illustrato in (4):

5) a. Sisddnkdynni-n ldhelld ei saa polttaa.
entrata-GEN vicino NEG.3sG potere fumare
‘Non si puo6 fumare vicino all'ingresso’
b. Helsingi-ssd sata-a tindin.
Helsinki-INE ~ piovere-3sG oggi
‘Oggi piove a Helsinki.’

2.2 Ordine dei costituenti nella frase in finlandese

Lordine canonico di una frase transitiva in finlandese ¢ SVO ma qualsiasi altro ordine dei
costituenti ¢ possibile e grammaticalmente corretto. Cid che cambia ¢ il valore informazionale
della frase e quindi come viene interpretata. Il finlandese ¢ piuttosto flessibile nella possibilita
di muovere i costituenti della frase ma per quanto riguarda la struttura informazionale e le no-
zioni di informazione data o informazione nuova o le funzioni discorsive come quelle di topic e
focus, la variazione dell’ordine dei costituenti ¢ soggetta a restrizioni pil specifiche (sull’ordine
dei costituenti si veda anche Vilkuna 1989, 1995). Il costituente in posizione iniziale di frase
¢ solitamente interpretato come topic (o informazione data) e il costituente postverbale come
focus (o informazione nuova), come illustrato in (6a) e (6b).

6) a. Maija lukee lehtei / LEHTEA. SVO
Maija legge giornale
‘Maija legge il giornale / GIORNALE.
b. Lehtei lukee MAIJA. (OMA
giornale legge Maija
‘I giornale (lo) legge MAIJA.
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Ur’interpretazione contrastiva si ha in frasi come (7a) e (7b), in cui il costituente con il
tratto contrastivo si trova in prima posizione.’

7) a. LEHTEA Maija lukee (ei kirjaa) osv
giornale Maija legge (no libro)
‘E il GIORNALE che Maija legge (non il libro).’
b. MAIJA lehted  lukee (ei Liisa) SOV
Maija giornale legge (no Liisa)
‘MAIJA il giornale (lo) legge.’

Quindi, linearmente dal punto di vista informazionale nella frase finlandese osserviamo
questa configurazione:

CONTR > TOP > FOC

Oltre alla prosodia e all'ordine dei costituenti, il finlandese si avvale anche di un altro
modo per realizzare 'enfasi in una frase. Infatti, per rafforzare la marcatezza di una frase si puo
ricorrere anche all’utilizzo di particelle clitiche discorsive (si veda anche Holmberg 2008). In
questa sede ci soffermeremo sulle particelle -bAn, -pA, -kin/-kAAn.

La particella -hAn si aggiunge sempre al primo costituente della frase, si trova quindi nella
periferia sinistra della frase ed ¢ associata a ur’interpretazione contrastiva. A differenza di quanto
esposto per le strutture constrastive in (7), in generale, la presenza della particella -5An implica
che lo stato delle cose descritte dall’enunciato ¢ conoscenza condivisa da parlante e interlocu-
tore. Tuttavia, a seconda del costituente su cui si trova e del tipo di enunciato pud avere diverse
interpretazioni e sftumature, solitamente legate alla conferma o all’aspettativa (Holmberg 2008:
2).'° Si noti che pur apportando un’interpretazione marcata non implica necessariamente la
marcatezza del costituente su cui si trova, come illustrato in (8a-b), in cui I’elemento marcato
¢, come atteso, il DP postverbale.

(8) a. Maijahan lukee LEHTEA (ei kirjaa).
Maija.prT legge giornale (no libro)
‘E il GIORNALE che legge Maija (non il libro).’
b. Lehteihin lukee MAIJA (ei Liisa).

giornale.prT legge Maija (no Liisa)
‘E MAIJA che legge il giornale (non Liisa).’

Nel caso di una frase con un ordine canonico SVO, come (6a), puo essere difficile interpretare,
senza indizi prosodici, se la frase ¢ marcata o no. La particella pud marcare il DP che lo ospita, se
non ¢ in contrasto con un altro DP nella posizione postverbale di focus, come illustrato in (9a-b),

° Consideriamo il contrasto come una categoria funzionale indipendente che pud trovarsi in combinazione
sia con il focus sia con il topic.

10 Pit specificatamente in fso Suomen kielioppi (Grande grammatica del finlandese) sono state individuati i
seguenti usi a) rafforzamento della conoscenza condivisa, b) di promemoria, c) di spiegazione dell’enunciato a cui
si riferisce, d) di sorpresa, ¢) come esortativo o in una richiesta (Hakulinen ez /. 2004, § 830). Brattico ¢# al. (2013)
propongono che -hAn sia un tratto associato a Topic Familiare (G-Topic) e che quindi in finlandese possano esserci
due topic familiari, 'uno, sintatticamente pit alto, marcato da -4An e interpretato contrastivamente (si veda anche
Frascarelli e Hinterhslzl 2008; Bianchi e Frascarelli 2010 sulla ricorsivita dei Topic), e I'altro, piti basso, senza il
tratto contrastivo.
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e puo interagire con l'ordine dei costituenti nella frase, (9b). Infatti, il verbo si trova nell’ultima
posizione e non si crea il conflitto di due foci, che risulterebbe agrammaticale, come in (9¢)."

9) a. Lehtedhin  Maija lukee (ei kirjaa).
giornale.prT Maija legge (no libro)
‘E il GIORNALE che legge Maija (non il libro).’

b. Maijahan lehted lukee (ei Liisa).
Maija.prT giornale legge (no Liisa)
‘E MAIJA che legge il giornale (non Liisa).’

c. *Maijahan lukee LEHTEA (ei kirjaa).
Maija.pRT legge giornale (non giornale)

Come noto, a seconda del valore informazionale che si vuole trasmettere, la particella
discorsiva pud avere portata anche sul predicato e il suo complemento, come illustrato in (10)
(si veda tra gli altri Puglielli e Frascarelli 2008):

(10)  Maija(han) LUKEE LEHTEA (eiki siivoa keittiot).
Maija(prr) legge  giornale (e non pulisce cucina)
‘Maija LEGGE IL GIORNALE (e non pulisce la cucina).’

La particella discorsiva pud trovarsi anche su un verbo flesso, creando un’interpretazione
contrastiva rispetto all'enunciato precedente, come in (11a). In finlandese la negazione si forma
tramite la costruzione di negazione che consiste nell’ausiliare di negazione ¢/ ‘no’ e la radice ver-
bale, per cui la particella di focus puo trovarsi anche sull’ausiliare di negazione, come in (11b):

(11)  a. — Maija ei lue kirjaa.

‘Maija non legge un/il libro.”

— Lukeehan (hin kirjaa)!
legge.prT (lei libro)

‘Si che (lo) legge!’

b. — Liisa lukee kirjaa.

‘Liisa legge un/il libro.’

— Eihin lue!
no.pRT leggere
‘No che non (lo) legge.’

La particella discorsiva -pA(s) ha una distribuzione simile a -4A#n e si trova sempre sul primo
elemento della frase. Generalmente esprime contraddizione (Holmberg 2008: 2) o disaccordo,
come in (12). La -s che pud essere inserita, e si trova tipicamente nel registro colloquiale, ¢
puramente discorsiva e non aggiunge valore informazionale a -pA, come si vede in (13). Negli
esempi che seguono daremo in a. la versione finlandese (originale) e in b. 'adattamento italiano

per il doppiaggio.

' Come noto, nella frase ci puo essere solo un focus (cf. Rizzi 1997 tra gli altri).



(12) a.
b.
(13)  a
b.

I PRONOMI SOGGETTO NELL ITALIANO DOPPIATO 49

— Sitten meiddn on tyytyminen suulliseen sopimukseen.  Satanen. [...]
allora 1rr.di & accontentarsi orale accordo cento
— Eipd ole halpaa.
non.3sG.PRT essere  €conomico
— Allora ci dovremmo accontentare di un accordo verbale. Diciamo 100. [...]
— Non ¢ mica poco, pero.

(USspP)
—Joten minid en saa  yhtdin?
quindi 1sG non.lsG avere alcuna.cosa
- Et
non.2sG
— Oletpas itsekds.
sei.PRT egoista
— Per me allora non c’¢ niente?
— Niente.
— Sei un bell’egoistal
(USP)

Le particelle -#in ‘anche, perfino’ e la corrispondente particella con polarita negativa -k4An
‘neanche’ hanno una distribuzione diversa e non sono limitate alla periferia sinistra della frase
ma possono trovarsi su qualsiasi costituente.

(14)  a.
b.
(15)  a
b.

No jostainhan senkin on  alotettava.
beh qualche.parte.da.PRT 3sG.PRT ¢  iniziare
Beh anche lui dovra pur iniziare da qualche parte.'?
(DW)
En pelinnyt hetkeikiin.
non.1sG temuto  momento.PRT
Non ho avuto paura nemmeno per un secondo.
(USP)

2.3 Il sistema pronominale in italiano

Come ben noto, litaliano ¢ tradizionalmente classificato come una lingua a soggetto
nullo consistente (Rizzi 1982 e successivi) per cui ¢ generalmente accettato che i pronomi
soggetto possono essere, ¢ sono, tendenzialmente omessi in una frase neutra mentre 'uso di
un pronome soggetto esplicito apporta un valore informazionale ed ¢ in questo senso marcato.
La sua presenza deve essere motivata dato che si trova in distribuzione complementare con
un pronome nullo (cfr. Renzi 2000 sul cambiamento in atto nel registro colloquiale in cui si
evince un uso sempre pilt esteso di pronomi soggetto espliciti non marcati da un punto di vista
discorsivo-informazionale).

?Traduzione propria. Nel doppiaggio italiano la frase ¢ stato tradotta con una costruzione diversa.
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Seguendo la classificazione proposta in Cardinaletti (1998) e Cardinaletti e Starke (1999),
in italiano i pronomi possono essere classificati in forti, deboli e clitici.’® I pronomi forti inclu-
dono i pronomi soggetto espliciti o, tu, lui, noi, voi loro mentre i pronomi deboli includono
le forme nulle dei pronomi soggetto oltre che le forme della serie egli/esso per la terza persona,
quest’ultimi prevalentemente usati nel registro formale. In una lingua a soggetto nullo come
l'italiano (Rizzi 1982) un pronome nullo ¢ sempre preferibile qualora non ci sia una motiva-
zione sintattica o pragmatica che richieda I'uso di un pronome forte. A differenza dei pronomi
deboli, le forme forti introducono tipicamente un nuovo referente, e possono inoltre apparire
in specifici contesti sintattici quali la coordinazione, la focalizzazione, nelle strutture predica-
tive e in isolamento. Le forme pronominali deboli invece sono preferibili in contesti anaforici.

Per quanto riguarda la terza persona singolare, che come abbiamo poc’anzi detto ha sia
la forma nulla sia le forme della serie egli/esso, la presenza di uno o dell’altro, perlomeno nel
registro formale, dipende generalmente dalla posizione sintattica dell’antecedente. Il pronome
nullo ha come referente anaforico il soggetto della frase precedente mentre un pronome della
serie egli/esso avra come antecedente un complemento diverso dal soggetto (Cardinaletti 2004:
133). Nel registro informale/colloquiale invece, i pronomi deboli della serie egli/esso non sono
pressoché mai usati e viene invece usato /ui/lei/loro e le corrispondenti forme nulle, come infatti
osserveremo nel nostro corpus composto da dialoghi doppiati.

Litaliano, come il finlandese, ¢ una lingua SVO. Questo ¢ 'ordine dei costituenti che troviamo
in una frase con interpretazione neutra, in cui cio¢ nessun costituente ¢ sintatticamente marcato.
Quest’ordine si realizza nelle frasi cosiddette a// new, ovvero nella frasi che rispondono a doman-
de di tipo cosa é successo? Tuttavia, altri ordini in cui i costituenti si trovano dislocati dalle loro
posizioni canoniche sono possibili e sono motivati da specifici motivi discorsivo-informazionali.

In particolare, 'ordine VS ¢ strettamente legato al cosiddetto parametro del soggetto
nullo ed ¢ osservabile in lingue come litaliano (in finlandese 'inversione VS del tipo italiano
non ¢ ammessa, cfr. Dal Pozzo 2012). In questo tipo di inversione il soggetto ¢ generalmente
interpretato come nuova informazione ed ¢ quello piti appropriato in risposta a domande come
‘ Chi ¢ arrivato? — E arrivato Piero’ (Belletti 2001, 2004).

Il focus definisce il costituente che rappresenta 'informazione nuova in una struttura in
cui il resto della frase rappresenta la presupposizione (cfr. Puglielli e Frascarelli 2007: 246).
Lelemento postverbale ‘Piero’ rappresenta infatti un focus (informativo), che identifica un
elemento all'interno di un insieme presupposto. In italiano il focus puo trovarsi anche in po-
sizione preverbale, a seconda dei criteri discorsivi che riguardano lo status delle informazioni
condivise tra il parlante e gli interlocutori. Si possono distinguere diversi tipi di foci (tra cui
contrastivo, informativo, mirativo, correttivo) ma un’analisi pit approfondita esula degli intenti
del presente lavoro, in cui tratteremo unicamente del focus contrastivo (per una discussione pitt
approfondita sulle proprieta e classificazioni dei foci si veda tra gli altri Brunetti 2004, 2009;
Bianchi 2013 e lavori successivi; Bianchi ez 2/ 2015).

Per quanto riguarda il topic, ai fini del presente lavoro puo essere utile fare la distinzione tra i
diversi tipi di topic in base alla loro funzione discorsiva (per una discussione pitt ampia si rimanda alla

'3 Non ci soffermeremo in questa sede sui pronomi clitici perché non rilevanti per la discussione che segue,
rimandiamo anche Pescarini (2018) per una discussione sui pronomi clitici con una proposta diversa rispetto alla
tripartizione sopramenzionata. Alla classificazione in macrocategorie a cui per semplicita espositiva ai fini del nostro
contributo ci appoggiamo, sono state proposte alternative, si veda ad esempio 'analisi in Manzini (2014), per cui
la mappatura tra i contenuti di PF e LF viene fatta direttamente dal lessico e la componente computazionale opera
sugli elementi lessicali e non su proprieta astratte.
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sezione 4): 1) A-Topic: introduce (o reintroduce) un cambiamento nel tema del discorso (si vedano
Reinhart 1981; Lambrecht 1994; Frascarelli e Hinterholzl 2007, tra gli altri); 2) Topic Familiare: ha
la funzione di mantenere la continuita topicale oppure richiamare alla memoria dell'interlocutore
un dato referente nel (si vedano Givén 1983; Frascarelli e Hinterholzl 2007, tra gli altri); 3) Topic
Contrastivo: si pone in contrasto con un altro topic (si vedano Kuno 1976; Biiring 1999; Molnar
2002, tra gli altri). Linearmente i topic si trovano nella periferia sinistra della frase, tranne il topic
familiare nella sua funzione di richiamo topicale che invece si trova dislocato alla fine della frase.

3. 1 pronomi soggetto nel doppiaggio

3.1 1l corpus

Nel presente studio analizziamo le versioni doppiate di due lungometraggi e un mediome-
traggio, che consiste nella prima puntata di una serie televisiva, e analizziamo la traduzione dei
pronomi nella versione italiana facendo riferimento alle differenze precedentemente descritte
tra la lingua di partenza e la lingua di arrivo. Abbiamo scelto di inserire anche la puntata della
fiction per avere un materiale di analisi diversificato e avere cosi una visione il pil realistica
possibile della lingua d’origine. I due lungometraggi Mies vailla menneisyytti (it. Luomo sen-
za passato, USP) e Laitakaupungin valot (it. Le luci della sera, LS) sono infatti della regia di
Aki Kaurismiki che spesso fa usare ai suoi personaggi non il finlandese colloquiale ‘puro’ ma
una sorta di ibrido in cui si osservano forme tipiche sia della varieta standard sia della varieta
colloquiale. Il registro del mediometraggio Karppi (it. Deadwind, DW) invece ¢ altamente
colloquiale, come potremo osservare in 4.2 dove riportiamo i dati quantitativi dei pronomi.

I film sono stati trascritti sia nella lingua originale, in finlandese, sia in italiano. Sono state
prese in considerazione tutte le frasi in cui in finlandese fosse presente un pronome, nullo o
esplicito, e quindi le traduzioni delle corrispondenti frasi in italiano. Osservando se la traduzione
corrisponde all’originale, il nostro studio si concentra principalmente sui pronomi espliciti e
ne osserva l'uso, atteso o inatteso.

In particolare nel testo fonte sono state considerate le frasi in cui il soggetto ¢ al caso nomi-
nativo e accorda con il verbo, con I'eccezione delle frasi necessive, nelle quali il soggetto logico
¢ al caso genitivo, seguito dal verbo alla forma di default, la terza persona singolare. Abbiamo
tenuto in considerazione anche le forme verbali passive quando usate per esprimere la prima
persona plurale in quanto il soggetto ¢ presente in questo tipo di costruzione.'

Non sono state invece considerate le frasi possessive, passive, esortative, con un soggetto
quirky (quindi sono escluse ad es. le frasi predicative e possessive, ad eccezione le frasi necessive),
imperative e impersonali. Abbiamo inoltre categorizzato come ‘altro’ frasi in cui la traduzione
italiana ¢ resa con un’altra struttura rispetto all’originale (ad esempio cambia la persona gram-
maticale del soggetto, una frase passiva resa con una frase attiva).

“In finlandese colloquiale il passivo viene comunemente usato per la prima persona plurale, alla stregua,
ma con le dovute differenze morfosintattiche, di quanto succede in alcune varietd dell’italiano colloquiale in cui &
comune la forma ‘noi si va’:

®  me juoda-an

noi bere-rass
. . ,
noi beviamo/noi si beve
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3.2 Analisi dei pronomi soggetto

Per ogni film sono stati conteggiati sia i pronomi nulli sia quelli espliciti, in finlandese e
in italiano. Le frasi in italiano che sono state quindi prese in considerazione sono quelle che in
finlandese hanno un pronome soggetto (nullo o esplicito). I dati da noi raccolti possono essere
comparati ai dati dei due corpora dell'italiano, LIP (Lessico di frequenza dell’ltaliano Parlato,
De Mauro ez al. 1993) e FORLIXT (Forli Corpus of Screen Translation), nei quali la frequenza
delle forme di pronomi espliciti singolari (incluse le forme di cortesia di 3sG) per 100.000 parole
costituiscono un totale di 1.675 e 1.420 occorrenze, rispettivamente.

Frequenza per 100.000 parole

Forme esplicite al singolare (incluse forme di cortesia 3sG)

Laitakaupungin valot 4.179
Le luci della sera 1.061
Mies vailla menneisyyttd 2.128
Luomo senza passato 1.425
Karppi 5.898
Deadwind 631
LIP 1.675
FORLIXT 1.420

Tabella 2. Frequenza per 100.000 parole dei pronomi espliciti al singolare

Osservando i dati riportati nella Tabella 2, notiamo che i tre film hanno un numero molto
diverso di forme pronominali esplicite. Nelle versioni originali finlandesi il maggior numero di
pronomi espliciti lo troviamo in Karppi, seguito da Laitakaupungin valot e Mies vailla mennei-
syyttd. Lalto numero di forme esplicite in Karppi (5.898) ¢ prevedibile data la natura altamente
colloquiale del registro usato. Nei due lungometraggi le forme esplicite sono nettamente meno
e possiamo notare una netta riduzione di forme esplicite in una scala che va dal film con il
registro pill colloquiale al film con il registro meno colloquiale:

Karppi (5.898) > Laitakaupungin valot (4.179) > Mies vailla menneisyytti (2.128)

[+colloquiale] [+standard]

Tabella 3. Diagramma sull’'uso dei pronomi nei film in finlandese

Nelle versioni doppiate in italiano il numero di pronomi soggetto espliciti ¢ decisamente
inferiore. Notiamo che la stessa scala osservata per il finlandese ¢ proiettata a specchio:
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Deadwind (631) < Le luci della sera (1.061) < Luomo senza passato (1.425)

[+colloquiale] [+standard]

Tabella 4. Diagramma sull’'uso dei pronomi nei film in finlandese

Confrontando pero questi dati con i dati provenienti dal corpus dell’italiano parlato LIP,
notiamo che il numero di pronomi nel film maggiormente colloquiale ¢ nettamente inferio-
re. Il doppiaggio che piu si avvicina ai dati di LIP e FORLIXT ¢ de Le luci della sera. Queste
osservazioni si differenziano da studi precedenti sulla traduzione letteraria in cui invece viene
proposto che il registro colloquiale in italiano stia subendo un cambiamento verso una distri-
buzione maggiore di forme esplicite.

In quanto segue presenteremo prima i dati quantitativi per ciascun film seguiti poi dal
totale delle forme esplicite nei doppiaggi in italiano. Lanalisi si focalizzera sulle forme singo-
lari e andremo a verificare se i pronomi espliciti sono appropriati o meno in base ai contesti
pragmatico-sintattici in cui si trovano.

I pronomi espliciti sono conteggiati nella colonna di sinistra mentre i pronomi nulli nella
colonna di destra. Il totale dell’'ultima colonna ¢ la somma delle forme nulle ed esplicite per
ogni persona. La forma di cortesia in finlandese ¢ indicata 2PL mentre in italiano 3sa.

Laitakaupungin valot Le luci della sera
(originale finlandese) tot. (doppiaggio italiano) tot.
espllsg 14 nulllsg 40 54 espllsg 6 nulllsg 42 |48
esplasg 11 null2sg 29 | 40 espl2sg 5 | null2sg 29 |34
espldsg 12 nulldsg 4 16 espl3sg 2 | nullsg 11 |13
espllpl 2 nulllpl 0 2 espl3s¢ 2 null3sa 9 11
espl2pl 1 null2pl 1 2 esplipl 1 | nulllpl 0o |1
espl2pL 5 null2pL 5 10 espl2pl 0 null2pl 1 1
espl3pl 2 null3pl 1 3 espl3pl 0 null3pl 2 2
TOT. 47 80 127 TOT. 16 94 110
tot. sing. 42 78 120 tot. sing. 15 91 | 106
Tabella 5. I pronomi nulli ed espliciti in LV Tabella 6. I pronomi nulli ed espliciti in LS

Per quanto riguarda il lungometraggio Laitakaupungin valot ‘Le luci della sera’, dalle tabelle
5 e 6 vediamo che in finlandese il 37% dei pronomi ¢ esplicito mentre il 63% ¢ nullo. Il totale
delle parole, nelle parti prese in considerazione ¢ 1.005. In italiano (tot. parole 1.414) troviamo
solo il 14% di forme esplicite mentre '86% ¢ nullo.
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Mies vailla menneisyytti Luomo senza passato

(originale finlandese) tot. (doppiaggio italiano) tot.
espllsg 18 nulllsg 132 | 150 espllsg 34 nulllsg 92 126
espl2sg 8 null2sg 73 |81 espl2sg 16 |nullzsg 60 |76
espl3sg 22 null3sg 5 27 espl3sg 6 null3sg 16 22
espl1pl 12 null1pl 22 |34 espl3sa 11 null3sc 19 30
espl2pl 2 null2pl 4 6 espllpl 6 nulllpl 23 29
espl2rL 15 null2pL 35 |50 espl2pl 1 null2pl 5 6
espl3pl 0 null3pl 4 4 espl3pl 1 null3pl 2 3
TOT. 77 275 | 352 TOT. 75 217 292
tot. sing. 63 245 | 308 tot. sing. 67 187 254

Tabella 7. I pronomi nulli ed espliciti in MVM

Tabella 8. I pronomi nulli ed espliciti in USP

Dalle tabelle 7 e 8 vediamo che nel lungometraggio Mies vailla menneisyytti ‘LCuomo senza
passato’ in finlandese le forme pronominali nulle (78%) sono in numero molto maggiore rispetto
alle forme esplicite (22%). Il totale delle parole, nelle parti prese in considerazione ¢ 2961. Nel
doppiaggio italiano si mantiene la stessa distribuzione (26% e 74%, rispettivamente). Il numero
di parole ¢ nettamente maggiore (ricordiamo che il finlandese ¢ una lingua agglutinante), 4.702.

Karppi Deadwind

(originale finlandese) tot. (doppiaggio italiano) tot.
espllsg 46 nulllsg 2 48 espllsg 5 nulllsg 36 41
espl2sg 43 null2sg 12 |55 espl2sg 4 null2sg 25 29
espl3sg 47 null3sg 9 56 espl3sg 6 null3sg 36 42
espllpl 18 nulllpl 4 22 espl3SG 1 null3sc 9 10
espl2pl 1 null2pl 0 1 espllpl 0 nulllpl 17 17
esp2PL 0 null2er 0 0 espl2pl 0 null2pl 2 2
espl3pl 7 null3pl 0 7 espl3pl 0 null3pl 6 6
TOT. 162 27 | 189 TOT. 16 131 147
tot. sing. 136 23 | 159 tot. sing. 16 106 122

Tabella 9. I pronomi nulli ed espliciti in Karppi

Tabella 10. I pronomi nulli ed espliciti in DW

Come avevamo accennato in precedenza, il registro dell’originale finlandese di Deadwind
¢ altamente colloquiale e, come ci aspettavamo, ¢ solo qui che la quantita di pronomi espli-
citi & nettamente superiore a quella dei pronomi nulli, 85,7% e 14,3%, rispettivamente. Il
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totale delle parole, nelle parti prese in considerazione ¢ 2.306. Nell'adattamento italiano (tot.
parole 2.535) invece troviamo la situazione a specchio: 89% pronomi nulli contro I'11% di
pronomi espliciti.

Dal primo quadro fornitoci dal confronto di queste tabelle vediamo che l'originale fin-
landese de Luomo senza passato ¢ il lungometraggio in cui il numero di forme nulle ed esplicite
numericamente grosso modo corrisponde tra I'originale finlandese e la versione doppiata in
italiano. Si noti altresi che questo ¢ il lungometraggio con il piti alto numero di pronomi espliciti
in italiano (Tabella 8). Notiamo altresi che, pur essendoci un numero nettamente pitt basso di
pronomi espliciti nella versione italiana Luci della sera (Tabella 6) rispetto a quella finlandese
(Tabella 5), Deadwind (Tabella 10) ¢ 'unico in cui la distribuzione dei pronomi nulli ed espli-
citi ¢ numericamente a specchio, ovvero al totale alto di forme esplicite finlandesi corrisponde
un numero simile di forme nulle in italiano e al totale di forme nulle finlandesi corrisponde
un numero altrettanto basso di forme esplicite nella versione italiana. Approfondendo questo
primo dato quantitativo abbiamo analizzato la distribuzione dei pronomi espliciti nelle versioni
italiane in base al contesto andando quindi a vedere se ci fossero le condizioni discorsivo-sin-
tattiche necessarie per rendere il pronome esplicito pragmaticamente adeguato (utilizzo atteso),
in base alle caratteristiche dell’italiano descritte nella Sezione 2, o se invece queste non c’erano
e il pronome esplicito risulta inappropriato (utilizzo inatteso), come riportato nella Tabella
11. Infine, dato che il totale dei pronomi soggetto espliciti ¢ relativamente ridotto, la nostra
analisi ¢ da considerarsi uno studio pilota in questo ambito che ha 'obbiettivo di esplorare i
possibili contesti di interferenza dal finlandese all’italiano facendo riferimento all’adattamento

per il doppiaggio.

Film (versione italiana) N. totale forme esplicite | N. utilizzo atteso N. utilizzo inatteso
(%) (%) (%)

Le luci della sera (LS) 13 (100%) 6 (46,15%) 7 (53,85%)

Luomo senza passato (MVM) | 56 (100%) 22 (39,29%) 34 (60,71%)

Deadwind (DW) 15 (100%) 11 (73,33%) 4 (26,67%)

Tabella 11. Forme esplicite nelle versioni doppiate (escluso plurale e forme di cortesia)

Prima di analizzare nello specifico i vari fattori che possono aver contribuito all’utilizzo di
un pronome esplicito in italiano, ci preme altresi sottolineare che la nostra analisi non vuole
in nessun modo essere una valutazione della traduzione e dell’adattamento effettuati da parte
del traduttore bensi la descrizione di fatti linguistici che possono essere osservati in situazione
di contatto linguistico, tanto di parlanti L2 o bilingui quanto, come qui ipotizzato, nel caso di
una traduzione e un adattamento per il doppiaggio.

4. Discussione

Come abbiamo visto, nel corpus analizzato troviamo pronomi soggetto espliciti attesi e
inattesi. In questa sezione discuteremo queste due categorie restringendo la nostra analisi alle
forme pronominali singolari escluso la forma di cortesia in quanto I'analisi di tale forme merita
un approfondimento in sede diversa. In tutti gli esempi che seguono, ripresi dalle trascrizioni
dei dialoghi dei tre film, usiamo il grassetto per le forme corrispondenti finlandese e italiana ai
fini di facilitare la lettura degli esempi.
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4.1 Pronomi espliciti attesi

I pronomi sono considerati attesi quando realizzano una funzione discorsiva (topic o fo-
cus). Presentiamo di seguito alcuni esempi sull’utilizzo atteso di pronomi espliciti in contesti
pragmaticamente marcati."

I pronomi espliciti possono quindi introdurre (o reintrodurre) un argomento conversa-
zionale (A-Topic), oppure avere la funzione di mantenimento della continuita topicale (Topic
Familiare), oppure porsi in contrasto con un altro topic (Topic Contrastivo) — gli esempi (16)
e (17) illustrano quest’ultimo tipo di topic.

(16) a. — Millon si  puhuit sen kaa viimeks?
quando 2sG parlavi 3sc.di  con ultima.volta
—Lauantaiaamuna. Me ldhettiin  tyttdjen kans kylpyldin Himeenlinnaan.
sabato.mattina  1PL partivamo ragazze.di con spa Himeenlinna.a
Se  jdi tinne, silldi ol jotain  tydasioita.
3sG rimanevaqui  3sG.a era qualche lavoro.cose
b. — Quando le ha parlato I'ultima volta?

— Sabato mattina. Ho portato le nostre figlie alla piscina di Himeenlinna. Lei
¢ rimasta qui a lavorare.
(DW)
17)  a. —Jonain pdivind sind jdic  kiinni.
qualche giorno 2sG rimani preso
—Alalla onriskinsd.  Mutta timd  on pikkujuttu,
settore.a ¢ rischi.Px ma  questo¢ piccola.cosa
minki @ teen ystivinpalveluksena.
che faccio amico.favore.come
— Ja mind joudun seurustelemaan sen  nysverdn kanssa.
e 1s¢ devo frequentare  quel fallito.di con
b. — O un giorno o Ialtro ti arresteranno.
—Sono rischi del mestiere. Ma questo € solo un favore che @ sto facendo a un caro amico.
— E io, pero, sono costretta a stare con quello fallito.

(DW)

Come detto, oltre ai topic, i pronomi espliciti possono realizzare anche un focus contrastivo,
come in (18) e (19), realizzato in finlandese tramite la particella -hAn.

(18) a. — Ette ole maksaneet.
non.2pL avere  pagato
— Minihin timidn  jdrjestin.
io.PRT questo organizzavo
b. — Dovete pagare I'ingresso.

— Lho organizzato io, il concerto.

(USP)

1> Naturalmente, questi non sono gli unici contesti in cui ¢ atteso un pronome esplicito ma sono quelli ri-
scontrati nel corpus in esame.
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(19) a. —Se on karkuri. Vankimielisairaalasta.
3sc ¢ evaso  criminale.psichiatrico.ospedale.da
— Kysytddn sildd, sitten kun tokenee. Siihen asti saa leviti.
chiediamo 3sG.da  allora che rimettersi cid.a  fino puo riposare
— Sindhin sen padtit.
25G.PRT cio decidi
b. — Ma ¢ evidente, ¢ scappato dall’ospedale criminale.

— Lo chiederemo a lui appena si rimette. Per adesso restera qui.
— Sei tu il capo.

(USP)

In (20) abbiamo un caso di focus contrastivo (correttivo), realizzato tramite I'avverbio
rafforzativo kylli ‘certo’, e rafforzato ancora dalla forma enclitica correttiva eiku ‘(invece) no/
bensi’ — nella traduzione il verbo preferire rende efficacemente il senso della ‘correzione’: non
voglio essere accompagnato, bensi preferisco andare a piedi.

(20) a. —Ei, kyl mi voin  heittii.
no certo 1sG posso accompagnare
— Eiku mi kivelen kylla.
no.bensi 1sG cammino certo
b. — No dai, @ ti accompagno.

— @ Preferisco fare due passi.
(DW)

Il pronome esplicito pud trovarsi in un contesto marcato da una particella clitica come
-kin/-kAAn (‘anche’/‘neanche’), come nell’esempio (21).

21) a. — Miksette kysy didilinne?  Tai ystdviltdnne?
perché.non.2prL chiedere madre.da.px oppure amici.da.px
Kaikilla td3ll on ystivii.
tuttia qui € amici

—On minullakin yksi. Mutta ei hinkiin tiedi.
ho 1lscaPRr uno ma non  3SGPRT sa
— Loiko hinkin painsi?
batteva.INT ~ 3SG.PRT testa.PX
b. — Chieda a sua madre allora. Oppure agli amici. Qui tutti hanno degli amici.

— Ne ho uno anche io, infatti. Ma neanche lui sa niente.
— Anche lui ha battuto la testa?

(USP)

4.2 Pronomi espliciti inattesi

Tra quelli inattesi possiamo individuare principalmente i seguenti quattro contesti di uso
inatteso dei pronomi soggetto: (i) l'interferenza diretta dalla lingua di partenza alla lingua di
arrivo (esplicito — esplicito), (ii) I'enfasi inappropriata, (iii) 'interferenza indiretta dal sistema
della lingua di partenza (nullo — esplicito), (iv) utilizzo produttivo di pronomi espliciti. Con-
sideriamo questi due ultimi casi di interferenza indiretta dal sistema della lingua di partenza.
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Linterferenza indiretta dal sistema pronominale del finlandese sull’italiano ¢ osservabile in
particolare in questi due casi nel nostro corpus: quando un pronome nullo viene tradotto con
un pronome esplicito invece che nullo; e quando un pronome esplicito ¢ usato ex novo, cio¢
quando nell’originale non ¢’¢ un pronome (nullo o esplicito) ma nella traduzione si.

(i) Linterferenza diretta: Si tratta dei casi in cui possiamo osservare un’interferenza diretta
dalla lingua di origine in un certo contesto. In questi contesti si ha un pronome esplicito in
finlandese tradotto con un pronome pronunciato anche in italiano (esplicito — esplicito);
questo tipo di uso del pronome non ¢ agrammaticale bensi pragmaticamente ridondante, come
vediamo nell’esempio (22a-b) e la proposta di traduzione alternativa in (22c).

22) a. —No  hakiks Anna lihestymiskieltoa?
allora chiedeva.aNT  Anna restrizione.ordine
—Fi, ei se semmosia pelidnny.
no non.3sG 3sG cose.di.quel.genere temeva
Ja se sano, ettei semmosella paperilla mitddn muutenkaan esteti.
e 3sG diceva che.non.3sG quel.tipo  carta  niente in.ogni.caso impedire
b. — Anna ha richiesto un ordine restrittivo?

— No, lei era abituata a certe sceneggiate. ) Pensava che un foglio di carta non
servisse a niente.
(DW)
c. — Anna ha chiesto un ordine restrittivo?
— No, @ era abituata a certe sceneggiate. @ Pensava che un foglio di carta
non servisse a niente.

Nell'originale finlandese i pronomi di terza persona singolare se sono delle riprese anafori-
che del referente soggetto Anna dell'enunciato precedente e hanno chiaramente la funzione di
pronomi deboli. Nella traduzione il primo pronome ¢ stato reso inappropriatamente esplicito,
mentre il secondo ¢ nullo, come atteso per le riprese anaforiche. Un pronome forte potrebbe
essere motivato in questo contesto se portasse un tratto discorsivo aggiuntivo all’enunciato, come
un’enfasi contrastiva oppure un cambio o una continuita topicale ma tali funzioni discorsive
non sono applicabili in questo caso per motivi evidenti: mancanza di contrasto, mancanza di
topic shift, e nessuna necessita per mantenere la continuita topicale, vista la brevita della catena
topicale. I pronome esplicito in questo contesto ¢ semplicemente ridondante.

Deduciamo quindi che si tratti di un’interferenza dalla lingua di partenza, ovvero dal
finlandese colloquiale, in cui i pronomi deboli sono generalmente espliciti (e per la terza per-
sona obbligatori). Possiamo ipotizzare inoltre che la realizzazione esplicita sia frutto di un uso
‘innovativo’ (nei termini di Cardinaletti 2004: 140) del pronome morfologicamente forte in un
contesto in cui sia richiesto un pronome debole. La scelta da parte del traduttore di utilizzare
il pronome esplicito potrebbe essere attribuita quindi al fenomeno dell’indebolimento prono-
minale, ovvero alla ricategorizzazione del pronome forte in pronome debole, un processo di
mutazione in corso nell’italiano spontaneo contemporaneo (Renzi 2000; Cardinaletti 2004).

(ii) Cenfasi inappropriata: Esaminiamo due tipi di contesti di enfasi inappropriata: 1)
contesti in cui I'enfasi si verifica solo nella traduzione, ma non nell’originale; 2) contesti in cui
nell’originale abbiamo un elemento enfatizzante (come le particelle discorsive -hAn, -pA, -kin)
su un costituente e in italiano I'enfasi viene attribuita erroneamente a un pronome soggetto, che
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appare quindi nella forma esplicita. In entrambi i casi I'enfasi inappropriata porta a una lettura
diversa dall’originale. Si osservi a questo proposito 'esempio (23), in cui l'utilizzo del pronome
esplicito nella traduzione corrisponde a un’interpretazione diversa rispetto all'originale, come
vediamo nella proposta di traduzione in (23c¢).

(23) a. — Keti te suojelette? Liikkeeseen mentiin ~ teiddn
chi 2pL proteggete negozio.a si.¢.andati 2pL.di
koodillanne ja avaimillanne.
codice.con.rx e chiavi.con.px

—QDen tiedd mistddn ryOstostd.
non.1sG sapere niente.di furto.di
b. — Chi sta proteggendo? Sono entrati nel negozio con il suo codice e le sue chiavi.
— lo non so niente del furto.
(LS)
c. — Chi sta proteggendo? Sono entrati nel negozio con il suo codice e le sue chiavi.

— @ non so niente del furto.

In questo contesto, la realizzazione del pronome esplicito ¢ sorprendente in quanto non
rispecchia la l'originale in cui la frase non ¢ marcata come vediamo dall’assenza del pronome,
dall’assenza di particelle clitiche discorsive e dall’ordine canonico dei costituenti. In italiano,
dal punto di vista della struttura informazionale, 'utilizzo di un pronome esplicito porta
un valore discorsivo aggiuntivo alla traduzione, ad esempio contrastivo (io vs. altri), assente
nell’originale.

Lesempio (24) rappresenta un altro caso in cui l'utilizzo del pronome esplicito comporta una
lettura marcata, che nell'originale ¢ assente. Il pronomi espliciti 7« e 70 creano infatti una lettura
contrastiva tra essi mentre nell’originale non si evince nessun tipo di contrasto tra i due soggetti.

(24) a. — Saatte rahat jo huomenna. Mikili Luoja  suo.
avete soldi gia domani  se Dio  permette
— Hinen polkunsa ovat minulle tuntemattomat.
lui.di sentieri.Px sono me.a  sconosciute
Mutta jos O ette maksa, @ lihetdn tappajakoirani puraisemaan
ma se non.2prLpagare mando killer.cane.px mordere.a
teiltd nenidn pois.
voi.da naso via
b. — Avro i soldi gia domani, a Dio piacendo.
— Le sue vie sono infinite e a me sono sconosciute, ma se tu non paghi entro
domani, io ti mando il mio cane killer a staccarti il naso con un morso.
(USP)
c. [...] mase @ non paghi entro domani, @ ti mando il mio cane killer a staccarti
il naso con un morso.

Anche in (25b) la traduzione italiana del secondo pronome % implica una lettura marcata.
Notiamo tuttavia che il pronome soggetto precedente, nella frase principale, non ¢ esplicito.
Il fatto di avere il secondo soggetto esplicito dona un’interpretazione contrastiva tra i due
soggetti (io e ru) totalmente assente nell’originale, la cui traduzione pil appropriata sarebbe
quindi (25¢).
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(25) a — @ Tulin, koska @ annoit osoitteen.
venivo perché davi indirizzo
b. — @ Sono venuto, perché tu m’hai dato I'indirizzo.
(USP)
c. — @ Sono venuto, perché @ mi hai dato 'indirizzo.

Nell’esempio che segue, (26), si presenta un altro caso di marcatezza inappropriata nell'adat-
tamento italiano.

(26) a. —[...] Minun tdytyy matkustaa.
Isc  devo viaggiare
— Milloin?
quando

— Nyt heti. @ Soitan sinulle.
adesso subito chiamo 2sG.a
b. —[...] Devo partire al pil presto.
— Quando?
— Subito. Ti telefono io.
(LS)
c. — D ti telefono.

La posizione postverbale del pronome io realizza un contrasto che nell’originale non ¢
presente. Una traduzione pil vicina all’originale sarebbe (26¢).

Si osservi ora 'enfasi inappropriata in presenza di una particella discorsiva con valore foca-
lizzante. In una frase come (27a) I'enfasi espressa dalla particella -pA ¢ erroneamente trasferita
al pronome 70 in (27b).

(27) a. — Enti Helsinki? Oletko tiilta?
e.INT Helsinki sei.INT qui.da
—Enpi @ usko. Kaupunki tuntuu vieraalta.
non.1sG.PRT  credere cittd sembra estranea
b. — E Helsinki? Sei di qui?

— lo penso di no. A me sembra una citta estranea.
(USP)
c. — @ penso di no. [...]

Nell originale tramite la particella -pA I'enfasi cade sulla negazione (penso di no vs. penso di
si), ma non influisce in nessun modo sulla marcatezza del soggetto di prima persona singolare,
che ¢ reso, appunto, nullo, mentre in italiano il pronome esplicito implica un valore discorsivo
aggiuntivo non presente nell’originale per cui una traduzione pil appropriata sarebbe (27¢).

Lesempio (28) rappresenta un contesto particolare, perché si tratta della prima frase di una
scena che inizia in mezzo al discorso. Infatti, si capisce dalla congiunzione iniziale che la frase
¢ la continuazione di un evento comunicativo gia iniziato prima che lo spettatore vi entrasse.

(28)  a.Ja O uskoisinkin, ettd vaikka jitkien uusi tyyli olisikin  osittain maailmallista,
e  crederei.pRT che anche.se ragazzi.di nuovo stile sarebbe.PRT in.parte mondano
siitd olisi  jossain miirin hyotyd koko aatteelle.
esso.da sarebbe in.qualche.modo utile  tutto movimento
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b. E io sono piti che convinto che, anche se il nuovo stile dei ragazzi dovesse risultare
in parte mondano, potrebbe comunque essere di grande utilita al movimento.
(USP)

c. E @ sono piti che convinto che [...]

Nell'originale il tratto di continuita discorsiva (discourse continuity) della frase ¢ reso evi-
dente tramite il soggetto nullo. Infatti, se questa frase fosse il primo enunciato del discorso,
un pronome esplicito sarebbe piltl naturale. Nella traduzione italiana il pronome ¢ realizzato
e, di conseguenza, ha un’interpretazione marcata piuttosto che di continuita discorsiva. Come
abbiamo visto, ¢ dall’elemento sui cui viene inserita. Se inserita su di un pronome, richiede che
tale pronome sia forte, cio¢ esplicito nel nostro caso. In (27a) pero il significato della particella
¢ diverso: essa ha un valore discorsivo, e il suo significato ¢ ‘pertanto, percid’. Ci sembra percio
plausibile che sia stata la presenza della particella -477 ad aver creato un ‘senso di marcatezza,
inappropriatamente reso tramite un pronome esplicito in italiano, 7o, che risulta inappropriato.

(iii) Linterferenza indiretta: Si tratta di un utilizzo ridondante di pronomi espliciti nella
traduzione italiana quando nell’originale il soggetto ¢ nullo (nullo — esplicito) e non ci sono
altri elementi focalizzanti, com’era il caso in (ii). Questo ci suggerisce che 'interferenza non &
quindi dettata direttamente dalla frase da cui si traduce, cio¢ dal dialogo originale, ma piut-
tosto dal sistema e da proprieta quali lo status di lingua a pro-drop parziale del finlandese.'®
E interessante notare che questo tipo di utilizzo di pronomi espliciti rappresenta la categoria
pilt numerosa nel corpus da noi analizzato. Il risultato nell’adattamento italiano ¢ un prono-
me esplicito ridondante. Questo tipo di interferenza non ¢ naturalmente sistematica, come ¢
evidente dalla prima battuta degli esempi (29) e (30) in cui un pronome nullo e un pronome
esplicito sono correttamente tradotti con un pronome nullo in italiano.

29) a — Milloin @ voin muuttaa?
quando  posso trasferirmi
— Heti, kun @ Kkiinnin selkini.
subito quando giro schiena.px
b. — Quando @ posso traslocare?
— Appena io mi giro e non ti vedo.
(USP)

c. — Appena @ mi giro e non ti vedo.

(30) a. — Mikd mies sini olet?
che uomo 2sG sei
—Kun @ en tiedi.
che non.1sG sapere
b. — Allora ci dici @ chi sei.
— Io non lo so.
(USP)
C. — @ Non lo so.

'®Questo tipo di interferenza ricorda la vulnerabilitd riscontrata in parlanti bilingui che tendono a usare mag-
giormente i pronomi espliciti rispetto ai parlanti monolingue (si veda ad esempio Sorace ez al. 2009).
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(31) a. — Olen pahoillani. @ en ole herrasmies. Tapaammeko huomenna?
sono dispiaciuto  non.1sG essere gentiluomo  ci.vediamo.INT domani
b. — Mi devi perdonare. o non sono un gentiluomo. Ci vediamo domani?
(USP)
c. [...] @ non sono un gentiluomo. [...]

Infine, un ultimo caso di enfasi inappropriata ¢ rappresentato da una frase come (31) in cui
in nell’originale finlandese ¢ assente qualsiasi marcatezza. Infatti, non vi ¢ nessuna motivazione
discorsiva di valore contrastivo (Topic Contrastivo) o di aboutness-shift (A-Topic) per un pronome
esplicito, se non lo consideriamo come un Topic Familiare, del tutto facoltativo e ridondante
in questo contesto. Inoltre, notiamo nella traduzione i/ bacio realizzato nella posizione di un
Topic Familiare con la funzione di richiamo, totalmente assente nell’originale.

(32) a — @ Varastit suudelman.
rubavi bacio
b. — Tu I’hai rubato, il bacio.
(USP)
c. — @ Hai rubato un bacio.

Gli esempi (29)-(32) rappresentano il caso pit chiaro di utilizzo ridondante dei pronomi
espliciti nella traduzione, in quanto essi non sembrano avere nessuna motivazione sintattica
né discorsiva per essere espliciti in italiano ma non possono essere considerati neanche cosi
pragmaticamente inadeguati come, ad esempio, i casi precedentemente descritti in (i). A nostro
avviso una spiegazione viene dall’interferenza dal sistema parzialmente pro-drop della lingua
di partenza, che induce il traduttore a utilizzare il pronome esplicito in modo ridondante.
Cardinaletti (2005) a questo riguardo adotta dagli studi di psicolinguistica il termine “attrito
linguistico” per riferirsi alla “modificazione (parziale) della grammatica mentale della lingua
nativa del traduttore” (Cardinaletti 2005: 60). Lutilizzo ridondante dovuto all’interferenza &
sicuramente pit facilmente accettato in italiano contemporaneo, che si trova in una fase di
mutamento pronominale (Renzi 2000).

(iv) Lutilizzo produttivo: con questo termine intendiamo dei contesti ‘extra’ che non si
trovano nell’originale, o che sono realizzati tramite una struttura completamente diversa ri-
spetto all’originale, e sono pertanto da considerarsi come dei prodotti linguistici del traduttore
in cui si realizzano pronomi espliciti inattesi. Questi contesti mostrano come I'interferenza sia
possibile anche in contesti creati ex novo da parte del traduttore, senza nessun corrispettivo nei
contesti originali. Si noti che questi casi sono stati esclusi dall’analisi quantitativa, e quindi non
hanno contribuito numericamente all’analisi, in quanto non presenti nel corpus finlandese.
Si osservi 'esempio (33), in cui la traduzione non rispecchia l'originale né sintatticamente né
lessicalmente. Evidenziamo con il grassetto la forma finlandese rilevante riportando anche il
contesto precedente per maggiore chiarezza.

(33) a. —Kai te nyt sentidn nimenne osaatte kirjoittaa?
PRT 2pL adesso  almeno nome.Px sapete scrivere
— Osaan. Mutta nimi kysymykset.
$0 ma  queste domande
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— Jospa mind autan. Ei se nyt niin  vaikeaa ole.
se.PRT Isc  aiuto non.3sG 3sG  adesso cosi difficile essere
Ensin sukunimi, sitten molemmat etunimet, syntymdaika, -paikka ja sosiaaliturvatunnus.

prima cognome poi entrambi nomi  nascita.data luogo e previdenza.sociale.codice
— Voinko auttaa?

POSsO.INT aiutare
b. — Non mi dica che non sa neanche scrivere il suo nome?
— Certo, pero tutte queste domande...
— Lasci che I'aiuti io. Non ¢ poi cosi difficile. Prima il cognome, poi i due nomi di
battesimo, il luogo e la data di nascita e il numero della previdenza sociale.
— Se io li sapessi.
(USP)
c. [...] Se D lisapessi.

Lenunciato Voinko auttaa? (lett. ‘Posso aiutare?’) ¢ una battuta con un valore retorico ironico e
non ha un corrispettivo nella traduzione italiana. E interessante notare che la traduzione realizza un
pronome esplicito totalmente inatteso anche in una frase creata ex novo dal traduttore/adattatore.

4.3 Pronomi nulli

Il presente contributo si concentra principalmente sulle forme esplicite inattese ma anche
le forme nulle meritano una menzione. Infatti, sebbene siano principalmente i pronomi espliciti
a creare effetti a sorpresa nell’adattamento verso I'italiano, abbiamo riscontrato anche casi di
pronomi nulli attesi e inattesi.

I casi dei pronomi nulli attesi sono i casi in cui la traduzione e 'adattamento verso I'italiano
sono pragmaticamente adeguati e coerenti con 'originale.

(34) a Mutta kaikki  on turhaa. @ En voi ostaa  mitdin. @ Olen hylkio.
ma tutto ¢ inutile non.lsG potere comprare niente  sono reietto

b. Perd ¢ tutto inutile, @ non posso comperare niente. @ Sono un reietto.
(USP)

Un altro caso di pronomi nulli attesi ¢ rappresentato da contesti in cui nell’originale vi ¢ un
pronome debole, come in (35a), reso nullo nella traduzione (35b). Come sopra esposto, nella
varieta del finlandese colloquiale i pronomi espliciti sono fortemente preferibili, e in questo caso
entrambi i pronomi di 1sG 74 sono deboli e correttamente interpretati come tali in quanto resi
nulli nella traduzione.

(35) a. —FEi,kyl mi voin heittdd.
no certo 1sG posso accompagnare
— Eiku mi kivelen kylld.
no.bensi 1sG cammino certo
b. — No dai, @ ti accompagno.
— @ Preferisco fare due passi.

(DW)

Come riscontrato anche negli altri studi sopra menzionati, i pronomi nulli sono corretta-
mente utilizzati e quindi non ci sono usi non attesi anche nel corpus da noi analizzato.
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5. Conclusioni

In questo studio abbiamo analizzato il corpus di lingua italiana doppiata proveniente da
due lungometraggi e un mediometraggio focalizzandoci in particolare su di un fenomeno di
interfaccia sintassi-semantica/pragmatica ampiamente studiato in vari ambiti: la distribuzione dei
pronomi soggetto nulli ed espliciti. I nostri dati confermano quanto riportato in studi precedenti
sull’italiano delle traduzioni letterarie, principalmente dall'inglese e dal tedesco verso l'italiano,
in cui ¢ stato riscontrato un uso inatteso di pronomi soggetto espliciti nella versione italiana.
Il finlandese e I'italiano si differenziano per il cosiddetto parametro del soggetto nullo e, come
proposto in Cardinaletti (2004, 2005), crediamo che siano la situazione di attrito linguistico
in cui si trova il traduttore/I'adattatore, e I'interferenza tra le due lingue la causa principale di
un uso inatteso di pronomi espliciti. In una lingua sotto attrito infatti si tende ad accettare pitt
facilmente strutture linguistiche che risultano pragmaticamente inappropriate, o comunque
non preferite, dai parlanti nativi (cfr. Cook 2008, 2012; Tsimpli ez 2. 2004). A un’analisi pit
approfondita abbiamo individuato principalmente quattro tipi di contesti di interferenza in cui
si riscontra un maggiore uso dei pronomi espliciti: quella che chiamiamo interferenza diretta
dalla lingua di partenza alla lingua di arrivo, ovvero la traduzione di un pronome esplicito con
un pronome esplicito quando comunque la corrispondente forma nulla sarebbe preferibile;
lenfasi inappropriata, cio¢ 'uso di un pronome esplicito per rendere I'enfasi dell'enunciato
finlandese in cui pero tale tratto si trova su di un elemento diverso dal pronome soggetto;
quella che chiamiamo interferenza indiretta dal sistema della lingua di partenza, indiretta perché
nell’originale si trova si un pronome soggetto nullo ma che viene reso con un pronome esplicito
inappropriato pragmaticamente; e infine il caso interessante di u#ilizzo produttivo di pronomi
espliciti ex novo, ovvero in assenza sia di un enunciato corrispondente nell’originale sia di uno
degli altri contesti individuati.
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1. Adverbs and particles: a unified view

The introductory paragraph will concern the framework of
this paper. In particular, the classes which will be dealt with are
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dynamic one, which is dominated by an analysis that considers
polysemy?, rather than grammaticalization or lexical prolifera-
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2Asan anonymous reviewer correctly points out, the term is here intended as
syntactic polysemy. In fact, throughout the paper it will be assumed that the lexical
semantics of the adverb do not vary according to the context, and that pragmatic
and syntactic factors are responsible for the different interpretations of the item.
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1.1 A working definition of discourse particles: their key features and functions

The sheer bulk of research on Discourse Particles (DParts) (Manzini 2015; Cardinaletti 2015
for Italian), Discourse Markers (Fraser) and the research on German Modal Particles (MPs, Abra-
hams 1991; Coniglio 2008 and Coniglio and Zegrean 2010 for Italian; Gast 2008, to mention
a few) makes it even hard to pinpoint their exact nature, since the characterisation of the class
varies among researchers, often considerably. Consequently, and since a taxonomy of DParts is
not the aim of this paper, a strict distinction will not be attempted. Rather, the main features of
DParts with respect to other particles will be examined, in order to make it possible to individuate
their uses and functions.

In general, these particles can be safely opposed to grammatical particles. The latter are in-
variable elements, like the ones mentioned above, but serve a grammatical function: the particle
to in the verb to eat is one such element, since it marks infinitive mood. On the other hand, the
particles under exam serve no grammatical purpose, rather they are associated with discourse
management, modality and pragmatic purposes.’ For example, DMs are defined by Fraser (1991:
7) as “lexical expressions, syntactically independent of the basic sentence structure, which have a
general core meaning signalling the relationship of the current utterance to the prior discourse”.

(1) John was very rude yesterday, so I decided never to talk to him again.

In (1) the function of so is that of marking the relation between the first and the second
part of utterance. Removing it does not alter the truth conditions of the proposition, nor does
it render the sentence ungrammatical. Its purpose is that of organising the flow of discourse
and of managing it, in order to make it clear to the hearer in which way the two parts of the
utterance are related. In Fraser’s terms, so is an inferential marker, showing what follows it to
be a consequence of what precedes it.

MPs have in common with DMs the lack of truth-conditional import, plus a strong bond
with illocutionary and pragmatic properties. As their name suggests, these particles are used
to express modality, thus manifesting the speaker’s intentions and attitudes with respect to the
current discourse and situation. They are usually associated with German:

) a. Kannst du denn singen?

Can.2sG you PRT sing
‘Can you sing?’

b. Peter ist ja klug
Peter is PRT clever
‘Peter is clever, as you know.’

c. Ruf bloff die Polizei!
Call prr the police
‘Call the police’ (‘You may call the police’, ‘Call the police if you please’)

MPs are also sensitive to clause-typing. Denn, “which usually expresses the speaker’s con-
cern” (Coniglio 2008: 11, fn. 29), as to the subject of (or answer to) the question is only found
in interrogative sentences. / is only positive and points to a shared knowledge of the content
of the utterance both on the part of the speaker and hearer (‘as we know’, ‘as is known’). Bloff

3 For the difference between grammatical and discourse particle, see also Roussou (2015).
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is characterised as a mitigating particle (Abtonugspartikel), which is used to attenuate the
illocutionary effect of the imperative.

These particles have been studied by Coniglio and Zegrean (2010), in particular with regard
to the split between their illocutionary effect and clause-type restrictions. The authors set out a
theory in which Rizzi’s (1997) complex CP is enriched by splitting the Force projection in CT
(clause type) and ILL (Illocutionary Force). That is because a sentence could be interrogative
with regard to CT, but directive as to ILL (as in the case of Could you open the window?). The
authors notice that “these particles do not modify the type, but rather the illocutionary force
of the clause” (Coniglio and Zegrean 2010: 12), although they display a strong sensitivity to
CT. Bloffin (2¢) acts on ILL, but its absence would not make (2¢) any less imperative.

MPs are traditionally considered to be a German class. That is because the main syntactic
feature of MPs is that of occurring in the space called Mittelfeld, or Middle Field, roughly
situated between the inflected verb in T° and the vP. Despite this relatively low position, they
behave at LF as if they were in the left periphery (where modality is generally expressed), scoping
over the whole sentence and not only over the constituents that follow them.

Coniglio (2008) and Coniglio and Zegrean (2010) argue that MPs are not exclusive to
German, and that elements such as pure, mai, mica are in no way different than German MPs:
they express modality (i.e. the speaker’s attitude), occur in a syntactic position roughly corre-
sponding to the German Mittelfeld, and scope out of it, over the whole sentence and over the
illocutionary/clause-typing node.

(3) a. Chiama pure la polizia!
Call  prr the police
b. Cosa significheranno mai quelle parole?
What will.mean PRT those words
“What will those words mean?’
c. Non ¢ mica vero!

NEG is PRT true
< . . "
Nay, it is not true!

1.2 From adverb to DPart: is grammaticalization a necessary step?

It is clear from the examples above that elements which serve as DParts, DMs or MPs also
have different functions: so is used in a variety of cases (as in my trip was not so nice as it was
tiring, the show was so funny we laughed our heads off; etc.) mai is an Italian NPI adverb meaning
‘ever’ and pure means ‘also’. Adv elements are more on the lexical than functional side, whereas
particles, while having a meaning of sorts, are characterised as functional. The perspective
of an analysis in terms of grammaticalization is tempting, but it is not to be embraced too
enthusiastically. What is meant by this term is the process whereby a lexical element becomes
functional. It begins to serve a grammatical purpose, rather than conveying a lexical meaning.
In the process, the element usually undergoes some phonetic reduction and semantic bleach-
ing. If one takes the examples in (3a-b) it becomes clear that no phonetic reduction has taken
place. As to semantic bleaching, this means that a lexical feature of the item is lost in favour of
a new grammatical function. The problem is, it is unclear which grammatical function would
be acquired in the first place. Seeing the shift from adverb to DPart as a case of grammatical-
ization clearly misses the point: if these particles are different than grammatical particles, as
mentioned, then becoming a DPart cannot be a matter of grammaticalization, since it is not
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clear what grammatical function would be acquired by an element which is not related to the
grammatical system and non-truth-conditional by definition (therefore not computed by the
semantic component).

1.2.1 Manzinis (2015) analysis of Discourse Particles

Another view which will be adopted in this work is found in Manzini’s (2015) study of Italian
DParts, in particular poi, mai and pure. Only mai and pure will be examined here. Pureis especially
relevant for the present work. According to Manzini, DPart is not the name of a lexical class,
rather it is a special interpretation of adverbs. In fact, one point which Manzini has in common
with the mentioned literature on particles is that “discourse particles take the entire assertion (or
command, or question) as their argument, relating it to the store of propositional contents shared
by the speaker and hearer” (Manzini 2015: 93). This weakens the hypothesis that DParts would
be located in specific functional heads, since their behaviour as particles derives from scope phe-
nomena and from the nature of what they take as argument. This view avoids the characterisation
of DParts as a class which is distinct from adverbs, while explaining their behaviour within the
common syntax synchronically and without need to take grammaticalization into account. Two
examples will be briefly discussed in order to show the effectiveness of a view which explains
DParts in terms of their syntactic and semantic features, rather than in terms of categorisation.

Mai is a temporal adverb, an NPI meaning ‘ever’. It is licensed in the scope of negation
(in which case it means ‘never’) and, in PI guise, in the scope of the interrogative operator. Its
DPart use is displayed in (4c).

(4) a. Gianni non ha (mai) mangiato (mai) niente

Gianni not has never eaten  never nothing
‘Gianni has never eaten anything.’

b. Se (mai) venisse (mai) davvero, mi farebbe un piacere
if ever he.came ever truly me he.would.do a favour
‘If he ever really came, he would do me a favour.’

c. Cosa avra (mai) voluto (mai) dire?
what have.FUT ever wanted ever say
“What did he mean, I wonder?’

According to Coniglio (2008: 108), mai in (4b) has the function of “signalling the rhe-
toricity of a question or the total incapacity on the speaker’s side to give an answer to it”. But
mai is a temporal adverb, so the question arises as to the way this modal meaning comes about.
Manzini’s suggestion is that 724i means ‘at any time t'. This means that 74i introduces a temporal
variable which is interpreted by the negative marker in negative sentences (so that it ends up
meaning ‘at no time t, i.e. ‘never’). On the other hand, in the scope of questions and hypothe-
ticals, this temporal variable remains open: “existential closure has no value beyond that already
provided by the T category; in other words, the only informative value of mai in questions
or hypotheticals consists in its pragmatic contribution” (Manzini 2015: 114). Manzini also
suggests that the reading of the adverbial is always temporal and that, in this case, scope is not
even involved: quite simply, the temporal variable remains open because nothing interprets it.

The second case examined by Manzini is pure. As usual, this DPart is originally an adverb,
whose meaning is ‘also’. Once again, its use as a particle should derive from the application of
its core semantics to the entire assertion.
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(%) a. Gli da pure dei soldi

to.him he.gives also of money
‘He also gives him money.’

b. Ha pur(e) confessato la sua colpa
he.has yet confessed his fault
‘He yet confessed his fault.’

c. Dagli  pure dei soldi
give-him yet  of money
‘Do (yet) give him money!

(5a) shows the adverbial use of pure, meaning ‘also’. In declarative clauses, such as (5b),
“pur(e) signals that the speaker has no evidence to prove that his assertion is true, but he still
thinks it logical to suppose that it must be true”, while in imperative sentences like (5¢) it appa-
rently “weakens the strength of an order” (Coniglio 2008: 115). First of all, the core semantics
of pure must be defined. “In its ordinary adverbial meaning pure is [...] a focuser taking in its
scope arguments or events . This focuser can either take a DP or the whole event as argument.
This means that, in (5a), “there is at least one y, y=x, such that he gives him y’ besides ‘x=mo-
ney [i.e.] there is at least one additional element satisfying [the Focus presupposition], to be
gleaned from the Common Ground” (Manzini 2015: 115).

When pure is applied to the entire sentence, scoping over illocutionary force, the speaker
means that “the assertion of the propositional content S [...] has alternatives within the Common
Ground [...] though the speaker holds the proposition that is asserted as true, he signals the
lack of a secure standing for it by pointing the hearer to a set of alternatives” (Manzini 2015:
116), which the author represents as follows:

(6) ‘also’ ([ASSERT/ALLOW §’], [ASSERT/ALLOW §])

Imperatives express either command or permission. Thus, including pure in an imperative
excludes the necessity reading by presenting the utterance as an alternative (hence, permission
to do S among the set of possible S’s). Pure does not attenuate the command, rather it rules
out the deontic reading of the imperative, leaving only the bouletic one (that is, permission).
This analysis has the double advantage of explaining the contribution of the particle in a prin-
cipled way (pointing to its relation with the possible interpretations of the imperative) and of
accounting for its particle use relying only on its semantics as an adverb.

1.3 The present view

In this paper, uses such as those described above (DPart, MP, DM) will be treated as inter-
pretations of the corresponding adverbial item, not as the result of grammaticalization. Whenever
MP, DPart or such terminology will be used it shall thus refer to the interpretation of adverbial
elements. Additionally, I endorse the general assumption of German linguists, suggested for
Italian by Coniglio (2008) and Coniglio and Zegrean (2010) that elements used as MPs have a
fixed, middle syntactic position (without further assumptions as to which position this is) and
I take this fixation to be a case of what Larrivée and Poletto (2018) consider as syntacticisation
(though not complete), meaning by that a strict association between a certain interpretation of
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an item and the syntactic position in which such interpretation arises. I consider MPs as being
incapable of overt movement as a working hypothesis.*

2. Magari

The adverb magari is used in Italian with a variety of interpretations. Before going on to
produce some examples, looking at its etymology is useful. Its origin is the Byzantine Greek
word makari, meaning ‘happy’, ‘blessed’, as specified in Ottorino Pianigiani’s Vocabolario
Etimologico della Lingua Italiana. According to him, it bears an optative meaning, which is
common in colloquial Italian:®

7) Magari potessi venire!
magari I.could come
‘If only/I wish I could come?”

Another usage of this word, meaning ‘maybe’, is as a hypothetical or conditional element
and it has several possible positions in the sentence, which correspond to those of the adverb
forse (‘maybe’):

(8) a. (Magari) ha (magari) perso il treno (magari)
b. (Forse) ha (forse) perso il treno (forse)
‘Maybe he missed the train.’

It can also be used as a positive answer, especially to an offer.

) A: Vuoi che apra la finestra?
Want.you that I.open.susj the window
‘Do you want me to open the window?’
B: Magari!
‘T wish you would (i.e. yes).’

In the case of answers to yes-no questions, it is somewhat regretful and points to the una-
chievability (or falsehood) of the content of the previous utterance.

# An anonymous review asks why MPs are incapable of overt movement. While this matter is controversial,
Bayer and Obenauer’s (2011) theory may be cited as an example of an alternative view to that of Coniglio (2008),
which involves covert movement of the particle above ForceP. The authors assume that MPs are interpreted through
a feature checking operation taking place in accordance with Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2007) version of checking
theory, which involves both valuation and interpretation of features. The process would then take place between the
Force head, which bears an iQ, QForce feature, and the particle, endowed with a #QForce][ ] feature, which gets
valued, while the #Q feature of the particle gets cancelled by the /Q on the Force head. Under this view, MPs do
not move because movement would be unnecessary (since interpretation and valuation happen 77 sizx) and thus,
according to minimalist theory, forbidden.

5 Actually, this interpretation is desiderative rather than optative. Nevertheless, the construction is usually called
optative even in scientific literature, therefore it will be thus called for the rest of this work.
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(10) A Hai finito di lavorare per oggi?
have.you finished C to.work for today
‘Are you done working for today?’
B: Magari!

‘T wish it were so! (i.e. no)’

It is also to be noted that colloquial Italian (though not in the variety spoken by the author
of this article) presents a concessive magari used in a specific construction:

(11)  Supererd I'esame, magari dovessi studiare di notte
Lwill.pass the.exam even.if Lhad  to.study of night
‘I will pass the exam, even if I had to study by night’

2.1 Optative magari

The OVI corpus, a corpus of Old Italian texts, gives no result for the keyword magari.
Nonetheless, the old macari and macara (closer to the Greek form above) are attested. Here are
some interesting examples (all of the examples which were found in the corpus) which come
from Sicilian sources ranging from the 1230s to 1373:

(12)  Macara se doles[s]eti che cadesse angosciato
magari RFLX it.ached.SUB]J.you.DAT that you.fel. SUBJ in a swoon
‘If only you would feel so bad as to faint!/May you feel so bad as to faint”
(1231/1250, Rosa fresca aulentissima, Cielo d’Alcamo, In. 97)

(13) a Macari putissi essiri morta per ti!
magari I.could be dead for you
‘If only I could be dead for you (i.e. in your stead)?
(1373, Sposizione del Vangelo della Passione secondo Matteo, anonymous, ch. 18, par. 3)

b. Macari mi  dugni Deu gracia, ki eu possa meditari
magari to.me give.suB] God grace thatl may meditate
‘I wish God would grant me grace, that I may meditate ~ /
May God grant me grace, etc.’
(Ibidem, ch. 27, par. 1)

(14)  a. Cussino ndi  purtau macarinullaterradili citadini di Ruma
So  NEG from.it brought magari no land of the citizens of Rome
‘Moreover, he obtained no land from the citizens of Rome’
(1321/1337, Libru di Valeriu Maximu translatatu in vulgar messinisi, Accurso of Cremona, bk. 2, ch. 3)

b. Intra tuctu quistu, macari issu non lu nominau a lu testamentu
among all this magari he NEG him nominated to the will
‘Apart from all this, moreover he would not mention him in his will’

(Ibidem, bk. 7, ch. 9)

What is interesting in these examples is that the optative meaning in (12) appears much
earlier than the hypothetical or conditional meaning. For all that we can obtain from the OVI
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corpus, we may assume that magari starts out with an optative meaning and that its other
meanings are later developments.

The examples in (13-14) clearly show that its leftmost position, a key feature of present-day
optative magari, is already to be found. The subjunctive mood is present as well. (14) shows
already by the first half of the 14™ century a reading which does not correspond to optative
magari anymore.®

The leftmost position of magari is likely related to focus. Magari always bears a focus accent
and seems prima facie incompatible with the presence of another focused item (see Rizzi 1997):

(15) *Magari GIANNI fosse venuto!”
‘If only GIANNI had come!

(13b) shows that macari caused verb-subject inversion as a consequence of V2 and is com-
patible with a focus analysis (what else could cause inversion in that context apart from macari?).

Magari is briefly addressed by Grosz (2012), who rightly considers it as directly derived
from the analogous Greek construction:

(16)  Makario Johnna akusi tin Mary!
makari the Janis subj listened the Mary.acc
‘If only Janis listened to Mary?’

Other languages, like Romanian (mdcar) and Serbian (makar) have taken this particle
from Greek, with similar optative use. Therefore, there is no reason to believe that magari ever
meant ‘happy’ in Italian or Sicilian.

What is interesting about these data is that magari is not necessary to make a sentence
optative.

(17) a Magari fossi arrivato prima!
if.only L.were arrived before
‘If only I had arrived earlier!”
Fossi arrivato prima!

c. Che tu possa vincere!
C you may win
‘May you win!’
d. ‘If #(only) I had arrived earlier!”

¢ As will be clear from 2.4, Sicilian macari has a different history than the Italian counterpart and it means
‘also’ or ‘moreover’. This will be dealt with in depth in the next pages.

7 Giuliano Bocci (private conversation) suggests that the true reason why (15) is ungrammatical (or sounds
bad, by all accounts) is that focus fronting is possible in Italian only when it has a mirative or corrective value. When
Gianni is lower and its focus is informative, as in Magari avessero invitato GIANNI alla festa (‘If only they had invited
GIANNI to the party’) the sentence is indeed acceptable and the compresence of magari and focus does not cause
ungrammaticality. For this reason, it is better not to exaggerate the connection between focus and magari. Anyway,
in the light of the following comparative analysis with if only, and considering that only is a focus-sensitive element,
and especially given the contribution of Biezma (2011), the link with focus and in particular with the creation of
alternatives cannot be overlooked. Moreover, the fact that magari occupies a focus position, at least in some cases,
is independently argued for in 2.2.
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Magari can be missing with the utterance maintaining its desiderative import. This me-
ans that, albeit used in connection with optative or desiderative interpretation, magari is not
a realisation of these moods.® We can employ Grosz' (2012) between a prototypical optative
marker (magari) and an obligatory optative licensor (like on/y in English if only clauses). This
point is very important, since it emancipates 7agari from a too strict connection with optative
or desiderative semantics.

Nevertheless, what remains to be explained is the way in which desirability comes about.
To this purpose, the results obtained by Biezma (2011), who studied optative constructions
with if only, will be compared to those of Grosz (2012), whose chief interest lies in optative
constructions, in order to understand which view fits our case best.

2.1.1 Biezma (2011) and Grosz (2012): deriving desirability in optatives

Biezma (2011) offers a view of optativity in which desirability originates from a combination
of a focus adverb, which causes a scalar reading to arise, and informativeness, which forces the
speaker to provide the most informative statement. Thus, optativity arises from an interplay
of pragmatic and semantic factors. The author couches her research in the theory of Roberts
(1996) and the concept of immediate question under discussion (IQuD).

The main goal of a discourse then is to narrow down the context set to finally obtain a singleton,
namely, the set containing only the actual world [...] speaker’s intentions are tracked by assuming that
every utterance is an answer to an (implicit) question that the speaker agrees to address (pay-off moves),
i.e. the immediate question under discussion (IQuD) (Biezma 2011: 113).

In Biezma’s opinion, optatives are indeed conditionals, which chimes in with our own
intuitions concerning magari. Nevertheless, they differ from conditionals in relevant ways.
First of all, conditionals do not encode desirability. Secondly, optatives are characterised by the
presence of a focus adverb, like only (see (19b) above).

Thirdly, the presence of a focus-sensitive operator like only in optative clauses means that
the usual topic-focus relation of conditionals is reversed: in regular conditionals, the antecedent
is the (aboutness) topic and the consequent is the focus. But due to the presence of only, the
element corresponding to the antecedent in optatives is now the focus: the information structure
is thus reversed. Crucially, the consequent is not spelled out, which would not be possible if it
were the focus. Biezma considers this to be a case of topic-drop (though not in the generally
intended meaning). On the other hand, for an optative to be uttered lawfully the consequent
must be recoverable, which means that the consequent is presupposed.

Desirability is a key feature of optatives. Biezma tries to lead this feature back to the
most evident difference between optatives and conditionals: the presence of the focus adverb
only. The IQuD of conditionals, given that their form is if a, B, is What does o bring about? or
What would a have brought about? which means that in the most similar worlds to w in which
ais true, B is true. But given the reversal in information structure, the (presupposed) topic of
conditionals is now  and the question is rather How can B be brought about? The question no
longer concerns the consequences of a, but the conditions that cause p to happen. This means
that the question is about the best way to make the propositional content of the antecedent

8 A quick online search confirmed this insight: both Enciclopedia Treccani and the Sabatini Coletti dictionary
list utterances like Fossi Einstein!, ‘if only I were Einstein!” as optative/desiderative without magari.
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true, not en exhaustive list of ways it can be true. It corresponds to a mention-some question,
asking for the best way of making things happen.’

That is where the scalar import of oz/y becomes crucial. According to the literature (Beaver
and Clark 2008), the meaning of exclusives (like 07/y) is threefold: it has the discourse function
of weakening expectations (if only John came to the party, then there was an expectation that
others would come, the set over which on/y quantifies), it bears the presupposition that the
strongest true alternatives in IQuD are at least as strong as the prejacent (no one else is less
expected than John to come), while its descriptive content, what the sentence with only ends
up meaning, is that the strongest true alternatives in the IQuD are at most as strong as the
prejacent (the effect of the utterance is that no one is more expected than John to come). Since
we are talking about conditionals and optatives, the scale involved here cannot be one of truth,
but it will be one of likelihood. Speakers choose the strongest (in this scale, the most likely)
alternative that brings about the consequent.

Desirability arises from this scale of likelihood when it is paired with informativeness, in
the Gricean spirit. In accordance with conversational maxims, the speaker is expected

to make the strongest claim he can. Hence, if there are two possible alternatives that can bring
about the desired consequent (p and p’ with pCp) and if opratives without consequents (if only a) are
conditionals, we expect speakers to utter the optative spelling out the weaker alternative. The prediction
is that if only p’will be preferred over if only p (Biezma 2011: 102).

If I am late at an appointment and regret that I have not taken a cab (any cab), it makes
no sense to say If only I had taken a red cab!, since red cabs are not per se more likely to get me
there than cabs of any other colour. Then, Ifonly I had taken a cab! will be preferred on the
basis of its informativeness.

Anyway, in several languages, including Spanish, one finds optatives which do not have an
only, at least or but component providing the scale, for example in HPCs (‘haber’ plus participle
clauses) in Spanish:

(18) A: No llegué a tiempo
NEG Larrived at time
‘I didn’t arrive on time.’
B: Haber  salido  antes
have.INF gone.out before
‘If only you had left earlier.’

For these cases, Biezma claims that a covert only is present to provide the scale which cau-
ses desirability to arise. This operator is only there in order to provide the scale of likelihood.

Grosz (2012) challenges this view, considering it too centred on English and wondering
why it is necessary to provide a differential analysis for cases with or without on/y (or similar
elements) in different languages. He suggests that optatives can be derived by the presence of
an EX (exclamative and expressive) operator and that the conspiracy of pragmatic and semantic
factors is not at play, but optative can be derived from the semantics of the covert operator,

*If 1 ask Who came to the party? what I want is a list of people, but if I ask How do I get to the station, then 1
am asking for the best way of getting there, not for a list of possibilities. Roughly, that is the difference between a
mention-all and a mention-some question.
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plus the contribution of mood and the disambiguating effect of optative markers, which clarify
the optative import of the clause without bringing it about themselves. “Optative utterances
are a variant of exclamative utterances, the meaning of which is due to a null operator EX. EX
selects a contextually salient scale and conveys that the modified proposition exceeds a salient
threshold on that scale [...] In optatives, the relevant scale reflects the speaker’s preferences”.
EX has the following semantics (Grosz 2012: 91, (138)):

(19)  Lexical entry for EX

For any scale § and proposition p, interpreted in relation to a context ¢ and
assignment function g,

an utterance EX(S)(p) is felicitous iff Vq[THRESHOLD(C) >, q > p >, ]

‘EX expresses an emotion that captures the fact that p is higher on a (speaker-related)
scale S than all contextually relevant alternatives q below a contextual threshold’.

where THRESHOLD(c) is a function from a context into a set of worlds / a proposition
that counts as high with respect to a relevant scale S.

That of exceeding a threshold is way more attractive for this analysis than the simple in-
tuition that optatives refer to an endpoint or that they create a scale. In fact, the other uses of
magari are easier to explain as an expansion of a previously given context than as an extreme
reading which is not always found. The concept of threshold is thus more useful than that of
extreme degree.

What is most interesting, the scale is contextually given: the fact that a sentence is optative
does not have to do with a specific optative component. In this, Grosz’ analysis is after all close
to that of Biezma: what distinguishes, say, an optative from a polar exclamative is the fact that
in the former the scale is defined in terms of preference, in the latter in terms of belief.

What is most interesting of Grosz analysis is the role of elements such as only or at least,
which Biezma considered crucial for the optative meaning to arise. Grosz treats them as discourse
particles, which is why his analysis is taken to be more consistent with ours. Only does not have
the purpose of creating a scale of likelihood (since £X is enough for it to come about). Rather,
its purpose is that of disambiguating the exact meaning of the utterance:

I argue that particles in optatives are truth-conditionally vacuous elements that act as pure presup-
position triggers, modulating the expressive meaning that is conveyed by means of EX[...] Each particle
maps a proposition to itself, provided that the particle’s non-truth-conditional contribution is licensed
in the utterance context. I conjecture that this is a hallmark of the meaning of discourse particles. (Grosz
2012: 263)

The reason why only, at least, but in English, nur and wenigstens in German, solo in Italian
are used in optatives is to imply that the speaker’s wish is not too much to ask for. Se solo fossi
ricco, ‘If only I were rich’, means that being rich would be a sufficient condition for the speaker’s
preference to be satisfied. Solo means that it takes little effort to overcome the threshold that
conveys a high preference with respect to the contextually lower alternatives in the scale of
preference. This analysis is extremely similar to Manzini’s view on DParts. These particles do
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not convey optative meaning: they modulate it, contributing pragmatic and presuppositional
meaning to the utterance without altering its truth conditions.

2.1.2 The contribution of optative magari

Grosz does take magari under consideration, along with what he considers to be cases
of Adv-Optatives. In his opinion, these are optatives that do not involve an E£X operator. The
presence of a dedicated and optional optative adverb serves to characterise the propositional
content as the speaker’s wish, without a scale being involved. These elements would not be
optative operators; rather, they would be comparable to English hopefully.

Spanish ojald, which is not dealt with by Biezma in her chapter on opratives, but is consid-
ered by Grosz, would be one such particle. This element has an extreme-degree quality to it, in
that it derives from Arabic law $3'a [-lih, ‘if (only) God wanted’. As noted by Kehayov (2009),
reference to heaven, hell and supernatural elements in general is often exploited by languages
as a way of conveying extreme-degree readings, since at that point the utterance concerns states
of things which could not be normally achieved in w. What better way of reaching highest
desirability than hoping one’s wish to be God’s will?

(20)  a. Ojald (que) me dejaras en paz!

ifonly C  me you.left in peace
‘If only you would let me be!’

b. Ojald  (que) me dejes en paz!
hopefully C  me you.let.suBy in peace
‘Hopefully you will let me be!’

c. :Qué dice Juan que ojald hubieras comprado?
what says Juan that ojaLa you.had bought
“What does Juan say that he wishes you had bought?’

The syntax of (20) is also interesting. For one thing, it proves that ojald is in the left pe-
riphery above the complementizer gue. The complementizer is optionally present below the
optative element, which is also a remnant of the original biclausal construction. Grosz considers
members of the makari family to be part of this category as well, because they are embeddable
(as in (20c), which means that they are not expressive, so they lack an £X operator) and because
they are not (necessarily) exclamative. He also lists 7agari as a candidate for being one of these
optative adverbs. We disagree with this view. For one thing, Grosz himself notes that natives
speakers consistently refuse the embeddability of magari optatives:

(21)  *Gianni dice che magari fosse ricco.
Gianni says that magari he.were rich
‘Gianni says that he wishes he were rich.’

Given that non-embeddability is a crucial test for determining whether an element is such
an optative adverbial, this is enough to rule out magari: it is best to consider an EX operator to
be present in Italian optatives with magari. Moreover, clauses with magari are always exclamative
and always refer to the speaker’s wish (oja/d may well refer the wish to the matrix subject, as
above). Most importantly, Grosz does not consider the wide variety of meanings magari has in
Italian, which makes it doubtful that restricting the characterisation of magari as optative adverb
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is satisfactory. For these reasons, it is best to consider magari as having a definite contribution
to optatives, deriving from the application of its semantics to the whole utterance.

As a first step, consider one of the most commonly used forms of optative and desiderative
sentences: curses and wishes. These are rapidly dealt with by Grosz (2012: 261). He concludes,
rightly in our opinion, that magari is not what he calls an optative licenser, because Italian
optatives do not need its presence. He also cites wishes in Italian, noting that they are parti-
cle-less, but does not go on to test them for the presence of magari. If magari is just an optional
general-purpose optative marker, we would expect to find it in any type of optative construction
(like ojald, which can be found in wishes and in optatives with the present subjunctive as in
the examples above). The examples below show that this is not the case:

(22) a. (*Magari) ti venisse/venga un accidente!
magari to.you would.come a disgrace

“Woe betide you! (lit. If only evil befell you!)’

b. (*Magari) (che) Dio ti benedica!
magari C  God you.acc bless.suBj
‘God bless you!”

Why do wishes not allow for magari? Which element is missing in comparison with other
optatives, which bars magari in these cases? The first thing to be noted is that the utterance in
(22) can use both present and past subjunctive. (22a) rather corresponds to English May evil
befall you, which is not an if only optative. The fact is, these optatives do not express preference
in bringing about a desired and presupposed consequent. In if only optatives the desired state of
things is presupposed, but in this case it is expressed in the optative itself. The speaker expresses
the wish itself, not a preferred condition that brings it about. This can be seen as presupposition
failure: magari needs a presupposed state of things, which is desired, and it needs a scale of
preference defined along an ordered set of propositions that make it happen. When no such
presupposition is present, magari is not acceptable.

Magari has been recognised as accessory in determining optative mood. This is probably
the reason behind the expansion of its uses: had it been a non-obligatory optative marker, as
Grosz has it, we would have to allow for a number of changes and shifts in its semantics to
expand its uses. Instead, considering its contribution to be independent of optative meaning
gives an opportunity to maintain our hypothesis that magari could be the same element in all
cases. The next paragraphs will be devoted to understanding what the exact semantics of magari
are, developing the suggestions derived from the optative case.

2.2 Magari as a short answer

Before going on to examine the shift from optatives to hypotheticals, it is fitting to ex-
amine the use of magari in isolation, since this can be derived from the optative semantics.
As mentioned, magari can be either a positive or a negative answer, and is thus very similar
to holophrastic answer particles. Merchant’s (2004) theory of responsive ellipsis assumes that
short answers are produced by PF-deletion after evacuation of relevant material (the answer
proper) via focus extraction. Since focus is a means of highlighting the only member of a set
of alternatives that makes a proposition true, this makes much sense. In this view, the Ellipsis
Condition (EC) requires that all the material that is silenced by ellipsis be old. The semantic
condition on ellipsis is e-givenness: “roughly, an expression E is e-given iff there is an antecedent
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A which entails E and which is entailed by E” (Merchant 2004: 672), which means that there
must be mutual entailment between the semantic content of the antecedent expression and
that of the elided one, a condition also known as ‘no new lexeme requirement’. Additionally,
ellipsis has a syntactic condition: what is elided is the complement of F°, which means that
anything that is found in the fragment must be situated to the left of the elided site, i.e. at
least in F° or SpecFocP. Evacuation of the fragment to SpecFocP has not only the purpose of
highlighting the answer through the salient position to which it is moved, but also of exploiting
the purpose of Focus, described by Krifka (2007: 6) as a device which “indicates the presence
of alternatives that are relevant for the interpretation of linguistic expressions”. The function
of Focus is showing which element is the only one that makes the proposition true, which in
the case of questions is the answer. (9) and (10) can be represented like this (square brackets
indicate the ellipsis site):

23) A Vuoi che apra la finestra?
B: Magari [aprissi la finestra]!
if.only you.would.open the window
‘If only you would open the window!’
The speaker wishes that p = 1 in w — yes
(24) A Hai finito di lavorare per oggi?
Magari [avessi finito di lavorare]!
if.only Ihad.finished to work.INF
‘If only I had finished working!”
The speaker would like p = 1, i.e. p =0 in w — no

o

Taking short-answer magari to be the result of ellipsis dispenses one from assuming that
magari means ‘yes in the case of offers and ‘no’ in the case of yes-no questions (YNQs). This
use of magari can be analysed as an elided optative sentence based on the content of the offer/
question. In the case of an offer, the speaker’s wish that the propositional meaning of the pre-
vious interrogative be true is pragmatically interpreted as a positive answer. The questioner’s
reasoning goes along these lines: ‘T offered the hearer to bring about p and she manifests the
wish that p be true: this amounts to a positive answer’. In the case of YNQs, the reasoning is
similar. A question is a demand for a truth value for p. Instead of giving it, the interlocutor,
again, expresses the wish that p be true. This means that p is not true in w (otherwise, why wish
it?), hence the negative meaning of magari. In both cases, the meaning of the short answer is
pragmatically derived from the context, via an implicature.

This is also strong evidence that optative magari is in a focus position, at the very least in
the case of short answers. In Merchant’s terms, responsive ellipsis is ellipsis of the complement
of F°. Taking the material following magari as its complement nicely accounts for all these facts,
as can be seen in this tree for (23) (the complement of F* has been indicated generally as FinP):

(25) FocP
/\
Magari F elliEsis
/ /// —
Fe / FinP

—

aprissi la finestra!
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Thus, although it is hard to generalise the position of optative magari to that of focus (see
fn. 3), there is some evidence that magari can indeed occupy SpecFocP, and that it does so in
fragment answers.

2.3 Hypothetical magari, additivity and scalarity

Optative and Desiderative are subcategories of Irrealis Mood, which means that optative
clauses already have an Irrealis quality to them, as was mentioned in the previous section: what
is wished or hoped is either untrue or uncertain.

The difference between Conditional and Potential reading is that, in the case of Conditio-
nal, p is not true in the actual world, while in the case of Potential, it is not certain whether p is
true in the actual world or not, but it is not ruled out either. This difference is not a feature of
magari, at least not per se; after all, even optative magari has been known to display either the
wish that something were true, or that it be true. This is clear if one takes the English sentence If'
only John were alive!. In a world in which John is dead, the optative has the Conditional reading
(John is dead in the actual world). Anyway, the sentence is also acceptable in the case in which
the speaker does not know whether John is dead or alive and simply wishes that the proposition
John is alive be true. The same point is made by Biezma (2011: 77): “counterfactuality is not
essential for optatives [...]. Rather, what is essential is the speaker’s ignorance regarding the
truth of the proposition in the if-clause: for an optative to be felicitous the speaker must not
know that the proposition in the antecedent is true”.

It is clear that at a certain point new uses became available to the item. The core semantics
of magari must be the least common denominator of these uses. Magars’s contribution to op-
tative construction has been taken to be rather dim. It is hard for speakers to analyse optative
magari as an adverb whose purpose is marking optative mood.

What is the contribution of magari to the sentence, then? A fundamental component,
which emerged from the previous analysis, is the presence of a scale. So, the next research que-
stion is which type of scalarity is involved with magari. A minimal pair with forse and magari
can give a clue to this:

(26) a. I liutai usano I'abete e lacero, forse il salice
the luthiers use  the.spruce and the.maple maybe the willow
b. I liutai wusano I'abete e lacero, magariil salice

the luthiers use  the.spruce and the.maple maybe the willow
‘Luthiers use spruce and maple, maybe willow’

(26a) means that it is possible that luthiers use willow beside spruce and maple, but that it
is not known for sure whether they do so or not. Instead, (26b) means that luthiers possibly use
willow. (26a) cannot be uttered felicitously by a speaker who knows for a fact that a given set
of luthiers use willow. (26b) does not necessarily mean that the speaker does not know whether
luthiers use willow, and can still be uttered if the speaker knows that luthiers use willow, but only
seldom. Magari in its hypothetical use appears to have a sort of additive nature: it signals that
the set of possible propositions can be expanded to include those in which luthiers use willow.

In the case of magari, we have seen that this element is first found in a context, optatives,
in which a scale plays a very important role. When scalarity is absent from desiderative and
optative sentences, as in curses, magari is no longer allowed, because a scale, that is, an ordering
of propositions, is required. In order to account for the difference between magari in optatives
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and its hypothetical use it is enough to consider the relevant scale not in terms of preference,
but of likelihood. Actually, an inverted scale of likelihood or a scale of unlikelihood. In the
example above, the speaker means that in w the proposition in which luthiers use willow is less
likely to be true (less expected) than propositions in which they use spruce or maple. Willow is
added to the set of woods though being less expected than other wood types. This means that,
expectedly, magari is a chiefly epistemic element. Nonetheless, differently than in the case of
even, willow does not have to be the least expected: we can imagine a context in which coco-
bolo is used, but to an even lesser extent. Simply, willow is used beyond a contextually given
threshold in a scale of (un)likelihood. In this case, as in the case of optatives studied by Grosz
(2012), reference to a scale is disjoint from reference to an extreme degree.

Still, this view suffers from two all too evident problems: i) how is the Irrealis nature enco-
ded in magari? After all, (26b) is legitimate even in cases in which some luthiers do use willow,
or in which all of them use it but only rarely. Couldn’t the Irrealis hypothesis be weakened
altogether to the reference to a scale likelihood, with other features of the clause providing the
Irrealis nature? ii) is 7magari itself additive or scalar?

While the second question will be dealt with in the next paragraphs, an answer to the first
question can be anticipated here. The content of the magari clause above is underdetermined
with respect to the previous part of the utterance. Suppose that what magari does is signal that
the propositional content lies beyond a given threshold in a scale of (un)likelihood, just as it
happens in optatives with a scale of preference. As a matter of fact, nothing but magari is re-
sponsible for turning an assertion into a hypothesis. Take the sentence Gianni ha vinto, ‘Gianni
won’. Adding magari to this assertion weakens it: Magari Gianni ha vinto roughly translates
as ‘It is possible that Gianni won and it is possible that he did not win’. If we take that magari
simply signals that the proposition is less likely along a contextually salient scale, then the
feeling that the sentence is a hypothesis may be derived pragmatically. An interlocutor knows
that the speaker might have chosen a stronger proposition (e.g. Gianni ha vinto), but chooses
not to. The fact that the speaker signals that the proposition lies below a certain threshold of
likelihood means that she cannot be any more precise about it, hence the assertion is perceived
as a hypothesis or as a possibility. It is arguable that magari triggers something similar to an
ignorance implicature: the speaker utters weaker p because she has no evidence to affirm stron-
ger p’ The interplay of the Maxim of Quantity (be precise) and that of Quality (be truthful) is
responsible for this implicature.

With the data collected so far, it is time to propose a semantic sketch of the meaning of
magari in these seemingly hypothetical cases:

(27)  Semantics of magari:
Given a proposition p, a scale S and a context ¢,
||magari|| is defined iff
3q€Clq#pandq=1]and
Vq[THRESHOLD(C) >, q > p >, q]

The first condition refers to additivity. In (26), the proposition with magari has alternatives
(luthiers use spruce, luthiers use maple) that are true in the CG.

The second refers to the fact that the proposition of magari is always above the threshold
along the scale § with respect to the alternative propositions. In the case of assertions, the scale
involved is one of likelihood, instead of the scale of preference involved with optatives. This has
the effect of mitigating the assertion: the first condition on additivity, per se, would not imply
that the proposition of magari is weaker than the other ones.
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When considering optatives, (27) appears to create a problem. Is additivity at play in
optatives as expressed in the first conjunct? The present suggestion is that it is. Optatives are
Irrealis because they concern a wish, but they set the wish against the background of the actual
world, which is a set of true propositions. In other words, the proposition of an optative will
always be uttered with reference to the state of things, that is, to a set of alternatives which are
true but not satisfactory with respect to the speaker’s wish. So, p is uttered with respect to a
set of true propositions in optatives as well. But, none of these are satisfactory when it comes
to preference. Optative magari, which is neither an optative licenser nor a truth-conditional
element, is simply there to disambiguate the pragmatic import of the utterance, making it
unmistakeable that a scale of preference is involved (and that the speaker is not, for example,
simply uttering the antecedent of a conditional, inviting the hearer to draw her conclusions).

Before moving on to a few more cases which confirm the insights above, it is worthwhile
to look back at the premises of this analysis, namely Manzini’s (2015) theory, and to consider
how the definition outlined here interacts with it. First of all, the two views definitely confirm
and even complement each other: the fact that Manzini (2015) assumes ontological identity
between the adverb and discourse particle (that is, polysemy rather than homonymy or lexical
proliferation) translates as assuming identity for the semantic import of the element across its
uses. What Manzini describes as a syntactic and pragmatic property, with different interpre-
tations arising in terms of scope which varies between a propositional and sentential reading,
receives here a semantic treatment. To summarise this point, Manzini describes what happens
at the syntactic level when an adverbial element receives variable readings depending on variable
scope. The present work, on the other hand, demonstrates how a formal semantic analysis of
one such element is compatible with that view. Given Manzini’s premises, what is expected at
the semantic level is that particles of adverbial origin will not have different semantics for each
of their uses (which would amount to not being the same element) but rather a core semantics
which gives consistent results across the specific contexts to which it is applied. Thus, Manzini’s
view and this analysis can be seen as complementary, confirming each other and demonstrating
how a “look from the inside” at the adverbial item fully confirms the analysis and treatment
given at the syntactic and pragmatic level. A few more cases will further clarify this point,
showing that the definition in (27) can account for a number of uses of magari in which the
interplay of scalarity and additivity is very evident.

2.4 Concessive magari: a look at Sicilian macari

(Old) Sicilian offers a very interesting viewpoint on how the concessive reading might have
arisen and seems to point to a different path of development of Sicilian 7acari. An analysis of
this case may well start with the even reading in which magari finds itself in concessive clauses.

The concessive use requires additional assumptions concerning the semantics of magari.
As mentioned, this use of magari is typical of (some) colloquial varieties of Italian. (11) is
repeated here as (28):

(28) Supererd I'esame, magari dovessi studiare di notte
Lwill.pass the.exam even.if Lhad  to.study of night
‘I will pass the exam, even if I had to study by night.’

As can be seen in its English translation, a concessive sentence like (24) has two main
components: the /F~component and the scalar one (English even). Concessive magari does not
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correspond to English #hough (which simply puts the main clause against the background of an
embedded clause expressing contrariness to the content of the main clause), rather it is found
in clauses like those introduced by even if/though in English, expressing both the hypothetical
and the scalar quality.

Although the OVI corpus lists few examples for the item under exam, the related ArTeSiA
Corpus, a corpus of Old Sicilian texts, has quite a bunch of them. The word under exam is
macari. This word means ‘also’ in present-day Sicilian, and this seems to be the case with Old
Sicilian as well. None of the examples listed below predates the 13th century, which confirms
that optative magari is the oldest use in Sicilian.

(29)  non sulamenti di audirili et vidirili, ma macari di auridili nominari
NEG only to hear.them and see.them butalso  to hear.them mention
‘not only to hear them and to see them, but also to hear them mentioned.’
(Libru di lu transitu et vita di misser sanctu Iheronimu, anonymous, ch. 61,
second half of the 15% century)

(30)  per non allargari macari d’'un pocu di ligumi la sua stritta astinentia,
for NEG slacken also  of.a little of legumes the his strict abstinence
non veniaa tali spirituali convitu
NEG came to such spiritual feast
‘in order not to slacken his strict abstinence even with a handful of legumes, he did not
come to such spiritual feast.’
(Raxunamentu di 'abbati Moises e di lu beatu Germanu, anonymous, 5.6.,
first half of the 16™ century)

(31)  E simacariaquistu modu non sanira, tandulabbati servasi
and if even at this way NEG heal.FuT then the.abbot serve.susy.himself
di lu ferru chi tagla
of the iron that cuts
‘And if even in this way he won’t heal over, let the abbot use the cutting iron.’
(Santu Benedittu abbati, Regula, anonymous, ch. 28, first half of the 16™ century)

In (29) macari is found in a sentence which corresponds to ‘not only... but also...” in English.
In (30) macari means ‘not even’ in the presence of negation. (31) presents a clear example of a
concessive clause.

A quick online search (performed using the glosbe.com dictionary of Sicilian and a glossary of
Camilleris literary language) showed the following translations for Sicilian 7acari: ‘also’, ‘even’, ‘mo-
reover . Let us turn to the even-part of concessives. Even creates a scale of likelihood, indicating that
the circumstance involved in the predication is the least expected (of a given set of discourse-relevant
elements). Even Mark came amounts to ‘Mark came as well” plus the presupposition that ‘Mark was
the least expected to come’.

A concessive clause like (28), in which the content of the clause is presented as non-factual,
means that, even allowing for an extreme condition (having to study by night), the speaker will pass
the exam. Concessive clauses with 7agari cannot be true in the actual world in contexts in which
the background of the concessive clause is true and it is not used with the indicative mood. It is only
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used with the subjunctive mood. This means that in this case as well 7agari is barred from actual
contexts. Anyway, 7agari does not have a concessive quality in and of itself. Compare (28) with (32):

(32) Supererd I'esame, dovessi studiare di notte
Lwill.pass the.exam L.had to.study by night
‘I will pass the exam, even if I had to study by night.’

A concessive in Italian does not require the presence of magari, which seems to be redundant
from a comparison between (28) and (32). Then, in the case of Italian it is not even necessary to
assume that magari is endowed with a specifically concessive meaning. Concessive magari is more
easily examinable as regular magari, applied to the concessive clauses with a non-factual proposi-
tional content. Concessive meaning comes about independently in Italian, as in (32). In this case,
it is reasonable to think that a covert even-operator provides the scale and puts the propositional
content at the endpoint of it. Whatever the exact dynamics of this process are, what is relevant
is that a scale is created and that the extreme-degree reading is independent of the presence of
magari. Once more, magari appears not to be truth-conditional. Magari, in a way, comes for free:
if its purpose is that of relating a proposition that exceeds a certain threshold along a scale of like-
lihood with the true alternatives already present in the CG, it is obvious that the extreme degree
of this scale, referred to by the covert even, will overcome that threshold, at whatever point it is
set. In fact, magari is only there to act as a cue or, as Grosz (2012) puts it in the case of optional
optative markers, as a disambiguator: (32), with no further characterisation, could be taken to be
a conditional (‘in the case I were to study by night, I would pass the exam’). In this latter reading,
no scale arises: an effect (passing) follows from a cause/state of things (studying by night). This is
a relation between a background and a foreground, no scale is defined. But if magari requires a
threshold along scale to be used, then its presence is there to mark that a scale is at play, and thus
that an extreme-degree reading, connected with a concessive one, is involved. Its purpose is leaving
the concessive reading as the only available one. It is a prime example of a discourse particle use:
it is non-truth-conditional (and in fact it can be removed without consequences) and its purpose
is that of guiding the hearer towards a correct interpretation of the utterance.

On the other hand, it is not necessary to assume that Sicilian macari has a concessive
quality to it either. Given that it means ‘also’, macari in conjunction with sz (‘if”) corresponds
to Italian concessive compound anche se, (literally, ‘also if”). Rather, it is more interesting to
speculate on how macari came to mean ‘also’ in the first place.

An answer to this question is, in a way, an answer to the second question above: is magari
simply additive or is it scalar as well? First off, other elements from the makari family tend to
expand their uses. In Romanian, for example, mdicar has come to mean ar least and even (!).
These are clearly scalar uses. Anyway, what happened with Sicilian macari is probably different:
it looks like this element, which is no longer used in optatives, simply lost the threshold condi-
tion, and only retained the additive one while lowering its scope. The exact nature of this loss
would be the subject of an interesting research on Sicilian macari, which cannot be pursued
here; let it suffice to say that the first conjunct of (27) is enough to account for its behaviour
in present-day Sicilian. The fact that it means both ‘also’ and ‘moreover’, instead, suggests that
scope played a role in its history: as an element meaning ‘also’ it can scope over constituents
which are smaller than those involved with its Italian counterpart (magari is in fact limited to
sentential scope). As an element meaning ‘moreover’, it developed the function of a discourse
marker, whose function is purely that of relating the utterance to the previous context.
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2.5 Imperative magari

Consider the following examples:

(33) a. (Magari) prova (magari) in questo modo (magari)
magari try magari inthis way magari
“You may try this way.’
b. (*Forse) prova (*forse) in questo modo (*forse)
perhaps try  perhaps in this  way  perhaps

In (33a) magari is used in an imperative. Magari makes an imperative more of a suggestion
than an order, or even an invitation. A magari imperative, like a pure imperative, apparently
sounds more polite in offering a possibility rather than an order. Forse is incompatible with the
imperative and (33b) simply makes no sense. It is clear that magari cannot be equivalent to
forse: its contribution must be different.

This use of magari displays a behaviour which is very similar to that of German MPs. The
very fact that it appears to mitigate an order underlines its similarity with German Abtonun-
gspartikeln, like b/of, or Italian pure. Moreover, it does not alter the truth conditions of the
proposition either by its presence or absence.

A comparison with pure suggests itself at this point. In Prova pure in questo modo, pure
operates on the illocutionary force, presenting the order more as a permission than a command.
On the other hand, Prova in questo modo, magari presents the proposition as possible: it does
not invite the hearer to ‘try that way if she will’, rather it shows her that that the option exposed
in the propositional content is available. Since imperatives have either a bouletic or a deontic
reading, showing the hearer that the propositional content of the imperative is possible rules
out the second reading, as with pure.

So far, the contribution of magari is similar to that of pure. Nevertheless, the difference
between the contribution of pure and magari to imperative sentences must be kept separate.
The fact that they are not equal is confirmed by these examples:

(34) a. (Magari) prova (magari) in questo modo (magari)
magari try magari in this way magari
b. (*Pure) prova (pure) in questo modo (*pure)

pure try pure inthis way  pure

First of all, magari retains its usual positions as an adverb, while pure is syntacticised in MP
position, which arguably accounts for its sentential scope. There are readings in which magari
appears to scope over a specific constituent (for example, (34a) is compatible with a reading in
which magari emphasises in questo modo). This is quite similar to what has been suggested in
the previous paragraph, when talking about the additive properties of magari. The proposition
of the imperative is added to the number of possibilities open to the hearer.

Magari appears to have some connection to the existence of alternatives, in a way different
than pure. While corri pure (‘run if you please’) seems to be related to the alternative of not run-
ning (i.e. ‘you may run and you may also not run’), corri, magari seems to suggest that running
is a possible action to perform, not simply opposing it to ‘not running’. Consider this example:
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(35) A child asks his parent if he can run in the park, and the parent grants him permission:
a. Corri pure
b. #Corri, magari

(36) A man is about to miss a train. He walks hurriedly. A friend who is with him understands
that the mans pace is not enough for him to make it:
a. #Corri pure
b. Corri, magari

(35a) is felicitous, because it provides an answer to the child’s request, consisting in knowing
whether he can run or not. This means that both the options of running and that of not running
are present as possibilities in the context defined by the question. In fact, pure simply makes
them both possible by allowing the child to run. Moreover, in (35) the speaker has an authority:
he can effectively allow or disallow the child to run. In (36), such authority is not perceived
but, most importantly, running is perceived as a new topic: magari imperatives appear to add
something. The friend of (36) refers running to a set of options which are already part of the CG.

Both pure and magari are additive in a way, but magari appears once more to refer the
content of the proposition to a threshold along a scale, which has been overcome. In (35),
no such threshold is present: pure is more than enough to allow the child to run or not run:
in that case, the matter under exam is ‘running’. (36), on the other hand, is not just about
allowing the man to run: it relates the content of the utterance to a previously (and, of course,
implicitly) defined set of actions which are ordered with respect to each other. If (35) means
‘you can run and you can not run’, (36) means ‘of all possible actions that are relevant in this
context, you can also run’. There is a requirement for the suggested action not to be part of the
shared knowledge for magari to be felicitous, which corresponds to the additivity requirement
seen above. The possibility (bouletic) reading of the imperative derives from the fact that, as
the speaker adds the content of the imperative to the set of possible actions, she does so by
relating it to the previous knowledge.

'This makes one wonder what sort of scale is involved in this case and which threshold is
overcome. While the nature of this scale is not so apparent as in the other cases, a speculative
analysis will be provided. It can be suggested that, similarly to optatives, these sentences involve
a bouletic scale: an inverted scale of preference which, in this case, appears to be hearer-orien-
ted. Magari imperatives point out to the hearer that another possibility is there to be tried. If
the relevant set of propositions is made up of those ones which are possible for the hearer to
perform, then their ordering can be made to derive from the hearer’s preference. Though an
imperative is neither true nor false, it can be true or false that the hearer has the possibility of
performing an action. A bouletic imperative can well add a proposition to this set of p’s such
that the interlocutor can do p.’? These propositions are then ranked in terms of preference, and
magari is used by the speaker to acknowledge that the suggested p ranks lower. Again, magari

19In this view, bouletic Corri would be more or less equivalent to ‘it is true that x can run’. I think that a scale
of preference is more viable than a scale of likelihood. In Corri, magari, the speaker emphasises that, despite having
been considered less relevant, p is available. She does not put in doubt that the hearer is able to perform p. Actually,
the speaker presupposes that the hearer is perfectly able to perform p. Given that magari is hearer-oriented, the
easiest way to account for the relevance above is preference on the part of the hearer. It means more or less: ‘you
don’t have to run, but if you want, you may’.
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does not make the imperative bouletic in and of itself: rather, it excludes the deontic reading and
situates the p with respect to other true propositions (such that the hearer can perform them),
considering it beyond a certain degree of the hearer’s preference (hence the politeness effect).

2.6 Romagnol magari

In the regional variety of Italian spoken in Romagna (from now on called Romagnol Italian
for ease of exposition),'? magari has taken on a very specific reading as a MP. Before moving
on to Romagnol Italian, a look at Romagnol proper will show the origin of this expression.
Libero Ercolani’s dictionary of the Romagnol language, which cites Cielo d’Alcamo as an early
attestation, lists magara as having the aforementioned optative meaning, but then goes on to
present the example in (37a). Broadly speaking, magara in (37a) is a reinforcer: it is used to
convey that the speaker is very confident of the truth of the proposition and it is used either
as confirmation or as correction of a previous utterance. Adelmo Masotti’s dictionary also cites
the existence of a hypothetical usage of magara (37b). It must be noted that in this use magara
occupies the same position as in (37a), below T.

(37) a L'¢  magara véra! E proprio vero!, ma anche: E purtroppo vero!
‘she.is magara true! It is quite true!, but also: Alas, it is true!’
b. E’ sreb magara bén ad dir ad no

he would.be perhaps good C say C no
‘He would perhaps/even be capable of saying no.’

Ercolani cites magara as a short answer as well. Here are some more Romagnol Italian
examples. Note that B and B’ are legitimate answer to both A and A’:

(38) A: Non lo sai perché non lo hai visto.
NEG it.ACC you.know because NEG it. AcC you.have seen
“You don’t know because you haven't seen it.’
A Lo sai perché lo hai visto
it. Acc you.know because it. Acc you.have seen
“You know it because you saw it.’

B: Lo so magari!
It. acc Lknow magari
‘But I do know!”
B’: Lho (magari) visto (magari)!

it. aAcc Lhave magari seen!
‘But I have seen it”

"1 wish to thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing out to me that Greek makari, while mostly mirroring
the Italian distribution, is incompatible with imperative morphology. Interestingly enough, the reviewer notes that
it is attested with 74+V in the negative form. Looking into this matter, I found that Modern Greek, replicating a
pattern also seen in other languages including Italian, has a suppletive form for the negative imperative, which in
the case of Greek involves the Subjunctive mood (as is the case in Spanish). Once the imperative is deprived of its
specific morphology, no clash arises between makari and the imperative clause. This means that Greek makari does
not only depend on semantics or speech act/clause type, but also on morphological and possibly syntactic conditions,
something which would deserve specific attention in further research.

12“Romagnol Italian” is just a label for the Italian as it is spoken in the Romagnol provinces. Ontologically
imprecise as it can be, it nevertheless identifies a use of the particle, which as such can be accounted for.
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The present proposal is that Romagnol magari (henceforth RM) has gone down a different
path than its Italian counterpart, pushing forward its modal potential, and it is developing into
an MP-like element.

As to its MP status, first of all, RM does not have any effect on truth conditions. Removing
it from the examples above does not change the meaning of the propositions, which shows that
its interpretation is compatible with that of discourse particles.

Secondly, as Fraser puts it, its meaning is procedural rather than conceptual: it helps situa-
te the utterance in the wider communicative context. Its pragmatic import is evident in that
the speaker wants to communicate her stance with regard to her assertion. When it reverses
a negative assertion, it is used by the speaker to signal that the proposition cannot make its
way into the Common Ground, and that truth about the topic of the previous utterance must
be re-negotiated. This means that RM has a specifically modal import which, paired with its
non-truth-conditional meaning, points to an MP reading.

Thirdly, its syntactic position is relatively fixed and below T°. This property has already
been presented as a marked similarity between Italian and German MPs, showing that the
mid-position of MPs does not have to do with the presence of a Mittelfeld per se, since no such
concept is current in Italian syntax. Moreover, just like German MPs, RM scopes well out of
its position, over the whole sentence. This is true of (38B’) as well, regardless of the position of
the MP."> Moreover, magari cannot take its MP meaning if it is leftmost: *magari I'ho visto is
definitely ungrammatical with the reading under exam. This is a further clue to its MP status,
since that of being fixed in a middle position is a well know property of MPs.

Fourth, RM does not take the desired meaning in isolation, nor can it be coordinated
with adverbs:

39) a. A: Non sai fare.
NEG you.know do
“You can'’t do it’
B: *Magari! (=instead I can)
b. *Lo ) decisamente e magari fare!
it.acc Lknow definitely  and  magari do
I can definitely do it!

(39a) shows that like German MPs, RM cannot be used as a short answer. This eventually
boils down to the fact that, according to Merchant’s PF-deletion view of ellipsis, particles would
have to be moved to the left periphery in order to survive ellipsis, but since this is not possible
because MPs do not move at all, RM simply cannot stand alone as an answer and the only
possible interpretation is short-answer magari. (39b), on the other hand, touches on a much
more delicate matter, the head vs Spec status of MPs. Without venturing into such intricate
matters, let it be noted that, like German MPs, RM has the head-like property of not being
coordinated with adverbials since, as heads, MPs could not be coordinated with full phrases.

13 Actually, a difference is to be noted: German MPs are not found below the past participle. Nevertheless,
RM cannot occur below lower adjuncts:

(1) LCho  (magari) visto (magari) col binocolo (*magari)!
it.I.have magari seen magari with.the binocular magari
‘But I have seen him with the binocular.’
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One more thing German MPs and RM have in common is that they cannot be modified: */’50
visto ben magari is ungrammatical.

2.6.1 The pragmatic and polarity features of Romagnol magari

Some formal features of the item confirm the data which come from its MP behaviour.
Just as German MP:s are clause-type and polarity sensitive, RM needs to be used in a positive
assertion. This sets it apart from its other uses:

(40) a. *Non I'ho (magari) visto (magari)!
NEG it.AcC Lhave  magari seen magari
‘T haven't seen it!

b. *Lhai magari visto? (in the desired meaning)
‘Have you quite seen it?’

c. *Fallo magari!
Do.it magari
‘Do it!

RM then aligns itself with Coniglio and Zegrean’s (2010) assumption that clause-type is
relevant for MP licensing. Note that no such effects as those in (40) obtain with regular Italian
magari.

Another interesting feature of RM are its requirements with regard to the information
status of the material in which the particle is found. As mentioned before, RM cannot be used
out of the blue in order to strengthen an assertion: it either vouches a previous assertion from
the interlocutor or contradicts it. Thus, it has a very prominent modal function, its purpose
being that of manifesting the stance of the speaker toward the content of utterance.

(41) A: Gianni non ¢& venuto alla festa
Gianni NEG is come to.the party
‘Gianni didn’t come to the party.’
B: E (magari) venuto (magari)!
is magari come magari
‘He came indeed!’

As Coniglio (2008) points out, 7ica, which has been defined as presuppositional negation
by Cinque (1976), displays a similar MP behaviour. Actually, RM could be considered the posi-
tive counterpart of 7ica. The latter can only be used in negative contexts, it is presuppositional
(it requires the truth of the proposition in which it is found to have been put in doubt) and it
does not alter truth conditions (not being the actual negative marker; a sentence with mica has
the same truth conditions as one without it).

(42) A: Hai sbagliato  tutto
you.have got.wrong all
“You got it all wrong.’
B: Non ¢ mica vero!
NEG is mica true
‘(Instead) that’s not true!’
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2.6.2 An explanation for the behaviour of magari in Romagnol Italian

What happens when RM is used is that the speaker either confirms something which the
interlocutor has said or corrects it. In both cases, a topic is presented by the interlocutor and
the speaker ends up strongly affirming, and committing herself to, the fact that the uttered
proposition is true. When the previous utterance is negative, the speaker wants to stress that
its content must be brought back into the Common Ground. When it is positive, the speaker
vouches the assertion by committing herself to adding it to shared knowledge.

A similar case, German MP ja, is examined by Gast (2008), who couches his research in
Relevance Theory. The German MP ja, which roughly means ‘as we know’, has some similarities
with RM when the latter is used to confirm the previous assertion.

Concerning the function of ja, [...] this particle is used when a speaker presupposes that the hearer
will not contradict or object to what s/he says [...] The function of ja can be characterised in terms of
the present model as follows: jz indicates that an utterance constitutes a ‘trivial update’, i.e. an update
in which a TP context C, containing a Fact is mapped onto an output context C_ which is identical to
the input context. (Gast 2008: 10)

Actually, the parallelism between magari and ja goes beyond that:

[T]rivial updates are made because they trigger specific contextual effects [...] More often than
not, they strengthen existing suppositions or trigger ‘contextual implications’ [...] What ja does in such
sentences is make a background assumption explicit which is (supposed to be) taken for granted (a Fact),
thus enabling the reader to reach the right conclusions. (Gast 2008: 10-11)

Moreover, ja shares with magari the emotional and emphatic quality and “cannot be
used in questions or conditionals, i.e. in any type of sentence or utterance which expresses
Hypotheses rather than Facts” (Gast 2008: 12). Thus, Romagnol magari can be taken to be,
like ja, an indicator of trivial updates in specific communicative contexts. This is why, as noted
by Gutzmann and Turgay (2016: 11), ja is incompatible with new information: “In einem
Kontext, in dem offensichtliche neue und nicht sofort ersichtliche Informationen prisentiert
werden, ist die Verwendung von jz unangemessen”. One more factor which brings together
ja and magari is that they are both propositional MPs in the terms of Gutzmann and Turgay
(2016), which comment on the propositional content but do not operate on clause-type like
Satzmodus-MPs. In fact, what is relevant in the use of RM is not that the utterance is an as-
sertion (at least, not as far as the meaning of RM is concerned). Rather, what RM stresses is
that the proposition is true.'

“This difference is clear in the opposition between these two sentences: Hein is wohl auf See and Hein is
vermutlich auf See. Both mean ‘Hein is probably at sea’, but while vermutlich comments on the propositional
content of the assertion, like this <assert(Hein is vermutlich auf See)>, and is thus a propositional MD, the other
scopes over the illocutionary node, thus turning the assertion into a guess, in this way: <wohl(assert)(Hein ist auf
See)>. Since it involves a change in the illocutionary force of the clause, woh/is a Satzmodus-MP. These are the two
partitions in the class of MPs: “Zum einen gibt es MPs wie wohl, die Satzmodusmodifikatoren sind, zum anderen
die durch ja exemplifizierte Klasse, die man als ‘direkte, propositionale Modifikatoren’ bezeichnen kénnte, da sie
den propositionalen Gehalt direkt kommentieren. Wir bezeichnen diese beiden Gruppen der Einfachheit halber als
Satzmodus-MPs bzw. propositionale MPs” (Gutzmann and Turgay 2016: 11). Since an assertion with RM is still
an assertion, RM can be taken to belong to the first group.



92 NICOLA D'ANTUONO

The fact that magari is only found in positive assertions is more easily explained in terms
of Coniglio and Zegrean’s (2010) split between ILL and CT. While RM has a pragmatic and
modal effect (that of reinforcing an assertion and of declaring the speaker’s commitment towards
it) which relates to ILL, this item has additional requirements concerning clause-type, encoded
in the requirement that the CT of the sentence in which it is found be assertive and positive.
In this view, it can be assumed that the illocutionary properties of RM and its clause-typing
requirements derive from two different sources, that is, from its relation with two distinct
functional projections in the split ForceP.

For the rest, magari is remarkably similar to pure:

(43) a. A: Gianni non ¢& venuto. B: Gianni ¢ magari / pure venuto!

Gianni NEG is come Gianni is magari pure come
‘Gianni didn’t come’ ‘Gianni came indeed!

b. A: Gianni ¢ venuto. B: Gianni ¢ magari / #pure venuto!
Gianni is come Gianni is magari  pure come
< . . J < . . . ')
Gianni came Gianni came indeed!

c. A: Gianni ¢ venuto? B: Gianni ¢ magari / #pure venuto!
Gianni is come Gianni is magari  pure come
‘Did Gianni come?’ ‘Gianni came indeed!

Both pure and magari have an additive function, so it comes as no surprise that their parti-
cle uses are similar. Neither can be used out of the blue, and both remark that the proposition
must be added to shared knowledge. Still, pure only has a corrective meaning: it cannot be
used in response to a question or to a positive assertion. Magari is fine even in the latter cases.

Our last suggestion is that RM serves another purpose. A standard Italian paraphrase of
Gianni é magari venuto could be given along these lines:

(44)  Eccome se Gianni & venuto! / Gianni & venuto eccome!
and.how if Gianniis come  Gianniis come and.how
‘Gianni came indeed!”

(44) is as good an answer to the cases above as magari: it can be used with positive and
negative assertions and as an answer to questions. Eccome literally means ‘and how’ and can
be followed by a se complementizer, which both means if and introduces embedded yes-no
interrogatives. Eccome is formed by a discourse marker, e, which like English ‘and’ relates the
utterance to the previous context, and a word meaning Aow. It is not comparable to interroga-
tive how, though; rather, it is similar to Zanuttini and Portner’s (2003) exclamative wh-words.
These are not (always) acceptable as wh-words in questions, but they serve a fundamental scalar
purpose in exclamatives:

(45)  a. *Come ¢ alto?
how he.is tall
‘How tall is he?’ (cf. Quanto ¢ alto?, lit. ‘how much tall is he?’)

b. Come ¢ alto!
‘How tall he is"
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In Zanuttini and Portner’s (2003) terms, exclamatives map a context D1 to a new context
D2 in a process of widening, meaning that a new, higher degree of a given property is provided
which was not contemplated before. In the case above, the context is widened to allow for a
height which was not yet part of the degrees contemplated in D1. Like questions, exclamatives
denote sets of propositions (which is probably why eccome can be followed by an embedded
interrogative starting with se). The wh-operator binds a variable for which an appropriate value
cannot be found in the Common Ground. The new proposition is ranked with respect to its
alternatives in the Common Ground along a scale which allows for a higher degree of the salient
property. Thus, exclamatives are inherently scalar.

The suggestion is that RM does more or less the same thing. RM, like eccome, remarks
that the degree of certainty with which p can be asserted is high. What magari and eccome do is
relate the assertion to a degree of certainty with which the speaker can assert that p = 1. Eccome
quantifies the degree of certainty with which the speaker affirms p, and the same can be assumed
for magari: along an epistemic scale, the speaker means that p lies beyond a threshold so that she
safely assumes p to be true. What eccome and magari do, then, is in line with the behaviour of
modal particles: when magari is added to a proposition, it brings about a modal reading which
sets the proposition itself against the epistemic beliefs of the speaker. That is also why RM is
redundant: the speaker could simply say Gianni é venuto to contradict the hearer, perhaps with
the addition of Verum Focus. But Verum Focus, while being a powerful informational tool,
does not bring in the speaker’s beliefs in the way RM does. By adding magari, the speaker wants
to stress that p is not only true (rather than false, which is what Verum Focus primarily does),
but also that it lies beyond a ‘safe’ threshold in a scale which is defined on epistemic grounds
(likelihood being based on the speaker’s beliefs). This analysis is once more compatible with a
definition of magari as a discourse particle and, more specifically, as an MP.

3. Conclusions

The aim of this paper was to define in which way a unified analysis of the several uses
of magari can be provided. This amounts to finding its core semantics and verifying how
they interact with propositional content and with pragmatic and informational aspects, like
speaker’s intentions and presuppositions. The results point to an analysis in which magari has
two components: one is an additive function and the other is a peculiar scalar function. This
function refers the proposition to a contextually given scale of propositions ordered according
to a property, and crucially signals that, with respect to this scale, the proposition lies beyond
a given threshold. The nature of the scale, contextually defined, is responsible for what magari
means in the respective cases.

A final remark is in order here. Magari originated in optatives, clauses in which the
presence of a threshold along a scale is fundamental for the correct discourse inferences to be
made. Its optative origin appears to have been the single most influential factor in its further
developments. It could be said that magari has not developed after all: it has maintained its
additive and scalar import, adapting itself to situations in which an epistemic scale is relevant
for the hearer to correctly interpret the utterance. This means that magari can be viewed under
the label of a discourse particle with an epistemic characterisation, and reference to its additi-
ve-plus-threshold nature has been suggested to be an effective description of what it does, or
rather what it means. More research may be required in some cases (as in the case of imperative
magari, in which the effect of the particle must be described with respect to the semantics of the
imperative, which are likely to be a little less obvious than what our sketch in 2.5 suggested),
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but we hope that we have been able to shed new light on some old questions and to pose some
new ones. For one thing, this paper has shown how reductive the term ‘adverb’ can be, and
what influence a mood or clause-type can have on the particles that are associated with it and
on their further developments.

In all cases, magari has been proven not to be truth-conditional: its semantic contribution
derives either from the interaction with presuppositions and shared knowledge, or from the
implicatures it causes and the pragmatic inferences on the part of the hearer. In all cases, magari
has been taken to have a primarily discourse-related function, which again shows how blurred
the boundary between the category of adverbs and discourse particles is (if needed at all).
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Abstract:

In this paper we describe the distribution of propredicative clitics in nominal
copular constructions across different Italo-romance varieties. Different lexical
items are recruited from the lexicon to cliticize the predicative NB, all of them
either lack inflection or show a neuter inflection: the ‘uninflected’ status of
propredicatives, in fact, is an available option among the categorical status of
different pronouns. The characteristics of propredicatives across Italo-Romance
confirms the predictions of the analysis of Moro (1997: 1) copular constructions
allow only one agreement projection (agreement with the subject of the copular
sentence and not with the predicate), 2) the proforms are generated in N° rather
than a D°. This analysis challenges the ‘definite’ analyses of romance I-clitics
(which date back to Postal 1966): such proposals often invoke the parallel
between clitics and definite articles as a reason to treat clitics as belonging to
the category D. We will also show that apparent counterexamples found in
some varieties in which the proforms agree in gender and number with the
nominal predicates rely on semantic restrictions and ellipsis. We will finally
update the proposal of Moro (1997) in terms of the labelling algorithm (Moro
2009; Chomsky 2013; Rizzi 2016): the N° cliticization involved in the propre-
dicative items allows a D° in situ within the small clause which label the small
clause, which otherwise will be unlabelled and imply a crash in the derivation.

Keywords: agreement, clitics, definiteness, nominal copular constructions, pro-
predicatives

1. Introduction

In this paper, we provide a comparative overview of the
distribution of propredicative clitics. Our research is based
mainly on data from Italo-romance varieties, but we also include
data from other Romance languages. Propredicative clitics are
the proforms found in copular sentence to refer to either the
predicative NP or the AP, In Italian the propredicative clitics are
invariant in gender and number: for instance, also when they
refer to a feminine predicative NP (1b) or to an inflected AP (2b).
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(1) a. Le ragazze sono la causa del litigio.
The girls are the .~ cause of the quarrel.
Eﬂl‘slﬂg cm Slng
b. Le ragazze *la/ lo sono (la causa del litigio)
The girls it, /it , are (the, . cause_  of the quarrel)
¢ . eﬂl‘slﬂg neuter—slng 5 enl—slng Cm‘Slng
The girls are the cause of the quarrel.
2) a. Le ragazze sono  belle.
The girls are beautiful.
b. Le ragazze *le /lo sono  (belle).
The girls i, ./ € ersing are (beautiful).
“The girls are beautiful.

We propose an analysis of copular constructions in which the predicative XP (NB, AP)!
cliticizises in an invariant/uninflected form (1b, 2b). As for nominal copular constructions, the
main idea is that, as Moro (1997) suggests, /o is generated in a N° rather than D°: the invariant
form of the propredicative clitic does not imply a definite D description ([-referential] in the
terms of La Fauci and Loporcaro, 1997), as the other /- clitics do, since it refers to the predicative
element within the small clause. We report the data from different Romance varieties which
uniformly show that the proforms for the predicative NPs are either invariant propredicative
clitics or adverbs. These data on the one hand confirm that copular constructions allow only
one AGR projection (which is activated for the chain of the raised subject NP), as predicted
by Moro (1997), and, on the other hand, the element allowed to stands for the predicate can
only be either a non-inflecting lexical item or a proform with neuter inflection so that “it seems
that an inherent property of propredicative elements is that they do not have any features of
their own [...] (Moro 1997: 66)”.

Moreover, the N generation of the propredicative clitics has clear implications at syn-
tax-semantics interface: propredicatives do not refer to any argument or referent in the world
(in the sense of definite expression) and since DPs are arguments and NPs are predicates (as
argued by Stowel 1989; Longobardi, 1994), they refer to the mere N (the predicate) and they
are, semantically speaking, constants (while other pronouns are bound variables). The predicate
NPs, in fact, as Moro 1997 shows, can also be found with no determiners in nominal copular
sentences (3).

(3) a. Le ragazze sono  (la) causa del litigio.
The girls are (thefem_sing) cause, of the quarrel
“The girls are (the) cause of the quarrel.’

Apparent counterexamples which show full inflected propredicative clitics (section 5)
will allow us to update Moro’s proposal in two directions: on the one side we will analyse
the appearing agreeing propredicatives as a semantically and pragmatically restricted case of
ellipsis and on the other side we will interpret the entire set of data as an effect of the labelling

! Although we will focus mainly on nominal copular constructions involving predicative DPs, APs will become
relevant in the analysis of some varieties (Occitan in section 4.3) in which we find different proforms depending on
the lexical category of the predicative item within the small clause: either a NP or AP
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algorithm involved in the small clause selected by the copula be. The crucial fact is that copular
small clauses are unstable structures: the symmetry instantiated by the two XPs generates a
conflict and the SC remains unlabelled. To solve this labelling problem, the symmetry must be
broken: the raising of either XP provide SC with label (Chomsky 2013; Rizzi 2016 relying on
Moro 2000, 2009). The small clause is labelled by the D of the predicative DP position which
remains in situ, since both the subject and predicative NP (which undergoes cliticization) raise
to the inflectional domain.

In section 2 we describe the general pattern of distribution of propredicative -/o in Italian
and we highlight the most relevant characteristic also shared with many Romance languages.
Section 3 addresses the issue on the D morphology attributed to 3" person clitic: although
in Italian propredicative clitics show /-morphology which is also found in definite determiner
and in other clitics, propredicatives cannot be interpreted systematically as definite element;
the propredicative elements, in fact, cliticizes N° and not D° (as originally proposed in Moro
1997). In section 4 we introduce the data on the different strategies to pronominalize the
predicative DP in Italo-Romance: the pronominalizing operation can imply 1) a clitic (or a
set of alternating clitics), 2) an adverb or 3) no expression at all. Section 5 introduces some
apparent counterexamples to be included in the analysis of the distribution of propredicative
expression across Romance: agreeing propredicative clitics. In section 6 we will present our
syntactic account for which in nominal copular sentences there is only one agreement projec-
tion which is activated for the chain of the raised subject NP and the propredicative proforms
refer to the mere N within the postcopular DP, that’s why no overt inflection is found across
all the varieties described. Section 7 is devoted to update the account in 6 through a ‘labelling’
approach (Chomsky 2013). In section 8 we present our concluding remarks.

2. On the distribution of propredicative “lo’

In Italian the object of a verb can be cliticized onto it (by means of a full inflected range
of clitics: /a (fem. sing.), lo (masc. sing.), /e (fem. plur.), etc.; see Burzio 1986).

(4) a. La ragazza riconosce la gioia dei genitori
The girl recognizes t he ing, JOY e sing of the parents
“The girl recognizes the joy of her parents.

b. La ragazza la/ *lo riconosce (Ia gioia dei genitori)
The girl it /it recognizes (the joy, . of the parents)

fem-sing masc-sing

“The girl recognizes it (=the joy of her parents)’

Object clitic movement (from a postverbal DP) targets an agreement position within
the IP and VP layer for licensing its semantic specificity associated to its gender and number
features (Roberts 2010).?

*We will not refer here to the difference between the functional projection where clitics land (little » positions,
m AgrOP, CIP) or whether they are the results of movement or base generated but see Sportiche (1992, 1996),
Mavroyorgos (2010), Manzini and Savoia (2005), Manzini (2014). For the purpose of the present descriptive work,
we are mainly interested in showing that there is a position, within the inflectional layer, where agreeing (object)
clitics land which is not available in copular constructions.
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However, as accounted for by Moro (1993, 1997, and subsequent works), in copular
sentences involving either a predicative NP or an AP there is a special clitic, namely /o, which
is invariant in gender and number (presenting overt masculine/neuter morphology-o) although
it refers to a feminine predicative NP (4).

4) a. le foto del muro sono la causa della rivolta
the pictures of the wall are the cause of the riot
b. * le foto del muro la sono
the pictures of the wall it, .~ are
Cm‘slng
c. le foto del muro lo sono
the pictures of the wall it are

masc-sing

“The pictures of the wall are the cause of the riot.”

(Moro 1997: 71)

The same /o clitic can be found in context where it resumes subordinate clauses: in this
case, however, since clauses are not inflected for ¢ features, we obviously expect the resumptive
proform to present default agreement: this is actually the case of invariant /o in (5).

(5) lo sapevo (che saresti venuto)
. masc-sing l?nCW (that beCOND—ng S come PAST—PARTICIPLE)
I knew it = (I knew you would come).

Similar propredicative clitics are found across Romance languages: both invariant proforms
for predicate NPs (6a 6b, 7b) and for subordinate clause are found in Spanish and in French,
but not in Portuguese (8) and Romanian (9).

6) a. Jean est un avocat, et Francois le sera aussi French
Marie  is a lawyer, and Jeanne it will be too
cm mﬂSC‘Slng
b. Marie est une avocate, et Jeanne le/ *la sera aussi
Marie  is a lawyer, and Jeanneit ./ it. . will be too
cm mﬂSC‘Slng 5 fem‘slng

‘Marie is a lawyer and Jeanne will be a lawyer too.
(Dechainee and Witschko 2002:487)

c. Jele  saveis (que tu viendrais)
[ e knew (thatyou comeCOND_ZS)’
I knew it = (I knew you would comeﬁ

@) a. este nifo es la ruina  de los padres Spanish

this child is the, ~ ruin_ of the parents.
em €m

masc
“This child is the ruin of his parents.’
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b. este nifio lo/ *la es (la ruina de los padres)
this child it is (thefem ruin_of the parents )

masc-sin fem sing

“This child is the ruin o? his parents.

c. lo sabia (que ibas a venir).
masc-sing knCW that gOIMP 2s! come INE
T knew it = (I Cknew you would come)’
(8) a. essa crianca é a ruina dos pais Portuguese
this child_ is the, ruin . of parents.
em-sing fem-sing

“This childis the ruin of his parents.’

b. essa crianga *o/ *a ¢ (a ruina dos pais)
this child it is (the ruin__ of the parents )

masc-sin; fem sing fem fem

“This child is the ruin o? his parents.’

c. eu (*o) sabia  (que vinhas)
I lt:masc -sing knewlsg (that ComePRET IMP)
‘T knew it = (I knew you would come).’

9) a. fetele sunt  cauza conflictului.

girls-the are cause, . quarrel
“The girls are the cause of the quarrel.

b. fetele *l /*o sunt. (cauza conflictului)
Girls-the it Smg/ g ATC (causefem_sing quarrel )
“The girls are the cause of the quarrel.’

c. *O/ 1 stiam (cit vei veni)

fem-sing ltmasc -sing knCWI Sg that beCOND-2sg ComePAST PARTICIPLE

‘T knew it= (I knew you would come).
(Bleotu, p.c.)

The data above show that in Romance there is a systematic pattern in the distribution of the
propredicative clitics. So, except for Portuguese and Romanian, in nominal copular sentences
both NP and AP predicate cliticize onto a proform with these main characteristics: 1) the pro-
predicative clitic is a 3" person Direct Object clitic; 2) it is invariant since it does not carry the
morphosyntactic features of the predicate it stands for; 3) it shows a masculine singular inflection,
that in the case of Spanish and Italian is commonly assumed to be a residual neuter inflection
(found only in some lexical categories such as determiners and proforms; 4) last but not least,
the propredicative clitics are syncretic with definite determiners. However, in section 4 we will
see that the distribution of propredicative clitics across Italo-Romance is more complex than the
general pattern sketched above: there are strategies which do not involve a clitic proform (as the
Portuguese data show) or that have more than one proform at work (we will see the cases of Occitan
and Catalan in section 4 and 5). Anyway, a general characteristic across the varieties we report is
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that no agreeing elements are found as predicate proforms, confirming that copular sentences do
not have an agreement position within the IP and VP layer. The fact that many varieties show a
syncretism between the propredicative clitics and definite determiners seem to be in contrast with
the morphological invariant status of propredicatives, since definite descriptions (D category) are
commonly assumed to select nominal class inflections. Next section is devoted to examining this
apparent contrast between definiteness morphology and clitic distribution.

3. The definiteness morphology of 3" person cliticis and the clitic paradigm in Italian

Accusative 3" person clitics are commonly assumed to be different from other Romance
pronouns: the main reason is that, morphologically, they are identical to definite determin-
ers (Postal. 1966°, and subsequent literature), and like them, and unlike the rest of the clitic
paradigm of most of Romance, they have gender features (see Hinzen and Sheenan 2014 for
a review).!

With respect to their interpretation, the idea that accusative clitics are linked to referen-
tial specificity is shared in many works (cf. Sunier 1988; Uriagereka 1995; Roca 1992, 1996;
Sportiche 1996; Ferndndez-Soriano 1993; or Ormazébal and Romero 2007, 2010): concretely,
3 person clitics are commonly assumed to be D category for the Definiteness morphology
(+ in Romance) embedding an N, i.e. nominal class category, for its inflections (Kratzer 2009;
Manzini and Savoia 2007; Manzini 2012).

In Romance, they have a recognizable lexical base /- followed by nominal class inflections
-0/ -a. The same lexical base /- turns up as the determiner of nouns, in which case its referential
value is clearly definiteness, incidentally the nominal class endings -0/-z are the same seen on
nouns (10).

(10)  a. l-o zi-0 b. l-a zi-a
) uncle the aunt
mas(}&lng em»alng
For example, in the Italian clitic system at the morphophonological interface, separate lex-
icalizations for ‘speaker’ m-, ‘hearer’ t- and ‘definiteness’ I- are instantiated (Manzini 2012: 12).

(11) a. mi/ ti
me/ you

b. lo/ la
him/ her

If we go back to 3™ person accusative clitics, the definiteness /- combines with overt mor-
phosyntactic features: “the alleged ‘3 person’ features are in fact gender features, a variety of
descriptive feature ... If [a descriptive feature] is to grow into a pronoun, it has to combine with

3 Actually, Postal (1966)’s claim was that all pronouns (including strong pronouns) “are really articles, in fact
types of definite articles” (Postal 1966: 203).

#In Italian, for example, while 1* and 2™ person accusative clitics are invariant for gender (mi/ti as in 11a),
all indirect clitics are uninfected for gender. However 3" person indirect clitic in standard Italian has two different
forms gli for masculine and /e for feminine, but while the feminine /e is disappearing, the masculine g/ is often used
to refer to both masculine and feminine referents.
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a feature [def] that turns it into a definite description. If [def] is the familiar feature that can
also be pronounced as a definite determiner in certain configurations, it should head its own
functional projection, hence be a D ... Descriptive features ... are nominal, hence NsKratzer
(2009: 221 apud Manzini 2012: 12).”

At this respect Sufier (1988) suggests that 3* person direct object clitics are semantically
restricted to [+specific] arguments since they refer to negative phrases, nonspecific indefinites,
or interrogative elements.’

A slight different account is the one of Vergnaud and Zubizarreta (1992), they propose
that clitics and definite determiners denote rokens, but 3 person direct object clitic can also
be associate to an indefinite DP interpreted as non-specific or as a #pe (Verganud and Zubi-
zarreta 1992, but also Roca 1992, 1996) or with a generic interpretation as in (12a), never as
a regular indefinite (12b).

(12)  a. Una corbata, nome la pondria ni borracho Spanish

A tie, not me it would.put-on.I not-even drunk

fem-sing

‘A tie, I would not dress it not even if I was drunk.’

b. *Una corbata, me la puse ayer

A tie, mey, it puton, yesterday

A tie, I dressed it yesterday.
(Ormazabal and Romero, 2010: 10)

Similar considerations have been made also about the non-definite reading of /- articles.
Dechaine and Wiltschko (2002) put down that the French /-article does not have a fixed in-
terpretation. In some contexts it may be construed as a definite (13a) while in other contexts
it is ambiguous between a generic and a definite construal (13b).

(13)  a. Jean a achete  le vin. French
Jean has bought the wine
‘Jean bought the wine.’

b. Jean aime le vin.
Jean likes the wine
- . .
= i. ‘Jean likes wine.
= ii. Jean likes the wine.’

Sinilarly, in Italian a singular definite article introduces a generic (plural) reading (cf. Chierchia
1998; Delfitto 1998, 2002; Storto 2003; Zamparelli 2002; Falco and Zamparelli 2019).

(14)  a. Il dodo ¢ estinto (=tutti I dodo sono estinti).
the dodo is extinct (=All Dodos are extinct).

So, [~ articles do not have an uncontroversial and fixed referential value and in many cases
they are not inherently definite. Longobardi (1994) accounts for this by the proposal that the

> Similar proposals have been made by Uriagereka (1995) and Ormazabal and Romero (2010).
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definite construal reflects the presence of a null D position (15a). When the D superstructure
is absent, the generic reading becomes available (15b).

(15)  a. [, D [ le [NP Vln]]] = ‘the wine’
b. [ le [NP vin]] = ‘wine’

Both 3 person accusative clitics and I-determiners, although often associated to definite
reading, can also imply a generic reading. Another strong case in which we can not interpret
the /- clitic as definite is the case of /o propredicative clictis in copular constructions. The /o
clitic can refer, in fact, either to a predicative DP (16) or to an adjective (17).

(16) a. Elena & la causa della guerra
Elena is the cause_ of the war
‘Elena is the cause of the war.’

b. Elena lo e (la causa della guerra)
Elena it C s is (the cause of the war)

fem
‘Elena is it (tghe cause of the war).’
17)  a. le foto del muro sono interessanti
the picture of the wall ~ are interestingmasc olue
‘the picture of the wall  are interesting.
b. le foto del muro lo sono (interessanti)
the pictures of the wall (interesting

mascsmg) masc—plur

“The picture of the wall are (1nterest1n

)

Consider that /o can refer to a bare predicative NPs (Moro: 1997): in the predicative NP
in canonical sentences the D° can be left empty: (16) is equivalent to (18).

(18) Elena ¢ causa della guerra
Elena is cause of the war

Moro (1997) implements the account of Longobardi (1994) for which DPs are arguments
and NPs are predicate: since /o refers to the predicate it cannot refer to a D element, but to a N.

(19) Inflecrad 7 ~lisine
DP

(D)

infl.cl.
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(20) Invariant /o
DP
N
D° NP
)
N°
uninfl.cl.

In our respect, despite the fact that propredicative clitics show the /- morphology of definite
determiners and 3™ person inflecting accusative clitics, these /o clitics found in Italian (but also
le in French and /o in Spanish) refer to predicative NPs or adjective: they can never be associated
to a referential meaning or a definite description.

The interpretation of propredicative clitics confirms that there is no one-to-one mapping
between /- morphology and definite interpretation, as we have also seen in the cases of generic
interpretation of both articles and clitics (11-14). The lack of definite [+def] interpretation is
overtly characterized by the fact that the propredicative clitics do not show inflectional para-
digms. Nevertheless, they are not uninflected forms but invariant forms: the -o termination is
an invariant (neuter) inflection (actually it is syncretic with masculine singular). The distribution
and the interpretation of propredicative clitics are captured by the analysis of Moro 1997: 1)
lo refers to the predicate in the small clause from which, through raising, the copular sentences
are derived; 2) more precisely /o refers to an N and not to a D. This analysis accounts for the
invariant inflection of /o and for its non-definite interpretation and it will be useful (in section
4) to describe the microparametric variation found across Italo-Romance in the distribution
of propredicatives. But, before proceeding to review the different varieties, we will introduce
another lexical item which is used as a propredicative proform, namely ci.

3.1 1o’ and ‘i’ propredicatives

The clitic ¢i (there) is a locative clitic which refers to indirect arguments or location. It can
also be used as a propredicative proform and can parallels the /o-structures, since ci is one of
the way in which natural language’s syntax builds a predicative connection out of a DP (Moro
1993, 1997) as in existentials (21b). Ci is a raised predicate since if it were a null expletive (or
a proform of an argument) (22b) would be grammatical but this is not the case.® So in the
analyisis of (21b) scienziato is the subject of the small clause and 7 is the raised ‘existential’
predicate, being “the existential meaning a function that maps DP into a predicative structure

where DY is the predicate of a set demoted by the NP (Moro 1992: 10).”

21 Gianni & uno scienziato
Gianni is a scientist

¢For a complete analysis of ci in existentials see Moro 1997 (Chapter 2).
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b c’e uno scienziato
there is a scientist

(22)  a. Gianni lo & t,
Gianni /o is

b *celo et
(there lo is)
(Moro 1997: 105)

Acvtually ¢/ can overtly occur as a (nominal) propredicative element of a small clause in
Italian substandard constructions (23).

(23) ci sei o ci fai?
ci are-2sg or ci make

‘Are you really like that or are you pretending to be like that?’
(Moro 1997: 275 f£.10)

Ci can be a lexical substitute, as we will see in Section 4, of the /o propredicative in some
varieties with a reduced clitic paradigm.

4. Distribution of propredicative elements across Italo-Romance

In this section we describe the distribution of propredicative clitics across Italo-Romance.
In all the varieties we report the propredicative clitics are invariant just like the Standard Italian
lo, however different elements are recruited from the lexicon to refer to the predicate DP. We
will discuss mainly two descriptive dimensions: the lexical item found to refer to the predicate
and the inflectional status of such element. The main descriptive criteria are: 1) the syncretism
(or not) between the propredicative items and the 3" person accusative clitics; 2) the syncretism
with ci-like clitics; 3) whether the lexical elements used to refer to predicates are proforms or
lexical invariant/uninflected elements; 4) whether different lexical items are found to refer to
different type of predicative element; 5) the characteristics of the inflectional (inflected/unin-
flected/invariant) status of the lexical items found to refer to the predicate. We identified three
main groups of varieties in Italo-Romance (and Romance):

1) Varieties with ¢z: propredicatives that refers to NP or AP are syncretic with the existential/
locative ci. In some varieties of these varieties ¢i is also found with 3™ person dative clitics.

2) Varieties with adverbial propredicatives: no propredicative proforms are found, as in
Portuguese (8) and Romanian (9), some adverbials can appear to refer to predicates but they
are never raised in preverbal position. Similarly to propredicatives, no clitic proforms are
found for existentials, even if 3 person accusative/dative clitics are present in these varieties.

3) Varieties with Jo- propredicatives: as in Italian, French and Spanish. In these varieties an
I-clitic is generally used to refer to predicates. However, alternation with other types of clitics
(different lexical items) is found to refer to different predicates (for istance, 7e partitive clitics
in Occitan, specialized form like /o in Catalan).
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4.1 Varieties with ci-like propredicatives

The first group of varieties we report is the one in which found a propredicative c/-there clitics.
In (24-25) we found an example of Romanesco in which the propredicative 7 refers to an AP.

(24)  a. Rosa ¢ ‘mbecille forte Romanesco
Rose is stupid  strong
‘Rose is really stupid.’

b. (mbecille) Rosa c’¢ [*lo & forte
(stupid) Rose there is / it is strong
‘(stupid) Rose really is.’
(La Fauci and Loporcaro1997: 19)

(25) a. Te sse’ davero er meio
You are r eally the best
“You are really the best.’

b. (er meio) ce sse’ davero
(the best) there are, really
“You are really the best.’

The use of ¢i clictic is quite common in many Southern varieties (mainly Calabrian) to
refer mainly to the an AP/NP predicate in copular construction (26) while /- masculine direct
clitic is not allowed (26b) .

26) a. Maria ¢ ttfota Northern Calabrian
Maria is silly
b. (tfota) Maria  tf ¢/ *(Due

silly  Maria  thereis / *itis
(La Fauci and Loporcaro1997: 27)

In these varieties a ¢i proform (#) is used also in locative constructions (27b) and to express
oblique dative relation (27c), while Italian restricts the use of ¢ to existential and locative constructions.

27) a Maria ¢ ddingsa a kasa Northern Calabrian
Maria is inside the house
b. (dintsa a kasa) Maria tfe / *(Du e
(inside the house) Maria there is / *it is

(La Fauci and Loporcaro1997: 27)

c. tfi detti  nu libbru a Maria Gioiosa lonica
her,  Igave abook to Maria
‘I gave a book to Maria.’
(Gioiosa lonica: Ledgeway, Schifano, Silvestri 2017)
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To capture the differences between Italian and other varieties on the use of ¢i//o, La Fauci
and Loporcaro (1997) proposed an analysis linked to the feature of referentiality [+/- referen-
tial]. They assume that locative and existential propredicatives are referential since they express
respectively a location and a proposition about existence or presence of some entities in the
world.” They resume their analysis in a table (we report as Tab.1): while Italian restricts the use
of ¢i to existential and locative constructions and the use of /o to non-referential predicate, the
varieties above allow the use of ¢i for both propredicative types.

referential

Standard lo v |
Substandard
and dialects ci ci

Tablel. The distribution of ci/lo across Italian and substandard Italia adapted from La Fauci and Lo Porcaro (1997)

The descriptive generalization of La Fauci and Loporcaro (1997) seems to be an ad hoc
generalization for propredicatives: the propredicative /o, in fact, is syncretic with the 3 person
accusative masculine clitic in standard Italian (but a similar pattern is found crosslinguistically
for example in Spanish and French) which is [+referential]: should we, then, assume that we are
dealing with two different lexical entries for /? It seems theoretically undesirable to assume a
different lexical item every time there is a difference in referentiality for proforms which share
the very same morphosyntactic root.

Furthermore, there are particular cases in which determining the referentiality of the pro-
predicative /o is not trivial as in the famous Fregean classic example in (28). The two DPs are in a
relation of identity®: the two ‘proper names’ are interchangeable in subject and in predicate position
(28a/28b) and they are two descriptions of the same referent in the world (primary reference in
the terms of Frege). The propredicative invariable clitics /o can refer to both DPs (28¢/28d) since
in nominal copular sentences one of the two noun phrases always plays the role of predicate.

(28) a. [,,1a stella del mattino] e [, la stella della sera] Ttalian
the, star_ of the morning is the, star_ of the evening
¢ em CI}'] . . 5 em €em
The morning star is the evening star.
b. [,p1a stella della sera] e [, la stella del mattino]
the, star_ of the evening is the, star_ of the morning
em €em em €em

“The evening star is the morning star.’

7For a proper definition of the semantics of existential see Moro (1993, 2017) or McNally (2016).

8 Remind ‘that identity is not predicated by the copula or equivalently that one of the two noun phrases
involved in a copular sentence always plays the role of a predicate. Whether or not the notion of identity can be
employed to understand the relation between the two noun phrases is a different matter [...]” (Moro 1997: 225
fIn.33). See Moro (1988, 1997) for an empirical argument base on binding theory against the analysis of copula
as an identity predicate.



PROPREDICATIVE CLITICS IN ITALO-ROMANCE 109

c. La stella del mattino lo/ *la ¢ (la stella della sera)
the, star_ of the morning it isthe_star, oftheevening
cm cm masc-sin Cm‘slng cm cm

“The morning star is it (the evening star).

d. La stella dela sera lo/ *la ¢ (la stella del mattino)
the, star_ of the evening it . /it . isthe_ star_ oftheevening
cm cm maSC‘Slng Cm—slng em cm

“The morning star is it (the evening star).’

So, it seems to be a matter of Lexical Parametrization (in the sense of Manzini and Wexler
1987) that shapes the clitic paradigm for each variety on morphosyntactic dimensions. In 24-
27, we have showed data from languages (mainly Southern varieties) which have a reduced
paradigm for clitics. The same lexical item ¢7 is used as a proform to refer to nominal predicate
in copular constructions, existential predicates, location or even to indirect (dative) object (27¢):
clitic proforms which refer both to predicate and indirect arguments.

4.2 Varieties with adverbial propredicatives

In the second group of Italo-Romance varieties (mainly Apulian varieties) no propredic-
ative clitic is possible: the proform used can be a postverbal adverb which is not obligatory
(similar data are described by La Fauci and Loporcaro 1997:4f 29 for the variety of Altamura).
We report in (29) the variety of Conversano, where no prorpredicative is available: although
3 person accusative clitics are available (26b) they cannot refer to an NP predicate in copular
constructions. Remind that in these varieties 3 person accusative clitics are syncretic with the
definite determiners. In (29b) we can see that an adverb (akkse = so) can optionally be used as
a proform to refer to the nominal predicate. The adverb is always postverbal, it is not allowed
in preverbal position (between the subject and the copula).’

29) a. Maria i3 u prifo  do la nonnos Conversano (BA)
Mariais the . joy — of  the ~  grandmother
b. Maria (*u) ie
Maria (*itmmSing ) is
c. Maria (*akkse) ie (akse)
Maria (*so) is (so)

‘Maria is the joy of the grandmother (=her grandmother).’

Similar data are found also in Romanian: no clitics are available to refer to a predicate (30b),
although a full set of inflected clitics is available to refer to argument DP (30e-f). Sometimes an
adverb can be found in postverbal position, as 45z in (30c). In Romanian a demonstrative pronoun
which agrees in gender with the nominal predicate can be found ‘in situ’ (30d), but not in a raised
position before the copula (i.e. a clitic position). The fact that this demonstrative shows overt
gender feature does not challenge the hypothesis that copular sentences have just one agreement
projection, since the element is left ‘in sitw’ and does not move to any preverbal functional position.

Nevertheless, it is allowed in root position but with a contrastive focus intonation.
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30) a. fetele sunt  cauza conflictului. Romanian
girls-the are cause quarrel

fem-sing

“The girls are the cause of the quarrel.’

b. fetele *l/  *o) sunt.  (cauza conflictului)
girls-the it /it are (cause quarrel

masc-sing fem-sing

“The girls are (the cause of the quarrel).’

GEN)

fem-sing

c. fetele sunt  (aga)
Girls-the are this way
“The girls are in this way.’

d. fgetele sunt  (aceasta) (=cauza conflictului)
iglrls—t}}e aret hlsfm_smg‘ cause;, . quarrel
The girls are so.

e. fata  recunoaste bucuria parintilor.
girl-the recognizes joy-the, . = parents

“The girl recognizes (=the joy of her parents).’

f. Fata o/ 1 recunoaste
S
girl-the i, . /it . recognizes
eﬂl‘slﬂg m}lSC‘Slng

“The girl recognizes it (=the joy of her parents).’
(Bleotu, p.c.)

As for 3" person accusative clitics, although no form is found for propredicative use, we
still find a full inflected parading for direct object clitic as in (31).

(31) a. Mari  voto a iedd / iedd Conversano (Ba)
Maria  sees to her / him
b. Mari la/u vota
Mari  her/ him sees.

‘Maria sees her/him.’

However, a masculine singular clitic can be found in the variety of Conversano (as in
other Apulian varieties) to refer to a subordinate clause, while this option is not available in
Romanian (see 9¢).

(32) u sapevo (K aviv a vono)  Conversano (Ba)
L l?new (that haweIMP_ZSg oo come, )
I knew it = (I knew you would come).

As for existential constructions there is no overt ¢7 element: it is normally expressed through
the use of a different lexical verb (‘stay’) and through verb subject inversion (33b). However,
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contrary to what happens to copular sentences (29¢), the use of a postverbal locative adverbial
(33c¢) does not imply any existential meaning but a pure locative meaning.'

(33) a. Maria ste a keso Conversano (BA)
Maria stays at home
‘Maria is at home’

b. ste Maria
stays Maria
“There is Maria.’
c Maria ste de

Maria stays there
‘Maria is there.’

The difference between this last group of varieties and the previous group is due not only
to the richness of the clitic paradigms (the number of specialized lexical items found in the set
of clitic proforms within each variety), but also to the morphosyntactic characteristics of each
clitic lexical entry. For instance, in the variety of Conversano the 3™ person accusative clitic
can only refer to argument DP (31b) (not predicates) or to CP (32), while in Romanian it
can only refer to argument DP (30e, f) but not to a CP (9¢). The analysis of copula (see Moro
1997 and section 6) as a raising verb which has only one agreement projection available for the
subject raised from the small clause fits with all the data we have been presenting so far. The
micro-parametric differences are linked to the morphosyntactic characteristics of each lexical
item used to refer to a predicate in a Lexical Parametrizarion (Manzini and Wexler, 1987) view:
so, while in the first group the clitic ¢i refer to both predicats and all indirect arguments, in
the second group of varieties no clitic element can refer either to predicates or to location but
clitic proforms are found only to refer to argument DPs or CPs.

4.3 Varieties with lo- propredicatives

The last group is the one that works like Italian and includes Spanish, French, Many North-
ern Italian varieties and Sardinian. We report in (34) the example from Logudorese Sardinian
in which two different propredicative clitics are found: one for predicative NP (34a, b) and
another for locative PP (34c, d), as in standard Italian.

(34) a. Maria el fea Logudorese Sardinian
Maria is ugly
b. (fea) Maria lu este / *bb este
(ugly) Maria it is / there is
‘Maria is ugly.’

uriously also Romanian shows a similar pattern for existential/locative see for a description and an analysis
0C ly also R« h lar p f 1/1 forad p d ly:

Corniliescu (2009).
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c. Maria est in domo
‘Maria is at home’
Maria is at home

d. (in domo) Maria *lu este / bb este
(at home) Maria it is / there is
‘Maria is there.’
(La Fauci and Loporcaro 1997: 27)

Within this group not all predicates are expressed by the same proform (as we have already
seen in the example 1-7) the most widespread distinction is between citic proforms which refer
to nominal and adjectival predicates on one side and clitic referring to existential and locative
predicates (or indirect arguments) on the other.

There is variation among these varieties on the type of predicate each propredicative clitic
can refer to. For example, Occitan patterns with the group of Italian since it selects a lo-like
invariant propredicative clitic (o) to refer to predicative NP (35). However, there is a difference
in the propredicatives used to refer to an AP: while the clitic o is used to refer to an NP (35),
for AP we can find either the o clitic or the partitive clitic en (7" before vowels) in (36).

(35) a. la filha es'enveja dels vesins . Occitan
the girls is the envy of the neighbors

b. la filha o es / *nes.
thegilr it s /it is

masc-sing part-cl ~7°

(36)

g

La filha es polida
The girl is beautiful

b. La filha o es / n'es.
The girl it is /it is.
nlaSC‘Slng Pﬂr[‘C[

“The girl is beautiful’
(Sichel-Bazin, pc)

Among the range of possible microparametric variation, the morphosyntactic invariant
status of the clitic selected to refer to predicates in copular constructions is preserved across
all varieties. The domain of the variation is restricted to the type of predicate each lexical item
can refer to, once more the mircroparametric variation seems to be limited to the lexical item
as Lexical Parametrization predicts. This last group of varieties is characterized for having the
highest range of specialization within the paradigm of the propredicative clitics. However, there
is a variety which apparently show an inflected propredicative clitic which is used to refer to a
predicative NP: Catalan. Next section is devoted to go through the Catalan data.

5. Apparent counterexamples: agreeing propredicatives in Catalan?

Catalan has a full paradigm of inflected 3™ person accusative clitics (for gender masculine/
feminine) which use the /- morphology and are syncretic with defninte determiners (as all the
varieties we have been reviewing so far). However, in Catalan there is a specialised neuter clitic
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which has a lexical root different from Aclictic (Bonet 1995; Longa Lorenzo and Rigau 1998):
the clitic Ao; it can refer only to predicative DPs (37).

(37) a. en Pere  és mestre Catalan
the Pere s teacher
‘Pere is the teacher.’

b. En Pere ho /¥’ és
the Pere it /it
neut Slng‘ﬂlasc

‘Pere is (the teacher).’

The clitic 4o can never refer to argumental DP (38a, b) but it refers to embedded CP (38c, d).

(38) a. No entenc el tema
neg understand. Is the topic
‘I don’t understand the topic.’

b. No el/ *ho entenc
‘neg it _ /it understand
neut

sing-masc

‘T don’t understand it.’

c. No entenc el que vols dir
neg uI’lderstandlsin the that want, say,;
I don’t understand what you mean.
d. No *el/ ho entenc
neg it_ it understand. _
SIng-masc neut lSlﬂg

‘T don’t understand it.’
(Hinzen and Sheenan 2014: 158)

Clausal complements, then, unlike referential DP complements, do not get pronominalized
by means of accusative clitics, but rather only by means of the neuter clitic /0. However, there
are copular sentences in which predicative DP can be pronominalized optionally by the means
of an accusative clitic see (39) for masculine and (40) for feminine.'?

39) a. En Pere és el mestre del  poble
Pere is the teacher of the town
b. En Pere ho/ I’ és

Pere  I'(‘e/direct object clitc) is
‘Pere is (the teacher of the town).’

(40)  a. La Maria és la mestra del poble
Maria is the teacher of the town
b. La Maria ho /la  és.

the Maria it /it, is.
neu

fem

‘Maria is (the teacher of the town).’

(Roca 1996: 106)

1 /’is the form of e/ when followed by a vowel.
12 Similar data are also found in the variety of La Spezia (Loporcaro, p.c.).
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Roca (1996) accounts for the contrast between (37) where no inflected clitic is present
and (39-40) where there is optionality between the neuter clitic and the inflected element
depending on the definiteness of the NP: while in (37) there is a bare NP in (40) we have a
definite [+specific] NP.

To understand the scope of the real use of inflected clitic in Catalan we can refer to examples
like (41) in which the ‘inflected’ clitic refer to the DP in predicative position (in this case maybe
it is correct to say the postverbal DP) (41b, d) and in which the two DPs are in a relation of
identity (as the Fregean proposition in 28) so that their order can be inverted (41a, c) with no
remarkable effect (as in the contrast between canonical and inverse copular sentences Moro 1993,
1997, 2017, 2018). Remind that the predicative postverbal DP can always be cliticized in Ao.

41 la mestra del poble és la germanadela Montse
the teacher of the town is thesister of the Montse
“The teacher of the town is the sister of Montse.’

b. la mestra  del poble ho/la  és
the theacher of the town it _ /it is

1
“The teacher of the town is (the sister of Montse).’

c. la germana dela Montse ¢és lamestra del  poble
the sister of the Montse is the teacher of the town
“The sister of Montse is the teacher of the town.’

d. la germana de la Montse ho /la és
the sister of the Montse it _ /i, is

“The sister of Montse is (the teacher of the town).’

In our respect, we have been arguing that there is only one agreement projection within
copular sentences, and the predicative can only cliticize if an invariant element is available in
the lexicon, this element being a proform which refers to N”and no to D° like the other 3"
person accusative clitics. In the cases like (41b, ¢) the proform /z is a clitic marked for gender
which is syncretic with the definite article /z. What if that /z is not a clitic but a determiner
of a DP in which the NP undergoes a process of ellipsis? Or, since in ‘identity sentences’ both
NP are interchangeable in subject and in predicate position, does the inflected clitic refer to
the subject (the argumental DP) so it enters in an agree relation?

We propose that in these cases in which the two DPs are in a relation of identity within
the small clause we are dealing with an elision strategy of the NP and the overt inflected de-
terminers work as a deictic demonstrative (¢his one, that one)' to refer to the elided element
which is present in the context of the discourse, remind that in Catalan there is a different
clitic (ho) to refer to predicates. If we imagine a context like the one in (42) we can envisage
the use of a copular sentences with an inflected determiner and the elision of the NP already
introduced (or visible) in the context. So, the determiner works as a demonstrative, this is not
surprising if we think that the inflected determiners introduce relative clauses (see the masculine

13 For the purpose of the present work, we will not go into the issue of whether a BIG DP analysis has some
advantages (Torrego, 1985 Ugriagreka 1995, Belletti 1999) in accounting for the data of elided NP
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determiner e/ in 38c)." Furthermore, we can also add that in the very constrained ‘identity’
interpretation between the two DDPs, since subject and predicate are almost interchangeable
the inflected clitic/determiner could refer to the subject of the small clause which is the only
agreeing NPs in copular sentences.

(42)  A: Mira la mestra del poble!
look he teacher of the town!
‘Look at the teacher of the town’

B: la germana de la Montse la és!
the sister of the Montse the R
“That’s the sister of Montse!’

Since there is a specialized proform just for the predicate /o, in other cases in which the two
DPs in the small clause complement of the copula are in a relation of identity, Catalan allows,
only in deictic use, the elision of the deictic NP and determiner works as a dislocated demon-
strative. In Catalan, in fact, all determiners work as pronouns in introducing relative clauses
(38¢). Since we can account for this apparent counterexamples (39-40) of agreeing propredic-
ative clitics in Catalan in terms of deictic use of determiners (with the ellipsis of the nominal
element) in identity copular sentences (where subject and predicate can be interchangeable) ,
we can conclude that all Romance varieties have invariant propredicative clitics, although each
of them can recruit different lexical item by the means of different morpho-syntactic relation.

6. Syntactic Analysis

The extensive description we have been pursuing in the sections above about the propredic-
ative clitics in nominal copular sentences across Italo-Romance is strictly linked to the analysis
of the syntax of nominal copular sentences in Moro 1997.

Moro (1997) claims that copular sentences involve a raising predicate (the copula) which:
1) selects as it complement a small clause; 2) does not have any particular meaning, neverthe-
less the identity meaning in sentences like the one in (28) ‘the morning star is the evening star .
The small clause is the place where the predication occurs between two XPs: a subject and a
predicate. The subject generated in the small clause raises to the higher position of the copula
as in (43) while the predicates stays iz situ: this configuration was defined by Moro (1997) as
the canonical copular sentence.

14]n the IEC Grammatica de la llengua catalana (2016: pp. 692) we find similar examples, always in context
where the elided NP is deictic.
A:Esel degio no ho esaquest profesor?
Is the dean or non it is this teacher
“Is this teacher the dean or not?’
B: Si que [/ es, el dega
Yes that thcmqsc is, the dean.
“Yes he is the one.’
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(43) [[Una foto del muro], [, ¢ [t [la causa della rivolta]]]]

i

[[A picture of the wall]. [, ,is [t [the cause of the riot ]]]]

i

NP,

S
VP
N
Vv SC
N
be NP

The predicate generate into the small clause can raise to the higher position of the copula
while the subject DP stays in situ (44): this configuration is what Moro (1997) calls inverse

copular sentences.

(44) [(La causa della rivolta], [ ¢ [ [una foto del muro]t,]]]
[[The cause of the riot], [ is [ [a picture of the wall]t ]]]

N

NP, VP
A" SC
be NP t.

1

We will not enter into all the syntactic differences (see Moro 1997) that the two config-
urations imply. In our respect this difference is relevant because only in canonical sentences
we can find proforms wich refer to the predicate NPs (45), while it is impossible in inverse
sentences (46)

(45) a. delle foto del muro sono la causa della rivolta
some pictures  of the wall are the cause of the riot
‘Some picture of the wall are the cause of the riot.’

b. delle foto del muro lo sono (causa della rivolta)
some pictures  of the wall it are (the cause of the riot)

masc-sing

‘Some picture of the wall are (the cause of the riot).’
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(46)  a. la causa della rivolta sono  delle foto del muro
the cause of the riot are some pictures  of the wall
< . . >
The cause of the riot are some pictures of the wall.

b. *la causa della rivolta  lo sono  (delle foto del muro)
the cause of the riot itmasc_Sing are (some pictures  of the wall)

“The cause of the riot are (some pictures of the wall).’

In all this work we have been dealing mainly with canonical sentences, however existential
are inverse copular sentences since the existential predicate is preverbal and the subject is post-

verbal (47).

(47) Ci sono  delle ragazze
There  are some girls
“There are some girls.’

In Italian and the majority of Romance varieties we have been describing in the present
work, the copula agrees with the NP subject, albeit postverbal (as in the inverse in 46). This is
the only agreement projection which is present in the copular sentences.

As for past participle agreement, Italian transitive sentences show a neuter inflectional
morphology, but if the object clitic raises to a preverbal position the past participle agree with
the raised object clitic (48).

(48) a. Gianni ha scritt-o le lettere
Gianni has written the letters
neut fem.plur.
b. Gianni le, ha scritt-e t,
Gianni them-, . has written- .
em. plur fem.plur’

This does not happen in copular sentences. Consider the inverse copular sentence in (49).
Past participles cannot be neuter in copular sentences: the past participle always agrees with
the subject (as unaccusative verbs).

(49) a. (la causa) pro,  sono stat-i loro,
(the cause-_ ang 270, are been-
“They have been (the cause).’

masc.plur” theyi masc-plur”

b *(la causa,) pro, sono stat-o/a loro,

(the cause-_ . ) pro. arebeen [/ them,
Cm.Slng 7 -neuter fem—slng 1 m}lSC‘Plur
“They have been (the cause).’

This becomes more evident if we see the contrast between transitive sentences involving
an object clitic and a canonical copular sentence involving a propredicative clitic in (50/51).
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(50) lorole hanno scritte (le lettere)
they them_  have written (the letters, )
¢ Elll‘p !lr 5 em—p ur
They have written them.
(51)  loro, lo, sono stati, (la causa,)
theymasc—plur ltk masc-sing are been_masc.plur (the Causek fem)

“They have been (the cause).’

In (51) there is no effect of the raised clitic on the past participle agreement, since the only
agreement projection available in copular sentences is for subject agreement. Moro (1997), in
fact, argues that ‘from an abstract point of view, [...] the number of Agr°s is a function of the
number of argumental DPs. If two DPs are related by a predicative relation, as in fact happens in
inverse copular sentences, only one Agr® may occur [...] (Moro 1997: 240). Copular sentences
have only one argumental DP, as existential esserci and unaccusative verbs, which is the subject of
the small clause selected by the verb be (in copular and existential) or by the unaccusative verb.

Consequently, the proforms (either clitics or adverbs) that refers to the predicates of the
copular sentences (which are monoargumental) can not be fully inflected and to not land to
any agreement projection.

The Italian /o proforms are uninflected and not invariant since they present a masculine
singular inflection in the majority of varieties. The-o is attached to the lexical base /- which
identifies determiners an clitics. But what the neuter -o stands for?

We try to answer following the morpho-syntactic model proposed in Manzini and Savoia
(2018), Savoia ez al. (2017, 2018), specifically concerning nouns and clitic, for which inflectional
structures are built in the syntax. Within this approach full noun (52) are analyzed as involving
a lexical root \ (alber = tree) for the category-less root (Marantz 1997) with predicative content
(Higginbotham 1985), an N Class to host gender and eventually number specifications and
Infl, a label for the vocalic morpheme which in romance varieties externalizes gender and/or
number in terms of inflectional class.

(52)  alber-i (tree—masc_plur)
Infl
Class Infl
-l (plur)
Root Class
vV
libr- [masc]

Similarly, for clitics the functional I- root is combined with Class and inflection, as in
(53), and it is not in an agree relation with the Class and Infl of the predicative N it stands for.
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(53)  l-o (it-masc-sing)

Infl
Class Infl
-0 (sing)
Root Class
vV
I- [masc]

As for the masculine inflection, which work as a nominal class, we could argue that we
are dealing in reality with a residual neuter inflection (although it might be the only case of
neuter inflection within the variety). The neuter -0 found in /o-like varieties, following Franco,
Manzini and Savoia (2015), is an N class with a non-individual content in opposition to in-
stances of individual denotation: the N class —o morphology, found robustly in some Central
Italian varieties, o is associated with mass denotation (54a) while —« is associated with count
denotation as in the Mascioni variety (54b).

(54) a. l-o/kweft-o/ kwell-o vin-u Mascioni(LAquila)
the/this/ that  wine
b. l-u/ kwift-u jatt-u
th/ this cat

The N-class is also compatible with propositional contents and with the invariable inflections
-0 found with perfect participles of meteorological verbs as well as of unergative/transitive verbs.

Another reason for recruiting an uninflected (neuter) form from lexicon it is the lack of
referentiality at syntax-semantics interface: /o refers to a predicate NP and not to D element (as
suggested by Longobardi 1994). Moro (1993, 1997) suggests that the propredicative clitic /o has
to be analysed as being generated in N° (20 repeated here as 56) rather than D°(19 repeated here
as 55), the latter being the loci of generation of the inflected 3 person accusative clitic found
with transitives.

(55) Inflected /-clitics
DP

(D)

Do

infl.cl.
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(56) Uninflected lo
DP

uninfl.cl.

What about the lo-ci-ne alternations for the prorpedicatives in the three group of languages?
Bearing in mind that just one agreement projection might be involved in copular sentences,
we can adopt a lexical parametrization (Manzini and Wexler 1987; Chomksy 1995) approach
to account for the alternations across and within varieties, the micro parametric difference is
encoded in the lexical element which show different morpho-syntatctic features and distribution.
In each language we may have different lexical entries to cliticize different types of predicates,
given the invariant computational component:

1) in the first group of languages, where only ¢/ prpredicatives are found, the ¢/ lexical
element is found to cliticize nominal, adjectival, existential and locative predicates (in some
cases also all indirect arguments).

2) in the second group of language while Finflecting 3 person accusative clitics are found
to refer do direct arguments, no other proform are found to refer to predicates: only some
adverbial and demonstratives can refer to predicates, they are found in situ and they are
not raised in preverbal position.

3) in the third varieties specialised forms are found to cliticize different predicates: for
example /o clitics for nominal and adjectival predicates (n¢ clitics just for adjective Occitan)
and ¢/ for locative and existentials. Particular identity relation between DPs within the
small clause can imply other strategies such as N ellipsis plus an inflected determiner in
varieties like Catalan.

Next section is devoted reformulate the structural analysis about the impossibility of hav-
ing an inflected propredicative clitics in copular constructions in terms of labelling algorithm.

7. A labelling approach

As for labelling, the crucial fact is that copular SCs of the type {XPYP} are unstable
structures: the symmetry instantiated by the two XPs generates a conflict and the SC remains
unlabeled. To solve this, the symmetry must be broken: raising of either XP to provide SC with
label since the raised element is a discontinuous chain and as such it cannot project from the
lower copy (Chomsky 2013; Rizzi 2016 relying on Moro 2000, 2009 principle of Dynamic
Antisymmetry). Formally, let B be the features of the head Y projecting YP which labels the small
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clause and where XP is the raised element which does not label the small clause, the structure
of a canonical copular sentence can be represented as follows (57).

(57)  XP,V°{ XP,YP }

This solution also offers an explanation for the fact that no inflected clitic is allowed in nom-
inal canonical copular sentences to refer to the predicative DP, as we have been arguing so far .

(58) a. Maria ¢ [t [la causa del litigio]]
Maryis the;, cause;  —of-the quarrel

b. Maria lo, ¢ Lt [pp D [y, causadeHitigio] |
Mary it is

neuter.sing

c* Maria la ¢l t, [Dp-h-czasa-d:cl—ﬁﬁgi-oj]]
Mary it 18

A predicative DP can be cliticized only by the neuter, gua non-inflected, clitic /o as shown
in the contrast between (58b) and (58c). As we have been arguing (section 3, 4, 6), Moro
(1997) proposed that while /o must be associated with a bare N full inflected, clitics are rather
associated with full D°s (paralleling the distinction between what and which). The fact that only
neuter clitic (/o) can occur as propredicates can be explained in these terms: while N (within
the predicative YP is cliticized onto the invariaat Clitic, D° is still able to stay 77 situ to label
the SC instantiating the symmetry breaking structure in (59).

(59  XP,lo, V° {| X, YP[,.c], }

So (58¢) is ruled out because the entire DP is raised, thus depriving the structure with
those features which could label the SC." The considerations just sketched can account for
the invariant status of propredicative clitic in nominal copular sentences without referring to
the referential status (or the semantics) of the extracted element, but simply employing merge
and the labelling algorithm.

8. Concluding Remarks

In this paper we have described the distribution of the propredicative clitics found in copular
(and existentials) constructions across different Italo-Romance varieties. Each described variety
consistently confirms that propredicative clitics are invariant lexical items, as predicted by the
analysis of Moro (1997). The invariant inflection of the propredicative elements is linked to
the fact that sentences involving the verb be have only one agreement projection (Moro 1997).

15 As an anonymous reviewer correctly pointed out (58¢) is apparently the case which is grammatical in Catalan
(41bd). However, since we have been analyzing the Catalan apparent counterexamples as cases of ellipsis in deictic
context in sentences implying an identity relation between the two DPs, the small clause may still be labelled by the
DP predicates before any ‘criterial’ movement and or ellipsis takes place. Intuitively, if we adopt ellipsis as a mere
deletion at PF (Chomsky and Lasnik, 1993) the licensing configuration of ellipsis (including the labelling of the
small clause) is created before Spell-Out.
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As for the distribution across Italo-Romance, apart from the invariant status, we found some
differences in the morphosyntactic characteristics of the lexical items employed to refer to the
predicates of the copular sentences. We recognized three types of varieties: 1) varieties in which
the invariant clitic is mainly a ¢i, 2) varieties with adverbial propredicatives, 3) and varieties
which shows /o clitics alternating with other invariant clitics (such as ¢z, ze in Italo-Romance
varieties). We can account for this micorparametric variation in terms of lexical parametrization
(Manzini and Wexler 1988): that is, the morphosyntactic difference are encoded directly in the
lexicon where the different lexical items (the clitics) are stored.

As for the varieties that show a /o clitic strategy, the definite D reading, sometimes associated
with clitic involving a -/ [+def], cannot be confirmed due: 1) to the basic statement that /o refers
to a predicate and not to a definite description ; 2) to the fact that the nominal predicate can
be found without determiner (it refers to N°as in Moro 1997); 3) to case like Occitan where
the propredicative clitic can also be rendered optionally through a partitive clitic; 4) to case in
which /o can be rendered also by ci.

Although the invariant morphology of /o can be linked to a neuter nominal class (Franco
Manzini and Savoia, 2015), in our respect its non-definite reading challenges the generalization
about /- clitic and definiteness (Postal 1966). Actually, instead of accounting for the invariant
status of the propredicative only in terms of non-referentiality (predicative-status), we proposed
an update of the analysis of Moro (1997) through the labelling algorithm: since both the sub-
ject DP and the predicate (expressed through clitics) raise from the small clause, in canonical
copular sentences involving propredicative clitics, the derivation could crash because the small
clause would be unlabelled. To prevent this crash in derivation only the N° is raised from the
predicative DP in small clause, allowing the D (of the predicative DP) to stay in situ (never
mind whether it is an expletive or null D) to label the small clause.
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In this paper we will show that there are two types of languages which involve
different mechanisms in obviating Minimality Violations/Defective Interven-
tion and Case opacity: Agreement languages of Punjabi/Icelandic-type with
default agreement and Movement languages of Romanian/Spanish-type with
phi-feature movement in form of cliticization. On the basis of rich empirical
data we show that Case Opacity represents a case of defective intervention in
agreement as the features of the phases introducing the oblique arguments block
the agreement with the verb. Potential counterexamples can be accounted for
by assuming that (oblique) clitics, in some languages, do not always move to
T, so that the phi-features of the arguments they introduce still intervene and
give rise to default agreement (as in Vafsi and some other Western Iranian
varieties). Our approach has theoretical implications for the theory of case,
cliticization and linear order.
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1. Introduction

The phenomenon of intervention is a core topic of investi-
gation in the recent minimalist literature starting with Chomsky
(2000). The basic mechanism of intervention is that a finite T
seeks a matching NP to agree, like in languages with subjects
in situ for instance, or to attract like in languages with a strict
SVO word order, but some other NP intervenes either in the
agreement or the movement of a DP to a T. Dative/oblique DPs/
PPs, for example, are interveners blocking subject-to-subject
movement (see McGinnis 1998 for French, Torrego 1998 for
Spanish, Holmberg and Hrdarsdéttir 2003 for Icelandic, Rizzi
1986, Boeckx 2008 for Italian).
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(1) *Jean a semblé A Maria avoir du talent French
Jean  has seemed to  Mary to.have of talent
‘Jean seemed to Mary to have talent.’

2) *Gianni sembra a Piero  fare il suo dovere  Italian
Gianni seems to Piero todo the his duty
‘Gianni seems to Piero to do his duty.’ (McGinnis 1998: 93)

According to Chomsky (2000) and Preminger (2008), defective intervention in agreement
might trigger default agreement in languages such as Icelandic, as shown in (3) (see Holmberg
and Hréarsdéttir 2003).

(3) a. pad finnst(/*finnast) [morgum stddentum]  IJcelandic
expL  find.sG/*find.pL many students.PL.DAT
[, tolvan lj6tar].
the.computer.sG.NOM ugly
‘Many students find the computer ugly.’

b. pad finnst(/*finnast) [einhverjum stident]

expL  find.sG/*find.rL some stident.SG.DAT
[, tolvurnar lj6tar]

the.computers.PL.NOM  ugly
‘Some student finds the computers ugly.”  (Holmbergand Hréarsdéttir 2003: 1000)

Yet, there are some languages that seem to obviate defective intervention: Romanian and
Spanish are interesting with respect to intervention because in these languages the clitics of the
experiencers do not seem to intervene (see also Marchis and Petersen 2014). Indeed, contrary
to what was reported in Torrego (2002), most of our informants considered grammatical the
raising construction with experiencer clitics in (4):'

(4) a. Ese taxista me parece estar  cansado. Spanish
That  taxi-driver CL.1sG  seems to.be tired
“That taxi-driver seems to me to be tired.’
b. Taximetristul ~ acela  Tmi pare s fie/lafi  obosit Romanian
Taxi-driver.the that cL.1sG seems  SuBJ  be/to be tired
“That taxi-driver seems to me to be tired.’

Nonetheless, in this paper, we will show that not only an experiencer oblique DP causes
defective intervention and, hence, default agreement like in Icelandic but also the oblique
case of the arguments. Specifically, two apparently independent phenomena such as defective
intervention and case opacity trigger the same surface results across languages, namely default
agreement. This is precisely what happens in many Indo-Iranian languages with ‘exotic’ dou-
ble oblique patterns and related alignment variants (cf. Malchukov 2008; Comrie 2013; Haig
2008, for a typological survey). Consider the Punjabi examples in (5), adapted from Manzini,
Savoia and Franco (2015).

! Also Italian allows raising constructions with experiencer/dative clitics, as in (i):
(i) Quel tassista mi/ti/gli pare (essere) intelligente Ttalian
“That taxi-driver seems to me/you/him to be smart.’



INTERVENTION AND DOUBLING 127

) a. mund-e-ne roff-i khadd-i Punjabi
boy-0BL.M.SG-ERG bread-r.sG eat.PRF-F.SG
“The boy ate some bread.’
b. kur-i-ne roff-i-nu khadd-a
girl-F.SG-ERG  bread-rsG-oBL  eat.PRE-MsG(default)
“The boy ate the bread’
C. mung-e doarvadds-a khol-d-e

boy-aBs.M.PL  door-abs.M.SG  open-PROG-M.PL
‘the boy/boys is/are opening the/a door’ (Manzini, Savoia and Franco 2015)

Under a Tense/Aspect/Mood (TAM) based ergativity split (cf. Coon 2013 for a recent
theoretically informed typological survey on the topic), in the Punjabi perfect the external
argument of a transitive verb displays the ergative case -7¢, while the verb, which is a perfect
participle, agrees with the (absolutive) internal argument, as in (5a). When in the perfective a
specific/definite internal argument bears the DOM case/postposition —7u, the DOM object
does not agree with the perfect participle, which shows up in the default masculine singular,
as illustrated in (5b). Namely, the agreement with the internal argument is blocked when it
bears a DOM/dative inflection.” In the imperfective, as in (5c), Punjabi displays a canonical
nominative-accusative alignment.

Interestingly, there are also Indo-Iranian languages which may display a sort of agree-
ment-like pattern in which objects agree with oblique (ergative) inflected arguments via (fronted)
oblique clitics matching the phi-features of those arguments (e.g. experiencers in all TAM,
agents in the perfective), as shown with the Vafsi (a Northwest Iranian language spoken ca.
200kms Southwest of Tehran) examples in (6a,b), taken from Stilo (2009: 707). In these cases
the verb shows up with a default inflection. With transitive imperfectives, as in (6¢) alignment
is nominative-accusative and the verb agrees with the external argument.

©6) a. tini, kelj-i-s, ba-girete. Vafsi

he.oBL girl-DOM.F-CL.OBL.3sG  PFv-took(default)
‘He married/took that girl.’

b. taemen, ane-m, ®r-gb
I.oBL that.PL-CL.OBL.1SG pur-like(default)
I like that’

C. az, in leyle-y ®t-zsbir-om, o esde
Lo  this  boy-pom DUR-eNtrust-CL.DIR.ISG  to yOu.OBL

‘I am entrusting this boy to you.’

Vafsi allows double oblique alignment in perfective sentences, as represented in (6a). In
such cases the object bears a DOM oblique inflection. The pattern of agreement displays an

*In this paper, we follow Manzini and Franco (2016) in assuming that there is a syntactic category Dative
coinciding with the morphological one and encompassing both thematic (goal) and DOM Dative in Indo-Euro-
pean languages. In Punjabi, as in many other languages, the same —n# inflection lexicalizes both DOM and Goal
datives, as shown in (i).

1) e komidzo o-nu pe:dz-d-a/-i a
you.ABS(M/F) shirt.ABs-FsG he-0BL  send-PROGR-MSG/-FSG be.PRES
“You are sending a shirt to him.’
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oblique clitic doubling the phi-features of the (oblique/ergative) external argument and the
verb surfacing with a default/expletive inflection. Another example of this kind of alignment
pattern is provided in (7), where it is also possible to see that DOM exponence is sensitive to
gender (-7 for the feminine, e- for the masculine).

@) luas-i karg-e-s bz-verdz Vafsi
fox-oBL chicken-DOM.M-CL.OBL.3SG. prv-take.psT(default)
“The fox took the chicken.’ (Stilo 2004; cf. Arkadiev 2009: 156)

Nonetheless, also in Iranian, as in Indo-Aryan, there are varieties that display double
oblique alignment, without the presence of oblique pronominal clitics doubling the features of
the external argument (e.g. in some Northern Kurdish varieties, cf. Baker and Atlamaz 2013,
Karimi 2013, Matras 1997, Haig 2008). In such cases agreement is usually set to default just
like in the Punjabi examples given in (5), as shown in the Kurmanji Kurdish examples below,
taken from Matras (1997).3

(8) a. min te dit Kurmangji Kurdish

[.oBL you.oBL saw(default)
‘I saw you.’

b. te min dit
yOU.OBL L.oBL  saw(default)
“You saw me.’

c. min ewana dit
[.oBL they.oBL saw(default)
T saw them’

d. ewana min dit
they.oBL L.oBL saw(default)

“They saw me.’

So, one of the main questions to answer in this paper is what triggers default agreement
and what the doubling strategy is.

1.1 The Aim of the paper

Our research question is to find an answer why some languages are sensitive to defective
intervention and/or oblique cases while others not. On the basis of rich empirical data we show
that Case Opacity, as defined below in this paragraph, represents a case of defective interven-
tion in agreement as the features of the phases introducing the oblique arguments block the
agreement with the verb. Typologically, there are two types of languages, which involve different
mechanisms in obviating defective intervention/Case Opacity: Agreement languages of Punjabi/
Icelandic-type with default agreement and Movement languages of Romanian/Spanish-type
with phi-feature movement in form of cliticization.

?Dorleijn (1996) argues for instance that the double oblique alignment illustrated in (8) is the predominant
pattern for Kurdish spoken in the Diyarbakir regions.
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Following current theoretical assumptions, we argue that the pattern of (default) verbal
agreement in Indo-Iranian languages follows from a general constraint. In many languages, it is
not possible to agree in phi-features with a DP that bears inherent case, or case assigned with a
theta-role (Chomsky 1986: 193). Rezac (2008: 83) precisely labels this constraint Case Opacity
(cf. also Preminger 2011; Toosarvandani and Van Urk 2012). We argue that Indo-Iranian oblique/
ergative subjects are embedded under a PP/KP phase domain just like DOM/dative arguments
(see Manzini and Franco 2016; Boeckx 2007; Gallego 2010: 71; Karimi 2011, among others,
cf. fn. 2) that introduces a barrier that makes the DP inside invisible to agreement outside the
PP/KP. When both the subject and the object bear oblique case in type 1 agreement languages,
then — given that the T probes downward without finding accessible goals — the agreement on
the verb is set to default just like in the cases with defective intervention in Icelandic. Preminger
(2014) recently highlights the importance of default inflections for a theory of agreement. He
basically argues that standard minimalist (un)interpretability should be abandoned in favour of
mere valuation of features. Lack of valuation by a given goal does not lead to the crashing of the
derivation but to mechanical assignment of default values to the probe. When an inflectional
head does not find an accessible target — for instance in the double oblique structures exemplified
above for Punjabi perfects in (5b) the derivation does not crash; rather the morpho-syntax insures
that the relevant inflection surfaces in the default form.

Hence, the default agreement in e.g. Punjabi in (5) and Kurdish in (8) is basically due to Case
Opacity. We assume that Case Opacity represents a case of defective intervention in agreement as
the features introducing the oblique arguments block the agreement with the verb. Crucially, in
line with Anagnostopoulou (2003, 2007), Preminger (2008) and Marchis and Alexiadou (2013)
we assume that some languages such as Greek, Romanian, Basque, Spanish develop a special
mechanism to obviate defective intervention such as phi-features matching by clitic doubling
and, hence, they do not display default agreement. In more specific terms, one possible way to
go is to assume that when the Vocabulary Insertion takes place, the Subset Principle (Halle 1997)
imposes that the spell-out element must match at least a subset of the features specified for that
position. Hence, the insertion of default agreement on the verb in Icelandic and Punjabi is a case
of underspecification due to defective intervention/Case Opacity and it takes place post-syntac-
tically as the result of failed Agree in the syntax (cf. Chomsky 2000; Holmberg and Hrdarsdéttir
2003; Preminger 2011). Clitics, however, are the result of Move and they are syntactic objects
fully specified for phi-features that obviate defective intervention. This is precisely the mechanism
available in type 2 languages: movement languages. In line with Anagnostopoulou (2003, 2007)
Pylkkinen (2008), Demonte (1995), Marchis and Alexiadou (2013), we will assume that clitics
realize the Applicative head, which possibly triggers an inclusion relation of sort (cf. Marchis
and Alexiadou 2013, Manzini and Franco 2016). Furthermore, we will also try to account for
the puzzling behaviour of those Iranian languages (of the type of Vafsi), which display oblique
clitic matching and still surface with default agreement. Last but not least, we show in line with
Chomsky (2000) and Boeckx and Gallego (2008) that both Move vs. Agree are sensitive to the
Minimal Link Constraint and are regulated by a phase-based locality condition (the Phase Im-
penetrability Condition).

2. Defective Intervention

The general explanation for defective intervention follows from a Minimal Link Condition
(Chomsky 1995: 311) or a Relativized Minimality (RM) (Rizzi 1990) violation: an element a
may enter into a relation with an element f if there is no y that meets the requirement(s) of a and
v c-commands P (9). The illicit relation is sketched in (10).
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9) lo...[...y...[... p...]1] (y c-commands B and o c-commands )

v N

(10) [, the students seem [, to-the teacher] [, that [, the-students studied for the test]]

If Romance [# DP] experiencers are not PPs but are DPs with # considered to be actually
a morphological realization of inherent (oblique) Case (cf. Torrego 1998, 2002) experiencers
DPs should block A-movement. But why do we have then variation within Romance languages?
If we look closer to languages that allow agreement with oblique cases and obviate defective
intervention, we realize that those languages that seem to violate Case Opacity and Minimal
Link Constraint/Relativized Minimality, have an additional mechanism to save the derivation,
namely cliticization.

The oblique agreement in Basque has been identified by Preminger (2011) also as a case of
clitic doubling that obviates defective intervention just like in Romanian, Greek and Spanish
(cf. Anagnostopoulou 2007; Marchis and Alexiadou 2013; Marchis and Petersen 2014). An-
agnostopoulou (2003) points out that in Greek, cliticization of indirect objects systematically
licenses A-movement of themes, an operation that is blocked in the absence of clitics in (11)
due to the Minimal Link Condition (MLC) violation. However, note that the cliticization of
the genitive object in (11b) is not obligatory in active constructions:*

(11)  a. [To vivlio]. *(tis) ~ charistike ti ~ Marias tapo ton Petro.  Greek
The book cL.GeN awarded the Mary.Gen from the Peter.
“The book was awarded to Mary by Peter.’
b. O Gianis to edhose tis Marias.
Gianis CL.ACC gave.3SG the Mary.GeN

‘John have introduced her to Mary.’

In (11) when the indirect object clitic is realized in preverbal position, movement of the DP
to vivlio is allowed as the intervening features of the indirect object have been removed through
cliticization. Unlike in Greek dative/oblique DPs/PPs in other languages block subject-to-subject
movement, as shown in (1), repeated below in (12) for ease of reference.

(12)  a. *Jean a semblé i Maria avoir du talent  French
Jean  has seemed to Mary  to.have of talent
‘Jean seemed to Mary to have talent.’
b. *Gianni sembra a Piero fare il suo dovere  Italian
Gianni seems to Piero to.do the his duty
‘Gianni seems to Piero to do his duty.’ (McGinnis 1998: 93)

Analogically, Marchis and Petersen (2014) show that in Brazilian Portuguese the A-move-
ment of the subject is not possible when there is a full experiencer DP (cf. (13a)). The sentence
is fine, however, with clitic experiencers (13b) (cf. also fn.1 for analogous facts from Italian).

“In contrast to Greek, Romanian does not obligatorily need a clitic in passives with datives as Marchis (to
appear) shows that ditransitive constructions in Romanian are ambiguous between double object constructions
(where the clitic realizes the appl head) and prepositional constructions (without cliticization).
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(13)  a.*Osalunos  parecem pro professor ~ que estudaram para a  prova Br Port.
thestudents  seem.3pL  [to the teacher ], that studied.3pL for the exam
b. Osalunos me parecem que  estdo  cansados.
the students CL.DAT.1SG seem.3PL that  are tired

“The students seem to me to be tired.’

To sum up, we have illustrated so far that defective intervention can trigger either default
agreement like in Icelandic, ungrammaticality like in French or clitic doubling like in Greek,
Romanian and Spanish. As follows, we regard another type of intervention, e.g. Case Opacity,
also triggered by oblique arguments.

3. Case Opacity

3.1 (Double) obliques and morphological default agreement in Indo-Iranian

In this section (focussing on Indo-Iranian varieties),” we show that oblique arguments
trigger patterns of default agreement as expected in case of (defective) intervention. Many
Indo-Iranian languages, in particular, display a double oblique alignment pattern in perfective
transitive sentences. We have already seen some examples from Punjabi (5), Vafsi (6-7) and
Northern Kurdish varieties (8). The term double oblique has been restricted in the typological
literature (Malchukov 2008; Stroriski 2009; Phillips 2012; Comrie 2013) to those languages
displaying the same (oblique) inflection for both the agent and the (highly ranked in animacy/
definiteness/specificity) patient/theme. Examples from Indo-Aryan micro-variation include
Rajastani varieties, such as Bangru (14) (cf. Stronsky 2009; Manzini and Franco 2016). The
doubled 7e inflection below is indeed the all-purpose oblique inflection in these languages,
encompassing ergative, DOM and (proper) dative morphology.

(14)  babbu-ng t/Pore-ng ghoona pitta Bangru
father-erG son-DOM very much beat.prr(default)
“The father beat the son very much.’ (Khandelval 1980: 220; cf. Stronski 2009)

Nevertheless, once we assume that DOM object bears an inherent case (Manzini and
Franco 2016; cf. Ormazabal and Romero 2013), also examples from Hindi can be reduced
to the same pattern of Bangru, with two (differently shaped/context sensitive) inherent cases
blocking agreement and the verb which shows up as a default form, normally corresponding
to an ‘expletive’ 3rd person singular/a perfect participle (cf. Manzini, Savoia and Franco 2015).
Just consider an example from Hindi (15), where the external argument bears the ergative
inflection 7e and the internal argument the DOM/dative inflection ko.

> Another language family that displays Case Opacity and, hence, default agreement is Slavic. For instance,
in Polish, there is subject-verb agreement in person, number and gender with subject quantified by lower numerals
(Iess than 5), while phrases with higher numerals and numeral quantifiers exceptionally force default agreement
(3.sg, Neut). Interestingly, higher numerals that subcategorize oblique/genitive case are good candidates as elements
triggering defective intervention in terms of Case Opacity. Due to space reasons, we do not present Slavic data and
their analysis, as this is part of our forthcoming work.
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(15)  sita-ne radha-ko piti-a Hindi
sita.F.SG-ERG radha.r.sG-pom hit-pPRE-M.SG (default)
‘Sita hit Radha.’

In (15) both the ergative subject and the DOM object are feminine, but the verb bears a
default masculine inflection. In the Hindi perfective agreement is consistently with the (un-
marked) patient/theme internal argument. Evidence that the 40 morpheme lexicalizing DOM
objects is hosted by an oblique argument is given by the fact that the same ending 4o appears

on recipients/goals in ditransitives (16a), and on experiencer subjects of psych verbs (16b) (cf.
Butt and Ahmed 2011; Butt and King 2004; Bhatt and Anagnostopoulou 1996).

(16)  a. anjum-ne saddaf-ko ciTThii dii recipient
Anjum.F.sG-ERG Saddaf.F.sG-xo letter.F.sG give.PERF.F.SG
‘Anjum gave the letter to Saddaf”’
b. omair-ko iinaam milaa experiencer
Omair.M.SG-KO prize.M.SG touch.PERF.M.SG
‘Omair got the prize.’ (Ahmed 2006: 3-4)

In our characterization of the Hindi ergative morpheme 7e assigned to the agent in the
examples above, we assume — following a quite standard picture — that, at least in Indo-Iranian
languages considered here, it is an inherent/oblique case (Woolford 1997, 2006; Legate 2008;
Coon 2013; Karimi 2013; Manzini, Savoia and Franco 2015).

At this regard, striking empirical evidence comes from the cognate language Punjabi
(cf. (5)) above. In this language a subset of masculine nouns present the inflection —z in the
absolutive form singular (17a), while -e inflects the absolute form plural, but also the oblique
(non-absolute) singular, as in (17b); the oblique plural is -ez as in (17¢). The -ne ergative suffix
attaches not to the absolutive stem, but to the oblique-inflected stem, exactly like the -7u sufhx
(dative, DOM, cf. (5) above) and the -de suffix (genitive) — as exemplified in (17d-f) taken
from Manzini, Savoia and Franco (2015). Morphologically, the paradigm in (17) leaves little
doubt that absolutive forms, endowed with a specialized stem inflection, and not followed by
any case postposition, are set apart from other forms, bearing a different stem inflection and
followed by a (inherent) case postposition.

17)  a mund- a Punjabi

boy-  M.sG.ABs

b. mund- e
boy-  M.SG.OBL/M.PL.ABS

c. mund- ea
boy-  mrL.OBL

d. mund- e- nu
boy-  M.sG.0BL- OBL

e. mund- e- de
boy-  M.sG.OBL- GEN

f. mungd- e- ne

boy-  M.sG.OBL- ERG (Manzini, Savoia and Franco 2015: 312)
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The same double oblique pattern illustrated above for Indo-Aryan is widespread among
Iranian languages (Comrie 2013). Indeed, many Iranian languages (though not Persian) are
characterized by the same contrast between a nominative alignment in the imperfective and
an ergative alignment in the perfect. Consider the Zazaki (North-Western Iranian) examples
below, taken from Toosarvandani and Van Urk 2012, cf. Franco, Manzini and Savoia 2015).

(18)  a. Kutik-i ez guret-a Zazaki
dog(m)-0BL.M.SG ISG.DIR bite.rsT-1sG
“The dog bit me.’
b. Ez layik-i vinen-a
Isg.dir boy(m)-obl.m.sg see.prs-1sg
‘I see the boy.’

In Zazaki DOM/oblique inflections do not ever surface in the past/perfective, allowing
the internal argument to agree with the verb in such contexts. In some Iranian languages,
however, the internal argument bearing DOM dative/oblique case inflection is not sensitive to
the ergative alignment in the perfect (namely it shows up in all TAMs). This precisely leads to
a double oblique alignment pattern, where languages are often reported to use a ‘fossilised’ 3rd
person singular agreement morpheme (default/expletive) in the perfect. Consider the Masali
(Western Iranian) and Roshani (Eastern Iranian) examples in (19)-(20) that illustrate this
pattern (cf. also the Northern Kurdish examples reported in (8)).

(19) a. xdrdan-i asb-un vel A-du-a Misili
child-oBrL.sc  horse-oBL.PL  loose  ALL-give.PST-DEFAULT
“The child let the horses go.’

b. xordan-un asb-i vel A-du-a

child-oBL.pL  horse-oBL loose  ALL-give.PST-DEFAULT
“The children let the horse go.’ (De Caro 2008: 5)

(20) mu ta wunt Roshani
[.oBL you.oBL see.psT (default)
‘I saw you.’ (Payne1980:154)

Hence, default agreement is a widespread device when double oblique patterns arise in
Iranian as in Indo-Aryan. Nevertheless, there is another pattern, to our knowledge previously
unexplored in formal literature (with the sole exception of Karimi 2013) that deserves to be
illustrated in what follows. Some Iranian languages display a system in which default agreement
is accompanied by a clitic doubling strategy, namely by obligatorily cross-referencing the oblique
subject with an oblique pronominal clitic, usually a floating clitic which may be attached in
front of the verb (less frequently) but also to other hosts in the clause (more frequently). We
will illustrate here the case of Vafsi, based on the detailed account of Stilo (2004, 2010) and
Sorani Kurdish, based on our primary data (reported also in Manzini, Savoia and Franco 2015).

3.2 Vafsi oblique doubling

Vafsi belongs to the Tatic family of Northwest Iranian and has been extensively documented
in Stilo (2004, 2009, 2010). As shown in (21), Vafsi is characterized by a TAM split in case
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assignment. More precisely, Vafsi alignment is characterized by three factors: (i) a TAM-based
split ergativity (21a vs. b,c,d) (and its ‘Double Oblique’ variant), (ii) the presence of a DOM
pattern insensitive to the alignment split (again 21a vs. b,c,d), (iii) doubling of core arguments
with two different sets of (direct vs. oblique) clitics, with the oblique ones characterized by an
accentuated mobility (Stilo 2010). Note that in a ditransitive structure (21d) all the arguments
in the past/perfective may turn out to be expressed as obliques/with oblique inflections.

(21) a. te in xXer-i nae-rus-i Vafsi

you  this  donkey-oBL NEG-sell-2sG
“Won't you sell this donkey?’

b. in luti-an yey x@r-esan ®-rutte
this wise.guy-0BL.PL one donkey(DIR)-CL.3PL.0BL DUR-sell.psT(default)
“These wise guys were selling a donkey.’

c. luas-i  karg-e-s bz-verdz
fox-oBL chicken-0BL-CL.35G.0BL PFv-take.psT(default)
“The fox took the chicken.’

d. taemen kell-i-m ha-da hasaen-i
L.oBL  daughter-oBL.F-CL.15G-0OBL pvB-gave(default) Hassan.oBL.M
‘I gave my daughter to Hassan.’ (Stilo 2004: 243-244, 2010: 263)

In (21a) the definite internal argument is marked with a DOM/oblique (cf. (21d)), and
agreement is with the (unmarked/direct) external argument. (21b) shows an ergative-like
construction, involving an indefinite internal argument in the direct case and an external
argument in the dative/oblique case. (21c) repeating (7) for ease of reference shows a double
oblique pattern in which both external argument and the DOM internal argument are marked
with the dative/oblique in the perfect. In both (21b) and (21¢) the verb is set to default and an
oblique clitic matching the phi-features of the external argument shows up. The double object
construction in (21d) basically shows the same pattern of (21¢).

Regarding the clitic doubling of core arguments, note that in Vafsi there are two clitic
series represented in Table 1, from Stilo (2010: 244).

Set; Setz

Person/ | Direct| Oblique Enclitic
Number| Case |Case Suffix  |(Copula) [Enclitic | Prefix
1¥sg | &z te-mén | -om(e) |=im(e) | =om |im-
2% sg | t@ es-d& | -i =i =i i-
3%sg |an, in |t-an-i, | -e(comm.|=e (m.) | =es is-

t-in-i gender)l =pz (f))
1"pl |awan |t-awan |-am(e) |=am(e) |=oan |oan-
i pl | soan |soan -a =a =ian | ian-
3®pl |an-e. |t-an-an. | -énd(e) | =énd(e)| =esan | isan-

in-e | t-in-an

‘who’ | ke te-gé

Table 1. Pronouns in Vafsi
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Vafsi (contra e.g. standard Persian) is an Iranian language, which preserves both gender
(masculine vs. feminine) and case (direct vs. oblique). Arguments, as we have seen in the
discussion that precedes, are normally co-indexed by two sets (labelled Set 1-2, in the table)
of clitics in the verbal domain. Their rough distribution is illustrated in the examples in (22).

(22) a. isan-zr-vend-am Vafsi
3PL.OBL-DUR-find-1PL.DIR
“We will find them.’
b. isan-@r-venda-yam
3PL.OBL-DUR-find.PERF-IPL.DIR

“They used to find us.’

(22) precisely illustrates an ergative split of sort. As argued in Stilo (2010: 248) “the flip-
flop of functions” of direct and oblique clitics between the present and past tenses is a reflection
of the TAM split between (fully canonical) Nominative-Accusative alignment in the present
tenses vs. Ergative alignment in the past tenses in DP case marking.

Oblique clitics (so called Set 2) co-index salient patients/themes in the present and direct
clitics (so called Set 1) co-index non-salient (inanimate/unspecific) patients in the past. The
mirror pattern is available with the external argument. It is obligatory matched by a direct clitic
(agreement marker) in the present and by an oblique clitic in the past. In this latter case the verb
invariantly shows up as a default form.® Experiencers, as already illustrated in (6) are matched in
phi-features by an oblique clitic form in all tenses and the verbal element is again set to default.
DOM is available independently of the presence of the oblique subject clitic, as shown with the
minimal pairs below illustrating an ergative-like pattern (23a) and a double oblique alignment
(23b), respectively. Namely, the host noun/pronoun can be in the direct or oblique case forms.”

(23) a. temen @&sb&-m b&-diz Vafsi
[.oBL  dog.DIR-CL.15G.OBL rrv-saw(default)
‘I saw a dog.’

¢ Yarshater (2003) shows that other Tatic varieties (e.g. Xo'ini) share the basic pattern of Vafsi, as described
in this section.

7On the contrary consider the Central Kurdish variety of Mukiryani illustrated in Karimi (2013). Here object
DPs are case marked by a suffix —i, distinguishing them from the bare subject DPs in imperfective clauses.

(i) Mindal-ak-an kiteb-i da-xwen-in
boy-DEF-PL  book-0BL 1MPRE-study-3.PL.NOM
“The boys are reading a book.’

However, in the past transitive structures, the presence of the case-marker —i on the direct object DP gives rise
to ungrammaticality. In the past transitive construction, the object DP appears in its bare form which is nominative.
The contrast is significant because it shows that the oblique inflection (+/- optionally) appearing on the internal
argument can be sensitive to the TAM based shift of alignment (cf. also the data from Zazaki in (22). The pattern
in the Mukiryani perfective replicates Vafsi with an oblique clitic co-indexing the oblique external argument and
default inflection on the verb:

(i) Mindal-ak-an kiteb-yan/*kiteb-i-yan xwend
Boy-DEF-PL  book-3.pL.DAT/*book-acc-3.PL.DAT read.psT
“The boys read a book.”
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b. temen @sb&-y-m bé-die
[.oBL  dog-pDOM(OBL)-CL.1SG.OBL rrv-saw(default)
‘I saw the dog.’

Further consider that oblique clitics are fronted and attached to a noun, pronoun, adverb
or PP within the VP while direct clitics are invariantly suffixed.

24) a. haziri tani-m b&-diz Vafsi
yesterday he.oBL-CL.OBL.15G prv-saw.default
b. tani heeziri-m be-die
he.oBL yesterday-CL.OBL.1sG ~ PFv-saw.default

‘I saw him yesterday.’

Also unergatives in the perfective present the same doubling effect and the external argu-
ment is co-indexed by an oblique clitic, as in (25).

(25)  Tani hi-s kerd Vafsi
He.oBL run-cL.3sG.0BL do.pst(default)
‘He ran away’

In contrast, perfective unaccusatives display direct enclitics (i.e. agreement), as in (20).
Interestingly similar contrasts can be observed in other Indo-Iranian languages.®

(26)  be-ss-e yey xa&r ha-gir-e
PFV-went-3SG.DIR one donkey(DIR) pvB-take-3sG
‘He went to buy a donkey.’ (Stilo 2004: 243; cf. Arkadiev 2008: 155)

Finally note that in Vafsi there exists also one particular, textually quite rare construction,
termed by Stilo the “OSV Ergative™- construction represented below.

(27) @z zhmaed-i yédieym
1SG.DIR ahmed-oBL see.PST.1SG
‘Ahmed saw me.’

In this case, the external argument bears the oblique case, but it is not doubled by an
oblique clitic and the verb agrees with the internal argument (showing up as direct enclitic/
setl inflection).

Let’s turn now to consider with primary data the case of Sorani Kurdish, a language showing
ergativity splits (and double oblique) without overt case marking on full arguments.

8In Punjabi, for instance, unaccusative verbs in the perfective take their sole (internal) arguments in the ab-
solutive form and agree with them. By contrast, with unergatives, the sole argument of the predicate is the external
argument introduced by ergative case and the perfect turns up in an invariable, non-agreeing form (cf. Manzini,
Savoia and Franco 2015).
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3.3 Sorani Kurdish: caseless DP — oblique clitics

In Sorani Kurdish (Thackston 2006, cf. Dabir-Moghaddam 2012, Karimi 2013, Manzini,
Savoia and Franco 2015, from which the following discussion is based) lexical DPs and pro-
nouns lack case inflections. Nevertheless, an ergativity split of sort is still present in this variety
and it is associated with the agreement inflections hosted by the verb and in the clitic system.
The latter have a distinctive morphological shape (-m/-t/-i/-man/-yan/-tan) that matches that
of possessive clitics within DPs, as illustrated in (28). Based on their occurrence in (28) we can
call these forms oblique clitics.’

(28)  ktjeb-akae-i/-m/-n M)
book-DEF-3sG/-1sG/-3pPL
‘his/her/ my/ their-book’

In the imperfective, the verb inflection agrees with the external argument of transitives, as in
(29a-c) and with the sole argument of intransitives, as in (29d). The oblique clitics in (29a-c) pick
up the internal argument of transitives. In (29) the oblique clitic seems to be placed immediately
to the left of the verb stem, where it is preceded by the a-/e- aspectual morphology. In (29¢) we
may also observe a — clitic after a preposition, which is consistent with its oblique status.

29) a kor-ak-z a-i/-m/-t bin-et (M)

boy-DEF-LNK ~ PROGR-35G.OBL/-1SG.OBL/-2SG.OBL see-3SG
“The boy sees him/me/you.’

b. ema  e-if a-t Jor-in S)
we PROGR-3SG/PROGR-2SG wash-1rL
“We are washing it/you’

c. mon  e-i a-m pe:-t  (ou krasa) S)
I PROGR-3SG give-1sGto-2sG  the shirt
‘I am giving it to you (the shirt)’

d. korake a-yew-et M)
the boy PROGR-sleep-3sG
‘the boy is sleeping.’

Thus, in the imperfective Sorani shows a canonical nominative-accusative pattern. In the
perfective, on the contrary, oblique clitics lexicalize the external argument of transitives, as in
(30a-c), revealing the existence in Sorani of an ergative alignment parallel to that of Vafsi.'’ As
expected, the verb inflection agrees with the internal argument of transitives, as for instance in
(30¢), or with the sole argument of intransitives, as in (30e). Distributionally, the clitic appears
before the verb stem, matching again the behaviour of Vafsi; the oblique clitic attaches to the
closest argument, in (30a-b). There also appears to be a descriptive constraint against sen-
tence-initial clitics or clitics attaching to the subject, forcing the clitic to follow the verb in (30c).

? The labels (M) and (S) specify the data from our Mariwan informant and those from our Sanandaj one,
respectively.

1" Karimi (2013), precisely working within an Appl framework, argues that the oblique clitic of the perfect
corresponds to a high Appl head (cf. section 4.1).
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30) a. du z0d-du bini M)

two woman -CL.OBL.1SG see.PERF(default)
‘T saw two women.’

b. to qalam-aka-t grt(-ue) (M)
you  pen-DEF-CL.OBL.2SG take.PERF-(3sg)
“You took the pen.’

c. mon  da-m pe:-t ama (S)
I give.PERF-CL.OBL.1SG ~ t0-CL.OBL.2SG this
‘I gave you this.”

d. hat-i M)
come.PERF-25G
“You came.’

e. korake  yaut (M)
boy sleep.PERE.35G
“The boy slept.’

A further pattern emerges in transitive perfects, for our Sanandaj speaker, involving two
oblique clitics, as in (31), one picking up the internal argument and the other the external
argument. The realization of two obliques, one for the internal argument and one for the exter-
nal one, creates again a double oblique structure. In clusters of two object clitics, the internal
argument clitic always precedes the external argument clitics (i.e. it is lower than it, according
to a mirror analysis a /z Baker 1988)."

31) a. ema  di- t-man (S)
we S€e.PERF 2SG 1rL
“We saw you.’
b. ema  na- t- man- di (S)
we NEG 25G 1rL see.PRF(default)
“We did not see you.’

4. A unified analysis of default agreement and clitic doubling

On the basis of our data, languages seem to involve two types of mechanisms in obviating
defective intervention/Case Opacity: default agreement and/or clitic doubling. If defective
intervention and Case Opacity trigger a similar syntactic behaviour, then they might involve
one and the same phenomenon. But how can we provide a unified analysis to Case Opacity
and Defective Intervention?

Case Opacity represents a case of defective intervention in agreement as the phases intro-
ducing the oblique arguments block the agreement with the verb. Following Toosarvandani and
Van Urk (2012), Pesetsky (2013), among others (cf. Citko 2014), we assume that prepositions
(P) (and their inflectional/templatic counterparts in the verbal domain, namely applicatives
(Appl), cf. Pylkkinen 2008) may introduce a phase boundary. Whenever such condition is
realized, the DP embedded within the P/K phase is invisible to agreement mechanics. The

" Note that a pattern similar to that of Sorani Kurdish is described for Davani, a South-Western Iranian
language spoken in Southern Iran, by Dabir Moghaddam (2012: 65-68).
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head of such a phase may be pronounced or not, but in any case it acts as an (oblique) case
assister in its minimal domain (cf. Rezac 2008). Moreover, both defective intervention and
Case Opacity involve a uniform pattern to save the derivation within a language and across
languages: either default agreement or cliticization. The technicality with respect to head
intervention in Case Opacity and DP intervention in Defective Intervention/Minimal Link
Constraint can be overcome if we assume a Featural Relativized Minimality in line with Starke
(2001), Rizzi (2004) and Franks (2014) who all argue that both movement and intervention
are feature-driven phenomena'? rather than minimality violations due to DP interveners (for
more details, see Franks 2014). This approach goes hand in hand with Anagnostopoulou (2003,
2005) who shows that intervention is obviated by clitics, which remove intervening features.
Cliticization of indirect objects systematically licenses A-movement of themes, an operation
that is blocked in the absence of clitics due to the Minimal Link Condition (MLC) violation
(cf. (11) above for Greek).

Another strategy is drawing upon default agreement just like in cases with double oblique
alignment, as e.g. in Northern Kurmanji (cf. examples in (8)):

(32)  min te dit Northern Kurmangji
[.oBL you.oBL saw.default
‘I saw you.’

We argue that the clitic doubled dative/oblique DP/PP" in both Spanish/Romanian and
the Iranian varieties described in section 3.2-3.3 is introduced by an applicative head,' and
c-commands the theme creating, hence, a new minimal domain, as roughly represented in
(33) (cf. Anagnostopoulou 2005; Diaconescu and Rivero 2005; Marchis and Alexiadou 2013;
Marchis and Petersen 2014):

(33)  a. DOCs-like pattern” (Romance)

ApplP
DPEXP/OBL ApplP
[CASE: VAL] /\
VP Appl
[CASE:]
ClitiCEXP/OBL
\Y% DP(Obj)

12We extend Franks’ analysis of multi-attachment in Wh movement to defective intervention by assuming that
phrases are feature sets. Their features (or their feature) cause agreement, movement/multi-attachment or intervention.

13 Crucially, Romance experiencers function as a DP (the preposition is a realization of inherent Case, Torrego
1998, 2002) while in English they are PPs that do not c-command the embedded arguments. That is the reason why
English experiencers do not cause defective intervention (Boeckx 2008 and Kitahara 1997 for detailed discussion)

14The main structural distinction between Romance and English experiencers is that the latter is not introduced
by an applicative head and presumably does not strictly c-command the embedded clause.

15 Constructions with oblique arguments are regarded on a par with Double Object Constructions (DOC)
while the ones with prepositional experiencers like in English are similar to Prepositional Construction (PC) in
Larson’s (1988) terms.
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Since all the oblique arguments both in Romance and in Indo-Iranian are introducted
by an applicative head, the difference in defective intervention is made only by cliticization.
cobsidere for instance the Spanish pair in (34)-(35), respectively involving an intervening lexical
D and an oblique clitic:

X
% \/
(34) *[,p [Los nifos]]] [ parecen [al profesor] [ , estudiar]  [los nifios]]]

children seem-3PL  to professor  study children
“The children seem to the professor to study.’

! 3
A J
(35) [, [[Los nifos]]] [, le, parecen-T [al profesor] [ , estudiar] [los nifios]]] ]]
Children cl-pAT seem-3PL  to professor  study children

“The children seem to the professor to study.’

According to Marchis and Petersen (2014), the derivation in (34) crashes because the
embedded subject DP cannot agree and/or move since the features of the dative experiencer
intervene (Anagnostopoulou 2003, Preminger 2008),'° while the one in (35) is saved because:

i. theexperiencer is doubled by a clitic that hosts the @-features of the A-chain, rendering

the @-features in the DP inert for derivation (Anagnostopoulou 2003).

ii. the clitic head CI (Sportiche 1999) moves to T and its features are no longer in the

probe domain of T (cf. Anagnostopoulou 2003, Marchis to appear).

iii. T is allowed to agree with the embedded subject DP and the embedded subject is

allowed to move since there are no longer features that intervene."”

In contrast to Romanian/Spanish, dative experiencers in Italian and French are also oblique
arguments introduced by an Applicative head, but since they are not clitic-doubled, their inter-
vening features have not been removed and create minimality effects (cf. Anagnostopoulou 2003,
2007; cf. Cuervo 2003).

On the basis of the discussion that precedes, we take that ergative/oblique external argu-
ments in Indo-Iranian are also introduced by an Applicative head which assigns them oblique
case. Thisis in line with Rezac (2008: 106-111) who, as we have already seen, assumes that Case
Opacity results from a PP structure/phase whose features intervene and block phi-agreement
between T and the embedded argument. In Indo-Iranian an adposition (normally a postposition)
assigns oblique case to its argument, in conjunction with a theta-role. All in all, we go for a
unified analysis of oblique arguments in Romanian-type and Punjabi-type languages. Howe-
ver, the distinction between clitic doubling languages of Romanian/Spanish-type and default

1¢Note that the experiencer must also obligatorily occur with the dative clitic in order to have its ¢-feature
and Case valued. Hence, ‘seem’ + experiencers seem to be similar to the quirky constructions of the type gustar ‘like’
in Romance where the dative clitics are obligatorily and the experience have structural quirky case (Rivero 2004).

17 Similarly, Alexiadou, Anagnostopoulou and Wurmbrand (2014) assume that the clitic obviates defective
intervention due to the fact that the clitic extends the phase of the matrix verb.
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agreement languages of the Punjabi/Northern Kurmanji-type is that the former are Movement
languages involving phi-feature movement to an applicative head disguised as cliticization (cf.
Anagnostopoulou 2003) while the latter are Agreement languages just like Icelandic: in the case
of Case Opacity and/or defective intervention, they trigger default agreement.

Vafsi and Central Kurdish varieties like Sorani complicate the overall picture and they
are apparently problematic for our analysis based on the distinction between Agreement and
Movement languages. Recall that like Punjabi, Vafsi verbs also involve default agreement in
cases with double oblique arguments despite that the oblique external argument is cliticized
just like in Romanian and Spanish. The same pattern shows up when the direct object does
not display a DOM inflection. The puzzle to solve is why the clitic in Vafsi/Sorani does not
obviate defective intervention like in Romance.

4.1 Towards an analysis of (doubling) oblique arguments in Vafsi (and Sorani Kurdish)

As we have seen in section 3.2, Vafsi alignment may trigger default agreement and oblique
clitic doubling. A similar pattern is replicated in Central Kurdish varieties (as in Sorani, cf.
section 3.3.), where nevertheless full DP arguments are not overtly case marked. Vafsi expe-
riencers trigger default and clitic doubling irrespectively of TAM.

Cross-linguistically, we may see many instances of “doubled experiencers”, where the
agreement on the verb targets the DP object. Consider the case of experiencer constructions
in Romance. They may display oblique clitic doubling, which still do not disrupt the internal
argument agreement with T. Consider for instance the Italian sentence in (36). Here, the dative
experiencer is doubled by an oblique clitic. Contra what happens in the aforementioned Iranian
varieties, verbal agreement is not set to default but targets the DP object (i gelati):'*

(36) A Gianni (gli) piacciono i gelati. Ttalian
to Gianni cr.oBL.3s¢  like.3pL the.pL ice-cream.prL
‘Gianni likes ice-creams.’

Apart from the different verbal agreement pattern, Vafsi displays the same syntax, as shown
in (37) reapeating (6b) for ease of reference:

(37)  taemen ane-m ®r-gb
I.oBL that.pl-cL.0BL.1sG DUR-like(default)
I like those (things)’ (Stilo 2010)

If default agreement in presence of an oblique clitic has to be ascribed to defective intervention,
as we argue, it is suspicious to find that languages may choose to agree or not in the presence of an
intervener. Namely, if defective intervention is part of UG it is unwelcome to find that languages
may choose to obviate or not intervention in the presence of the very same syntactic pattern, as
we have seen below with the oblique clitic doubling patterns of Vafsi 5. Romance experiencers.

'8 Notice however that in some sub-standard varieties of Italian default agreement may be acceptable in the
presence of oblique clitic doubling, as in (i).
(i) Ai bambini gli piace i gelati
To.the.pL children cr.oBL.3pL like.rrs(default) the.rL  ice-cream.pL
‘Children like ice-creams.’
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In this work we aim at explaining linguistic variation in terms of (a quite conservative)
Chomskyan perspective on the (parasitic) relation of case with respect to agreement where the
head acting as a probe is searching for a target in its agreement domain.

Given this basic picture, we may try to address Vafsi (and Sorani) agreement paradigm.
We may assume that in the imperfective/present, T probes onto its domain with respect to its
¢-set. The imperfective/present external argument is always targeted by the phi-probe on T,
being the highest argument and being un-embedded under a phasal node (Appl/P). If an oblique
case is attached to the internal argument because of DOM, we assume that this is licensed by
a low Appl head (roughly along the lines of Manzini and Franco 2016, who label such head
(€))."” The relevant rough patterns are represented respectively in (38a) (direct object) and
(38b) (oblique object) below.

(38) a. Vafsi imperfective [direct Subj - direct Obj]

TP
DP(Subj)
az,
AspP T
[pHI:]
aesbir—omj
vP ASP (imperfective)
@l-
DP(Subj)
[PHI:VAL]
t v VP
DP(Obj)
leyle 2

In Vafsi such Appl postposition is phonologically unrealized, but such a device is overtly displayed in many
Indo-Aryan languages (e.g. Punjabi, Hindi, cf. the discussion above).
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b. Vafsi imperfective [direct Subj — oblique Obj]

TP
DP(Subj)
az,
AspP T
[pHI:]
aesbz'r—omj
UP ASp (imperfective)
@l-
DP(Subj)
[PHI:VAL]
ti ’ A
ApplP \Y%
z.
J
DP(Obyj) ApplP
[CASE:VAL] [CASE:]
PN
in leyle-y

We may assume that in the perfective the external argument is introduced by the same Appl
head introducing the salient internal argument, irrespectively of TAM specifications. Such head
may be assumed to be a high Appl head, following insight by Pylkannen (2008), Cuervo (2003).

The Appl that introduces the perfective external argument not only assigns it oblique case
but also causes it to be clitic-doubled, so that the perfective subject is doubled by an oblique-clitic,
precisely hosted in the Appl head, matching its phi-features. The motivation for this machinery
may be ascribed to the fact that the external argument is assigned oblique case and the probe
cannot see inside a Appl phase) (cf. Abels 2003, 2012; Citko 2014). Hence, the features of the
oblique external argument are copied to be accessible for the T probe. In our view, in Vafsi the
direct clitics (Setl) are the realisation of true agreement with the grammatical subject, while
oblique clitics (set 2) are the realisation of the Appl head.*

2 Qur Applicative analysis of the experiencer dative/oblique perfective subject in Vafsi introduces it by means of
what corresponds to a high Appl head, establishing a relation between it and the VP sub-event/state. We expect that
the latter will be interpreted as saying that the V-Theme complex is an elementary event/state in the zonal inclusion/
possession’ domain of the experiencer (Manzini and Franco 2016; cf. Belvin and Den Dikken 1997). The experiencer
is perceived as such simply in that the event/state described in the VP predicate is a mental one (cf. also Boneh and
Nash 2011). Further note that the standard Applicative literature (Pylkkinen 2008), takes it as not coincidental that the
same dative/oblique morphology found to express goals also introduces experiencers. For the Appl literature, indeed,
this corresponds to the fact that the same Appl head (externalized by dative/oblique) can attach at different points in
the syntactic tree. The low Appl head establishes a relation between two arguments (namely the goal and the theme),
while the high Appl head introduces relation between an argument (e.g. the experiencer) and an event (the VP).
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The rough representations of the alignment taking place in Vafsi perfective (clitic dou-
bling feature matching with or without DOM internal arguments leading to a double oblique
alignment) are illustrated below in (39a, b)).

(39)  a. Vafsi perfective [oblique Subj-direct Obj]

/P
AspP
Ap p lP ASP (perfective)
A be-var ,
DP ApplP
[CASE:VAL]
luas-i
VP Appl
[CASE:]
-5
DP(Obyj) A\
kerg 2
b. Vafsi perfective [oblique Subj-obligue Obj]
/P
AspP
(g)P Asp(perfective)
A bw—werdzej
DP (©)p
[CASE:VAL]
luas-i
VP (©)
[CASE:]
-5
Appl \%
L.
j
DP(Obyj) Appl
[CASE:VAL] [CASE:]
T

karge
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Our main concern is now why T is impeded to agree when an overt clitic morphologically
marked with phi-features realizes the Appl head in Vafsi (contra what happens in Spanish/
Romanian subject-to-subject raising constructions). We argue that the oblique clitic does not
obviate defective intervention in Vafsi, because the clitic does not move to T so that the features
of the embedded argument are still intervening, blocking agreement (see (37) where the clitic
is attached to the closest argument rather than to T).

As already pointed out, in subject-to-subject raising constructions in Spanish/Romanian the
clitic head Cl (Sportiche 1999) moves to T and its features are no longer in the probe domain of
T (cf. Anagnostopoulou 2003; Marchis to appear). Thus, T is allowed to agree with the embedded
DP, whence intervening material has been removed from its domain. We will consider the data
supporting our idea in what follows. Before that, we will introduce some other recent analyses
have been proposed in the literature for the patterns of agreement in Western Iranian Languages.

Baker and Atlamaz (2013) specifically address Kurmanji Kurdish varieties. They assume
that the perfect is passive-like and differs from the imperfective in that it involves a non-phasal
v and that the oblique subjects surfacing in the perfect are simply defaults. Specifically, they
propose an analysis based not on the category T, but on the category Voice. They construct
the present (imperfective) form as bearing active voice and implying a phasal vP; vice versa the
past (perfective) form is passive and corresponds to a non-phasal vP. Their idea that oblique
arguments are default is, in particular, problematic. According to Baker and Atlamaz (2013),
the distribution of direct/nominative forms is strictly governed by agreement and they treat the
oblique (or objective, in their terms) case as default morphology.

There are reasons both interpretive and morphological why the oblique case cannot be a
default. Interpretively, as shown with primary data from the Bahdini dialect of Kurmanji Kur-
dish by Manzini, Savoia and Franco (2015), the oblique case introduces a possession (dative,
genitive) relation between the head predicate and a complement. In other words, if there is a
default case interpretively, this must surely be the nominative/absolutive. Morphology matches
interpretation — since it is the oblique that is morphologically instantiated, while the nominative/
absolute corresponds to the bare nominal base. Furthermore, briefly addressing central Kurdish
clitic doubling in the perfective (cf. fn. 10 with examples from Mukiryani) Baker and Atlamaz
assume that they are just default clitic forms and not oblique items. Their idea is clearly under-
mined by the facts illustrated from Vafsi, where we have two different clitic series (cf. Table 1), a
direct one and an oblique one. Oblique clitics (Set 2) only cross-reference the external argument
in the perfective.

On the contrary, our analysis, in line with the main assumptions in Manzini, Savoia and
Franco (2015), is somewhat compatible with Karimi’s (2013) account of Northern (i.e. Kurmanji)
and Central (i.e. Sorani) Kurdish dialects. For him, the subject clitic in Sorani is a manifestation
of an agreeing applicative head, and this is perfectly fitting our proposal. Specifically, Karimi
assumes that oblique subject in perfective structures in Sorani, as illustrated by our own data
in 3.3, is licensed as the specifier of a high applicative (Appl) phrase and, thus, agrees with the
head Appl. We endorse the view that oblique cases attached to external arguments signal a high
applicative projection. The oblique clitic doubling, in accordance with our view, is assumed by
Karimi to be an instantiation of the Appl® head which has entered into Agree with the Oblique
subject. For Karimi, in Sorani Kurdish default agreement on the verb arises given the following facts.
“The subject having satisfied the EPP on T°, the uninterpretable p-features on T° search for a goal.
The only available goal is the object DP; however, the matching of p-features between T° and the
object DP is hindered owing to the Defective Intervention induced by the inactive Appl° head which
is associated with a full complement of p-features.” (Karimi 2013: 53-54)
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In our view, Sorani (more broadly Central Kurdish and sporadically Southern Kurdish
varieties, cf. Fattah 2000) displays exactly the same pattern like Vafsi, despite for the fact that
case is not overtly marked on the DP and its reflex is only visible via the agreement path. We
take, nevertheless, a view different from that of Karimi. We have seen that oblique arguments/
experiencers still allow T to agree with the lower (direct) argument in Romance (cf. (36) vs.
(37)). The appearance of an oblique clitic (e.g. g/i in (36)) in Romance experiencer constructions
should invariantly block agreement with the internal argument, if we follow Karimi’s way of
reasoning. Actually, that prediction is not borne out by the data.

We assume that the different behaviour of Vafsi »s. Romance has to be ascribed to clitic
movement. Vafsi oblique clitics do not obviate defective intervention because the Appl head does
not move to T, so that the features of the experiencer/oblique inflected agent are still intervening.
On the contrary, in Romance the Appl head moves to T (cf. Sportiche 1999) and its features
are no longer in the probe domain of T. Thus T is allowed to target the internal argument of
the verb. As a piece of evidence that Vafsi oblique clitic hosted in (€) do not move to T we may
consider the fact that they can be attached to other constituents, such as preposition, adverb
etc., unlike in Romance where, as well known, it either precedes or follows the verb. Consider
for instance the example in (24b), reported also in (40) for ease of reference.

(40) tani hzziri-m b&-diz Vafsi
he.oBL yesterday-cL.0BL.1sG ~ PFv-saw.default
‘I saw him yesterday.’

Moreover, it is interesting to consider the data we have reported in (27) that show that
there is a rare construction in Vafsi where there is “direct” enclitic (i.e. full) agreement on the
verb in the presence of a ‘non-doubled’ oblique external argument. The example is repeated in
(41) for ease of reference:

(41) 2z ®hmad-i yédieym Vafsi
I1SG.DIR ahmed-oBL  see.psT.1sG
‘Ahmed saw me.’

Examples like (41) apparently show that the clitic is responsible for blocking the agreement
in Vafsi, contrary to Romance. Here we have a (quite standard) ergative construction like the
one represented in (18) for Zazaki, with T picking up the internal argument for agreement
purposes. The simplest explanation is to say that in (41), given the absence of the clitic there is
no applicative head to block T to probe, so there are structural differences between constructions
with clitics in Vafsi, which involve an Appl head and those without clitics that do not have an
Appl head and, hence, do not intervene. The latter are similar to English raising-over-experien-
cers constructions where experiencers never intervene because the experiencer is not introdu-
ced by an Appl head in John seems to Mary to be intelligent.”' That we are on the right track is

! There is crosslinguistic variation in the realization of Appl head. Greek genitives/obliques always realize the
Applicative head independently of the realization of clitics similar to Italian, French, Brazilian Portuguese, so an
oblique argument in these languages always intervenes (cf. Anagnostopoulou 2003, 2007; Diaconescu and Rivero
2005; Alexiadou ez al. 2011, 2012). Romanian and Spanish, on the hand, realize Appl head only in the presence of
dative clitics (the clitic doubling of indirect objects is optional while the clitic doubling of oblique experiencers is
mandatory). So the clitic always obviates the defective intervention of experiencers (Diaconescu and Rivero 2005;
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confirmed by the different behaviour of unaccusatives/unergatives in the past/perfective. We
have seen that perfective unaccusatives in Vafsi trigger direct agreement and no oblique clitics
(i.e. the same pattern as with present/imperfective) while perfective unergatives adopt the clitic
doubling strategy (cf. (25) vs. (20)).

How to explain this split-intransitivity contrast in agreement? We assume that unaccusatives
take as their only argument their sister DP and do not have the need of a further argumental
slot between T and V (at least a set of pure unaccusatives behave like that and do not require
a v-like projection in their derivation, cf. Deal 2009). T finds no intervention in probing onto
its domain and triggers ‘direct agreement’ (Vafsi Set 1 enclitics).” Following Hale and Keyser’s
(1993) original intuition we assume that on the contrary, unergatives have the shape of hidden/
concealed transitives, involving (at least) a two-tiered structure, e.g. »-V according to Chomsky
(1995). In such case we have an added projection between T and V (just like standard transi-
tives in the perfective).” We assume that Vafsi realized this projection as High Appl (and not
as v), leading to a clitic doubling pattern. Given the constraint on clitic movement illustrated
above, T cannot probe and the agreement on the verb is set to default. Hence, data from expe-
riencers and split-intransitivity patterns in West-Iranian languages are particularly useful in
showing that in such varieties there are two heads (T and Appl)) that do not join ‘their’ forces
to obviate defective intervention: due to the defective intervention of the Appl head, T can
probe only defectively — so it triggers default/underspecified agreement while Appl probes full
phi-features in form of the oblique clitic. In Romance, the Appl and the T head join — so that
we have a complex head that jointly probes obviating defective intervention. The oblique clitics
in Romance are the manifestation of an agreeing Appl head, then they move to T, allowing it
to further probe downwards without encountering intervention.

5. Theoretical Implications for the proposed analysis

Our analysis has several theoretical implications and it provides evidence or counter-ev-
idence for different approaches of case assignment, the analysis of clitics and of the defective
intervention.

Marchis to appear). Vafsi is similar to the latter type of languages as it uses the clitic as the hallmark of the Appl
head. It is also similar to English whose experiencers/oblique arguments in raising constructions are not introduced
by an Appl head and, hence, do not intervene.

2Interestingly in the Tatic dialect Danesfani (Yar-Shater 1969: 204), a cognate language of Vafsi, the past par-
ticiple agrees with the unaccusative theme (also) in gender, but this does not happen with constituents of a transitive
perfective sentence, where the pattern is the same as in Central Kurdish (Sorani). Consider the examples below:
(i) Hasan buma.

Hasan-(Mm) came.M
‘Hasan came.’
(ii) Zeynaba bumia.
Zeynaba-(r) came.F
“Zeynaba came.’
(iii) Hasan /Zeynaba Set-e$ uxa
Hasan-(Mm) /Zeynaba-(r) milk-(M).CL.OBL.3sG drank

‘Hasan/Zeynaba drank the milk.’
» An alternative approach on the issue of default agreement, explored in Manzini, Savoia and Franco (2015),
is to assume the idea that all agreement inflections have an interpretable content (or are checked by an interpretable
content). We will not explore this challenging path any further in this paper.
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5.1 Dependent Case vs. Parasitic Case

Bobaljik (2008) and Preminger (2011) offer accounts for agreement failure. Their idea
is in a way the opposite of Chomsky’s (2001) — namely that case is primitive with respect to
agreement. Which DP agrees with a given head is determined by an accessibility hierarchy of
cases, where unmarked cases are maximally accessible, followed by dependent cases and finally,
by inherent cases (in a fashion similar to the implicational hierarchy assumed in the typological
literature, cf. Moravesik 1978). When an inflectional head does not find an accessible target —
for instance in the double oblique structures exemplified above for Punjabi/Masali perfects, the
derivation does not crash; rather the morphology insures that the relevant inflection surfaces
in the default form.

Despite these welcome results in accounting for linguistic variation, there does not seem
to be any special advantage in the accessibility hierarchy of cases with respect to a naked stipu-
lation of the facts, like the VIVA (Visibility of Inherent-Case to Verbal Agreement) parameter
of Anand and Nevins (2006), namely languages will differ as to whether their verbs can agree
with an inherently case-marked DP.

Another way to go would be to consider that certain morphemes such as Agreement
(AGR) nodes or Case features are added after syntax as they are demanded by language-specific
requirements and are never essential to semantic interpretation (see Marchis Moreno 2015).
This could explain the mismatch or the split between direct/unmarked and indirect/marked
cases in the discussed varieties. In the spirit of Embick and Noyer (2006), we could argue that
the direct Case is relevant only at PF while indirect Case, such as the oblique one, bears se-
mantic content and, hence, it is introduced by the applicative head in the syntax, conditioning
the choice of Vocabulary Items. But how does the mechanism of Vocabulary Insertion know
how to make the right choice between the two Vocabulary Items, marked or unmarked cases,
full versus default agreement? The Subset Principle (cf. (42)) resolves this case of competition.

(42) Subset Principle:

The phonological exponent of a Vocabulary Item is inserted into a position if the item matches all
or a subset of the features specified in that position. Where several Vocabulary Items meet the conditions
for insertion, the item matching the greatest number of features specified in the terminal node must be

chosen. (Halle 1997: 428)

By the virtue of the fact that the phonological exponent of a Vocabulary Item is inserted
into a position only if the item matches all or a subset of the features specified in that position,
unmarked items cannot be inserted into an Appl head. Specifically, oblique cases come as a
free rider with the semantic content of the applicative head* while unmarked/direct cases are
realized post-syntactically since they do not trigger interpretable information at LE Analogically,
default agreement (like in Icelandic and Punjabi) is a case of underspecification due to defective
intervention/Case Opacity and it takes place post-syntactically as the result of failed Agree in
the syntax (cf. Chomsky 2000; Holmberg and Hréarsd6ttir 2003; Preminger 2011). Clitics,

¢ Anagnostopoulou (2003, 2007) and Marchis and Alexiadou (2013) have shown that in Greek and Romance
languages clitics as the heads of applicative head trigger semantic content such as familiarity (like Greek clitics),
specificity (like Romanian and Spanisch clitics) or possession (like Romanian clitics). This implies that in line with
the Subset Principle, semantic content (or interpretability) comes as a free rider with oblique cases while unmarked
cases (like direct cases of clitics and default agreement) are the result of post-syntactic information as the result of
failed agreement and underspecificity.
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however, are the result of Move and they are syntactic objects fully specified for phi-features
and semantic content (specificity, familiarity see Anagnostopoulou 2003, 2007) and they can
obviate defective intervention (cf. Marchis and Petersen 2014). The advantage of this approach
would be that one could make a clear distinction between clitics and agreement markers based
on their syntactic role and their semantic content. However, as we will see below there is no
agreement in the literature on their status.

5.2 A defragmented view on clitics

In the literature there are two divergent perspectives: clitics were either argued to be base
generated in their surface position (Rivas 1977; Jaeggli 1982, 1986; Borer 1984; Suner 1988;
Sportiche 1999) or to be generated in an argument position and to undergo movement to their
surface position, (e.g. Kayne 1975; Torrego 1988; Uriagereka 1995; Anagnostopoulou 2003).

This paper regards only dative/oblique clitics which are analyzed # /2 Anagnostopoulou
as the reflex of phi-feature movement in order to obviate defective intervention. However,
we have shown that they realize the applicative head, triggering, hence, a rich(er) semantic
content. Thus, we have provided evidence that oblique clitics are not agreement markers like
default verbal agreement and, hence, they are real syntactic objects. The empirical facts from
Vafsi clearly point to such an interpretation: direct clitics are agreement markers while oblique
clitics are syntactic objects that realize the Appl head interpreted as inclusion/possession at
LE? Crucially, the idea that clitics realize the Applhead is not new, it has been proven from
by several scholars (see Anagnostopoulou 2003, 2007; Diaconescu and Rivero 2005; Marchis
and Alexiadou 2013 among others) but these same scholars have also shown that clitics come
in different guises. One way to distinguish between clitics and agreement markers would be to
show that they occur at different stages in derivation: syntax vs. PF and that they are outcome of
two different processes: Move vs. Agree. Moreover, Preminger (2011) proposed on the basis of
Basque a diagnostic to distinguish between agreement markers triggered by Agree and clitics as
a reflex of Move. Interestingly, he showed that defective intervention/failed Agreement triggers
default agreement or in our terms “underspecified” agreement markers which can be obviated
by clitic doubling. However, failed Movement or the absence of clitic doubling triggers un-
grammaticality. Our data showed that Preminger’s account is on the right track and it can be
further explored in our future work on the differences between direct and oblique clitics in Vafsi.

5.3 A linear view on defective intervention: Bruening (2014)

A potential counter-argument for our approach comes from Bruening (2014) who debates
the status of defective intervention as a real syntactic phenomenon. Bruening (2014) argues
that both experienceres and adverbs do not syntactically intervene but rather disrupt the linear
order of the constituents.

» The idea that clitics realize the Appl head is not new, it has been proven from by several scholars (see Anag-
nostopoulou 2003, 2007; Diaconescu and Rivero 2005; Marchis and Alexiadou 2013 among others) but these same
scholars have also shown that clitics come in different guises. One way to distinguish between clitics and agreement
markers would be to show that they occur at different stages in derivation: syntax vs. PF and that they are outcome
of two different processes: Move vs. Agree.
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(43) *Jean a semblé [au cours de la réunion] avoir du talent. French
John has seemed during the meeting to have talent.
‘John seemed during the meeting to have talent.’ (Bruening 2014: 714)

Marchis and Petersen (2014) show that Bruening’s (2014) potential counterexamples to
the existence of syntactic defective intervention in the case of experiencers are only apparent.
Based on Haider’s (2004) fine-grained analysis of adverbs/adjuncts, they show that experiencers
and adverbs occupy completely different positions in the architecture of the clause and, hence,
create different locality effects in A movement.

Haider’s (2004) analysis of preverbal and postverbal adverbs can explain why high adverbs
in Cinque’s (1999) terminology — or “simple” adverbs, such as easily or yesterday, are allowed
between the raising verb and the embedded domain, while Bruening’s phrasal adverbs, such
as without any difficulties, are illicit in that same position. See the contrast in English below:

(44)  He will easily/soon/*without any difficulties find an appropriate solution

In brief, Haider (2004) shows that some adverbials are adjoined or embedded, depending
on the relation to the head of the containing phrase. Only adverbs that are adjoined precede
the head of the containing phrase such as simple adverbs like easily or soon in (44) while the
embedded adverbs like without any difficulties follow the head of the phrase in which it is con-
tained. He derives this analysis of adverbs from a general projection restriction, namely that
adjunction is possible only to the left, but not to the right (cf. (45a)). Consequently, post-head
adverbials are embedded, i.e., they are the most deeply embedded element in V projection
consisting of VP-shells (cf. (45b)).

(45)  a.[John, [, often [, ... [, t, talks, [, t to Mary]
b. [, Ana, [, t, saw [, Peter [ ., [at the meeting]]]

This analysis is compatible with the empirical data that show a distinction between simple
adverbs such as manner and time adverbs, and phrasal adverbs that, according to Bruening
(2014), intervene on a par with experiencer DPs. However, their different behavior is even more
visible in languages like English where adverbs can occur either preverbally or postverbally.

According to Haider (2004), the unacceptability of postverbal adverbs in the preverbal
position is a consequence of the edge effect, namely the reflex of a constraint against post-head
material in a phrase that serves as a preverbal adverbial constituent. This is known as “head final
constraint”, or “head final filter”, a ban on pre-head adjuncts that do not end in a (lexical) head
(Williams 1981). Below in (46) there is an example of this constraint in English:

(46) He has [(much less) often (*than I (thought))] rehearsed it. (Haider 2004: 782)

Specifically, a preverbal adverb c-commands the finite verb while VP-internal, post-verbal
adverbial phrases do not c-command the surface head position of the VP head, and they cannot
c-command the finite verb. That is: any adverbial that c-commands the finite verb is preverbal
in English and adjoined (somewhere to the left of) the VP while strictly VP-internal adver-
bials cannot precede the finite auxiliary in English. Larson (1988) and Stroik (1990) analyze
postverbal adverbs as structural complements, and assign them to the most deeply embedded
positions in the VP shells.
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(47) oo [y V Adv] (adapted from Haider 2004: 789)

[V
Based on Larson’s (1988) analysis of postverbal adverbs, Haider (2004) shows that postverbal
adverbials are “extraposed” and the “extraposition zone” is a non-compositional subconstituent
of the V-projection, so its order relations are not determined by the head; the order relations for
adverbials in the extraposition zone are interface effects, that is, they are semantically driven.
Note that in contrast to postverbal adverbs in (48), preverbal adverbs cannot be topicalized
without a strong focus stress (cf. (49)). Moreover, unlike postverbal adverbs, preverbal adverbs
can occur naturally between the verb and its complement (compare (48b) with (49b)):

Extraposed postverbal adverbs:

(48) a. He talked to me at the meeting.
b. ?He talked at the meeting to me. (only when “to me” is stressed)
c. At the meeting he talked to me. (no stress is necessary)

Non-extraposed preverbal adverbs:

(49) a. He often talked to me.
b. He talked often to me. (no stress on offen is needed)
c. Often he talked to me. (strong stress on offen is needed)

However, in VO languages like English, Romanian, and Spanish, adverbials (like manner
adverbs in English and all other core adverbs in Romance) may be postverbal without being extra-
posed (they become postverbal through verb movement). To show that there are non-extraposable
postverbal adverbs in English, note that some postverbal adverbs precede prepositional objects and
extraposed material (50a). Moreover, they are obligatorily fronted with VP-topicalization (50b,c).
Cross-linguistic evidence from German (50d) confirms that manner adverbs do not extrapose.

(50) a He talked gently to everyone
b. *. .. and talk he will gently to everyone
c....and [talked gently to everyone] he has
d. Er hat protestiert, dagegen/*lautstark German
‘He has protested, against loudly.’ (Haider 2004: 804)

Therefore, postverbal adverbs may be extraposed or not, depending on their base gene-
rated position and their syntactic behavior (compare (51) to (63)). Non-extraposed ones are
non-phrasal (e.g. manner adverb gently). Let us look at Romanian adverbs in more details.

Unlike English that makes a distinction between post- and preverbal high (or “simple”)
adverbs, high adverbs in Romanian are postverbal in general. But there are several adverbs
such as adesea ‘often’ that can be used both preverbally and postverbally and, as we saw in the
previous section, they are grammatical in the position where non-clitic doubled experiencers
cause defective intervention (51):

(51) Fata (adesea) Invata (adesea) pentru examen. Romanian
Girls  sometime learn-3sG  sometimes for the exam
“The girls often learns for the exam.’
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Importantly, in line with Haider’s (2004) analysis, these high adverbs are structurally dif-
ferent from the phrasal adverbs presented in Bruening (2014). In biclausal sentences, note that
phrasal adverbs can be extraposed to the left periphery of the matrix domain since this is the
position for topicalized phrases (cf. (52a)) (Dobrovie-Sorin, 1990, 1994; Motapanyane 1995;
Rizzi 1997; Alboiu 2000; Cornilescu 2000)? and focalized phrases (Alboiu 2000) in Romanian.

As discussed before, Bruening’s (2014) data showed that the same phrasal adverbs are illicit
in Romance languages when preposed between the matrix verb and the embedded domain like
in (52c). However, phrasal adverbs are not illicit in that position due to linear intervention,
but rather because not all languages have a topic position available in the left periphery of the
non-finite embedded domain.”” Note that in (52b), the adverb is licit in that position only
if it is introduced by ¢z which is a subjunctive complementizer. Alboiu (2000) claims that ca
co-occurs with si when a topicalized element is present. In these cases, the order is ca — ropica-
lized phrase — sd, where ca must occupy the left-most position.

(52) a. De aceasta ocazie e probabil sa nu fi lipsit Maria de la ore.
On this occasion is probable subj not be missed Mary the classes.
‘It is probable that on this occasion Mary has not missed the classes.’
b. E probabil ¢z de aceastd ocazie sa nu fi lipsit Maria de la ore.

Is probable that on this occasion subj not be missed Mary the classes.
o . . : ;
It is probable that on this occasion Mary has not missed the classes.
c. 22E probabil de aceastd ocazie  sa nu fi lipsit Maria de la ore.
Is probable on this occasion  subj not be missed Mary the classes
‘It is probable that on this occasion Mary has not missed the classes.’

The availability of an overt topic marker in non-finite/subjunctive clauses in Romanian
can bring us a crucial piece of evidence that experiencers and Bruening’s phrasal adverbs do
not occupy the same position and, hence, cannot create the same type of intervention. Note
that unlike with phrasal adverbs in (52b), cz can introduce neither doubled nor undoubled
experiencers in Romanian:

(53) a. *Marija 1i pare  ca lui Ion sa fie inteligenta.
Mary CL seems that dat-art John subj  be intelligent.
b. *Maria pare ca lui Ion sd fie inteligenta.

Mary seems that dat-art John subj be intelligent.
‘Mary seems to John to be intelligent.’

%6 However, these scholars share different opinions where a TopicP is available in Romanian left periphery. If

Romanian lacks a TopP projection, topicalised elements can be analysed in two possible way: they are either base-
generated as adjuncts in the Romanian left periphery (Motapanyane 1995), or they involve movement from an
IP-internal base-generated position to the left periphery (cf. Dobrovie-Sorin 1994).

7 Like Alboiu, Motapanyane (2002) shows that the presence of ¢z in the ca-sd constructions is strictly linked
to the presence of a maximal projection, usually a topicalized item, which follows it. In the absence of a topicalized
phrase ca is excluded; viceversa, in the absence of ca no lexical material can appear in front of sa:

(i). Zicea (*numai maine) ci/ca numai maine sa nu se duci la cAmp.
said only tomorrow-FOC that only tomorrow-FOC si notse go  to field
‘She said it’s only tomorrow that he should not go to the field.’ from Motapanyane (2002: 6)
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We conclude that defective intervention is a syntactic phenomenon, and not a linear order
mechanism. However, a fine-grained analysis of adverbs within a language and across languages
is necessary to understand Bruening’s (2014) puzzling data (for a more detailed analysis see
Marchis Moreno and Petersen 2015). We have learned so far that high (‘simple’) adverbs and
Bruenings’ phrasal adverbs are structurally different: the former are adjoined, while the latter
are embedded within the VP across all languages while experiencers are the only ones that create
defective intervention as they are introduced by an applicative head.

6. Conclusion

There are two types of languages which involve different mechanisms in obviating mini-
mality violations and Case opacity: Agreement languages of Punjabi/Icelandic-type with default
agreement and Movement languages of Spanish/Romanian-type with phi-feature movement in
form of cliticization (cf. Marchis to appear). Rich empirical data clearly show that two apparent
distinct phenomena such as Case Opacity and defective intervention are actually one and the
same: Case Opacity represents a case of defective intervention in agreement as the features of the
phases introducing the oblique arguments block the agreement with the verb. Across languages
there is, however, a mechanism to obviate defective intervention, namely cliticization. Languages
like French or Italian do not have means to obviate defective intervention when the experiencer
is present (e.g. they lack clitic doubling) so that the derivation crashes when the movement of a
DP crosses an experiencer that is realized in a higher Spec of an applicative head. However, the
clitic alone does not suffice to obviate the defective intervention of the oblique — Vafsi teaches
us that defective intervention can be overcome only if the clitic moves to T so that there are
no longer phi-features in the probe domain of T that intervene. Hence, clitics repair defective
intervention only in languages where the Appl head and T join their forces and build a complex
head via the climbing of the clitic to T as in Romanian and Spanish. Moreover, we have seen
that clitics do not always signal the presence of the Appl*® head: in languages like Italian and
French, oblique experiencer DPs are introduced by an Appl head in the absence of clitics, and,
therefore, they always intervene in raising constructions. In contrast, English experiencers are
not oblique but rather PPs never introduced by an Appl head; therefore, they do not intervene
similar to Vafsi non-doubled oblique. The assumptions of this paper have crucial implications
for Case Theory (dependent vs. Marked and syntactic vs. Post-syntactic case assignment), for a
defragmentated analysis of the clitics and for Bruening’s proposal against syntactic intervention
and in favour of linear intervention (cf. Marchis and Petersen 2014).

Appendz’x: Romance se constructions

Our unified analysis of defective intervention and case opacity can explain also the Person
constraint in passives se in Romance. It has long been recognized that sentences with passive
se obey a Person constraint: the internal argument (IA) cannot be 1 or 2™ person (Burzio
1986; Cinque 1988; Cornilescu 1998; D’Alessandro 2007; Mendikoetxea 2008; Rezac 2011;
MacDonald 2016, among others). Cornilescu (1998) noticed that also some 3™ person subjects
are excluded:

% Note that in Greek applicatives introduce oblique arguments also in the absense of clitics.
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(1) a. Lanoi intotdeaunase intimpina  {musafirii / *lon/*el} la gardi  Romanian
at us always SE welcome.3sG  guests-the / Ion  he at station
‘In our family/department/... guests/*Ilon/*he are/is always welcomed at the station.”
a’. Am intAmpinat musafirii / *Ion / *el
have.1pL welcomed guests-the / Ion / he
“We welcomed the guests / *Ion / *him’. (Cornilescu 1998: ex.16)

Giurgea (2016) argues that all these cases can be subsumed under a Person constraint of
the following form:

(ii) DPs that bear [Person] are banned as IAs of se-passives

He proposes that these DPs, which are high on the Person/Animacy scale, have a Person
feature (manifested by clitic doubling when they are case-licensed by v*), whereas those that can
occur as subjects of se-passives lack the Person feature completely. The ban on +Person internal
arguments in se-passives is due to the intervention of the Person feature associated with the
external argument (EA). We argue that the element saturating the EA is differently projected in
se-passives vs. participial passives, which explains the lack of an intervention effect in the latter
case. According to our analysis, the EA in se passive would be projected in an Applicative head
just like in cases with double datives in Indo-Iranian languages. Hence, our analysis of default
agreement in terms of defective intervention and case opacity receives support also from the
dichotomous behaviour of impersonal se constructions in Spanish and Italian, on a one hand,
and Romanian, on the other hand. First, impersonal se can occur in transitive configurations,
manifested by default agreement between the verb and the IA (iiia) and oblique marking on
the IA (iva), 0) in Spanish and Italian and verb agreement with IA and the lack of oblique

agreement in Romanian:

(iii) a. In questa universita si insegna le materie letterarie Iz
In this  university S teaches the humanities
‘Humanities are taught in this university.’ (Dobrovie-Sorin forth: ex. 31c¢)
b. In aceasts universitate se predau /*predi stiingele umane Ro.
in this university  SE teach.3pL/ teaches sciences-the human (ibidem, ex. 32¢)
(iv) a. (Le materie letterarie) le si insegna in questa universita. Iz
(the humanities) CL.3FPL.ACC SE teaches in this  university
‘(The humanities,) one teaches them in this university.’ (ibidem, ex.31d)
b. *(*Stiingele umane) le se predd /sele predd in aceastd

(the humanities) cL.3FPL.ACC SE teaches/ SE CL.3FPL.ACC teaches in this
universitate.  (Ro.)

university (ibidem, ex. 32d)
(v) En esta escuela se castiga a  los alumnos. Sp.

in this school sk punishes pom the students

‘In this school they punish the students.’ (Dobrovie-Sorin forth.: ex. 33)

Specifically, we argue that default agreement in Spanish and Italian with impersonal se is due
to the intervention feature of person available in the phase introduced by the oblique PP. This
is a complete phase that has complete features including person, but this phrase is opaque to
agreement because it has inherent case and the intervening feature person. In contrast, Romanian
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does not allow + person IA in impersonal agreement, so there is neither default agreement nor
inherent case in impersonal se in Romanian and the verb agrees with the the IA. The observed
dichotomy in Spanish/Italian »s. Romanian is similar to the ergative/oblique agreement pattern
vs. absolutive agreement in Indo-Iranian languages and, hence, confirms our analysis that the
defective intervention of a feature triggers case opacity and default agreement or the movement
of the intervening feature to the probe in form of cliticization across languages.
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1. Introduction

This article elaborates on some parallelisms between music
theory and formal syntax, a line of inquiry inaugurated by Ler-
dahl and Jackendoff 1983. I will focus on tonicisation (Schenker
1906/1954: 256) and modulation, i.e. the harmonic processes
whereby the fonal centre changes from one key to another. I will
show that tonicisation and modulation hinge on syntactic-like
dependencies that are constrained by locality conditions.

In syntax, locality conditions constrain syntactic depend-
encies such as agreement, wh- movement, binding, etc. For
example, reflexive pronouns like Aimself must be bound by
an antecedent belonging to the same clause, see (2)a vs (2)
b. Roughly speaking, (2)b is impossible not because there are
too many words between the reflexive and its antecedent, but
because the dependency between the two crosses a structural
barrier that impedes binding. Locality conditions are therefore
sensitive to syntactic constituency (e.g. clause boundaries), while
they are independent from processing issues such as short-term
memory capacity.
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(1) a.  John, is impressed with himself.
b. *John, asked Mary to help himself

In highlighting similarities between music and syntax, I intend to support Katz and Peset-
sky’s 2011 thesis in (2), although I will depart from their analysis of tonicisation and modulation.

(2) Identity Thesis for Language and Music
All formal differences between language and music are a consequence of differences in
their fundamental building blocks (arbitrary pairings of sound and meaning in the case
of language; pitch-classes and pitch-class combinations in the case of music). In all other
respects, language and music are identical.

The article is organized as follows: §2 overviews some properties of tonal music; §3 reviews
Katz and Pesetsky’s analysis of cadence, tonicisation, and modulation; $4 suggests a revision of
the analysis. §5 concludes.

2. Some features of tonal music

Music perception relies on the categorisation of pitch events. In this respect, musical sys-
tems exhibit universal properties (Brown and Jordania 2011) such as:

(3) a. Use of discrete pitches rather than slides/portamentos.
b. Octave equivalence = unison choral singing in octaves.
c. Use of pitch sets = musical scales.

Hence, in all musical systems octaves are segmented into discrete intervals, yielding scales of
pitch events (nozes) ordered by fundamental frequency. The set of notes forming a scale is called ey
or ronality (henceforth: T). Although humans can distinguish up to 240 different pitches over an
octave, musical traditions rely mainly on scales comprising five to seven tones (Gill and Purves 2008).

Notes can combine both ‘horizontally’, forming sequences called melodies, and ‘vertically’,
forming simultaneous combinations called chords. Chords are sequenced according to harmonic
rules, governing harmonic progressions within musical phrases. Rules are subject to variation
across cultures and styles, but, like the rules of grammar, they are probably constrained by few
invariable principles rooted in cognition.

Above all, the categorisation of pitch events, including chords, does not rely on absolute
frequencies, but on scale degrees with respect to a reference pitch, called zonic. From now on,
we will represent a tonality/key T as a set of scale degrees represented by Roman numerals; the
tonic (t) is I in T:

(4) Ty = {L, IL, IIL, IV, V, VI, VII}

For instance, the note A, which correspond to a frequency of about 440Hz, is the degree

VIinT , (i.e. in the tonality that has C as its tonic), Vin T ), IIlin T, Iin T ,, etc.

© ®’

" In the English-speaking world, notes are represented by letters (A, B, C, etc.), while other countries adopt
solmization, i.e. a mnemonic attributing a syllable to each note C= Do, D = Re, E = Mi, F = Fu, G = Sol, A= La, B = Si.
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In modern western tonal music, scales are normally formed by seven notes at intervals of
a whole or half step.?

The most common patterns (termed modes) are the major and minor modes: in the former,
half steps occur between the III and IV degree and the VII and I degree of the scale, while
in the minor mode half tones occur between the IT and III degree and between the V and VI
grade (of the descending scale):

(5) Major mode: [PITITIV V VIVII L
[ ] L]
Minor mode: ["ITITTV V VIVILL
L | [

The distribution of whole/half steps is fixed, regardless of the frequency of t. Therefore,
if the pitch of t changes, the pitch of the other notes forming the tonality must be adjusted.
For instance, (6) shows the sets of notes forming the tonalities of C, D and F Major: the
diacritics # and b signal that the preceding note is raised or lowered of half step in order to
obtain scales in the same mode:

(6) T(C) = {Ca D) Ela—P‘:) G) A’ B\,_Icz}
T(D) = {Da Ea F‘ﬁ_’[G’ A, Ba C‘E‘)Z}
T, = {F.G.A.Bb.C D,E.F}

Since the intervals within the scale are fixed, the three melodic contours (7) will be

perceived as instantiations of the same melody in the tonalities , and T, respec-

T.,T
tively. In fact, the four notes in (7)a-c have the same degrees (I I11 \}Cf), b(ﬁzc in different keys:

(7) a. CEGC
b. DF#AD
c. FACF

Analogously, the perception of chord progressions depends on the degree of the chord’s ooz
(the root is the fundamental note of the chord; I will abstract away from the rules of harmony
pertaining chord formation). For instance, a C major chord, which is formed by the notes {C,
E, G}, is interpreted as V in T(F) because the root Cis V in the key of E

In conclusion, music categorization consists of a process of interpretation (Katz and Pesetsky
2011), whereby pitch events (tones, chords) are interpreted in relation to a reference pitch,
called tonic (). In our notation, interpretation maps notes (e.g. C, D, etc.) into degrees of a
scale/key/tonality (e.g. I, I1, etc.) in which #=1.

In the next sections, we will see that western tonal music allows key change: musical pieces
can be therefore decomposed into key domains headed by a local tonic.

2Other types of scales can be obtained by dividing the octave in equal intervals of either a whole or half step.
In the former case, the octave is divided into five intervals, yielding a hexatonic scale; in the latter we obtain a
dodecaphonic scale.
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3. Cadence, Tonicisation, and modulation

A musical phrase is a string of pitch events that is perceived as an autonomous unit. A
phrase is formed by subconstituents (ce//s) and it may be part of a larger period. Several factors
contribute to defining musical phrases, including rhythm, melody, and harmony. With respect to
harmony, musical phrases usually end with a cadence: a progression in which a chord conveying
tension (e.g. V) resolves into a chord giving a sense of stability (e.g. I).

/d__‘\\/ cadence
©®) a [y - Voo
A% I ]

Phrase " °°

Notice that, to be perceived as a cadence, a V-I progression must occur at the edge of the
phrase: schematically, V-1 is a cadence in (8)a, but not in (8)b. In the following subsections I
will introduce Katz and Pesetsky’s 2011 analysis of the cadence. In §§3.2-3 I will elaborate on
the two related components that yield cadence: tonicisation and key-domains.

3.1 Katz and Pesetskys 2011 analysis

Katz and Pesetsky 2011 argue for a parallelism between head movement in natural language
and the cadence in western tonal music. In current syntactic theory, head movement is a kind
of displacement resulting when a lexical head is moved without displacing the phrase it belongs
to. For instance, the Italian verb mangio ‘I eat’ in (9) is the head of the Verb Phrase containing
the object piselli ‘peas’; in simple tenses, the verbal head is moved before the adjoined adverb
sempre ‘always’, yielding the order:

9) ma\ngz’o sempre [, mﬁzgm piselli]

Verb movement results in incorporation of the verbal head to a functional head (dubbed
T for Tense), which encodes inflectional features. In compound tenses, T is spelled out by an

auxiliary verb (see (10)a), whereas in simple tenses V moves (above the adverb) to incorporate
T’s features, see (10)b:

(10)a. [T [Adv [»V NP]]]
blo senlipre' malngz'ato \ piselli ‘T have always eaten peas.’
b VAT A [,V NPI]]
|mangz'0 semplre | piselli I always eat peas.’

Katz and Pesetsky argue for a parallelism between head movement and cadence. They claim
that, in a cadence between a chord 8 and a tonic 1, the relationship established between & and
7 is comparable to the one holding between the two heads V and T in (10)b. The parallelism
is supported by the following similarities, some of which will be discussed in the following
subsections:

a.  after head movement, the remnant phrase (e.g. the VP in (10)b) remains an independent
phrase, which can be displaced autonomously regardless of the position of its head V; mu-
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tatis mutandis, the basic key domain — our metaphorical “VP” — and the cadence — which
is our metaphorical T+V complex head — are not necessarily adjacent, but they can be
separated by various temporary tonic centres (more on this in §3.2);

b. head movement is obligatory; similarly, the participation of I in a cadence (e.g. V, I) is
necessary to establishing the key (more on this in §3.3);

c. once the head has undergone head movement, it is pronounced string-adjacent to the
higher head; the two end up tightly coupled, like the V and I chords in the full cadence.

In the remainder of the section, I will elaborate further on points (a) and (b). I will deal with
the notion of Tonicisation first, which is instrumental in the analysis of modulation.

3.2 Tonicisation

Given a tonality T, it is possible to introduce a chord X which does not belong to T' . Ex-
tra-T chords (usually dubbed altered or borrowed chords) make the harmonic sequence richer, but
their presence needs to be licensed by a process called ronicisation (Schenker 1906/1954: 256).

Tonicisation is a process whereby a chord that does not belong to the basic tonality is
licensed by a local/temporary tonic. Take for instance a sequence of three major chords such as
C, D, G in the tonality of C major. D major does not belong to T . However, the sequence is
not ill-formed as the chord D precedes G, which acts as a temporary tonic for D as the chord
D belongs toT ,:

(D[ CDG...]

By contrast, a chord such as Eb in the same position results in an illicit combination as
Eb does not belong to the original tonality T and it cannot be licensed by a temporary tonic
as the chord of Eb does not belong to the secondary key T ...

(12)[C*EbG ... ]

In §3.1 I reported that Katz and Pesetsky hint at the possibility that the cadential formula
may be preceded by a progression of altered| borrowed chords that do not belong to the basic
key. Tonicisation does not establish a new key-domain (more on this below), but it consists of
a temporary detour from the base tonality. Katz and Pesetsky notice that altered or borrowed
chords often occur before the cadential formula, as shown in (13), in the same way in which
adverbs or other adjuncts may occur between the VP and the complex head formed by V and

T (cf. (11)b):

13 Il . ] XYZ ] \A! ]
Basic tonality altered/borrowed chords cadence

The fact that the cadence is separated from the body of the phrase in the base tonality is,
according to Katz and Pesetsky 2011, the musical homologous of syntactic (head) movement.
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3.3 Modulation

Another common trait between the cadence and head movement is that both are obligatory.
In particular, the cadence is necessary to establish a key domain and/or to establish a new tonic
via modulation. Modulation differs from tonicisation (in §3.1): both yields tonic marking, but
only the latter establishes a new key domain. To illustrate this point, let us compare a case of
tonicisation with a full-fledged modulation.

Consider first the progression in (14)a and its extended variant in (14)b (corresponding
to Katz and Pesetsky (58)): (14)a is formed by three chords belonging to the tonality of C (IV
V 1), whereas the latter contains an extra chord (in bar 2), which does not belong to T, (in is

©
the same progression as in (11)).

(14) a. b.
) o o _
@ [ ] g 8 i i1 g 8
=1 [ % ] = .4 [ & ] =
1 2 3 1 2 3 4
v \% I[+TON] v ? \% I[JON]

One may argue that the altered chord in bar b2 is interpreted as V of an embedded key
domain T(G), which is centered on the G chord of bar 3:

(15) [0 V[, VI 11

+TON +TON ]

This conclusion, however, is not desirable as we perceive (14)b as a variant of (14)a. This
amounts to saying that G is always interpreted as V in T , and no embedded key domain is
established in (14)b. Instead, the altered chord in bar 2 is usually analysed as a secondary chord
(noted as V/V), i.e. the V degree of the G chord, which in turn is the V degree of the basic
tonality.

(16) [, ... IVVIVV ]

+TON ]

No embedded key domain is established in (16): the G chord acts as a temporary tonic
(cf. §3.1), but G does not establish its own Key Domain.

Conversely, when we modulate from a tonality (e.g. T(Q) to another (e.g. T(G ), we must
establish a new key domain and all harmonic functions in the new domain must be assigned
in the new key. The mechanism is illustrated in (17): at the beginning, the base tonality is T(C);
then, at the end of bar 6 an altered D chord occurs and, as in (14b)/(16), D is interpreted as
V/V in T(C) via tonicisation of G; in bar 7, however, the D chord is repeated, this time within
a cadential formula (i.e. at the edge of the musical phrase). The combination of tonicisation
and cadence yields modulation, i.e. a change of tonality from T  to T  that is permanent:
starting from bar 8, all harmonic functions are assigned in the tonality T(G).
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(17) Clementi, Sonatina op. 36 n. 1 (bars 1-13)

Ji?cé:;z- e e e e e e
- -~ b !

VIV Vo) VG
Tonicisation Modn-

I

gi@sﬂfiﬂr‘; St
(: e e e

This simple example provides a clear comparison between tonicisation, which occurs
between bars 6 and 7 (and does not result in key change), and modulation, which occurs be-
tween bars 7 and 8 (at the edge of the musical phrase), establishing a new key domain. Both
tonicisation and modulation yield tonic marking, which, however, is not a necessary condition
for establishing a key domain, cf. (15). In order to establish a key domain (via modulation),
tonic marking must occur at the edge of a constituent ending with a cadence.

In the light of this conclusion, let us focus on Katz and Pesetsky’s 2011 formal analysis
of the cadence. In particular, I will focus on the relationship between three related concepts:
cadence, key domain, and tonic-marking. In the following quote (from their §5.2.3), Katz and
Pesetsky suggest that:

ST

G Vh)

cadential 8-to-T movement has the function of tonic-marking 1, i.e. assigning it the feature [+ TON].
When a head 1 in a structure K is tonic-marked [...], it has the consequence of allowing the terminal
nodes of a particular subtree of K (determined by 1) to be understood as belonging to #he key of 7.

According to the previous quote, the cadence assigns the feature [+ TON] to a given pitch
T so that all others pitches belonging to the structure K are interpreted in the key T . However,
this claim is too strong because also tonicisation assigns the feature [+ TON] to a given pitch. In
Katz and Pesetsky’s 2011 words in (18), being marked [+ TON] is a necessary, but not sufficient
condition to establish a key domain:

(18)  Key Domain
Optional: A node marked [+TON] is a key-domain.

In order to establish a key domain, a second condition must be met, namely that ton-
ic-marking occurs in a cadence (recall that a cadence is a progression in which a chord conveying
tension (e.g. V) resolves into a chord giving a sense of stability (e.g. I) at the edge of a phrase).
The logical relationships between the concepts introduced so far is eventually schematized in
(19): modulation results from two independent conditions, tonic-marking and cadence; the

latter in turns depends on constituency. When tonic-marking takes place outside of a cadence,
no key domain is established (§3.2):
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(19) Constituency (i.e. musical phrases with an edge)

Cadence

Key domain < Tonic-marking

Tonicisation

Following (19), the cadence per se does not have “the function of tonic-marking 1, al-
though it has the power of establishing a key domain by promoting a node marked [+TON]
to the role of tonic of a key-domain.

Given this state of affairs, we can define modulation as a process of tonicisation that takes
place in the context of a cadence: if a new tonic is introduced at the edge of a phrase, the new
tonic will be will become the centre of the newly established key domain:

(20) Constituency (i.e. musical phrases with an edge)
Caiﬁnce
Key domain <———————— Tonic-marking
Mo?dbulation < Tonici%ation

The latter point is illustrated (21), which is an analysis of the excerpt (17). In (17), bars
1-8 form a phrase K, whereas bars 9-15 form another phrase Z. The first seven bars of K are in
the tonality T .5 then the cadence between bar 7 and 8 establishes a new key domain T , -
which is the tonality of the following phrase Z:

(21) K Z

T T

© (G)

What is crucial is that the key domain T crosses the phrase boundary between K and
Z. This contradicts (my understanding of) Katz and Pesetsky’s hypothesis, according to which
the cadence determines the harmonic functions of the phrase i belongs to, namely K (see the
above quote from Katz and Pesetsky). Rather, the cadence yields a modulation that creates a
key domain that is formed by the right edge of K and the following phrase Z. In my opinion,
this misalignment between phrases and key domains requires a partial reformulation of Katz
and Pesetsky’s analysis, which will be discussed in the next section.

4. Towards a revision of Katz and Pesetsky’s account

This section aims to revise the analysis of tonicisation (§3.2) and modulation (§3.3) in
order to meet two desiderata:
- divorce the definitions of tonicisation (tonic marking) and cadence;
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- revisit the notion of cadence in order to provide a better analysis of the relationship

between phrases and key domains.

§4.1 argues that tonicisation consists of an Agree relation between an uninterpretable chord
(the Probe) and an interpretable chord (the Goal); §4.2 suggests that modulation results from
an Impenetrability Condition, which prevents successive pitch events from being interpreted
according to a previous tonic centre.

4.1 Tonicisation as Agree

As mentioned in §2, interpretation is a process assigning harmonic functions (expressed by
Roman numerals, e.g. I, I, V, etc.) to pitch events with respect to a key. If a chord does not
belong to the base key, it is uninterpretable as it cannot be assigned a harmonic function. For
instance, given the progression CD G in T ), D is uninterpretable (#) as it has no harmonic
functionin T .:

©
(22) Chords: C D G

Functions: i u A

In current minimalist theory, an uninterpretable element acts as a Probe searching for an
interpretable Goal in a local domain. In the case of music, the goal is a nearby — though not
necessarily adjacent — interpretable chord which may act as a temporary tonic for the probe
(see §3.1). In (22), a licit probe-goal relation can be established between #D and G as the latter
acts as a temporary tonic because D belongs to the (secondary) key T .. Given the presence
of G, the chord D is eventually interpreted as a second-grade harmonic function: the notation
in (23) shows that the uninterpretable chord D becomes interpretable when it is valued by the
harmonic function of the chord it agrees with:?

(23) Chords: C D G
Functions: il © z'V(V) z'V( o
L1 Agree

In conclusion, Agree allows a temporary deviation from a given tonality without establishing
a new key domain. It seems to me that, by deriving tonic marking from a mechanism of agree,

% An anonymous reviewer pointed out that Chomsky’s Agree consists of matching under feature identity (Chom-
sky 2000: 122). However, matching refers to a system in which various kinds of features co-exists and probe-goal
relations can be established only between objects with matching features. Conversely, music relies only on harmonic
functions: I, III, IV, etc. In a system like this, matching is always ensured since it is based on a sole type of feature.

Thisleads me to address another remark made by the same reviewer, who noticed that syntax is standardly or-
dered by dominance, while music (like phonology) is necessarily ordered by precedence. This, however, is not entirely
true. Dominance plays a fundamental role in music computation, as argued extensively by Lerdahl and Jackendoff
1983. In the same line, Katz and Pesetsky’s 2011 analysis of modulation entails movement within a hierarchical
structure. However, it is true that music displays fewer types of long-distance dependencies than language. In my
opinion, this is partly due to the fact that interpretation in music hinges on a single set of harmonic functions (I,
11, IIT), whereas in language it results from various kinds of features that must be matched. If no intervening feature
occurs, matching of syntactic feature may result in long-distance dependencies. In music, conversely, matching al-
ways takes place between adjacent/close pitch events because, having a sole set of harmonic functions, long-distance
dependencies of the linguistic kind are disfavoured.
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we eventually divorce tonicisation from the cadence. The former results from a formal mech-
anism that, in music as well as in grammar, turns uninterpretable elements into interpretable
ones. For this reason, it seems to me that Agree provides a suitable homologous of tonicisation
in syntactic theory.

4.2 Modulation as Phase Impenetrability

Syntactic dependencies, which are ultimately reduced to probe-goal relations, are con-
strained within local domains. A principled account of local domains is provided by Chomsky’s
Phase theory (1999, 2001). Phase theory assumes that syntactic computation proceeds in phases:
once a syntactic subtree is built, it is spelled out, i.e. it is sent to the semantic and phonetic
interfaces in order to be mapped into phonological and conceptual structures, respectively.
When a phase is sent to the interfaces, its inner structure is no longer available for further
computation, while its outer layer is still visible from the successive phase. This hypothesis is
captured by the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PI1C):

(24) In a structure [, Z...[,,, o [H YP]]], where Z and H are phase heads, the domain of H
is not accessible to operations at ZP; only H and its edge are accessible to such operations

Let us suppose that musical structures, like syntactic structures, are organized into phases,
which define impenetrable domains. If this analysis is on the right track, one can eventually
suggest that notions such as key-domain and cadence are better analysed in terms of phasehood,
which is independent from the algorithm building phrase structure/constituency. To illustrate
the hypothesis, let us resume the analysis of Clementi’s excerpt in (17): recall that the first 8
bars of Clementi’s sonatina form a phrase K ending with a cadence; the edge of K (containing
the cadence) forms a key domain in T with the next phrase (bars 9-15).

(25) K

T{(‘] T[(.i}

This recalls Chomsky’s discussion (1999: 10) concerning the spell-out domain in a struc-
ture of the following type:

26)[,, Z ... [,;p o [HYP]]]

Chomsky argues that “H and its edge o in (8) [= our (26)] belong to ZP for the purpos-
es of Spell-out, under PIC”. Thus, at least in its original formulation, Chomsky hints at the
possibility that the edge of a phase forms a Spell-out domain with the superordinate phase
ZP. It seems to me that the same intuition may provide a suitable account for the (mis)align-
ment between musical phrases and Key domains: a phrase K ends with a cadence, which may
establish a new key domain (to which the next phrase Z belongs). The analysis of cadences as
edges, which is compatible with Katz and Pesetsky’s 2011 analysis in terms of head movement,
provides a promising account of the mapping between constituent structures (“phrases”) and
key domains (“phases”).
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Most importantly, the PIC in (24) provides a sound explanation of modulation: in fact,
the key domain preceding the cadence becomes impenetrable from the successive phase. Thus,
any chord belonging to Z in (25) will be interpreted with respect to the new tonic established in
bar 8, while no probe-goal relation can be established with any chord belonging to the previous
key domain.

5. Conclusions

The present paper has addressed the notions of tonicization and modulation in the frame-
work of minimalist syntax. In the spirit of Katz and Pesetsky’s 2011 Identity Thesis for Language
and Music, | argued that syntactic notions such as Agree and Phase (Impenetrability) may shed
light on some aspects of music theory involving dependencies within local domains.

I suggested a partial revision of Katz and Pesetsky’s analysis by divorcing tonicisation from
the cadence and by redefining the role of the cadence in establishing key domains. I argued that
tonicisation consists of an Agree relation turning an uninterpretable chord into an interpret-
able pitch event by sharing the harmonic function of a nearby interpretable element. Lastly, I
suggested that modulation results from a locality constraint reminiscent of Chomsky’s 1999
Phase Impenetrability Condition, which prevents the interpretation of pitch events in a previous
key if tonicisation takes place at the edge of a phase.
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Abstract:

In our article we review a Georgian dialectal speech of the Georgian Muhajirs’
descendants in Giresun, Turkey. All the research materials are obtained by us
during the expedition July 8-19, 2019 in Turkey, Karadeniz (Black Sea Coast)
region. In the article, all the Illustrative phrases in Georgian are transcribed with
specific Latin-based transcription for Ibero-Caucasian Languages. The most
part of Muhajir Georgians’ Giresun descendants have preserved the Georgian
ethnical self-concept. Due to the code-switching process going on during 140
years the historical mother tongue is only spoken by the older generation;
their knowledge of the Turkish language is mostly poor. The people of middle
generation are usually bilingual speaking both Georgian and Turkish. The
younger generation speaks only Turkish, which they consider more prestigious
than the mother tongue of their ancestors. Consequently, the Acharan dialect
of Georgian spoken in Giresun is at risk of going extinct in the near future.
The risk is increased by the fact that the representatives of younger generation
who want to know their ancestors’ language and develop friendly relations with
Georgia are learning the literary Georgian: having learnt the literary Georgian
they try to speak “correctly” and avoid using dialects.
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1. Settlement of Mubajirs

Based on historical sources, Ottoman Turkey and Iran di-
vided the Georgian kingdom Kartli (Georgia), dating back to the
4™ century, into spheres of influence by the 1555 Amasya Treaty.
As a result of such division two kingdoms — Kartli and Kakheti —
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were formed in the part controlled by Iran. Those two kingdoms were ruled by the Bagrationi
dynasty. The Southern part of Georgia — historical Meskheti (Samtskhe, Javakheti, Erusheti,
Kola, Artaani, Tao, Shavsheti, Chaneti, Livana and Achara with Machakhela) — was soon made
part of the Ottoman Empire. Meanwhile, the third Georgian kingdom named Imereti, which
was ruled by the Bagrationi dynasty, emerged in the central part of western Georgia. Initially,
this kingdom included the principalities of Odishi, Abkhazeti, Svaneti and Guria.

At the turn of the 19 century, the Georgian kingdoms oppressed by Iran and Ottoman
Turkey let the Russian Empire with common Orthodox faith enter the central Caucasus. How-
ever, Russia had its own interests: the Russian Empire began intensive efforts to oppress Iran
and Ottoman Turkey in Caucasus, and, at the same time, to destroy the Georgian kingdoms
and principalities.

By converting the local Georgians to Islam the Ottoman Empire tried to preserve the
occupied Georgian territory, but as a result of the Russian-Turkish War of 1877-1878 it was
forced to give up a large part of the south-western Georgia. It was not in the interest of the
Russian Empire that the border area should be populated by Georgians, so it made sure that
Georgian Muslims left the Georgian territory and settled the central part of Ottoman Turkey.
At the end of 1878 a secret treaty was concluded between Russia and Ottoman Turkey strictly
forbidding Ottomans to let the Muhajirs who had moved from the Russian occupied Georgian
territories settle the area east of the Giresun-Sivas-Adana line (see Asan 2016: 42-43 for details).
The Ottoman government settled the Georgian Muslims in Giresun [li of the present-day
Republic of Turkey.

Based on the materials obtained during our expedition in 2019, part of Muhajir Georgians’
descendants are concentrated in Giresun Ili/Merkez lge village of ambaralani/Anbaralan and
the following villages of Bulancak H(;e: Kisla kjoj/Kisla koyii, tekmezeri/Tekmezer, ku¢ukdere/
Kiigiikdere, tepewrani/Tepeviran koyii, tepekjoj/Tepe koyii, q'ajadibi/Kayadibs, jenikjoj/Yeni
koyii, Semsetini/Semsetin, erekluyi/Eriklik, kusluani/Kugluvan, ha3i jetimi/Hac1 Yetim kdy and
damudere/Damudere.’ These villages are situated in mountains 20-30 kilometers off the coast.
In some of them also other ethnic groups (Turks, Turkified Pontic Greeks etc.) live side by side
with Georgians. Descendants of Muhajir Georgians also live in the cities Giresun and Bulancak.

According to the descendants of Muhajir Georgians, some of the settled villages had been
previously populated by Orthodox Christian Greeks, who left for Greece in 1922-1923. It is
logical to assume that the goal of the Ottoman Empire would have been to have the men-
tioned territory populated by Sunni Muslim Mubhajirs instead of Orthodox Christian Greeks.
Descendants of Mubhajirs also say that their ancestors came to Ottoman Turkey walking. Being
reluctant to go too far from their homeland (i.e. from Georgia), they wanted to stay in Trabzon,
but the government did not let them do it and sent them to Giresun by force, accompanied
by armed escort.

As the data on the ethnic makeup of Turkey is not officially collected, we found it difficult
to determine the current number of Muhajir Georgians in Giresun. Based on the information
provided by the local population there are about 15000 Ethnic Georgians living in Giresun Ili.

? Participants of the expedition: T. Putkaradze, Professor at the Andew the First-Called Georgian University;
Maka Salia, Associate Professor at Diizce University; Mikheil Labadze, Doctor of Philology; Sopo Kekua, Doctor
of Philology; Fevzi Celebi, Doctor of Philology; Keso Gejua, Doctoral Student.

3 We write the toponyms in Georgian in the same way as they are pronounced by the Georgian Muhajirs’
descendants. For Turkish versions we use their official names.
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2. Muhajirs lingual and ethnic self-concept and speech codes

Based on the materials we obtained during the expedition most of the Georgian Muhajirs
sent to Giresun during early 1880s were from Acharistskali Gorge — Zemo Achara* (higher
regions of Achara), the present-day Keda, Shuakhevi and Khulo municipalities. Currently, their
descendants are divided into two groups: those whose ancestors came from today’s Keda munici-
pality and who call themselves acarlebi Acharans’ and others from Shuakhevi and Khulo villages,
known as zegnelebi ‘Zeganians, highlanders’. It is most likely that such classification was caused
by the attitude of Keda Acharans: The Keda Acharans living in today’s Autonomous Republic
of Achara (Georgia) still call the settlers of Shuakhevi and Khulo Municipalities zegnis acarlebi
‘highlander Acharans’. Apparently, during the 140-year isolation the Muhajirs living in Turkey
developed different self-concepts: they got to differentiate between the highland (Shuakhevi and
Khulo) and relatively lowland (Keda) Acharans: the themonym® A¢areli ‘Acharan’ was ascribed
to the residents of Keda, while Zegneli ‘Highlander’, the name created based on geographical
peculiarities of the particular place was given to those who came from Shuakhevi and Khulo.

The largest Acharan villages are Ambaralani and Damudere, while Kiigiikdere and Kigla
koyti are the biggest among Zeganian villages. From a linguistic point of view, ‘Acharans’speak
the Kedian sub-dialect of Georgian, while Zeganians the Shuakhevian and Khuloan sub-di-
alects. The Muhajirs of both groups consider themselves ethnic ‘Giirci’ (Georgian) except a
small part of younger generation, who define themselves as ethnic Turks. All our respondents
without exception regarded themselves as patriots of the Republic of Turkey and demonstrated
their respect for the country they are legal citizens of.

Based on their speech codes and code-switching, descendants of Muhajir Georgians can
be conventionally divided into three groups:

- People over 50: 3 generation — older generation.

- People between 25 and 50: 2™ generation — middle generation.

- People under 25: 1% generation - younger generation.

Among the Georgian Muhajirs living in Giresun, the ethnic Georgians of the third ge-
neration have preserved their mother tongue. During their conversation with members of
our expedition they chose to speak Georgian (its Acharan dialect). Those who had completed

# Achara is one of the ancient districts of Georgia. Acharans — the local Georgian inhabitants of that district — do
not really differ from their compatriots living in other districts of Georgia. The only difference is that one part of Acharans
was converted to Islam during the Ottoman occupation (1540-1878). In the period of Soviet occupation (1921-1991),
almost all the religions were eliminated in Georgia. Since the restoration of the independence of Georgia (1991), present
generations of Acharans have been gradually returning to Orthodox Christianity, the religion of their ancestors (In the village
Dida¢ara, present day Khulo region, based on the Georgian and Greek sources, one of the first churches was built in the
Apostolic Age). Their speech is a Georgian dialect like Gurian, Meskhian (Samtskhe-Javakhetian), Kakhetian, Kartlian and
others. Unfortunately, the Soviet tendency of providing inaccurate information about Georgia and Georgians to Europe
continues under its own momentum. For instance, the English spelling “Ajaria” of the mentioned Georgian district name
originated from the Ottoman Turkish form Acarya (acaristan), which entered the Russian language as Amxapus and later
was introduced into European languages. Since the residents of Achara, who are local Georgjans, have always used the
name Achara to refer to this district and that is the only form used in literary Georgian, the version Achara, which sounds
similar to the Georgian (and not Russian) name, should be established in foreign languages. It should be also noted that
the present-day Autonomous Republic of Achara was created in 1920s after the division of the Caucasus between Ottoman
Turkey and Soviet Russia and its creation was not the choice of its people. The fact that it still exists can only be accounted
by the soviet inertia (for details see Putkaradze, 2009; Putkaradze, 2017; Putkaradze, 2018).

> Ethnonym — the name of ethnos; Compare: Temonym — the name of “temi”, (‘community’ in Georgjan) a part of ethnos.
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secondary school spoke Turkish as well, but with a Georgian accent. When speaking Turkish
they often used Georgian words.

The second generation of Muhajirs displayed equal knowledge of literary Turkish and their
native Acharan dialect of the Georgian language. During their conversation with the expedition
members they mostly spoke Georgian (Acharan dialect), while speaking Turkish they seldom
used the Georgian speech code.

The younger (first) generation speaks only Turkish. And the level of their language profi-
ciency is much higher. Many of them understand Georgian, which is historically their mother
tongue, but they find it difficult to use it even for simple communication.

It could be said that switching between Georgian and Turkish speech codes (code-switching)
is more characteristic of the middle generation, with Georgian dominating in the speech of
older people (aged 35-50) and Turkish prevailing in case of the younger ones (aged 25-35).
Unlike previous years, during the expedition we could not find a single person who did not
speak Turkish, while the number of those who do not speak Georgian is growing every day.

There is one more factor that is worth noting: with the opening of the border with Georgia
(1988) and development of friendly relations between Georgia and Turkey, which resulted in
intensive trade and economic relations, Giresun Georgians’ interest in their native language
increased. However, this became another precondition for disappearance of the Acharan dialect
of Georgian, since those who try to study their historical mother tongue, learn literary Georgian
and not the Acharan dialect spoken by their ancestors.

In July 2019, during our visit to Damudere, a village of Bulancak Ilge, alocal resident called
Musa tan (Musa Helimoyli-Baramize) named several young people who learnt Georgian after
they had started taking trips to Batumi. Their speech did not really differ from the Georgian
spoken by our expedition members. Recently, the cases when people study literary Georgian
are not rare, but are not common either. On the whole, the language spoken by their ancestors
(the particular dialect of Georgian) is irreversibly lost by new generations of Giresun Georgians.
The survival of the Acharan dialect spoken by Giresun Georgians is seriously threatened by
Georgian-Turkish code-switching. It is possible that Giresun Georgians will lose their historical
language (Compare: 40-50 years ago the mother tongue of Muslim Armenians or Hemshins
living in Rize Ili was lost due to the dominance of Turkish in the process of Armenian-Turkish
code-switching; The Hemshin speech only preserved Armenian vocabulary, while the grammar
is completely Turkish; for details see Simonian 2007: 353-356).

Code-switching is a spontaneous, unconscious process that takes place in a society cha-
racterized by complete bilingualism or diglossia because its members have equal knowledge of
A and B languages (dialects). They distinguish the five main subtypes of speech code-switching:

1) Tag-switching — adding a lexical unit (so-called “tag”) of B language/dialect at the be-
ginning or at the end of the A language/dialect phrase;

2) Intra-sentential switching (inside a phrase) - inserting a lexical unit of B language/dialect
into the A language/dialect phrase;

3) Extra-sentential switching (outside a phrase) — switching from A language/dialect phrase
to B language/dialect phrase;

4) Intra-word switching — borrowing B language/dialect phonemes and morphemes by
A language/dialect; when speaking B language/dialect substituting the phonemes not
characteristic of A language/dialect with different phonemes;

5) Calque switching — due to the influence of B language/dialect creating lexical and
grammatical calques in A language/dialect spontaneously. We list some Georgian-Turkish
examples.
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Subtype I:
baxtom ki, isic mwa3irula lak’ajbops® (Amb.-Dam.)”
Lsaw  that he/she too like.muhajir ~ speaks

‘I saw that he also speaks like Muhajir.”®

me wilap’arikep, $en dimiqure, jawrum! (Kiig.-Kis.)
I ILwillspeak you listen[to me] please
“When I speak, you listen to me, please!”

Subtype II:

Karma-m giexsna, hepten tamam oldu, dejc’qo misla-mosla (Amb.-Dam.)
door.ErG.-that is.opened fully good was, is started coming-going
‘(When] entrance [to Sarpi] opened, it was very good, people started travelling’*

imas dazaxa-ki, wesiet qabul edajaxsin-dedi, utxra (Kiig.-Kis.)
he/she.paT called-that last will agree you.must.do-said, told.him
‘He/she called that person and told him/her to execute the last will.”"!

Subtype III:
me q'amion3i war, bir arada trabzona gittim (Amb.-Dam.)
I lorry driver am onceto.Trabzon I.went

‘I am a lorry driver [and] once I went to Trabzon™'?

Eweneburi  xar tu, tiirk¢a nija bilmiyorsun? (Kiig.-Kis.)
from.ours you.are if Turkish why you.dont.know

‘If you are from ours, why don’t you speak Turkish?’'?

Subtype IV:

gaxede erti, zegneli mia,  win ari? (Amb.-Dam.)
Look.you one Zeganian ifis who is

‘Will you look out to see if it is a Zeganian or someone else?’'*

¢ lak'ajbops means ‘speaks’. Dialect form: Giresun Kedians (‘Acharans’) say it only this way.
7'The abbreviated form Amb.-Dam. stands for Ambaralani-Damudere speech, Kiig.- Kis. stands for Kiigiik-

dere-Kisla-kdyii speech.

8 baxtom ki < Turk. dial.: baxtim, ki ‘I saw that.’

% jawrum < Turk.: yavrum ‘My baby’.

1 hepten tamam oldu < Turk.: hepten tamam oldu ‘it was very good.’

Wwesiet qabul edasaxsin-dedi < Turk. dial.: vesiyer qabul ediiciixsin, dedi ‘told him/her to execute the last will.’
12 bir arada trabzona gittim < Turk.: bir arada Trabzon'a gittim ‘once 1 went to Trabzon.’

13 tiirkéa niya bilmiyorsun? <Turk. dial.: firked niyi bilmiyorsun? ‘why don't you speak Turkish?’

Y mi < Turk.: mi, interrogative particle.
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(8) $en dimiq’ure,  jawrum! (Kiig.-Kis.)
you listen [to me] my.baby
“You listen to me, please!’"®

Subtype V:

(9) cemgonsi ‘ar modisisi,  wer gewgnep! (Amb.-Dam.)
my mind-in not comes it,  not l.understand
‘T can’t understand it, cannot make it out!’'®

(10) inat nuik, &ow! (Kiig.-Kis.)
stubborn not make you.boy
‘Don’t be stubborn, boy!’"”

3. The Georgian speech of Muhajir Georgians

Most of the materials obtained by us show that the current Georgian speech of Muhajir
Acharans’ descendants is confined to Acharan dialect. Experts have different approaches towards
the division of Acharan into sub-dialects. For example, in 1930s Jemal Noghaideli (1936: 3)
made a distinction between Acharan and Kobulian dialects:

The dialect spoken by Acharans can be divided into two branches: a) Acharan spread in two regions:
Khula and Keda, including the Southwest part of Batomi region, which was influenced by Akhaltsike
and, generally, Southern Georgian (Shavsheti, Klarjeti and others) speech; and b) Kobulian'®, covering
Kobuleti and a big part of Batomi region, which seems to be greatly influenced by the Gurian dialect.

Later Noghaideli, having somewhat changed his opinion, drew a line between highland and
lowland Acharan dialects (included Kobuletian into lowland Acharan dialects, see Noghaideli
1972: 209).

According to Shota Nizharadze, the Zemoacharan sub-dialect covers Khulo, Shuakhevi and
Kedi regions; Kvemoacharan is spoken in Khelvachauri; and Kobuletian should be regarded as
a separate sub-dialect of the Acharan dialect (Nizharadze 1961: 10; Nizharadze 1975: 15-22).

The Georgian Dialectology by Ivane Gigineishvili, Varlam Topuria and Ivane Kavtaradze
(1961) considers two approaches: according to the first approach Zemoacharan includes Khulo
and Shuakhevi speeches, while Kvemoacharan is comprised of Kedi, Khelvachauri and Kob-
uletian speeches. By the second approach Khulo, Shuakhevi, Kedi and partially Khelvachauri
sheeches should be regarded as Zemoacharan, while Kvemoacharan consists of part of Khel-
vachauri and the entire Kobuletian (Gigineishvili et al. (1961): 43-44).

Kobuletian was deemed to be an Acharan sub-dialect by Shota Dzidziguri as well. In the
work Georgian Dialectology Materials published in 1974, Kobuletian texts are placed under
the category of the Acharan dialect. In the introduction Dzidziguri wrote: “In 1929 we recorded
the texts in Acharan (particularly in the Kobuletian sub-dialect)” (the emphasis was made by the
author. See Dzidziguri 1974: 5).

Y jawrum < Turk.: yavrum ‘my baby’.

16 Cem gonsi ar modis < Turk. aklima gelmiyor ‘I can’t understand’.
7 inat nu ik < Turk. Inat etme! ‘don’t be stubborn!”

18 The author’s term; It is the same as Kobuletian.
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According to Besarion Jorbenadze, Acharan can be divided in the Zemoacharan and Kve-
moacharan sub-dialects, and also speeches: Khulo, Shuakhevi and Kobuletian (Jorbenadze 1989:
540).

Mamia Paghava distinguished “the following sub-dialects of Acharan: a) Zemoacharan
(Keda, Shuakhevi and Khulo speech); Batumian (the speech used in villages around Batumi,
which can be called Kvemoacharan); ¢) Kobuletian (the speech used in Kobuleti and Chakvi)”
(Paghava 2013: 138). Later, in the work he published together with Nana Tsetskhladze, Pa-
ghava remarked that “the issue of determining the sub-dialects making up the Acharan di